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Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

Chapter 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Municipal Service Review (MSR) addresses major issues of service delivery and efficiency and
includes an analysis and a written statement of conclusions, known as determinations, for each of the
following factors:

= Growth and population projections for the affected area
= Disadvantaged unincorporated communities

= Present and planned capacity of public facilities

=  Financial ability of the agency to provide services

=  Opportunities for shared facilities

= Accountability for government service needs
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= Any other matter relative to service delivery as required by Commission Policy

The specific determinations and the key facts that support each determination for each service provided
are discussed in Chapters 4 through 8. The areas of analysis contain the essential operational and
management aspects of each service provider and together constitute a review of the ability of the
providers to meet the service demands of the residents within their boundaries. The services considered
in this are primarily provided to residents and visitors by city government or special districts, collectively
referred to as “agencies.” Agencies are typically operated under the provisions of their “principal acts,”
and they govern the provision of one or more public services. Boundaries and spheres of influence are
determined by their Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).

This MSR addresses the four wastewater service providers in western Nevada County: the City of Grass
Valley, the City of Nevada City, the Kingsbury Greens Community Services District (CSD), and the Nevada
County Sanitation District No. 1 (which includes ten zones of service). In addition, this MSR also
addresses other wastewater systems utilized in western Nevada County such as individual septic
systems, cluster systems, and small centralized systems. While the Cities of Grass Valley and Nevada City
also deliver services other than wastewater, this MSR is focused only on the provision of wastewater
services.

Each chapter provides more detailed information on issues and challenges faced by individual agencies
and zones. For the purposes of this Executive Summary, however, the most crucial wastewater problems
facing Western Nevada County now or in the recent past are encapsulated below.

City of Grass Valley Mining Discharges

The City of Grass Valley’s wastewater treatment has undergone challenges with regard to discharges
from the Drew Tunnel (owned by Newmont USA). The City was, until very recently, operating under an
extension of compliance schedule for meeting final effluent limitations until the Drew Tunnel discharge
was rerouted to a privately owned and operated treatment facility. In September 2014, Newmont began
operating an interim Green Sand/Multi-media water treatment system (GSWTS) to treat groundwater
discharging from the Drew Tunnel mine portal. The treated water will no longer be piped to the City’s
WWTP but will be discharged directly to Wolf Creek. Backwash water from the GSWTS will be
occasionally delivered to the City’'s WWTP for final treatment and discharge. Newmont will be
coordinating with the City to construct a permanent facility in the near future.

Kingsbury Greens CSD Management and Administration

The Kingsbury Greens CSD has ongoing difficulties with recruiting members to the Board of Directors.
The recruitment and maintenance of Board membership is time-consuming and costly, and this problem
was described in LAFCO’s 2004 MSR. Since then, the situation has become more difficult with the
passage of time as residency within Kingsbury Greens shifts away from homeowner-occupied to renter-
occupied. There are currently two vacant positions, which sometimes makes it a challenge to form a
qguorum, in case of an absence, for decision-making purposes (three of five Directors must be present to
take votes on Board matters). Annexation to the Nevada County Sanitation District appears to be the
most feasible and promising solution, and would achieve greater certainty of continued operations.

Sanitation District Zone 8— Cascade Shores Physical and Regulatory Challenges
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On May 9, 2005, a landslide destroyed the Cascade Shores plant and displaced a sewage line, and the
treatment facility was placed under RWQCB’s Cleanup and Abatement Order R5-2005-0714. A high-
density polyethylene sewage line now transports raw sewage down the face of a cliff, and erosion
control has been established that diverts surface water from the hill and nets the cliffside to prevent
further cliffside failure. There is also emergency storage to collect sewage at the top of the cliff in the
event of another failure of the sewage line. Even with the re-construction of the sewage plant, the
Sanitation District has indicated that meeting the regulatory requirements at Cascade Shores continues
to be a problem. Shortly after the landslide damaged the plant and it was rebuilt, the discharge
requirements changed. The plant was upgraded again, and again the discharge requirements changed.
The District’s current plan is to abandon the plant and build a community leach field, which discharges
onto land and so does not carry the stringent requirements that discharge to surface water does. The
District has negotiated to purchase 40 acres on which to build the leach field.

Sanitation District Zone 6 — Penn Valley Capacity

There is currently a development moratorium area in Penn Valley based on the lack of capacity in the
treatment system. The Penn Valley WWTP has a design flow of 0.1256 MGD, while peak flow in the last
year was 0.1915 MGD, in excess of the design flow. On days when the flow is higher than treatment
capacity, wastewater does not receive treatment. The dam in the irrigation reservoir has a freeboard
limit which has also historically been surpassed on occasion. Because capacity is compromised during
extended periods of precipitation as rain increases the level of the storage basin, the plant is currently
operating under an RWQCB Cease and Desist Order. However, the Sanitation District has been awarded
a $5 million grant from the RWQCB to fund pipeline construction from Penn Valley to Lake Wildwood,
during which the pipeline will also tie into Zone 12, Valley Oak Court. This aggregation of zones will
facilitate the resolution of water quality and treatment issues at the Penn Valley WWTP.
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The following table provides a summary profile of each agency evaluated in this MSR.

Table ES-1. Summary Profile of Agencies in Nevada LAFCo Wastewater MSR

Populati 201 Monthl F

Agency U(;pcue?]tsls:)’fper iy Size (acres) Connected EDUs pe?nEtDL\J/ by e
Grass Valley 12,860 3,466 approx. 9,500 S55**
Nevada City 3,068 1,397 1,380*** S47
Kingsbury Greens
Community Services 7% ¥ ** 8 45 S46
District
San District Zone 1 -
Lake Wildwood 4,991 2,335 2,916 $83
San District Zone 2 —
Lake of the Pines 3,917 2,258 2,090 599
San District Zone 4 — "
North San Juan 173 121 85 565
San District Zone 5 — *
Gold Creek 103 22.3 44 $20
San District Zone 6 — 783* 599 347 $83
Penn Valley
San District Zone 7 — "
Mtn Lake Estates 94 253 40 547
San District Zone 8 — "
Cascade Shores 202 66 86 3204
San District Zone 9 — N
Eden Ranch 64 36 27 596
San District Z 11-

an DIstrict zone 0 (all commercial) 10.7 47.8 $140
Higgins Village
San District Zone 12 - *
Valley Oak Court 12 6 > 3167

* Population is provided by 2010 US Census numbers when possible. However, for Zones with one asterisk, US Census numbers
were not available and population was estimated using an average of 2.35 people per household (per California Department of
Finance statistics for Nevada County) multiplied by the number of EDUs.

** For the City of Grass Valley, the user fee is flow-based for commercial uses and allows up to 4,000 gallons per month of
wastewater.

*** The City of Nevada City counts connections rather than EDUs, so this figure represents the total number of residential and
commercial connections now being served.

****population of Kingsbury Greens CSD was estimated by the Board of Directors members during a meeting with MSR report
preparers on June 4, 2014.

1-4




Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

Chapter 2
NEVADA LAFCO RESOLUTION OF
APPROVAL

Resolution 15-03 of the
Local Agency Formation Commission
of
Nevada County, California
Approving a Municipal Service Review of Wastewater Services in Western Nevada County and
Adopting Written Determinations Thereon

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56425 requires that a Local Agency Formation
Commission (“LAFCo”) adopt and periodically review Sphere of Influence Plans for all agencies in its
jurisdiction; and,

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56430 requires that a LAFCo conduct a review of
the municipal services provided by an agency prior to updating or adopting its Sphere of Influence
Plan; and,

WHEREAS, the Sphere of Influence Plan is the primary planning tool for LAFCo and defines the
probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency as determined by LAFCo: and,

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2015, the Commission held a workshop on the preliminary draft of the
Western County Wastewater MSR and directed staff to circulate the draft to the public and affected
agencies for comment; and, T

WHEREAS, at the time and in the manner provided by law, the Executive Officer gave notice of the
date, time, and place of a public hearing by the Commission upon the Western County Wastewater
Municipal Service Review, including approval of the report and adoption of the written determinations
contained therein; and,

WIHEREAS, the Commission hereby determines that the final draft of the Western County Wastewater
Municipal Service Review and written determinations contained therein wiil provide information for
updating the spheres of influence of the various districts and cities involved in the study (including the
County Sanitation District, the Kingsbury Greens Community Services District, and the cities of Grass
Valley and Nevada City) and are otherwise consistent with the purposes and responsibility of the
Commission for planning the logical and orderly development and coordination of local governmental
agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of the county and its
communities; and,

WHEREAS, in making this determination, the Commission has considered the documentation on file
in this matter prepared by the consultant and submitted by other interested agencies and individuals;
and,

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard all interested parties desiring to be heard and has considered

the proposal and report by the Executive Officer and all other relevant evidence and information
presented at said hearing;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Nevada County hereby resolves,
orders and determines the following:

1) The Municipal Service Review of Wastewater Services in Western Nevada County, attached hereto
as Exhibit A, is approved and the written determinations presented in the Executive Summary of
the report are hereby adopted.
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Resolution 15-03
Nevada LAFCo

2) The Commission finds that this project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption to the California
Environmental Quality Act under Article 19, Class 6 (Section 15306) of the Guidelines for
Implementation of CEQA, Information Collection (which does not result in disturbance of an
environmental resource).

3) LAFCo staff is directed to utilize the approved MSR for updating the spheres of influence of each
of the subject agencies, as provided for by the Commission’s schedule for sphere updates.

4) LAFCo staff is further ordered to forward copies of the adopted Municipal Service Review to all
appropriate agencies, including each subject service provider.

The foregoing resolution was duly passed by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Nevada
County at a special meeting held on April 23, 2015, by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Anderson, Flora, Grundel, Levine, Norsell, Wilcox, Weston

Noes: none

Absentions: none

Absent: Beason, Susman

32 :
Signed and approved by me afler its passage this ) | day of’ RLL 2015,

Lk b

Hank Weston, Chair
Nevada LAFCo

(

SR\I%E/)&cutive Officer

2-2



Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

Chapter 3
INTRODUCTION

This Municipal Service Review (MSR) has been prepared to provide technical and governance
information for wastewater providers within Western Nevada County. Four service providers, including
the City of Nevada City, City of Grass Valley, Kingsbury Greens CSD, and the Nevada County Sanitation
District are reviewed herein. The County Sanitation District has ten zones which are analyzed in detail in
Chapter 8. These zones are Lake Wildwood, Lake of the Pines, North San Juan, Gold Creek, Penn Valley,
Mountain Lake Estates, Cascade Shores, Eden Ranch, Higgins Village, and Valley Oak Court. See Figure 3-
1 for a map of the cities and districts contained in this MSR.
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In addition to the agencies listed above, Chapter 4 also includes a brief discussion of “Other Wastewater
Systems” including:

= |ndividual Septic Systems
=  Cluster Systems
=  Small Centralized Systems

3.1 ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY OF LAFCO

Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCo’s) are independent agencies that were established by state
legislation in 1963 in each county in California to oversee changes in local agency boundaries and
organizational structures. It is LAFCo’s responsibility to

= oversee the logical, efficient, and most appropriate formation of local cities and special districts,

= provide for the logical progression of agency boundaries and efficient expansion of municipal
services,

= assure the efficient provision of municipal services, and

= discourage the premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands (Government Code
[GC] §§ 56100, 56301, 56425, 56430, 56378).

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) requires
each LAFCo to prepare a MSR for its cities and special districts. MSRs are required prior to and in
conjunction with the update of a Sphere of Influence (SOI). This review is intended to provide Nevada
LAFCo with the necessary and relevant information related to four wastewater service providers within
the County (see above), specifically regarding the appropriateness of each service provider’s existing and
proposed boundaries and SOI.

Although each LAFCo works to implement the CKH Act, there is flexibility in how these state regulations
are implemented so as to allow adaptation to local needs. As a result, Nevada LAFCo has adopted
policies, procedures and principles that guide its operations (adopted on April 28, 1994 and last updated
on January 16, 2014). The policies and procedures can be found on Nevada LAFCo’s website
(www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco).

This MSR is an information tool that can be used to facilitate cooperation among agency managers and
LAFCo to achieve the efficient delivery of services. Describing existing efficiencies in service deliveries
and suggesting new opportunities to improve efficiencies is a key objective of this MSR, consistent with
LAFCo’s purposes. Since this MSR will be published on LAFCo’s website, it also contributes to LAFCo’s
principle relating to transparency of process and information. A public hearing was conducted by LAFCo
on this MSR, thereby contributing to LAFCo’s aim of encouraging an open and engaged process.
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3.2 PURPOSE OF THE MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW

MSRs are intended to provide LAFCo with a comprehensive analysis of services provided by each of the
special districts and other service providers identified within this MSR and that fall under the legislative
authority of the LAFCo. This review will provide Nevada LAFCo with the information and analysis
necessary to evaluate existing boundaries and consider spheres of influence for these service providers.
The MSR makes determinations in each of seven mandated areas of evaluation, providing the basis for
LAFCo to review proposed changes to a service provider’s boundaries or SOI.

An SOl is defined in GC § 56425 as “a plan for the probable physical boundary and service area of a local
agency or municipality as determined by the Commission.” LAFCo is required to adopt an SOI for each
city and each agency in its jurisdiction. When reviewing and determining SOI's for these service
providers, LAFCo will consider and make recommendations based on the following information:

= The present and planned land uses in the area

= The present and probable need for public services and facilities in the area

= The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency
provides

= The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if LAFCo determines
that they are relevant to the service provider

= The presence of disadvantaged unincorporated communities for those agencies that provide
water, wastewater, or structural fire protection services

Ideally, an MSR will support not only LAFCo but will also provide the following benefits to the subject
agencies:

= Provide a broad overview of agency operations including type and extent of services provided
= Serve as a prerequisite for a sphere of influence update (included herein)

= Evaluate governance options and financial information

= Demonstrate accountability and transparency to LAFCo and to the public

= Allow agencies to compare their operations and services with other similar agencies

This MSR is designed to provide technical and administrative information on each of the four service
providers to Nevada LAFCo, so that LAFCo can make informed decisions based on the best available data
for each service provider and area. Written determinations, as required by law, are presented in Chapter
9 Conclusions of this MSR for LAFCo’s consideration. LAFCo is ultimately the decision maker on approval
or disapproval of any determinations, policies, boundaries, and discretionary items.

Also included in this MSR is a discussion of other wastewater systems utilized in western Nevada County
(Chapter 4 Onsite Wastewater Systems), such as individual septic systems, cluster systems, and small
centralized systems. These systems represent a large number of systems in the area, including such
developments as Alta Sierra (approximately 3,000 parcels).

3.3 METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH TO THIS MSR

In accordance with GC § 56430, LAFCo must prepare municipal service reviews prior to or in conjunction
with the mandated five-year schedule for reviewing SOIls for the agencies within its jurisdiction. This
MSR evaluates the structure and operation of each of the four wastewater service providers and
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discusses possible areas for streamlining, improvement, and coordination. Key references and
information sources for this study were gathered for each agency considered. The reference utilized in
this study include published reports; review of agency files and databases (agendas, minutes, budgets,
contracts, audits, etc.); master plans; capital improvement plans; engineering reports; EIRs; finance
studies; general plans; and state and regional agency information (permits, reviews, communications,
regulatory requirements, etc.). Additionally, the consulting team, in coordination with the LAFCo
Executive Officer, sent each city and agency a Request for Information, and the agencies’ responses to
these requests were a key information source. Members of the consultant team also conducted site
visits and personal interviews with each agency.

This MSR forms the basis for specific judgments, known as determinations, about each agency that
LAFCo is required to make (GC § 5425, 56430). These determinations are described in the MSR
Guidelines from the Office of Planning & Research (OPR) as set forth in the CKH Act, and they fall into
seven categories, as listed below:

1. Growth and population projections for the affected area

2. Location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or
contiguous to the sphere of influence

3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services including
infrastructure needs or deficiencies

4. Financial ability of agency to provide services

5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities

6. Accountability for community service needs, including government structure and operational
efficiencies

7. Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission
policy

An MSR must include an analysis of the issues and written determination(s) for each of the above
determination categories. Within each sub-chapter that describes a specific service provider, there are
sections corresponding to the seven determination categories required by the CKH Act. Each of these
seven determination categories is described in the chapter for each city and agency. An explanation of
these seven determination categories is provided below.

1. Growth and Population

Section 3.4 evaluates existing and projected population estimates for the incorporated and
unincorporated region of Nevada County. The ability of each provider to accommodate growth and
demand projections is considered in each chapter.

2. Location and Characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities
within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence

Senate Bill (SB) 244, which became effective in January 2012, requires LAFCo to consider the presence of
any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs) when preparing a MSR that addresses agencies
that provide water, wastewater or structural fire protection services. A DUC is a geographic area
characterized as having a median household income of 80 percent or less of the statewide median
household income. Nevada LAFCo policy recognizes any of the DUCs that have been designated by the
County of Nevada, the Cities of Grass Valley and Nevada City and the Town of Truckee. The County has
identified five DUCs in the unincorporated portion of the County: Penn Valley, Rough and Ready, North
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San Juan, Washington, and Soda Springs. Additionally, the City of Grass Valley has identified the Alta Hill
area as a DUC. See Section 3.6 for additional details.

3. Capacity and Infrastructure

Discussed in the service provider chapter is the adequacy and quality of the services provided by the
agency, including whether sufficient infrastructure and capital are in place (or planned for) to
accommodate planned future growth and expansions.

4. Financing

This section (in each service provider chapter) provides an analysis of the financial structure and health
of each service provider, including the consideration of rates and service operations, as well as other
factors affecting the financial health and stability of each provider. Other factors considered include
those that affect the financing of needed infrastructure improvements and compliance with existing
requirements relative to financial reporting and management.

5. Shared Facilities

Opportunities for agencies to share facilities are described in the service provider chapters of this MSR.
Practices and opportunities that may help to reduce or eliminate unnecessary costs are examined, along
with cost avoidance measures that are already being utilized. Occurrences of facilities sharing are listed
and assessed for more efficient delivery of services.

6. Government Structure and Local Accountability

Each service provider chapter contains a subsection entitled Accountability and Governance. This
subsection addresses the adequacy and appropriateness of existing boundaries and SOls, and evaluates
the ability of each service provider to meet its demands under its existing government structure. Also
included in this subsection is an evaluation of compliance by each provider with public meeting and
records laws (Brown Act).

7. Other Matters Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by
LAFCo Policy

Other matters could relate to the potential future SOI determination and/or additional effort to review
potential advantages or disadvantages of consolidation or reorganization. During the gathering of
information for the service review, LAFCo may become aware of additional matters that will require
some response or referral to another agency.

A summary of determinations regarding each of the above categories are provided in Chapter 9
Conclusions of this document and will be considered by Nevada LAFCo in assessing potential future
changes to an SOl or other reorganization.

Staff from each of the evaluated agencies had an opportunity to review the Administrative Draft of this
report. Their comments, clarifications, and corrections were incorporated into the public review draft.
The Commission conducted a public hearing on February 19, 2015, at the beginning of the public review
process that was duly noticed, where they considered this report. Staff and members of the board of
directors from each agency were invited to the public hearing.
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California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is contained in Public Resources Code § 21000, et seq.
Under this law public agencies are required to evaluate the potential environmental effects of their
actions. This MSR is exempt from CEQA under a Class 6 categorical exemption. CEQA Guidelines §
15306 states that “Class 6 consists of basic data collection, research, experimental management, and
resource evaluation activities that do not result in a serious or major disturbance to an environmental
resource.”

It should be noted that when LAFCo acts to establish or update a SOI for the agencies, an environmental
document will need to be prepared to satisfy CEQA requirements. The lead agency for this future
document would most likely be LAFCo.

3.4 GROWTH AND POPULATION — REGIONAL SETTING

LAFCo is required to make a determination in this MSR on growth and population. When planning for
the provision of future services and infrastructure, local agencies should have ready access to accurate
growth and population projections. The consultants preparing this MSR asked service providers to
provide the current population and projected growth in five-year increments through 2030. The
information provided by the service providers is summarized in each chapter of this MSR. The following
paragraphs provide an overview of population and growth in the county as a whole. The intent is to
provide contextual information which can be used to compare and consider data in subsequent chapters
on individual agencies.

In 2010 the U.S. Census estimated the total population of Nevada County was 98,764 persons. By 2013,
the U.S. Census estimated that this population number declined by 0.01 percent to 98,200 persons. To
be consistent, we will utilize demographic data from the year 2010 in this MSR. This decline in
population between the years 2010 to 2012 is unusual for Nevada County, which over the years has
seen a steady increase in population as shown in Figure 3-2.

Figure 3-2: Historic Population Growth in Nevada County
(1860-2013)
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As shown in Figure 3-2, most people (68 percent) currently live in the unincorporated portion of the
county. Of the three incorporated cities in the county, Grass Valley is the second largest city with 13
percent of the population. Nevada City has 3 percent of the population and Truckee, the largest city, has
16 percent of the population. No other incorporated cities are located within the county. The land area
of Nevada County is approximately 974 square miles and the average number of persons per square
mile is 101 (U.S. Census, 2010).

There were a total of 41,527 households in Nevada County in 2010, according to the U.S. Census. A
majority (98.8 percent) of county residents live in a household, while 673 people, who represent
approximately 0.7 percent of the population, live in an institution. Approximately 502 people (0.5
percent) do not live in either a household or an institution and may be temporarily or permanently
homeless.

Of the 41,527 households, 6,741 of these consist of a husband and wife with children. Approximately
21,713 households consist of a husband and wife without children living at home. There are 3,622
female head-of-households with no husband in residence. There are 1,919 male head-of-households
with no wife in residence. Single person households comprise 10,936 households. There are 14,273 non-
family households. The average household size is 2.35 persons. The average family size is 2.80 persons.

Figure 3-3: Distribution of Population in Cities and Unincorporated Nevada County

Population

3081

M Grass Valley

Hm Nevada City

16009
: Truckee

B Unincorporated Nevada County

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS, 2010

A majority (72 percent) of the households are owner-occupied. Approximately 28 percent are renter-
occupied. In 2010 the homeowner vacancy rate was approximately 2.6 percent.

The average age of people in Nevada County is 47.6 years. In Figure 3-4 shown below, ages of the
population were compiled by decade and the age classes are fairly evenly distributed. The largest age
class consists of approximately 9,150 people aged 55 to 59. The age class with the fewest people is
those aged 85 and over, with 2,759 people.
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Figure 3-4: Distribution of Age Class in Nevada County
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Within the population of Nevada County, the predominant race is white at 91 percent. Native Americans
and Native Alaskans comprise one percent of the County population. African Americans, Native
Hawaiians, and Asians comprise one percent of the population. Approximately three percent of the
population identifies their race as “other”. Additionally, three percent of the population identifies
themselves as a combination of two or more races. A summary of Nevada County’s racial diversity is

shown in Table 3-1 below.

Table 3-1: Diversity of Races in Nevada County

Race Population Percent of Population
White 90,233 91

American Indian and Alaska Native 1,044 1

Black or African American 389

Asian 1,187 2

Hawaiian & Pacific Islander 110

Other Race 2,678 3

Combo Two + Races 3,123 3

Total Population in Nevada County 98,764 100

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS, 2010
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In the future, Nevada County is expected to grow in population at a compound annual rate of 0.46
percent. Projections for the County’s population predict 101,767 persons by 2020 and 121,517 persons
by 2060 (Figure 3-5).* The population patterns within the county are similar to other rural counties in
that most of the population resides in the unincorporated area, a trend that may or may not continue
into the future, depending on alternative land uses and development patterns. Regardless, Nevada
County’s rate of growth is significantly lower than the state as a whole, which is anticipated to have a
compound annual growth rate of 0.63 percent through the year 2060.?

Figure 3-5: Projected Population Estimates
for Nevada County
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SOURCE: DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH UNIT, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, DECEMBER 2014.

Areas of growth in Nevada County that have the potential to impact existing or create new public
wastewater systems include Bear River Plaza® near Lake of the Pines, Rincon del Rio one mile south of
Lake of the Pines, Higgins Marketplace near Higgins Village, and the City of Grass Valley’s four special
development areas (SDAs): North Star, Kenny Ranch, Loma Rica Ranch and Southhill Village. Existing
developed community areas that hold further development potential include Lake Wildwood, Lake of
the Pines, and Dark Horse. As part of the Housing Element Update, Nevada County is also planning to

! Projections Prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance, December 2014.
2 .

Ibid.
® The Bear River Plaza Project was approved allowing 40,000 square feet of commercial, and 28 high-density residential units
off of Combie Road via BOS Resolution 08 -403 and Ordinance 2273 (see www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/bos/). However, this
project has not been annexed into the County Sanitation District, LOP Zone 2.
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rezone several areas to higher density. Rezoned lots will then have a denser development potential and
more anticipated EDUs.

The County Sanitation District has plans to construct a pipeline between the Penn Valley and Wildwood
zones, so that wastewater from Penn Valley and the Valley Oak Court development will be treated at
the Wildwood wastewater treatment plant. At that time, the District would merge the Penn Valley zone
and the Valley Oak Court zone with the Lake Wildwood zone. The District also has plans to merge the
Higgins Village zone into the Lake of the Pines zone at some point in the future, although plans have not
been made as of this writing. Rincon del Rio, an approved development with several hundred potential
EDUs in the south county area, has been annexed into the Sanitation District and will be connected to
the Lake of the Pines treatment plant. The Rincon del Rio project will pay for additional capacity to be
built into the plant if and when it is developed. Other projects that have recently been annexed to the
County Sanitation District include Wildwood Ridge, with 388 units in Lake Wildwood (annexed into Zone
1, Lake Wildwood), and Penn Valley Oaks, which includes 51 units and 10,000 square feet of commercial
uses on Penn Valley Drive (annexed into Zone 6, Penn Valley). As of January 2015, construction on the
Penn Valley Oaks project has not yet started; although planning permits have been approved.

The City of Grass Valley’s SDAs are located outside the city limits proper but within the City’s SOI, and
have been identified in both the City’s and the County’s General Plans as areas for targeted growth. The
SDAs include North Star, Kenny Ranch, Southhill Village and Loma Rica Ranch. Three of the four SDAs are
currently inactive. The Loma Rica Ranch area was annexed to the City in 2012 and some development
has been approved, but not yet constructed, on the site. The Southhill Village SDA has been proposed
for annexation and an EIR has recently been prepared. The proposed annexation consists of 120 acres
directly adjacent to the City’s southern boundary. The project, known as Southern Sphere of Influence
Planning and Annexation, also includes General Plan amendments and pre-zoning of a total of 416 acres
within and surrounding the area proposed for annexation. No specific development proposal is currently
associated with the SDA/annexation application and many of the parcels within the annexation area are
undeveloped or underdeveloped. General Plan designations planned for the area include a mix of
residential, commercial and manufacturing land uses.* A wastewater service feasibility study was
prepared for the project and determined that with the extension of infrastructure, the City’s wastewater
facilities are adequate to serve the project.’

The City’s current WWTP capacity has between 4,000 and 4,800 EDUs available based on average annual
flows, and has sufficient capacity to serve the city’s population. Additionally, once the discharges
received from the Drew Tunnel are diverted to Newmont USA’s own treatment facility, the City’s WWTP
capacity will increase to approximately 9,000 EDUs.

Local Planning Policies

Local planning policies and zoning affect the rate and amount of potential future development and
population growth. Each of the three land use agencies updated their Housing Element in 2014. They
also updated their Land-Use Elements to identify DUCs as required by state law (SB 614). A general
summary of key planning and policy documents is provided below.

* PMC, Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project Draft EIR, 2013; 2.0-1.
®sco Planning & Engineering, Inc., Wastewater Feasibility Analysis — La Barr Meadows Road & Taylorville Road, (September
2012).
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Nevada County General Plan: The Nevada County General Plan is the long-term policy guide for the
physical, economic and environmental future of the County. It is comprised of goals, objectives, policies,
and implementation measures, which are based upon assessments of current and future needs and
available resources. The Nevada County General Plan was adopted in 1996 and amended in 2008 (Safety
Element) and 2010 (Circulation/Housing Element). The 2014-2019 Housing Element was adopted on
June 24, 2014. In addition, the Planning Department has prepared updates to the Safety and Noise
Elements, which are currently in the process of public review.

City of Grass Valley General Plan: The City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan was updated in November
2009; although a few Elements have been more recently updated. The City’s General Plan includes the
2,521 acres that make up the City boundaries and an additional 7,373 acres of surrounding
unincorporated lands that make up the Planning Area. The Housing Element was September 23, 2014.
The City is in the beginning phases of updating its Sewer System Management Plan.

City of Nevada City General Plan: The Nevada City General Plan was adopted in 1986. The Land Use
Element was updated in 2009 and the SOl updated in 2008. The 2014-2019 Housing Element was
adopted in January 2014.

3.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

LAFCo conducted a public hearing on the Preliminary Draft MSR on February 19, 2015. Comments from
the public were solicited; however no comments from the public were received. The Commission held a
second public meeting on the MSR on April 23, 2015.

After this MSR is finalized, it will be published on the Commission’s website
(www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco), thereby making the information contained herein available to
anyone with access to an internet connection. A copy of this MSR may also be viewed during posted
office hours at LAFCo’s office located at 950 Maidu Avenue, Nevada City, CA 95959. In addition to this
MSR, LAFCo’s office maintains files for each service provider and copies of many of the planning
documents and studies that were utilized in the development of this MSR. These materials are also
available to the public for review.

3.6 DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

SB 244, which became effective in January 2012, requires LAFCo to consider the presence of any DUCs
when preparing a MSR that addresses agencies that provide water, wastewater or structural fire
protection services. By definition, a DUC consists of at least 10 dwelling units in a fringe, island, or legacy
community with a median household income of 80 percent or less of the statewide median household
income (MHI). This state legislation is intended to ensure that the needs of these unincorporated
communities are met when considering service extensions and/or annexations, in particular, water,
wastewater, drainage and structural fire protection services.
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The Wolk Bill created several definitions, in both LAFCo and planning law, including®:

1. “Community” is an inhabited area within a city or county that is comprised of no less than 10
dwellings adjacent to or in close proximity to one another;

2. “Unincorporated fringe community” is any inhabited and unincorporated territory that is within
a city’s SOI;

3. “Unincorporated island community” is any inhabited and unincorporated territory that is
surrounded or substantially surrounded by one or more cities or by one or more cities and a
county boundary or the Pacific Ocean;

4. “Unincorporated legacy community” as a geographically isolated community that is inhabited
and has existed for at least 50 years; and

5. “Disadvantaged unincorporated community” is inhabited territory of 12 or more registered
voters that constitutes all or a portion of a community with an annual MHI that is less than 80
percent of the statewide annual MHI.

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has developed a mapping tool to easily determine
the location of disadvantaged communities (DACs)’. DACs are slightly different from DUCs. DACs are
identified using the definition provided in DWR's Proposition 84 and 1E IRWM Guidelines, dated August,
2010). The maps and geographic information system files are derived from the US Census Bureau's
American Community Survey and are compiled for the five-year period 2006-2010. DWR has included, in
the maps a calculated field which indicates the DAC status for different census geographies (Place ¢,
Tract, and Block Group). Since both DACs and DUCs are determined using a threshold MHI of less than
$48,706 (80 percent of the Statewide MHI), the DWR mapping tool is helpful to LAFCo and other
agencies. Within western Nevada County, the communities of North San Juan, Penn Valley, Rough and
Ready, and Washington are recognized by the Department of Water Resources as DACs. Nevada County
and Nevada LAFCo also recognize these areas as DUCs. Additionally, the City of Grass Valley has
identified the Alta Hill neighborhood as an unincorporated fringe community within their SOI, as defined
by SB 244.

To address DUCs at the local level, the Wolk legislation requires cities and counties to review and update
the land use elements of their general plans to map and analyze the service needs of DUCs within or
adjacent to their SOIs. Nevada County, Nevada City, and the City of Grass Valley each updated the land
use element of their general plans in 2014, in accordance with the Wolk legislation.

With the implementation of SB 244 in 2012, the CKH Act now requires municipal service reviews to
include written determinations with respect to the location and characteristics of any DUC within or
contiguous to a City’s SOI, and the present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public
services, including water, sewer, and structural fire protection, within these DUCs.

® State of California, Senate Bill 244 (Wolk Bill) (October 7, 2011).

” Details available on Department of Water Resources IRWM Grant Program, Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) Mapping Tool.
www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/resourceslinks.cfm.

& The U.S. Census Bureau identifies “census designated place” as the statistical counterpart of a city in that it is a named place
with a concentration of residents, housing, and commercial activity, but is located in a county’s unincorporated territory.
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Nevada LAFCo’s policies include defining characteristics of DUCs, recognizing any that have been so
identified by the County or a city, as set forth in Section Il (P) (3) of the Commission’s Policies:

Definition of Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community: A developed area that has been identified as a
DUC by LAFCo, the County or applicable city, or one that meets all the following standards:

= Substantially developed with primarily residential uses;

= Contains at least 25 parcels in close proximity to each other that do not exceed 1.5 acres in size;

= Does not have reliable public water, sewer or structural fire protection service available

= Contains at least 12 registered voters; and

= Has a median household income level of 80 percent or less than the statewide median
household income.

Nevada LAFCo has also established a process for residents or property owners to request that LAFCo
designate their community as a DUC. To date, this process has not been utilized.

SB 244 may limit a city’s ability to annex territory because it prohibits LAFCos from approving an
annexation of territory greater than 10 acres (or as determined by LAFCo policy) where a DUC is
contiguous unless an application to annex the DUC is also filed. There are exceptions where LAFCo can
show there is no support in the DUC for annexation.

Government Code Section 65302.10 requires that on or before the adoption of its housing element,
each city or county review and update its land use element to address the infrastructure needs of
unincorporated disadvantaged communities. Counties must identify Legacy Communities, which are
defined as geographically isolated communities that have been in existence for over 50 years, and
where the MHI is 80 percent or less than the statewide MHI. Nevada County used the following criteria
to identify Legacy Communities:

1. Geographically isolated communities in the unincorporated areas that have been in existence
for over 50 years;

12 or more registered voters are within the community area;

No less than 10 dwellings together in close proximity;

The MHI in the community area is 80 percent or less than the statewide MHI;

The community is recognized as a 2010 CDP;

The community is recognized by the DWR as a disadvantaged community;

The community is recognized in the Nevada County GP as a Rural Place or a Village Center
and/or is associated with an existing Area Plan; and

8. The community is within % mile of a commercial zone (C1 or C2).

NoubswnN

Based on the above criteria, the county has identified the following communities as DUCs (Legacy
Communities) within its updated Land Use Element”:

= North San Juan
=  Penn Valley

9 County of Nevada, General Plan Land Use Element (adopted January 28, 2014).
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= Rough and Ready
= Soda Springs
= Town of Washington

Of the four service providers analyzed in this MSR, two providers serve unincorporated communities:
Kingsbury Greens CSD and the Nevada County Sanitation District.

Kingsbury Greens CSD

Neither the Department of Water Resources nor the County of Nevada has identified Kingsbury Greens
as a DUC. See Chapter 7 for further discussion.

Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1

Two areas within the Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1 have been identified by the Nevada LAFCo,
County of Nevada, and the Department of Water Resources as DUCs: Penn Valley and North San Juan.
See Chapter 8 for further discussion.

SB 244 also required cities to update their land use elements as part of the next revision to their Housing
Elements, including an analysis of the water, wastewater, storm water, and structural fire protection
services in the area along with financing options to help encourage investment in the area should it be
needed. As part of this effort, the bill required cities to identify and address any disadvantaged
communities within their sphere of influence (SOI). Disadvantaged communities are defined as a “fringe
communities” or areas within the cities’ SOl that meets the state defined income for DUCs, which is a
MHI of 80 percent or less than the statewide median. The cities based their analysis of fringe
communities on income levels from the U.S. Census, 2008-2012 American Community Survey.

City of Grass Valley

Grass Valley has identified the Alta Hill area as a “Fringe Community.” Alta Hill is an unincorporated
neighborhood located northwest of the City, near Dee Mautino Park. Almost all of the homes in this
fringe community rely on private septic systems. The City of Grass Valley provides public wastewater
collection and treatment to less than 10 of the homes in the area. Grass Valley has sufficient wastewater
treatment capacity to provide sewer service to this fringe community if there is a need to do so in the
future. Furthermore, the City’s Sewer System Management Plan includes a plan to serve this area in the
future.’® See Chapter 5 for further discussion.

City of Nevada City

In consultation with Nevada County LAFCO, Nevada City was unable to find any DUCs within the
unincorporated areas of its Sphere of Influence. See Chapter 6 for further discussion.

1o City of Grass Valley, Sewer System Management Plan (Revised September 2012).

3-15



Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

3.7 REGULATIONS FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEMS

Both state and federal regulatory authority exists for the control of water quality in surface waters of
California. Under the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulates
municipal and industrial effluent discharges to navigable waters through the issuance of National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. The basic approach used in both state and
federal processes is 1) to designate beneficial uses to be protected, 2) to set water quality objectives
that are protective of the most sensitive uses, and 3) to control municipal, industrial, and other sources
to meet these objectives.

Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) is the federal law that governs and authorizes water
quality control activities by the EPA. Pursuant to federal law, the EPA has published water quality
regulations under Volume 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR). The CWA regulates water
pollution through two different and supplementary approaches:

=  Water quality and technology-based standards; and
= Section 303 of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards for all surface
waters of the United States.

The two approaches to regulating water pollution are implemented through the use of discharge
permits, which contain mass or concentration-based effluent limits for the pollutants in the permittee’s
wastewater. These approaches are applied to pollutant dischargers through the implementation of the
national wastewater discharge permitting program set up under the CWA. The CWA established national
goals to eliminate pollutant discharges to navigable waters and to assure that all navigable waters would
be fishable and swimmable.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

The NPDES permit system was established under section 402 of the CWA to regulate municipal and
industrial discharges to surface waters of the United States. The discharge of wastewater to surface
waters is prohibited unless an NPDES permit has been issued which allows that discharge. Each NPDES
permit contains limits on allowable concentrations and/or mass emissions of pollutants contained in the
discharge. Under the NPDES program, dischargers are required to monitor and provide reports on
compliance with their permit limits. These reports, formally titled Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs),
are submitted to the appropriate regulatory agency, and they describe water quality data and analysis.
The regulatory agency or any interested citizen can review this data to determine whether or not the
discharger has complied with its NPDES permit requirements, and, if appropriate, pursue action to
enforce compliance. Nevada City’s WWTP operates under Order No. R5-2012-0033 (NPDES Permit No.
CA0079901). The County Sanitation District’s Lake Wildwood Treatment operates under NPDES Permit
Order No. R5-2009-0005. Lake of the Pines WWTP operates under WDR Order R5-2009-0031 (NPDES
Permit No. CA0081612). The City of Grass Valley WWTP operates under Order No. R5-2009-0067 and
NPDES Permit No. CA0079898.

Enforcement of NPDES guidelines and permits in western Nevada County falls within jurisdiction of the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and is subject to review by the EPA
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Regional Administrator (EPA Region IX, San Francisco Office). In addition, the RWQCB regulates activities
involving discharges to land or groundwater from diffused sources. A Report of Waste Discharge must
be filed with the CVRWQCB to obtain a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) for these types of non-
surface water discharge.

Congress amended the CWA in 1987 to include non-point source pollutants. Non-point source pollutants
are often chemicals from lawns or gardens, automobile residues, urban runoff, or household cleaning
agents or compounds. Non-point source pollution can also include runoff from agricultural uses. Most
non-point source pollutants enter the wastewater stream and the water supply in large quantities and
sudden surges, largely due to storm events. Although the EPA has established NPDES requirements for
storm water, control of this type of pollution has proven to be difficult and will require costly upgrades
in existing wastewater treatment plants.

As of June 2014, the SWRCB has indicated that it is working on the Six-Year Plan (2014-2020) with
Regional Water Quality Control Boards and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. These new
regulations may further affect the wastewater agencies in western Nevada County, especially those with
high storm water infiltration rates.*

Section 303(d) Impaired Waters List and TMDLs

Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states are required to develop lists of water bodies which will not
attain water quality objectives after implementation of required levels of treatment by point source
dischargers (municipalities and industries). The Upper Yuba has six water bodies (Deer Creek [Yuba
County], Humbug Creek, Kanaka Creek, Englebright Lake, Little Deer Creek, and Scotts Flat Reservoir)
listed as impaired due to mercury, arsenic, copper, zinc, sediment/siltation, and/or pH.12 According to
the recent Cosumnes American Bear Yuba (CABY) Integrated Regional Water Management Plan
(IRWMP), “the heavy metal pollution legacy (primarily mercury) is the most high-profile water quality
contaminant in the region which poses significant risks to aquatic organisms and ecosystem health.”*?
Section 303(d) requires that the state develop a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for each of the listed
pollutants. The TMDL is the cumulative load that the water body can receive and still be in compliance
with water quality objectives. These limitations are then placed in the discharger’s NPDES permit as
water quality-based effluent limitations.

National Toxics Rule

The EPA established the National Toxics Rules (NTR) to create numeric criteria for priority toxic
pollutants for California and 13 other states and territories that were not in complete compliance with
the CWA. For California, the NTR established water quality standards for protection of aquatic life
and/or human health for 36 pollutants for which water quality criteria exist, but which were not covered
under California’s statewide water quality regulations.

' State Water Resources  Control Board. Nonpoint  Source  Pollution (NPS)  Control Program.

www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/nps.
12 state Water Resources Control Board. 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List / 305(b) Report).
13 CABY IRWMP, Update 2013. Chapter 6: Water Quality, p 6-6.
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California Toxics Rule

The Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) is the federal law that governs and authorizes water
quality control activities by the EPA. Pursuant to federal law, the EPA has the NTR. There are 126
constituents listed in the California Toxics Rule (CTR) criteria, which include the previously issued NTR
criteria for California.

Some of the key elements of the CTR include:

= Amended numeric standards for 30 toxic pollutants and added new criteria for 8 toxic pollutants
to protect aquatic life and human health uses for water bodies.

= Dissolved-based standards for most trace metals and endorsement of the use of translator
mechanisms for determination of local metals objectives.

=  Provisions for compliance schedules to provide time for permittees to meet the new toxics
standards.

=  Provisions for mixing zones when calculating toxic constituent effluent limitations.

= Use of interim effluent limits to provide time for dischargers to take actions to meet final limits.

The EPA recently promulgated numeric water quality criteria for priority toxic pollutants and other
water quality standards for waters in the State of California pursuant to section 303(c)(2)(B) of the CWA
if those pollutants could be reasonably expected to interfere with the designated uses of states' waters.
Although California had adopted numeric criteria for priority toxic pollutants in 1992, the courts ordered
California to rescind these water quality control plans in 1994 and the new water quality criteria rule,
known as the California Toxics Rule (CTR), temporarily replaced the standards adopted in 1991. The CTR
established:

=  Ambient aquatic life criteria for 23 priority toxics;
=  Ambient human health criteria for 57 priority toxics; and
=  Compliance schedule provision.

Under the CTR various regional water quality control boards will issue schedules of compliance for new
or revised NPDES permit limits based on the federal criteria when certain conditions are met. Currently
each basin plan, as prepared by the regional water quality control board, contains a water quality
criterion that all waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that produce
detrimental physiological responses in human, plant, animal, or aquatic life. This has been contested by
local jurisdictions all over California since it is expected to add significantly to the cost of wastewater
treatment.

EPA contends that since California is implementing EPA’s current regulations, the CTR will not impose
any incremental costs and that the water quality criterion does not directly create economic impacts.
EPA staff notes that California has some discretion to develop mechanisms that could result in more
flexibility for local areas (e.g., site-specific criteria, phased TMDL program).

However, EPA also estimated the potential costs and benefits of this final rule. The annual costs
throughout the state ranged from $33.5 million to $61 million. Total annual benefits were estimated in
the range of $6.9 to $74.7 million and included categories such as avoided cancer risk, recreational
angling, and passive use benefits. EPA did not try to estimate the annual cost in benefit for water-
related uses, land-based recreation, or human health improvements. EPA concluded that the total
financial benefits underestimate the full benefits of the new criteria. Many local agencies strongly

3-18



Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

disagree with the EPA cost/benefit conclusions because they feel the cost estimates for implementation
are low.

For Nevada County, the Central Valley RWQCB does not require a separate and specific CTR permit. The
wastewater agencies that discharge to surface waters were required to complete a number (depending
on whether discharger is major or minor, municipal or industrial) of rounds of sampling under the CTR.
Recently written permits include effluent limitations based on the results of the CTR samples; future
permits will identify specific pollutants and limits based on current testing.

The California Water Code is the principal state regulation governing the use of water resources within
the State of California. This law controls, among other issues, water quality protection and management,
and management of water-oriented agencies. Division 7 of the California Water Code, commonly
referred to as the Porter-Cologne Act, is the principal mechanism for regulation of water quality and
pollution issues within California. This act established a regulatory program to protect the water quality
and beneficial uses of all state waters. The Porter-Cologne Act also established the State Water
Resources Control Board and California Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) as principal
state agencies responsible for water quality control. The SWRCB has divided California into nine regions
with Nevada County located in the Central Valley RWQCB.

The Porter-Cologne Act grants the SWRCB and regional offices broad powers to protect water quality
and is the primary vehicle for implementation of California’s responsibilities under the federal CWA.
These broad powers include the authority and responsibility to adopt plans and policies, to regulate
discharges to surface and groundwater, to regulate waste disposal sites and to require cleanup of
hazardous materials and other pollutants. The Porter-Cologne Act also includes reporting requirements
for unintended discharges of any hazardous substance, sewage, or oil/petroleum product.

The Central Valley RWQCB, as with all other regional boards, must formulate and adopt a water quality
plan for its region which must conform to the Porter-Cologne Act. The Porter-Cologne Act also provides
that a regional office, such as the Central Valley RWQCB, may include within its regional plan water
discharge prohibitions applicable to local conditions, areas, and types of waste. The regional offices are
also authorized to enforce discharge limitations, take actions to prevent violations, and conduct
investigations about the quality of any of the waters of the state. Civil and criminal penalties are
applicable to persons who violate the requirements of the Porter-Cologne Act or SWRCB/RWQCB
orders.

The Porter-Cologne Act also requires local governments to notify their regional office of the filing of
tentative subdivision maps of six (6) or more family units unless the development discharges waste into
a community sewer system. It also requires that any person discharging or proposing to discharge
waste, even individual septic systems for single-family residences, to file a report with the regional
offices. For more than 20 years, the Central Valley RWQCB has waived the filing of those reports for
individual septic systems in Nevada County since the County’s Department of Environmental Health (EH)
had adopted substantially similar policies and ordinances regulating waste discharge. However, local
jurisdictions in Nevada County are still required to notify the Central Valley RWQCB of development with
Six units or more.

Other state agencies with jurisdiction or involvement in water quality regulation in California include the
Department of Public Health (DPH) for drinking water regulations and water reclamation criteria, the
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Department of Pesticide Regulation, the Department of Fish and Game, and the Office of Environmental
Health and Hazard Assessment.

Local Wastewater Regulations

The Cities of Grass Valley and Nevada City have policies and procedures consistent with the Central
Valley RWQCB recommendation for connection to a public wastewater system in urbanized areas.
Specifically, both cities generally require areas receiving sewer service to be annexed to the city.

Since Nevada County has adopted ordinances compatible with the Central Valley RWQCB “Guidelines,”
the County EH Department approves wastewater disposal systems for subdivisions of less than 100 lots.
However, even for subdivisions of less than 100 lots, enough information must be forwarded to the
RWQCB, along with specified reports and permits, for the RWQCB to assess the consistency of the
development with State regulations. It should be noted that Central Valley RWQCB can also regulate,
and may require their approval of systems for subdivisions of less than 100 lots.

Solids generated at a wastewater treatment facility comprise screenings, grit, primary or raw sludge (PS)
and secondary or waste activated sludge (WAS). The screenings and grit are typically dewatered and
disposed in a landfill. Sludge generated by a wastewater treatment facility is defined as biosolids once
beneficial use criteria, as determined by compliance with EPA regulations, have been achieved through
stabilization processes. Stabilization processes are described as those that help reduce pathogens and
reduce vector attraction.

Several federal, state, and local regulations are in place that influence whether biosolids from municipal
wastewater treatment plants can be reused or disposed of. Increased concerns and debate over
biosolids disposal and its associated environmental impacts have led to more stringent revisions and
amendments for many of these regulations. Continuing changes in regulations affecting biosolids
management make a flexible management program essential.

Federal, state, and local agencies are responsible for regulating biosolids beneficial reuse/disposal. The
authority of each agency varies based on the beneficial reuse/disposal methods employed. However,
overall guidelines are established by the EPA. These guidelines are in turn implemented by state and
local governments. Many state and local agencies in California have developed additional rules,
guidelines, and criteria for biosolids management.

In order to implement the long-term biosolids permitting program, required by the Water Quality Act of
1987, the EPA initiated two rule makings. The first rulemaking established requirements and procedures
for including biosolids management in NPDES permits, procedures for granting state biosolids
management programs primacy over federal programs, or for federal programs to implement biosolids
permits if a state so chooses.

The second rulemaking proposed to regulate and control biosolids permitting was 40 CFR Part 503,
Standards for the Use and Disposal of Sewage Sludge. This rule addresses three general categories of
beneficial reuse/disposal of biosolids including:

= Land application of sewage sludge for beneficial use of organic content;
= Surface disposal of biosolids in a monofill, surface impoundment, or other dedicated site; and
= Incineration of sewage sludge with, or without, auxiliary fuel.
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This section provides insight into the future regulatory considerations that may affect County sewer
systems’ effluent discharges. Identifying future regulatory trends is critical for the following reasons:

= Developing treatment scenarios and alternatives;
=  Planning for process and layout requirements for future regulatory compliance; and
= Making budget considerations for major design and construction projects.

Identifying future pollutants of concern (POCs), such as metals, nutrients, and/or pathogens, will help to
develop alternatives that are flexible and can be easily expanded or upgraded to treat future POCs. For
example, planning may include reserving space in the site layout for nutrient reduction, tertiary
filtration, advanced oxidation, or an alternative disinfection method that would provide treatment of
future POCs.

Nutrients, including nitrogen and phosphorus, are the leading cause of impairments to the nation’s
surface waters and as a result are receiving greater regulatory scrutiny regarding their contribution to
the overall quality of the nation’s receiving waters. Although appropriate amounts of nutrients are vital
for the health and proper functioning of water bodies, excessive nutrient concentrations can cause
water quality degradation.

Nationwide Nutrient Criteria

In November 2007, the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) filed a petition with the EPA to
require that nutrient removal be included in the definition of secondary treatment. The petition stated
that “there are many [biological processes] which can achieve total phosphorus levels of 1.0 milligrams
per liter (mg/L) as a monthly average, and a total nitrogen of 6 to 8 mg/L as an annual average” (NRDC
et al, 2007).

In response to the petition by NRDC, the National Association of Clean Water Agencies (NACWA) wrote
to the EPA in February 2008, September 2009, and June 2010 urging the EPA to deny the petition to
modify the secondary treatment regulations for several legal, technical, and political reasons including
but not limited to the potentially exorbitant cost to publically owned treatment works and the
inappropriateness of establishing national limits for local and regional water quality issues (NACWA,
2008; NACWA, 2009). In October 2009, the EPA stated they were actively analyzing the data and
information to prepare a report and preliminary response to the NRDC petition. They stated they would
consider NACWA, other stakeholders, and all information carefully before taking action on the NRDC
petition (U.S. EPA, 2009a).

Due to the scientific uncertainties associated with the development of numeric nutrient criteria and the
magnitude of the expected costs of compliance, nutrient water quality policies are very controversial
and have sparked several legal actions across the country. The State of Florida has become the initial
focus of environmental groups’ efforts to push the EPA to develop federal numeric nutrient criteria to
be imposed on the states. The EPA has agreed to a consent decree in the environmental suit, and has
made a determination that numeric nutrient standards are necessary in Florida. Proposed criteria for
total nitrogen and total phosphorus were released in January 2010. This action is possibly precedential,
and may result in environmental groups suing the EPA to impose nutrient criteria in other areas of the
country.
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State of California Nutrient Numeric Endpoints

In addition to the increasingly stringent regulation of nutrients, there is a trend towards increasing
regulation of emerging microconstituents and bioaccumulative pollutants in treated effluent discharges.

Microconstituents and Bioaccumulative Constituents

Microconstituent, also referred to as “contaminants of emerging concern” (CECs) by the EPA Office of
Water, are substances that have been detected in surface waters and the environment and may
potentially cause deleterious effects on aquatic life and the environment at relevant concentrations.
Microconstituents include:

= Persistent organic pollutants (POPs) such as polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs; used in
flame retardants, furniture foam, plastics, etc.) and other organic contaminants.

= Pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs), including a wide suite of human prescribed
drugs, over-the-counter medications, bactericides, sunscreens, and synthetic musks.

= Veterinary medicines such as antimicrobials, antibiotics, anti-fungals, growth promoters, and
hormones.

= Endocrine-disrupting chemicals (EDCs), including synthetic estrogens and androgens, naturally
occurring estrogens, as well as many other compounds capable of modulating normal hormonal
functions and steroidal synthesis in aquatic organisms.

= Nanomaterials such as carbon nanotubes or nano-scale particulate titanium dioxide.

Bioaccumulative constituents are substances that are taken up by organisms at faster rates than the
organisms can remove them. As a result, these constituents accumulate in the organism and the food
chain, and can remain in the environment for long periods of time. Mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), and dioxins are some bioaccumulative constituents that are being increasingly regulated.

Monitoring requirements for these trace pollutants are increasing, including requirements to analyze
constituents at lower detection limits. It is likely that water quality criteria followed by new effluent
limits will be added to permits. Implementation of CEC standards is not expected to be imminent as the
EPA is currently focused on assessing the potential impact CECs have on the environment and human
health.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is in the process of developing statewide policies for
nutrients. The SWRCB held a scoping meeting in October 2011 to seek input on content for a proposed
Nutrient Numeric Endpoint (NNE) framework and policy for inland surface waters.

California State Recycled Water Policy

The SWRCB adopted a Recycled Water Policy (RW Policy) in 2009 and updated in 2013 to establish more
uniform requirements for water recycling throughout the State and to streamline the permit application
process in most instances'®. The RW Policy includes a mandate that the State increase the use of
recycled water over 2002 levels by at least 200,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) by 2020 and by at least

1% Details are at the State Water Board website at www.swrch.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/water_recycling_policy/.
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300,000 AFY by 2030. It also includes goals for stormwater reuse and conservation and potable water
offsets by recycled water. The onus for achieving these mandates and goals is placed on both recycled
water purveyors and potential users. Since the recycled water project permit process is streamlined,
projects will not be required to include a monitoring component. If any regulations arise from new
knowledge of risks associated with CECs, then projects will be given compliance schedules. Regulations
are not expected to arise in the imminent future.
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Chapter 4
ONSITE WASTEWATER SYSTEMS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

For the purposes of this service review, an onsite wastewater system is defined as both an individual
septic system for one connection, such as a single-family residence, and a community septic system
which might serve multiple connections such as an apartment or an industrial park.

Individual onsite systems and any community system not operated by one of the four public wastewater
agencies in the region are not subject to LAFCo requirements for service reviews or spheres of influence.
However, since approximately 65 percent of the total population in Nevada County uses onsite systems,
a discussion of the issues associated with onsite systems is critical to comprehensively address
wastewater provision in western Nevada County. Suggestions for change have been included; however,
implementation of many of the suggestions is beyond the purview of LAFCO.
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4.2 OVERVIEW OF REGULATIONS FOR ONSITE WASTEWATER
SYSTEMS

The federal government assumes no direct role in regulation of onsite sewage treatment systems,
although it is indirectly involved through the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water and the Clean
Water Act. The actual regulation of onsite systems is delegated to state and local government.

The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has the statewide responsibility for
protecting water quality. The state is divided into nine water quality regions, corresponding to one of
nine major drainage basins. Each basin is governed by a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
that sets policies unique to the issues in that basin. While the regional boards also issue waste discharge
requirements for wastewater systems, they generally delegate direct regulatory authority for individual
and some community onsite systems to local agencies. Exceptions are made when water quality
impairments occur in a basin. Nevada County is located in Region 5, the Central Valley RWQCB.

In 2000 the California Legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 885, requiring the SWRCB to adopt
regulations or standards for the permitting and operation of onsite wastewater treatment systems
(OWTS). In response, the SWRCB developed the “Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design,
operation and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS Policy),”* which took
effect May 13, 2013. The OWTS Policy establishes a statewide, risk-based, tiered approach for the
regulation and management of OWTS installations and replacements and sets the level of performance
and protection expected from onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTSs). Implementation of the
OWTS Policy is overseen by the SWRCB and implemented through the RWQCBs. Further, local agencies
have the opportunity to implement local agency management programs (LAMPs) if approved by the
applicable regional water quality control board.?

The SWRCB has allowed up to 60 months after the effective date of the OWTS Policy, or upon approval
of a LAMP, for local agencies to transition to full compliance with the Policy. In the meantime, local
agencies may continue to implement their existing OWTS permitting programs in compliance with the
Basin Plan in place at the effective date of the Policy. The exception to this schedule allowance is the
case of Tier 3 systems, which took effect on the effective date of the OWTS Policy in May 2013. Tier 3
systems are those that require an advanced protective management system, such as systems located
near impaired surface water bodies that are subject to a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
implementation plan, a special provision contained in a LAMP, or are located within 600 feet of a water
body listed in the OWTS.? The following table provides a summary of OWTS Policy tiers:

! SWRCB, Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems
(OWTS Policy) (2012).

% SWRCB, Summary of Board Adopted Policy (2014).

% SWRCB, OWTS Policy (June 2012), 13.
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Table 4-1. Summary of OWTS Policy Tiers

Tier

Description of Parameters

Tier O: Existing OWTS

Applies to properly functioning systems that do not need
corrective action and are not near an impaired water body
subject to TMDL, local agency’s special provisions, or located
within 600 feet of a water body listed on OWTS Policy
Attachment 2.

Maximum flow rate is 10,000 gpd.

Tier 1: Low Risk New or Replacement
OWTS

Applies to new or replacement OWTS that comply with
conservative siting and design standards described in the OWTS
Policy.

Tier 1 applies when a LAMP has not been approved by the
RWQCB.

Maximum flow rate is 10,000 gpd.

Tier 2: Local Agency Management
Program (LAMP) for New or
Replacement OWTS

Applies to new or replacement OWTS that comply with the siting
and design standards in an approved LAMP. LAMPs are
developed by local agencies based on local conditions; siting and
design standards may differ from Tier 1 standards.

Maximum flow rate is 10,000 gpd.

Tier 3: Advanced Protection
Management Program

Applies to OWTS located near impaired surface water bodies that
are subject to a TMDL implementation plan, a special provision
contained in a LAMP, or is located within 600 feet of a water body
listed on OWTS Attachment 2.

Supplemental treatment requirements may apply to a Tier 3
system.

Maximum flow rate is 10,000 gpd.

Tier 4: OWTS Requiring Corrective Action

Applies to systems that are not properly functioning (failing).

Failure may be indicated by surfacing effluent, wastewater
backing up in plumbing fixtures, OWTS component/piping
structural failure, or significant groundwater or surface water
degradation.

The OWTS Policy also includes minimum site evaluation and siting standards. In addition to soil and site
evaluations, including percolation tests, the Policy establishes minimum horizontal setbacks for siting
OWTSs. Specific setbacks for OWTS treatment components and dispersal systems include 5 feet from
property lines and structures; 100 feet from water wells, monitoring wells, springs and flowing surface
water bodies; 100 feet from unstable land masses; 200 feet from vernal pools, wetlands, lakes, ponds,
and surface water high water marks; 150 feet from public water wells; and 1,200 feet from public water
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systems’ surface water intake point.® Additionally, the regulations limit effluent disposal on slopes
greater than 25 percent and specifies allowable average densities for subdivisions occurring after the
Policy’s effective date.> Additional qualifications and limitations, such as limitations on depth to
groundwater and minimum soil depth, are included in Section 7.0 of the OWTS Policy.

Many local agencies, particularly areas with poor percolation and steep slopes, are concerned with the
financial impact of AB 885 on local government. This is of particular concern in western Nevada
County where a majority of residences and businesses use onsite systems and where soils have been
classified as having the potential for “severe” problems for septic tanks and leach fields, primarily due to
slopes, inadequate depth, or an inability to percolate water.® The Nevada County Department of
Environmental Health (EH) is in the process of preparing a LAMP and updating its onsite sewage disposal
ordinance to address the OWTS Policy requirements. As of the writing of this document, EH staff
reported that they were working with the Sanitation District Technical Advisory Group (SDTAG) and
were in the process of recruiting a consultant with direct experience with AB855 to assist them with the
LAMP and ordinance update.

The Nevada County EH Department regulates the design, construction, maintenance, and operation of
onsite systems. In 2004, EH staff estimated they received approximately 1,400 applications annually
for new onsite systems, and issued roughly 1,700 permits per year. This number has since dropped
significantly due to the recession of 2008, of which the effects are still substantial. Since 2009, EH staff
have received a total of 440 applications and have issued an average of 61 permits annually over the
past five years.7 C urrently, western Nevada County has approximately 22,500 septic systems.

The Nevada County EH Department also directly supervises soils testing and site evaluation, and reviews
and approves design for new onsite systems. Prior to 1991, applicants prepared a report for the soils
testing, evaluation, and design for a new onsite system, which was then submitted to the Nevada
County EH Department. The EH inspector visited the site, reviewed the report, and determined if
potential problems existed. After 1991, EH began to require that a trained County employee be present
during soil testing. This has significantly reduced septic system failures and has provided more certainty
for property owners in sizing and locating disposal systems.

The current Nevada County Onsite Sewage Disposal (OSSD) Ordinance and Regulations were adopted in
1998. A Sewage Disposal Technical Advisory Group, which has been meeting regularly since 1998, is
tasked with developing recommendations to update the County Ordinance and Regulations for
compliance with AB 885. Local agencies may continue operating under currently adopted regulations for
all Tiers, except Tier 3 OSWD (see State Regulation Section above), until May 13, 2018.

Nevada County OSSD regulations establish setbacks and replacement areas for onsite systems. Regardless
of the zoning, all new parcels created in Nevada County that plan to use an onsite system must be

* SWRCB, OWTS Policy (June 2012), 20-21.

* Ibid: 22.

® Dudek & Associates, Inc., Municipal Service Review Nevada County Western Region Wastewater Service Agencies (January
2004): 4-2.

” David Huff, Interim Environmental Health Director (September 18, 2014).

4-4



Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

large enough to accommodate the required Minimum Useable Sewage Disposal Area (MUSDA) for the
onsite system and the onsite system’s reserve/replacement area. The reserve area, which is required
to be the same size as the primary septic system, is evaluated and protected to the same extent as the
primary septic system area for maximum effectiveness and protection.

Nevada County’s zoning regulations for minimum lot size for a new parcel require that if it has a private
well or an individual onsite system, the minimum lot size is 1.5 acres; for a parcel with both a private
well and an onsite septic system the minimum lot size is 3 acres. Existing, legal and/or non-conforming
parcels are not precluded from development of a well and septic if a site evaluation, including soil
testing, shows that the minimum well and septic standards can be met.

It should be noted that the requirements for new onsite systems and for the repair/replacement of
existing systems are different. While the same site and design standards apply to repairs as well as to
new systems, if an existing parcel with a failing system cannot meet minimum standards, EH has
historically permitted a repair that does not meet minimum requirements if any potential hazard to
health or water quality is mitigated by the system design.

The current County regulations also include performance parameters for experimental onsite systems.
Sites that might have had difficulty constructing a typical onsite system due to lot size, setbacks, soils
types, or other reasons could propose an experimental onsite system. Experimental systems must be
proven effective before they are designated by Nevada County as “special design” systems.

To ensure the continued successful operation of a special design system, the 1998 regulations
require routine inspections and maintenance. The Nevada County EH staff determines the
maintenance requirements and upgrades/replacements for the system as well as inspection schedules.
Inspections are performed by professionals certified by EH. The property owner and EH keep copies of
the inspection record and maintenance requirements.

Adequate setbacks from building areas and from water sources such as wells are also critical. Nevada
County has adopted minimum standards for setbacks from both septic systems and Code. The table
shows the categories of wastewater systems, classified by the number of sources and the regulating
agency. It should be noted that the Central Valley RWQCB can regulate systems of less than 99
connections where the proposed system design does not appear to the Central Valley RWQCB staff to
protect water quality.
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Table 4-2. Categories of Wastewater Systems

No. of

T f Syst Regulating A ject to LAFC

ype of System Sources egulating Agency Subject to o
Individual septic system 1 Nevada County EH No
Cluster wastewater 5.5 Nevada County EH Yes, .if forrTmation a.nd/or annexation to
systems public entity required
Small, centralized 6-99* Nevada County EH Yes, .|f formatlon a.nd/or annexation to
wastewater systems public entity required
Large \{vastewater 99+ Central Valley RWQCB Yes, .|f forrpatlon a.nd/or annexation to
collection system public entity required

* Central Valley RWQCB can and does regulate systems of fewer than 99 connections if water quality appears to be
at risk.

Some of the wastewater systems are monitored by Nevada County’s EH; some are monitored by the
Central Valley RWQCB. The Central Valley RWQCB also has separate staff that monitors publicly-owned
wastewater treatment plants that discharging to surface waters and that monitor land disposal
systems.

4.3 SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

As western Nevada County continues to grow, one of the most significant wastewater issues will be the
increased use of onsite systems for single, multiple and commercial/industrial development. Some
form of onsite system currently serves approximately 65 percent of the County’s population and this
percentage is expected to increase. The topography of western Nevada County, with its steep slopes
and varied terrain, made the cost of extending public wastewater lines and of pumping to centralized
public wastewater systems economically infeasible in the past. Therefore, onsite systems have
appeared to be the logical choice for providing wastewater service. However, there may be significant
issues with the continued use of onsite systems.

It is assumed that a proliferation of onsite systems have the potential to contaminate and degrade
surface and groundwater supplies. In 1974, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
published a study noting that groundwater-drinking supplies in western Nevada County were
contaminated by bacteria caused primarily by inadequate sewage disposal systems from individual
homes. However, the 1974 report only surveyed North San Juan and Chicago Park. A new community
wastewater collection system and treatment facility was installed in 1990 to correct problems in the
North San Juan area.

Regular testing of the water supply can determine if groundwater is contaminated. However, Nevada
County does not regularly test water supply wells. The 2004 MSR noted that anecdotal information
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indicated that generally 27 percent of these wells tested show levels of coliform in excess of accepted
levels.® (Nevada County EH did not have updated information for the current review.) While it is thought
that inadequate and improper wastewater disposal is the primary cause of high coliform levels, the
causal relationship between failing septic systems and high coliform levels in wells is not conclusive.
Coliform bacteria are ubiquitous in soil. Sampling well water after working on a water pipe, maintaining
the well pump, removing and replacing the well-head cover, etc., may result in a water sample showing
the presence of coliform bacteria since the tests are extremely sensitive. Coliform bacteria are
‘indicators’ of potential water contamination and additional analyses for other microorganisms are
required to confirm fecal contamination of the water.

Currently, testing of water quality is conducted in western Nevada County by the local jurisdictions,
watershed groups, the Central Valley RWQCB, the state, and non-profit groups. The multiple testing
sometimes results in a lack of coordination, and lack of a regional effort and collection of water quality
data can be a concern. In addition, many of the same entities monitoring water quality impacts also
compete for the same grants, which further dilute efforts to establish a regional and consistent source
of data regarding any water quality impairment.

As more land with steeper slopes and marginal soils are developed in western Nevada County, the
number of failures of onsite wastewater systems might be expected to increase. However, there are two
factors, one existing and one potential, which might mitigate the incidence of increased failures. First, as
required by Nevada County OSSD, parcels with severe constraints require septic systems designed to
mitigate the constraints; if they cannot be mitigated, the lot cannot be developed. In addition,
development of the LAMP for compliance with the OWTS Policy may require the determination of
the number, rate, and location of failures; data which could help to reduce the risk of future failures.
Additionally, the LAMP may need to include monitoring and maintenance of systems permitted after
approval by the Central Valley RWQCB.

There seems to be a general consensus that there are some failures of onsite systems although the
locations vary with the source of information. For example, a report prepared in 1992 for the Nevada
County General Plan update noted:’

“Septic tank and leach field system problems have evolved in localized portions of western Nevada
County for a variety of reasons including soil conditions, slope, small lot sizes and inadequate permit and
construction practices... [and] areas such as the Alta Sierra subdivision and La Barr Meadows have a
history of failing leach fields.”

The Alta Sierra development—which has 3,000 lots with septic systems, 400 vacant parcels, and has
had a high rate of onsite failures— has been a point of discussion in Nevada County since the 1992
report. To determine the validity of the contention that there is a high rate of onsite septic system
failures, the Nevada County Department of Transportation and Sanitation, in conjunction with the Alta
Sierra’s Property Owner’s Association and Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1, reviewed a
sample of existing Nevada County EH Department file data to determine the current rate of septic

® Dudek & Associates, Inc., Municipal Service Review Nevada County Western Region Wastewater Service Agencies, January
2004; 4-7.
? Ibid: 4-5.
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system failures. The study, which is included as Appendix A in the 2004 MSR, did not find an unusual or
significant rate of failure.

The Nevada County EH Department, as the agency with primary responsibility for onsite systems, could
track failing septic systems when a property owner applies for a permit to repair a failing system;
however, the permit data about repair and replacement of failing onsite systems are aggregated with
other permits and separate data on failing systems is not readily available.

Other sources of information regarding the potential number of failing onsite systems were researched.
In August of 2003, the California Wastewater Training and Research Center produced a status report
addressing onsite wastewater systems in California. That report estimated that 300 onsite systems are
installed each year in Nevada County and there are approximately 90 repairs of existing systems.™
Assuming that all repairs are for failing systems, this is a failure rate of approximately 0.005 percent,
which is not considered significant. It should be noted, however, that the number of onsite systems
installed, as estimated by the California Wastewater Training and Research Center, is not consistent
with the estimates provided by the EH staff regarding the number of onsite system permits issued
annually.

The issue of reliable data regarding the rate and locations of failures of onsite systems, and the link
between onsite systems and water quality, will become increasingly important as growth continues in
western Nevada County and as the State OWTS Policy is implemented. Development of LAMPs for the
OWTS Policy will require local agencies to maintain data on system failures.™

Nevada County, by ordinance, requires small centralized wastewater systems to be operated by a public
agency or to annex to an existing public agency. In the past, the requirement to form a public entity
was usually satisfied in one of two ways: formation of a public district or annexation to the Nevada
County Sanitation District No. 1. The requirement was apparently adopted to ensure that a taxing
agency was established to finance any needed improvements and provide oversight and accountability
to lessen the potential for public health impacts.

The result has been an “either/or” situation. Either a very small district is formed that may not have the
population, funding, or expertise to reach economies of scale; or annexation to a public agency is
required. However, LAFCo is prohibited from forming a district without adequate funding to provide
services. Therefore, for the unincorporated areas where a majority of the annexation requests have
originated, the Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1 annexed these areas as separate zones. Each
individual zone then assumed the financial, legal, and operational responsibility for its area.
Consequently, the Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1 is operating systems with as few as forty
customers and the systems must still meet all federal and state regulatory requirements. The result
is high rates for customers with the certainty that, as stricter discharge requirements are approved and
implemented, rates will increase.

New developments that cannot annex to existing public systems must sometimes install expensive and
sophisticated wastewater “package plants” to meet strict regulatory requirements. Package plants are

10 california Wastewater Training & Research Center and EPA Region 9 Groundwater Office, Status Report: Onsite Wastewater
Treatment Systems in California, August 2003: 45.
1 SWRCB, OWTS Policy, June 2012: 31.
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pre-manufactured treatment facilities used to treat wastewater in small communities or on individual
properties. Package plants can treat flows as low as 0.002 MGD or as high as 0.5 MGD. However, each
package plant must also meet the regulatory requirements and are typically more expensive to operate
than larger, centralized systems due to reduced economies of scale.

The Central Valley RWQCB has the regulatory authority to regulate any wastewater system. However,
it has been their practice in the past to regulate/monitor only those wastewater systems with more than
99 connections that discharge to surface waters or are land disposal systems. Recently, the Central
Valley RWQCB has decided to regulate some systems in Nevada County with fewer than 99 connections
to protect water quality, and has in some cases required annexation to, or formation of, a public agency
for those systems. In Nevada County, private corporations operate several systems, including some
mobile home parks that are monitored by the Central Valley RWQCB. County EH estimates that the
Central Valley RWQCB monitors between 10 and 20 facilities in western Nevada County.™?

The combination of water quality and public health concerns, stricter water quality and land disposal
requirements, escalating rates, and decreasing budgets is a major concern for local jurisdictions. It is
suggested that Nevada County—including local jurisdictions and other entities—develop a more
regional policy for addressing future onsite wastewater provision. The policy should address the
following issues:

Improving the collection of data

It is suggested that Nevada County explore the possibility of changing the project tracking
system to develop a historical record of onsite system failures.

Improving regional monitoring of water quality

Water quality data should also be collected according to clear and accepted protocols with
complete data shared among entities. To facilitate the process, all entities, private, non-profit, and
public, should cooperate on funding and grants on a regional basis.

While it is suggested as part of this service review that all water supply wells be tested regularly,
the Nevada County EH staff has noted that this could be a significant effort with concomitant costs.
There are thousands of wells in Nevada County and issues of cost, staffing and the legality of
entering private property to sample and test wells were noted as being potentially considerable.
However, well sampling would help to establish a causal link, if any, between water quality
impairment, wastewater systems, and public health concerns.

Reducing the number and the long-term reliance on onsite systems

It may not be possible for all new development to connect to centralized, public wastewater
systems; however, a series of larger sub-regional, centralized facilities may reach economies of scale
not available with onsite systems. A method of evaluating the economic and environmental impacts
of the various treatment options and providing direction to reduce the long-term reliance on onsite
systems should be developed.

12 David Huff, Nevada County Interim Environmental Health Director (September 18, 2014).
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Improved guidance for real estate transactions

Sometimes onsite system failures occur following a real estate transfer due to a lack of owner
disclosure or a change in the number and types of people living in the home. While some
realtors and lenders currently require septic system inspections, there are no federal, state, or local
regulations requiring inspections at the time of a real estate transfer to assure that necessary
repairs and upgrades are made. Any regional policy for onsite systems should include guidance for
onsite system inspection for all systems as part of a real estate transfer.

Improved coordination among agencies

Any regional policy regulating onsite systems should provide a clear understanding of who the
regulatory agencies are, what type and size developments are regulated, and standards for
when deviations from existing policies are allowed. The policy should address the best
governance structure for these wastewater systems including public agencies, private entities,
homeowners’ associations, community facilities districts (Mello-Roos), or private corporations. It
may also be beneficial for Nevada County LAFCo to develop a policy that establishes standards for
the formation of new public entities for wastewater provision.

Increased knowledge of alternative technologies

Additional information about special design onsite systems and package plants should be included
in a regional policy along with methods to evaluate the cost/benefits, and potential impacts of each
system.

Improved inspection and maintenance including upgrade and repair of existing systems

Monitoring all existing septic systems, not just special design systems, should be made a
priority to protect water quality and to establish a system that can comply with the State
OWTS Policy. Currently, Nevada County does not regularly monitor any septic systems. Nevada
County regulations require that certain (pressurized-distribution) systems are annually inspected
by a private-industry certified service provider and that a report be submitted to EH. The County
charges a minimal “data-tracking” fee. The existing inspection program could be expanded to all
existing and future onsite wastewater systems although the effort to expand the current
monitoring system would be significant. The frequency of monitoring and costs could be prorated
based on risk factors and health issues. Public education programs, similar to one provided by the
Alta Sierra Property Owners Association to educate property owners about the need for regular
cleaning of onsite systems, could be included.

Regional sludge disposal facilities

Another issue noted during the preparation of this report is the disposal of sludge from public
treatment plants as well as from local companies providing onsite system cleaning. Currently some
sludge is trucked to Roseville in Placer County where the sludge is processed into “Class A” material
and sold for gardening and agricultural operations. Currently, the City of Grass Valley a sludge
dewatering operation that is handling approximately 400-500 tons of sludge, which is then
processed and disposed of by separate contract (typically for land applications and agricultural
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reuse).” The City of Nevada City also dewaters sludge before taking it to a landfill. Both processes,
which typically increase the percent of solids from 1 percent to approximately 16 percent, make the
handling and disposal more economical. Additionally, the Lake Wildwood zone in the County has a
sludge dewatering facility. The multiple sludge handling facilities appear to be a duplication of
services. The wastewater agencies and private companies in Nevada County might consider
constructing a joint sludge processing facility or expanding an existing facility. This might reduce
costs, traffic, and dependence on other jurisdictions’ facilities and policies.

Funding

Locating additional funding sources are an obvious necessity as local jurisdictions and ratepayers are
being asked to bear the costs for stricter regulatory requirements.

3 Tim Kiser, City of Grass Valley Director of Public Works (September 12, 2014).
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Chapter 5
CITY OF GRASS VALLEY

5.1 CITY OF GRASS VALLEY PROFILE

Type of District: City
Enabling Legislation: A Charter City under the California Constitution Article XI
Functions/Services: Full service City providing police, fire, parks and recreation, water,

wastewater, streets, land use planning, and general administrative
services. Wastewater services include collection, treatment, and
disposal of sewage, industrial waste, and storm water.

District Area: City limits
Sphere of Influence: City Sphere of Influence
Population: 12,793
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Budget (FY 2013/2014):

Main Office:
Mailing Address:
Phone No.:

Web Site:

Contact Person:
Email:

Alternate Contact:
Governing Body:

Meeting Schedule:
Meeting Location:
Date of Formation:

Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

$5,377,117

125 East Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945

same

(530) 274-4310
www.cityofgrassvalley.com/departments/public-works
Robert Richardson, phone 274-4312
r.richardson@cityofgrassvalley.com

Kristi Bashor, City Clerk, phone 274-4310

Five-member City Council, elected to 4-year terms

Name Position Term Ends
Jan Arbuckle Council Member 12/2016
Howard Levine Council Member 12/2016
Lisa Swarthout Council Member 12/2016
Jason Fouyer Council Member 12/2018
Benjamin Aguila Council Member 12/2018

Second and fourth Tuesday of each month, 4:00 p.m.
City Hall Council Chambers, 125 East Main Street, Grass Valley 95945
September 18, 1951

5.2 OVERVIEW OF CITY OF GRASS VALLEY

The City of Grass Valley is a full service city, providing police, fire, water, wastewater, recreation, streets,
and administrative services. This chapter focuses on the City’s provision of wastewater services, which
includes collection, treatment and disposal of sewage and industrial pretreated waste. To serve its
residents, the City’s Public Works Department operates a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), and
maintains 64 miles of pipelines and seven wastewater lift stations within the collection system.! The
WWTP currently treats an average of 1.9 million gallons per day (mgd) and is permitted to treat up to

2.78 mgd.?

The City of Grass Valley is located approximately two miles south of the City of Nevada City at an
elevation of approximately 2,400 feet above sea level. The original town site was settled in 1850 and

' PMC, Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project Draft EIR, 2013: 3.12-8.
www.cityofgrassvalley.com/services/departments/cdd/DEIR_south_county/3.12%20Public%20Utilities.pdf
2 City of Grass Valley, Response to Nevada LAFCo Request for Information (June 2014): 5.
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officially incorporated as a charter city in 1893. The City is the second largest of the County’s three
incorporated cities. Grass Valley is located at the junction of State Highways 49 and 20 and encompasses
approximately 3,000 acres within its boundaries, with an additional approximately 4,070 acres within its
sphere of influence (SOI). The U.S. Census Bureau estimated the 2013 population of the City at 12,793.2

5.3 FORMATION AND BOUNDARY

The original town site was settled in 1850 and officially incorporated as a charter city in 1893. Since its
formation, it has grown from 574 acres to its current size of 3,002 acres.

Since its incorporation, the City of Grass Valley has added 2,399 acres through a total of 93 annexations.
Since preparation of the 2004 MSR, the City has annexed the majority of the Glenbrook Basin under the
Glenbrook Annexation Strategy, a portion of Morgan Ranch, and the Loma Rica special development
area. Since the preparation of the 2004 MSR, the Glenbrook Annexation Strategy was completed, which
added approximately 200 acres (332 parcels) of urbanized area to the City boundaries. Most of the
Glenbrook basin already received wastewater services from the City, and consequently minimal impact
to the system occurred.

The following table provides a list of annexations since the 2004 MSR:

Table 5-1. Annexations into the City of Grass Valley since 2004"

Title of Annexation Parcels Acreage ss\\//vel(:)ziici?orr)\z;ential Year
Glenbrook West C, East B 54 94 Mixed 2004
Glenbrook West A 70 45 Yes 2004
Partridge 1 0.17 Yes 2004
Morgan Ranch West 26 18 No (25) 2004
Makiah Woods 2 13 Mixed 2006
Di Martini 4 13 Mixed 2006
Glenbrook West EFG 70 45 Mixed 2006
Hastert-Jones 1 2 Yes 2007
Showler 1 1 Yes 2007
Milco 3 8 No (6) 2011

3 U.S. Census Bureau. Quick Facts Grass Valley, CA (2013). www.quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06/0630798.html.
4 Nevada LAFCo, Wastewater Annexations Since 2004, 2014.
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Table 5-1. Annexations into the City of Grass Valley since 2004"

Title of Annexation Parcels Acreage D e (# potential Year
new connections)
Loma Rica 9 455 No (700) 2012

The City’s SOl was last updated in 2011. There are a few islands within the former Glenbrook zone of
the County Sanitation District that remain in the City’s SOI and directly outside/adjacent to the City’s
SOI. As a parcel within the former Glenbrook zone gets annexed to the City, LAFCo should ensure it is
concurrently detached from the County Sanitation District Glenbrook zone. See the Nevada County
Sanitation District chapter for further discussion and determinations. The City’s boundary and sphere of
influence are shown in Figure 5.1.

The City has stated that they do not currently provide any wastewater services to customers outside its
boundaries.

There are three special development areas (SDAs) located within the City’s SOI, which have been
identified in both the City’s and County’s General Plans as areas for targeted growth. The SDAs have
included North Star, Kenny Ranch, and Southhill Village. Although developer proposals have been
submitted on all three SDAs at various times over the years, all three are currently inactive. However, an
area encompassing the Southhill Village has been proposed for annexation, and an EIR has recently been
prepared. The proposed annexation consists of 120 acres directly adjacent to the City’s southern
boundary. The project, known as Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation, also includes
General Plan amendments and pre-zoning of a total of 416 acres within and surrounding the 120-acre
area proposed for annexation. No specific development is proposed with the project, and many of the
parcels within the annexation area are developed or underdeveloped. The EIR states that of the 37
parcels planned for annexation, only 9 are vacant. General Plan land use designations for the area
include a mix of residential, commercial and manufacturing uses.> A wastewater service feasibility study
was prepared for the project and determined that with the extension of infrastructure, the City’s
wastewater facilities would be adequate to serve the project.®

5 PMC, Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project Draft EIR, 2013: 2.0-1.
6 SCO Planning & Engineering, Inc., Wastewater Feasibility Analysis — La Barr Meadows Road & Taylorville Road, (September
2012).
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5.4 GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The City of Grass Valley is a charter city, with council members elected to four-year terms. Council
members elect one council member to serve as Mayor and another to serve as Vice Mayor for two
years. Working under the City Manager and City Council, the Public Works Director/City Engineer is
responsible for the day-to-day operations and provision of wastewater services. The City Council meets
on the second and fourth Tuesdays of the month at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers at 125
East Main Street, Grass Valley, CA.

Meetings are open to the public and are compliant with the Brown Act. In accordance with Government
Code Section 54954, meeting notices and agendas are publicly posted at City Hall and on the City’s
website a minimum of three days prior to regular City Council meetings. City Council meeting agendas
include a public comment item, during which time residents and customers may file comments and/or
complaints. The City maintains a website with copies of City Council agendas and meeting minutes, as
well as other boards and commissions.

The City has adopted policies addressing budget preparation, fixed asset accounting, investment of
funds, and expense authorization. Budgets are adopted in public meetings and are available on the
City’s website. Additionally, the last independent auditor’s report was dated June 30, 2012, and is
available on the City’s website. The audit found that there were no issues of noncompliance with
financial regulations that could have an effect on the financial statement. The City demonstrates
accountability through its public meeting and transparency policies, and encourages public participation
through establishment of regular public comment during City Council meetings.

5.5 MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCIES AND STAFFING

The City of Grass Valley provides a range of municipal services to its residents, including City
administration, police, animal control, fire, parks, and recreation, as well as other services. No issues
were noted or reported regarding interdepartmental relations, communication, or coordination. The
City provides comprehensive information regarding the organization, staffing, mission statement, and
annual goals for the City through its budget and website. Personnel policies and procedures are
adopted and periodically updated as-needed. Further, budgets have adequate funds for mandatory
programs.
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The City of Grass Valley maintains a capital improvement (CIP) fund for future infrastructure
improvements. The CIP is approved annually by the City Council and is developed with input from the
public, other agencies, and City staff. Operation of the facilities occasionally results in violations of the
NPDES permit. A systematic data collection system is in place. Resources for technology and
improvement plans are allocated as available and as needed.’

The City manages wastewater services through its Water/Wastewater Division of the Public Works
Department. In 2014, there were 13.1 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees that managed and operated
the City’s Sewer System. Management oversees the City’s Wastewater Enterprise fund, and operation
and maintenance of the City’s Sewer System. Staff maintains and operates the collection system and
treatment plant. Special studies may be contracted out and are solicited through the City’s purchasing
policies.

5.6 POPULATION AND GROWTH

The U.S. Census Bureau estimated the 2013 population of Grass Valley to be 12,793. Between 2000 and
2010, the population of Grass Valley increased by 1,938 people (15.1 percent; or less than 1.5 percent
per year). However, since 2010, the City’s estimated population has actually decreased by 67 persons.
In contrast, Grass Valley’s population increased by 21 percent between 1990 and 2000, or two percent
per year.®

Demographics for the City are based on the 2010 Census, which identified the largest age group
represented in Grass Valley as the 55 and older group at 35.8 percent. Approximately 12 percent of the
population was in the 45 to 54 years age group and 10 percent in the 35 to 44 years range.
Approximately 23 percent of the residents were under the age of 19. Approximately 84 percent of the
total population identified themselves as non-Hispanic white. The Hispanic population, which is the
second largest ethnic group in Grass Valley, comprised 10 percent of the total population.’

The City of Grass Valley General Plan serves as the City’s vision for long-term land use, development and
growth, and provides the City’s vision within its Planning Area which roughly coincides with the SOI
boundary. The City’s 2020 General Plan was adopted in 1999, although the Housing Element is updated
every 5 years in accordance with state regulations.

The current City of Grass Valley Housing Element (2009-2014) identifies an estimated growth rate of two
percent within the City and one percent in the surrounding unincorporated areas, including the SOI. The
following population projections within the City are based on the Census Bureau’s 2013 estimate as the

7 Dudek & Associates, Muncipal Service Review Nevada County Western Region Wastewater Service Agencies (January 2004).
8 City of Grass Valley, Draft 2014-2019 Housing Element, May 2014; II-1.
9 Ibid.
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base year and Housing Element growth rates. Due to the limited to negative growth experienced in
recent years, the base year used for the City’s Planning Area projections was assumed to be
approximately the same as the 2010 base year used in the 2011 SOI Update Report.

Table 5-2. Population Growth and Projections (2013—-2030)

2013 2015 2020 2025 2030
City of Grass Valley” 12,793 13,310 14,695 16,225 17,913
City’s Planning Area” 5,610 5,722 6,015 6,321 6,644

* Assumes an annual growth rate of two percent within the City.

** Assumes an annual growth rate of one percent within the unincorporated areas of Nevada County.

Senate Bill (SB) 244 requires LAFCo to identify and consider disadvantaged unincorporated communities
(DUCs) when preparing MSRs and Sphere updates for cities and special districts that provide sewer,
water, or structural fire protection services. A DUC is defined by the Water Code as one in which the
median annual household income (MHI) is 80 percent of the statewide average. Incorporated
communities are also defined as disadvantaged when the MHI falls below 80 percent. In 2010, the
statewide MHI was $60,883; 80 percent of that is $48,706. The MHI for Grass Valley was $35,385 in
2010, which qualifies the community as a disadvantaged community.

The City has further identified the Alta Hill area as a “Fringe Community” or DUC as shown in Figure 5.2.
Nearly all of the homes in this fringe community have private septic systems. The City currently provides
wastewater collection and treatment to less than 10 of the homes in the area. The 2000 expansion of
the WWTP was completed in anticipation of the City providing wastewater service to address the
expected demand of future growth and the developed lands within the SOI, including the Alta Hill area.
The City’s Wastewater Master Plan includes a plan to serve this area in the future. Although the area is
well-served with basic infrastructure and no health or safety issues have been identified, the City does
plan to provide sewer service to this DUC if there is need to do so in the future.™* Additionally, the City
has suggested that the Squirrel Creek and Slate Creek areas within the City’s SOl may qualify as DUCs ™.

10 Nevada LAFCo, City of Grass Valley Sphere of Influence Update (April 2011): 2-9.

11 City of Grass Valley, Draft Analysis of Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (July 2014).

12 Kiser, Tim and Trisha Tillotson, City of Grass Valley Public Works Department. Informational Interview with LAFCo and
Consultants (June 6, 2014).
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Figure 5-2: City of Grass Valley - Fringe Community Map
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5.7 WASTEWATER SERVICES

The City provides wastewater collection, treatment and disposal to residents and customers within its
boundaries. Customers consist of 4,349 separate sewer connections, 675 (15.5 percent) of which are
commercial or industrial customers and 3,674 (84.5 percent) are residential. The City also serves two
industrial users under a pretreatment ordinance and discharge permit.** Additionally, since early 2000s,
the City has been treating water that is discharging from an abandoned mine portal located on City
property. The City’s WasteWater Division does not include stormwater management; that service is
provided by other City divisions.

The City’s permitted treatment capacity is 2.78 mgd, which equates to 14,555 equivalent dwelling units
(EDUs).™ The average flow volume is 1.9 mgd (9,500 EDUs). The peak flow in 2013 was 2.6 mgd.™ There
are two ponds located at the WWTP that are used to attenuate flows through the plant during peak flow
events. The wastewater is then cycled back through the plant for treatment and disposal. The City
indicated it has the ability to expand capacity to meet future projected increases in demand.

5.8 WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City’s system is comprised of approximately 64 miles of sewer collection system piplines of varying
sizes and ages, 1,385 manholes, and 7 lift stations.'® The system’s infrastructure was originally
constructed in the mid- 20™ century. Consequently, both preventative maintenance and scheduled
replacement of aging infrastructure is critical. City staff identify and prioritize structural deficiencies
within the system as part of the annual update to the five-year capital improvement plan. The manhole
and sewer line rehabilitation projects are mainly intended to reduce and/or eliminate sanitary sewer
overflow (SSO) and inflow and infiltration (/1) issues within the system. Rehabilitation typically involves
slip-lining, cured-in-place lining, and pipe bursting and replacement."’

Included within the City’s Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) is a Collection System Master Plan
(CSMP). The objectives of the CSMP are to (1) determine the capacity and limitations of the existing
collection system, and (2) determine physical modifications, renovations and additions to the existing

13 City of Grass Valley, Response to Nevada LAFCo Request for Information (June 2014).

14 Nevada LAFCo, City of Grass Valley Sphere of Influence Update (April 2011): 4-29.

15 City of Grass Valley, Response to Nevada LAFCo Request for Information (June 2014): 5.

16 PMC, Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project Draft EIR, 2013: 3.12-8.
17 City of Grass Valley, Sewer System Management Plan (September 2012): 7.
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collection system necessary to meet current and future needs.'® The City schedules approximately 30
percent of the Sewer Collection System for cleaning every year.’® Maintenance activites are tracked
through a software system called Cityworks, which allows for analysis of performance and cost of each
component of the system, and will in turn aid the City in identifying maintenance and capital
improvement needs. The City is currently in the process of updating its SSMP.

The WWTP was originally constructed in 1950 and is located on 29 acres of City-owned land. Additional
modifications and improvements were made to the facility in the late 1970s, early 1980s, and 1990s to
keep pace with state regulations and permit requirements. Further, in 2000 the WWTP capacity was
expanded to treat up to 2.78 mgd, with 7.6 mgd capacity for peak flows. The current facility is a tertiary
treatment plant and receives an average flow of 1.9 mgd. Influent is collected from the City of Grass
Valley through 64 miles of sewer lines.”® Influent undergoes primary treatment through bar screens, a
grit hydrocyclone, and primary clarification in dual rectangular sedimentation basins. Wastewater then
undergoes activated sludge treatment through one of two extended aeration basins, which includes
nitrification and denitrification, pH adjustment, ultraviolet (UV) disinfection, and re-aeration through a
cascade aerator outfall and stream-side rock pile diffuser prior to discharge.?* The UV disinfection
system was installed in 2009 during an upgrade of the WWTP that also upgraded the biological nitrogen
removal process.

The City’'s WWTP operates under Order No. R5-2009-0067 and NPDES Permit No. CA0079898. This
permit expired on June 12, 2014. In the Spring of 2014 the City submitted permit renewal application
along with all required materials. The RWQCB is processing the permit renewal and final approval has
been delayed due to funding/staffing shortages at the state office. It is anticipated that the permit
renewal will be approved in June 2015 and until then, the City’s WWTP will continue to operate under
its old permit?.

In December 2007, the City received Cease and Desist Order No. R5-2007-0163 from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The Order included the requirement of a pollution prevention plan and
establishment of interim effluent limitations for aluminum, chloroform, copper, cyanide,
dibromochloromethane, dichlorobromomethane, manganese, nitrate plus nitrite, and zinc.”®> The WWTP
has since demonstrated compliance with the final water quality effluent limitations, with the exception
of manganese and nitrate plus nitrite, which are due to discharges from the Drew Tunnel (owned by
Newmont USA). The City has been operating under an extension of compliance schedule for meeting
final effluent limitations until the Drew Tunnel discharge is rerouted to a privately owned and operated
treatment facility.

18 |bid: 20.

19 |bid: 5.

20 PMC, Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project Draft EIR, 2013: 3.12-8.

1 SWRCB. NPDES CA0079898; Order No. R5-2009-0067 (June 2008). www.swrcb.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions.

2 personal communication, Tim Kiser, City Engineer, March 23, 2015.

23 SWRCB. NPDES CA0079898; Order No. R5-2009-0067 (June 2008): F-6. www.swrcb.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions.
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In September 2013, the city also received notice of the imposition of fines from the CVRWQCB due to
discharges from the City’s WWTP if violation of the City’s permit. The discharges relate to twenty-one
events from June 2009 through January 2014 which resulted in spills to Wolf Creek in quantities ranging
from 5 to 63,500 gallons. Several of these spills are related to the Drew Tunnel by Newmont. The fines
are in the form of an Administrative Civil Liability complaint and total $209,000. A Settlement
Agreement to resolve this issue with the RWQCB is currently being considered by the City.

In November 2013, a non-profit organization named River Watch sent the City a Notice of Violation
under the Clean Water Act. The City’s Mayor approved the Settlement Agreement on January 29, 2014
thereby agreeing to pay $30,000 to River Watch for their legal costs and agreeing to a variety of
improvements to the City’s wastewater water quality monitoring and reporting and to the City’s sewer
inspection and maintenance program. Specifically the new improvements include inspecting and
televising all gravity sewer lines; repair or replacement of certain gravity sewer main lines; refinements
to the City’s SSO reporting forms (see Appendix # AP.3 Water Quality Database Reports ); conducting
additional water quality sampling; contracting with a registered Environmental Health Specialist or
biologist to develop a protocol to be implemented as part of the City’s SSO remediation procedures;
developing an ordinance establishing a program for the mandatory homeowner/business owner
inspection and/or repair of privately owned sewer laterals; and the provision of additional data to River
Watch?.

On August 4, 2014, Newmont was issued a Notice of Applicability (NOA), Limited Threat General Waste
Discharge Requirements Order R5-2013-0073-01 for a Drew Tunnel Groundwater Treatment System.
The NOA covers the installation and operation of an interim Green Sand/Multi-media water treatment
system (GSWTS) to treat groundwater discharging from the Drew Tunnel mine portal. The GSWTS has a
design capacity of 1.73 mgd and is designed to remove metals present in the Tunnel discharge. The
treated water will no longer be piped to the City’'s WWTP; it will be discharged directly to Wolf Creek.
Backwash water from the GSWTS will be occasionally delivered to the City’s WWTP for final treatment
and discharge. The GSWTS was fully operational and discharging under a separate RWQCB permit by
September 2014. Furthermore, Newmont will be coordinating with the City to construct a permanent
facility in the near future.”

Disposal of grit and bar screenings are hauled off-site to an approved landfill. Sludge from the primary
sedimentation basins is pumped to an anaerobic digester. Waste activated sludge is not directly sent to
digestion, but returns indirectly through the primary sedimentation basins. Digested sludge is decanted
in a sludge lagoon prior to dewatering through a belt filter press. Sludge decant and belt filter press

2 Report to City Council by Timothy Kiser for Council Meeting on February 10, 2015. Administrative Civil Liability Complaint R5-
2015-0505. Available on-line at: http://www.cityofgrassvalley.com/files/attachments/agendas-2014/item5.1.pdf

» Report to City Council by Timothy Kiser for Council Meeting on January 28, 2014. Settlement Agreement with California River
Watch. Available on-line at http://www.cityofgrassvalley.com/files-
archived/agendas/STAFFREPORTS2014/AG012814/ITEMS8.pdf.

26 Kiser, Timothy. Public Works Director, City of Grass Valley. City of Grass Valley City Council Staff Report (August 5, 2014); 1.
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filtrate are returned to the primary clarifier or the storage reservoir. Belt filter press cake is transported
off-site for disposal via land application by Synagro West LLC at Silva Ranch.?’ The treated wastewater is
discharged to Wolf Creek under the City’s NPDES permit, which is a tributary of the Bear River, via an
outfall equipped with a streamside rock pile diffuser.

The City provides adequate wastewater services to its customers. Furthermore, City staff and
management continue to actively plan for providing services to meet projected demand.

An abandoned mine portal (Drew Tunnel), owned by Newmont USA Limited, was exposed on the City’s
property during excavation in 2000s. Drainage (which ranged from 0.3 to 1.0 mgd?®®) had been surfacing
from the mine and drained to the storage reservoir for treatment prior to discharge into Wolf Creek. The
mine discharge contains elevated levels of aluminum, iron, and manganese, and the water is low in pH
and temperature. During rainfall events, the Drew Tunnel had introduced large volumes of water to the
WWTP, which impacted operational functionality including capacity and treatment. In the past,
discharges from the mine had resulted in a number of Cease and Desist Orders from the RWQCB, the
most recent being in 2009. Under an agreement with the City, Newmont’s new wastewater treatment
facility went online on September 25, 2014, which has substantially reduced the amount of water that is
treated by the City’s WWTP. The City’s facility has gone from treating roughly 300,000 gpd down to
20,000 gpd.? It is likely that operation of Newmont’s new wastewater treatment facility will contribute
towards the avoidance of future legal issues, settlement agreements, and fees, with organizations such
as the RWQCB and River Watch.

The City does not currently share facilities or services with other agencies, nor have any opportunities to
do so been identified by staff or in the preparation of this report. Although the 2004 MSR recommended
consideration of shared wastewater facilities for the Cities of Grass Valley and Nevada City, City staff has
indicated that due to topography, it is unlikely that such a proposal would be feasible in the near future.

27 SWRCB. NPDES CA0079898; Order No. R5-2009-0067 (June 2008).

28 |bid.
% The Union. Neighbors tour Newmont’s New Water Treatment Facility. www.theunion.com/news/13647965-113/treatment-
newmont-facility-mining.
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5.9 FINANCING

The City prepares an annual budget and financial statement, which includes details for each of its
government and enterprise funds. The City maintains a separate enterprise fund for wastewater
services, meaning that charges for services are intended to pay for the costs of providing such services.

Following is a summary of the last three fiscal years’ annual budgets for the Sewer Enterprise Fund.

Table 5-3. City of Grass Valley Wastewater Enterprise Fund, Operating Fund 2010 Adopted Budgets30

Revenues 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014 (adopted)
Utility User Fees $4,554,935 $4,600,000 $4,700,000
Industrial Waste Permits 65,311 57,000 57,000
Other Revenue 220,905 10,000 9,600
Interest Income 31,769 15,000 15,000
Unrealized Gain (loss) 22,082 - --

Other Grants — SCWW Proceeds 920,799 - -

Expense Reimbursements 26,666 200,000 250,00
Transfer from Capital 975,769 -- --

Total $6,818,235 $4,882,000 $5,031,600
Expenses

Operating Expenses $2,531,063 $2,581,506 $2,777,351
Debt Service Expenses 377,554 1,154,893 1,171,766
Capital Project Transfers 539,051 1,929,374 1,428,000
Depreciation 1,223,913 0 0

Total $4,671,582 $5,665,773 $5,377,117
Changes in Available Resources $2,146,653 (783,773) (345,517)
Adjustment to Working Capital for Debt and Cap Assets | -- 776,470 818,744
Adjustment to Working Capital for Reserves -- (500,000) (500,000)
Beginning Working Capital 3,120,431 5,267,085 4,759,781
Ending Working Capital $5,267,085 $4,759,781 $4,733,009

30 City of Grass Valley, Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Budget — Enterprise Funds (July 2013): C-2.
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The City budget includes sewer improvement construction budgeting through its Wastewater Enterprise
Sewer Improvement Construction Fund #212. In FY 2012/2013, the City budgeted $642,261 and doubled
that to $1,303,000 for FY 2013/2014. Projects included sewer system evaluations for NPDES permit
compliance activities, WWTP future expansion analysis, WWTP headworks rehabilitation,
infiltration/inflow improvements, Railroad Avenue lift station, completion of the 2011 sewer line
replacement project on Kate Hayes Street, Le Duc Street sewer, the 2012 sewer lining project, and the
2013 sewer line repair project from Quartz to Main Street.*

The City has a capital improvement plan (CIP), which is updated regularly and identifies and prioritizes
system improvements and costs. The 2013 CIP Summary includes over $34.6 million of maintenance and
upgrades to the collection and treatment system, of which $29.5 million will be funded through user
charges. Major improvements identified include annual manhole and sewer line rehabilitation, Slate
Creek and Morgan Ranch lift stations, sewer lift station upgrades and maintenance, UV improvements, a
sewer system evaluation, and WWTP improvements to meet NPDES permit requirements.32

The City obtained a Revolving Loan from the California Water Resources Control Board to finance its
WWTP expansion in June of 2003. The original balance of the loan was $9,027,724 and is payable in
annual installments of $378,896 to $532,072, has an interest rate of 1.8 percent, and a maturity date of
July 31, 2022.

In August 2011, the City issued $5,930,000 in refunding debt to advance refund for outstanding
Wastewater Certificates of Participation (COPs). The purpose of the refunding was to reduce the total
debt service payments. In June 2012, the outstanding COPs were $6,360,000 and are considered
defeased, meaning they were voided because the City has set aside cash or bonds sufficient to service
the debt. As a result of the refunding, the City reduced its total debt service requirements by $592,222,
which resulted in an economic gain of $476,511.>> The independent auditor’s report for fiscal year
2011/2012 stated that the City had made all payments on all debt on time.**

The City uses competitive bidding and interagency purchasing (e.g., CMAS, etc.) to lower expenses and
improve services. Additionally, the City has re-organized staffing/duties and consolidated crews to

31 |bid.

32 City of Grass Valley, Sewer System Management Plan (September 2012).

33 Smith & Newell, Financial Statements and Independent Auditor’s Report for the Year Ended June 30, 2012 (2012); 42-43.
34 |bid: 12.
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further create efficiencies of cost and resources. The City is also working with Opterra (formerly Chevron
Energy Solutions) to reduce energy consumption of the City’s sewer system.>”

Sewer rates for the City were last updated and adopted by the City Council in June 2013. The rates are
based on a 2007 Cost of Services Study and undergo annual review and adjustment, per City policy.

Wastewater Fees (Effective July 1, 2013)%
A. Connection Fees (represents share of capital costs)
Residential — ranges from $9,768 per %” meter to $162,822 per 4” meter
Non-Residential - $4,882 per 100 gpd of wastewater discharge
B. User Fee per Month
Residential Flat or Base Rates*

Single-family/duplex $55.00

Multi-family $43.19

Mobile Home Park $31.66
Commercial

Flat monthly charge per unit $21.73
Industrial Wastewater

Pre-treated industrial wastewater disposal permit $123.00

Disposal of pre-treated industrial wastewater (per gallon) $0.05

* The City also offers a 15 percent discount to qualifying low-income families. Residential users
whose combined total annual household income is below 150 percent of the federal poverty
level may make an annual application to the City for the discount.

5.10 DETERMINATIONS

1. The City bases growth and population projections on its General Plan.

2. Although the City has experienced a slight decrease in population since 2010, overall average
growth rates for the next 20 years are estimated at two percent, which is consistent with the
City’s General Plan and Housing Element.

3. The City is in the beginning phases of updating its Housing Element and SSMP, which will include
updating population and service projections.

35 City of Grass Valley, Response to Nevada LAFCo Request for Information (June 2014): 9.
% City of Grass Valley, City of Grass Valley Fee Schedule Fiscal Year 2013/2014 (July, 2013).
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The MHI for Grass Valley was $35,385 in 2010, which qualifies the community as a
disadvantaged community per the State Water Code.

Within its sphere of influence, the City has identified the Alta Hill area as a “Fringe Community”
or DUC. Nearly all of the homes in this fringe community have private septic systems. The City’s
Wastewater Master Plan includes a plan to serve this area in the future. Although the area is
well-served with basic infrastructure and no health or safety issues have been identified, the
City does plan to provide sewer service to this DUC if there is need to do so in the future.

Since the adoption of the 2004 MSR, the City has completed a comprehensive upgrade and
expansion of its WWTP, including installation of a UV disinfection system (2009). The WWTP
now has a permitted average dry weather capacity of 2.78 mgd, which is equivalent to 14,555
EDUs.

The City’s 2009 upgrade to the WWTP included the addition of UV disinfection to the process
and an upgrade to the biological nitrogen removal process.

The City’s current WWTP capacity has between 4,000 and 4,400 EDUs available based on
average annual flows, and has sufficient capacity to serve the City’s population. Additionally,
once the discharges received from the Drew Tunnel are diverted to Newmont USA’s own
treatment facility, the City’s WWTP capacity will increase to approximately 6,000 EDUs.

The WWTP is currently adequate to accommodate treatment capacity for the projected 2020
General Plan, which includes the buildout plans for the three major SDAs within the SOI.

The City prepares a comprehensive annual budget and financial statement, and has adopted
financial policies and procedures to ensure adequate funds concurrent with need.

The Wasterwater Enterprise Fund operates in a cost effective manner. Revenues and the
current rate structure are adequate to operate the wastewater system and allow for necessary
capital improvements.

The City annually updates its CIP and identifies collection and treatment projects and potential
funding sources.

A small number of parcels within the Glenbrook Basin are still included in the County Sanitation
District Glenbrook Zone. As these parcels are annexed to the City, LAFCo should ensure they are
concurrently detached from the County Sanitation District Glenbrook Zone.

No opportunities for shared facilities were identified by staff or in the preparation of this MSR.
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Accountability for Community Service Needs

15. The City Council is locally accountable, and adheres to applicable government code sections, has
open and accessible meetings, disseminates information, and encourages participation.

16. The City demonstrates accountability through its public meeting and transparency policies,
adherence to applicable government code sections, has open and accessible meetings,
disseminates information, and encourages public participation through establishment of regular
public comment opportunities.

17. Because portions of the City’s sewer faclities and infrastructure date back to the mid-20™
century, both preventative maintenance and scheduled replacement of aging infrastructure is
critical. The City actively plans for and performs replacement and maintenance of its collection
and treatment systems to stay current with state regulations and service needs.

Any Other Matter Relative to Service Delivery as Required by
Commission Policy

18. There are no other aspects of the District’s wastewater service that are required by Commission
policy to be addressed in this MSR.
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Chapter 6
CITY OF NEVADA CITY

6.1 CITY PROFILE

Type of City: General Law City

Enabling Legislation:  Article 11, Section 2 of the California Constitution, and Government Code
Section 34102

Functions/Services: Full service City providing police protection, fire protection, parks and
recreation, water, wastewater, streets, land use planning, and general
administrative services. Wastewater services provided include collection,
treatment and disposal of sewage.

Main Office: 317 Broad Street, Nevada City, CA 96161
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Mailing Address: Same

Phone No.: 530-265-2496

Fax No.: 530-265-0187

Web Site: http://www.nevadacityca.gov/

City Manager: Mr. Mark Prestwich, Phone: Ext: 119

Email: mark.prestwich@nevadacityca.gov

Alternate Contact: Corey Shaver, Administrative Supervisor/Deputy City Clerk, Phone: Ext: 133

Email: corey.shaver@nevadacityca.gov

Governing Body: City Council elected to four-year terms:
Name Title Term Expires
Terri Anderson Mayor June 2016
Jennifer Ray Vice-Mayor June 2016
Robert Bergman Council Member June 2016
Duane Strawser Council Member June 2018
Evans Phelps Council Member June 2018

Meeting Schedule: Second and fourth Wednesdays of the month at 6:30 PM
Meeting Location: City Council Chambers, City Hall, 317 Broad Street, Nevada City, CA 95959
Date of Formation: April 19, 1856

6.2 OVERVIEW OF THE CITY

Nevada City was originally founded in 1850 and was incorporated as a general law city on April 19, 1856.
The City is 2.2 square miles in size. Nevada City operates under a City Council-City Manager form of
government. This is the second Municipal Service Review (MSR) on wastewater services provided by the
City.

Nevada City is a full-service city that provides water, police protection, fire protection, recreation,
animal control, solid refuse collection, streets, land use planning, administrative services, and
wastewater services to its residents. This MSR will only address wastewater services. The City first began
providing wastewater services to its residents in the mid-1890s. Today, the wastewater system serves
almost everyone in the City, although there are a few scattered lots that still utilize septic tanks. Service
is sometimes provided outside the City boundary, provided certain conditions are met. Wastewater
services currently provided include collection, treatment and disposal of treated effluent and repairs
and maintenance of wastewater facilities and associated infrastructure. The City does not currently
provide sewer service for industrial facilities. Although the City has industrial zoning, the enterprises
located there do not create industrial waste due to the type of operations.
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In California, wastewater collection systems (e.g., pipes and infrastructure) sometimes intercept storm
water drainage. This is not the case in Nevada City. Here, storm drainage typically drains directly to Deer
Creek and its tributaries, and the City has very few stormwater management facilities. The City does
have a few locations where old connections between the sewer lines and the storm drainage lines
remain; however, these connections are actively being disconnected. When a connection with a storm
drain is suspected, the Department of Public Works uses a camera to determine possible connections
and then takes steps to remedy the situation. A seasonal challenge that the wastewater staff has
noticed is storm water levels during rainy seasons, particularly in wet water years. Storm water level can
result in increased flow at the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), indicating some sort of
permeability in the City’s sewer lines.?

Nevada City is located in northern California, approximately 60 miles northeast of Sacramento. The
City’s boundaries cover 2.2 square miles (1,408 acres) and this makes it the smallest city in Nevada
County. The City falls within the Deer Creek watershed basin, a sub-basin of the South Fork of the Yuba
River.

The WWTP is located at 650 Jordan Street just southwest of downtown, along Deer Creek as shown in
the topographic map, Figure 6-1. This location encompasses 5.54 acres in size and is at an elevation of
2,496 feet above sea level.? A wastewater treatment facility, lab, and offices are located on the site.
Additionally, work related to administration, financial services, and management of the wastewater
system is conducted at City Hall located at 317 Broad Street, Nevada City, CA 95959.

6.3 FORMATION AND BOUNDARY

Nevada City is a general law city and was incorporated on April 19, 1856.

When the City boundaries were initially established in 1856, the City was one square mile in size.
Subsequent annexations have doubled the size of the City. In October 2008, Nevada LAFCo approved an
update to the City’s sphere of influence (SOI) and a detailed description of all the annexations that have
occurred in Nevada City is provided therein.> A map of the Nevada City boundaries and sphere of
influence is provided as Figure 6-2. The annexations that have occurred subsequent to the 2008 SOI
update are described in the following paragraphs.

1 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Personal Communication. January 14, 2015.
2 Nevada County. GIS Department. Mobile Parcel Viewer. Accessed December 3, 2014.
3 Nevada LAFCo. City of Nevada City Sphere of Influence Plan Update. October 2008. Appendix A. Page 94.

6-3



\:3.\],' i /I / H == "ﬂ\f-.\l
)* | =’/| /\! i{k‘—— 3 W P
%2 KT\ \\_\?@"lll \/Ji Krn ),' f(“\ !xg ) —~.. Q
\k_ \\\ \\Jx r\/i s CE ff _7<:h:} = 2 %’e
~/ ) =i Y EZEHO N 3 ¢ =
S~ S el R o I
c T ILf~—’j;l /_h;h CQ\:';‘- * — .}

BT N : |
S f Wastewater
i‘/ J \ k \ Treatment Plant

NG

E;ﬁ>

— / 5
SN Z
};&_ = / | { C

X /;:,, =)~ \'\_
{}‘\\\j{lf /% = .4-’1’ ?/Z —
\—’f\.._/_)/ff/ / YW ‘-J’;/ =
240, 'Kﬂ\ 700\ /7N o e

/) ;‘ﬂr{‘ AR e

2 an"

Figure6.1: Locationof Wastewateil reatmenflan


kateri
Callout
Wastewater Treatment Plant

kateri
Typewritten Text

kateri
Typewritten Text
Figure 6.1:  Location of Wastewater Treatment Plant


[] City Boundary
Current Sphere of Influence

/ | 2013 Sphere of Influence
W el I 2018 Sphere of Influence
0 0.5 1 miles A I 2023 Sphere of Influence
[ ———— Y Parcels

7parcels, and boundaries from Nevada County GIS. Rivers-and Lakes from NHDPlus Version 2

gl
i

Figure 6-2 NEVADA CITY AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE


kateri
Typewritten Text
6-2


Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

In 2009, Nevada City annexed ten Northside parcels consisting of 63.2 acres located north and
northwest of its boundaries at that time. This annexation consisted of four sub-areas including the
following: 1) unimproved parcel adjacent to the County Administrative Center; 2) properties to the
north and south of State Route 49 including residential lots off Beckman Street, County-owned old
Juvenile Hall, and the old Forty-Niner Fire District Station; 3) two developed residential properties off
American Hill Drive; and 4) City-owned Hirschman’s Pond.* These ten parcels currently receive sewer
service from Nevada City. Since these parcels are currently utilized for open space, government
buildings, and low-density residences, significant future growth and development in this area is not
anticipated for the near future.

In 2009, LAFCo approved the Gracie Commons Reorganization, which annexed two parcels into the City
boundaries. This annexation was part of a proposed residential development project affecting four
parcels comprised of 2.24 acres.” This Gracie Commons project, which has not yet been completed,
would total 16 residential units, and sewer service would be provided by Nevada City through
construction of a connection to the force main currently running along Gracie Road.®

In 2013, the City annexed four parcels (4.32 acres total) located at the end of Grove Street by LAFCo
Resolution 13-02. These parcels were annexed because the septic tank on one parcel (194 Grove Street)
had failed, and the City had extended sewer service outside City boundaries. Given the geographic
location of the parcels, and the location of the sewer lines, it was both logical and consistent with local
policies to annex all four parcels at one time.’

Over the past five years, the City has conducted three annexations of 16 parcels totaling 69.76 acres.
These annexed properties currently receive sewer service from the City. The Grove Street parcels and
the Northside parcels are not expected to grow significantly in the near future. The Gracie Commons
Reorganization area does have the potential for future development of 16 residential units, and the City
has a plan to provide sewer service to these parcels when that growth does occur.

The City’s boundary now encompasses 1,784 parcels across 2.2 square miles. As shown in Figure 6-2,
the City’s boundary does include a discontinuous 106-acre piece known as the “old airport property”.
Although this site is within the City boundary, the City does not have plans to provide wastewater
service to this area.

4 Nevada LAFCo. Staff Report For Public Hearing on Nevada City—Annexation: Northside. June 18, 2009.
www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco/docs.

5 Nevada LAFCo, 2009, Resolution 09-23 Nevada City — Reorganization: Gracie Commons.
www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco/docs.

6 |bid.

7 Nevada City. Staff report on Public Hearing to Consider Annexation Application. Available on line at:
www.nevadacityca.gov/sites.
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Sphere of Influence

Nevada City’s sphere of influence (SOI) is comprised of four horizons: 1) a current sphere; 2) a 2013
sphere; 3) a 2018 sphere; and 4) a 2023 sphere (refer to Figure 6-2). The 2018 sphere is comprised of
331 parcels covering 1.7 square miles. A part of this area (Hurst Ranch Estates/St. Francis Wood, a 90-
acre parcel) was the subject of an owner-initiated development application for annexation in 2009.
However, the City ultimately decided that action on this proposal should wait until the 2018 timeframe?.
The 2023 long-term phase is comprised of 644 parcels covering 2.64 square miles.

Three areas within the City’s existing SOl may be ready for annexation to the City in the near-term
including the Sugar Loaf Mountain properties, the HEW building, and the Wet Hill neighborhood.

Nevada City purchased approximately 40 acres on Sugar Loaf Mountain in 2010 for the purposes of
providing open space and protecting the scenic qualities of this area. Sugar Loaf Mountain is outside the
existing City boundary and within the current SOI. There are approximately six residential properties
located between the City boundary line and the open space parcel which could be included in a future
annexation in order to provide contiguity with the City limit line. The open space parcel W|II likely not

require sewer service since recreational use
could be accommodated with a composting
toilet, an outhouse, or no facilities.’

The HEW building was County-owned at one
time, has not been utilized for many years,
and has structural deficiencies. An April 2014
fire resulted in additional damage to this
vacant building. There are 19 properties
located between the HEW building and the
City limit line, and more detailed study is
needed to determine whether the City would
be able to physically provide sewer service to this area. However, the City anticipates that the current
property owner will submit an application to develop housing on this site, and the City may require
annexation of this site into the City in order to receive City services.

The Wet Hill and Cement Hill neighborhoods are unincorporated areas located north of the City limits,
near the Nevada County Government Center. The homes in these neighborhoods currently rely on septic
tanks, many of which were installed several decades ago. The City has been approached by property
owners who feel it may be beneficial for this area to receive sewer service from the City. These two
neighborhoods are within the City’s current SOl. When the property owners are ready to submit a

8 Nevada City Planning Commission. Summary Meeting Minutes. September 3, 2009. nevco.granicus.com/MinutesViewer.php.
9 Nevada City. Staff Memorandum for City Council Meeting. Sept 28, 2011. www.nevadacityca.gov.
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formal application for annexation to the City, the City will conduct a detailed analysis of the feasibility
and potential cost of extending sewer lines to the neighborhood.

No other specific areas outside the City boundaries have been identified that require services from the
City.

In 2008 LAFCo’s SOl Update identified 20 parcels located outside of the boundaries of Nevada City that
received City sewer services through out-of-agency service agreements. This list was reviewed with the
City Engineer in 2014, who verified the accuracy of the list. The most notable properties outside the
boundaries that receive sewer service via a City trunk line are the 1) Caltrans yard located on Gold Flat
Road, adjacent to the freeway, and 2) the former HEW building located on Willow Valley Road. Most
properties located outside City limits rely on septic tanks for sewage treatment/disposal. Please refer to
Chapter 4 for more information.

No other areas outside the City boundaries have been identified that require services from the City.
Particular areas of interest have not been identified.

6.4 GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The City is governed by a five-member City Council, elected at-large to four-year terms. Mayor and Vice-
Mayor are elected by the Council to 1-year terms. There have been no contested elections in the past
five years. The current City Council is listed at the beginning of this chapter.

Members of the City Council serve as volunteers and do not receive meeting stipends, health insurance,
or pension benefits. Council member travel expense claims are reviewed by the Finance and
Administration Department consistent with the City’s travel policy.

The City Council meets on the second and fourth Wednesday of the month at 6:30 p.m. in the City
Council Chambers, 317 Broad Street, Nevada City, CA 95959. All meetings are open to the public and
notices are publicly posted at least 72 hours prior to the meetings, in accordance with the Brown Act
(Government Code §§ 54950-54926). The agenda for each City Council meeting includes a public
comment period. Agendas are distributed via the City’s website, fax, email and postal mail. The media is
notified via e-mail. The local newspaper also publishes meeting notices. The City’'s website
(www.nevadacityca.gov) is a communication vehicle for City meeting agendas, meeting minutes, videos
of meetings, and information on the Agency’s services and programs. The City Attorney is often present
at City Council meetings to ensure compliance with the Brown Act, the conflict-of-interest regulations
set forth in the Political Reform Act (Government Code § 81000 et seq.), and other applicable laws. The
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City and its representatives have a solid record of adherence to the requirements of the Brown Act, the
Political Reform Act, and similar laws.

The City Council engages in a strategic planning exercise on a regular basis and develops goals which
guide their work. This type of strategic planning is indicative of an agency that is well managed and
which demonstrates fortitude to carefully design their desired future conditions and to work to obtain
their future goals.

The City maintains accountability to its customers primarily through open public meetings with the City
Council and Planning Commission. Comments or complaints about the wastewater system can be sent
to the City Engineer at City Hall. Approximately three comments or complaints about the wastewater
system are received each year on a City-wide basis. Most comments relate to billing for wastewater
service, general inquiries, pipe backups and customer account transfer requests. When technical
complaints are received, the Department of Public Works will investigate. When a private sewer lateral
line is plugged, questions sometimes arise about who is the responsible party. The City assumes
responsibility only for City-owned main sewer lines located within the public right-of-way. Lateral lines
located on private property are the responsibility of the property owner. When a sewer lateral crosses
over several private parcels before joining a main, the Department of Public Works will investigate to
determine responsibility. Occasionally, during the spring or fall season, the City will receive a complaint
regarding odors at the WWTP, which is due to seasonal variability in bacterial abundance and
composition at the plant.

The 2004 MSR recommended that the City improve its accountability by developing a website and
posting information on it for the public. The City has completed this action and its new website provides
a variety of information to the public. Additionally, Nevada City has a public outreach program which
includes distribution of newsletters in periodic billing cycles. Public awareness of the City’s wastewater
activities and other programs is encouraged.

Nevada City provides the full-range of wastewater services including collection, treatment, and
effluent/biosolids disposal. No other agencies were identified that could provide these services on a
City-wide basis. In addition to the City’s internal governance processes, it should be noted that the City’s
wastewater system is heavily regulated in terms of discharge. Nevada City operates under an NPDES
Permit from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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6.5 MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCIES AND STAFFING

Nevada City operates under the direction of the elected City Council. The City Manager reports to the
City Council and is responsible for directing City operations. The City Manager’s job description is to
plan, organize, direct and review the overall activities and operations of the City; represent the City
locally, regionally and at the state and federal levels; and to ensure the best interests of the City are
met. Wastewater services are managed and maintained by the City Public Works Department. The
Public Works Department works in consultation with the City Engineer. The City Engineer is a contract
position that provides technical expertise to the Public Works Department, including the wastewater
services section. Although the Public Works Department has a total of seven employees, only three full-
time employees and one part-time employee are dedicated to wastewater services as shown in Figure 6-
3, Organization Chart WWTP, below. One of the full-time positions (Chief Operator), divides work time
between the WWTP and the water services (drinking

and municipal water) section.

Two of the positions shown below have recently been Contact Information:
filled with new employees. In addition to City staff, the Mr. Mark Prgstwmh, City Manager
City has an on-call contract with Fisher’'s Wastewater mark.prestwich@nevadacityca.gov

Services, a private company that has Grade IV WWTP Verne Taylor, Director of Public Works
. 10 (530) 265-2496
operators available.

The 2004 MSR recommended an action to improve

management efficiency by creating a comprehensive,

long-term approach toward operating and upgrading the wastewater system. To address this
recommendation, the City is now preparing a Comprehensive Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) specific to
wastewater services that will list and prioritize potential future projects to improve the system. Some
projects under preliminary consideration for the list include replacement of water mains (some are 140
years old) and automating the WWTP by installing new sensors and controls.!

10 Nevada City, Dec 10, 2014 City Council Agenda Packet. Available online at: www.nevadacityca.gov/sites.
11 Falconi, Bill, Personal communication, January 14, 2015.
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Figure 6-3 Nevada City Organizational Chart
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6.6 POPULATION AND GROWTH

Between census years 2000 to 2010, the City’s population grew by 71 people, which equates to a 0.26
annual growth rate per Nevada City’s Housing Element.!> As of January 1, 2014, the population in
Nevada City is estimated by the California Department of Finance at 3,016 persons. This represents a
decline of 1.7 percent since the 2010 U.S. Census.*

The daytime population of workers in the City is much higher than the resident population because the
City serves as the County seat and includes government offices such as the Eric Rood Administrative
Center, the library, and the Courthouse. It is estimated that the daytime worker population is 11,000.
Additionally, the City is host to several annual festivals, such as Victorian Christmas, the Wild and Scenic
Film Festival, Father’'s Day bike race, and Summer Nights street festival. These festivals can add a
temporary visitor population of thousands of people, sometimes up to 10,000 or more. The daytime
worker population and the evening/weekend festival populations create additional demands on the
City’s wastewater system.

When tracking trends in growth of wastewater customers, the City Engineer estimates that the City may
have added around 40 connections over the past 10 years. Part of this increase may reflect updated
billing procedures such that now each parcel that receives service also pays for that service and
customers are more accurately counted. The City now sends all customers a direct bill for the sewer
services and bills are tracked based on addresses.'*

To some extent, population growth in the City is dependent upon land use, general plan designations,
and zoning on properties. The General Plan for City of Nevada City was adopted March 24th, 1986. On
October 8, 2008, LAFCo approved the Sphere of Influence Map for the City. A new Housing Element
2014-2019 was adopted January, 2014. The City’s General Plan is based upon four principles: 1) preserve
the sense of wooded enclosure; 2) enhance the historic core; 3) reinforce existing commercial
concentrations; and 4) create opportunities for employment and revenue. The General Plan describes
constraints that could affect future expansion of the sewer system as it was perceived back in 1986. The
City’s General Plan has policies that discourage urban density beyond the SOl boundary and that

12 Nevada City. Draft Housing Element 2014 —2019. www.nevadacityca.gov/content/housing-element: 1-2.

13 State of California, Department of Finance, E-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2014, with 2010
Census Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2014. www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates.

14 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.
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encourage urban infill within the

City's existing boundaries.” Existing and Past Population
Nevada City currently has no in Nevada Cit\/

formal proposals for
3,100
3,050
3,000 '

amendments to the General
2,950

Plan that would potentially
4/1/2010 | 1/1/2011 | 1/1/2012 | 1/1/2013 | 1/1/2014

affect wastewater services.
Since the previous MSR was
3,068 3,081 3,068 3,073 3,016

published in 2004, there have
not been any new subdivisions,
other residential projects, or
new commercial projects built
within the City boundaries or
SOl. The Nevada City Co-
housing project located on
Redbud Way (off upper Broad Street) is the most recent large project built within the City and it was
constructed prior to 2004. Additionally, the City recently purchased Sugar Loaf Mountain for open space
purposes, and this site has no plans for sewer connections and is outside of the current City boundary.
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Source: California Dept. of Finance

New infill development within the City’s existing urban pattern has some potential to add a few new
residential and commercial associated wastewater customers. For example, there are few vacant lots
located along Chief Kelly Drive and American Hill Road that could accommodate single-family homes or
low-medium density planned developments. A complete inventory of vacant parcels that can
accommodate infill residential development is provided in the City’s new Housing Element (2014).1® The
Gold Flat area was studied for transportation planning purposes in 2008. This Gold Flat Corridor Study
projected future neighborhood growth of approximately 2 percent, including a potential new 78-room
hotel.”” New population growth could also result from the probable future City annexations described
above in Section 6.3.

There are a few properties inside City boundaries that continue to use private septic systems. If these
septic systems fail, these properties could potentially be added to the City’s wastewater system. For
those properties located within the sphere of influence, but outside City boundaries, the City may
consider their request for annexation if their septic system fails and if they are contiguous to existing

15 Nevada City. 1986. General Plan 1980 — 2000. Nevada City, California. www.nevadacityca.gov/sites.
16 Nevada City. Draft Housing Element 2014 — 2019: 4-8 to 4-22. www.nevadacityca.gov/content/housing-element.
17 Nevada City, Gold Flat Road Corridor Study, 2008: 8-10. www.nctc.ca.gov/documents.
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City service per the City’s policies on new connections. Although annexation into the City prior to
provision of City sewer service is preferred, the City does sometimes allow connection to the sewer prior
to formal annexation. This may trigger an out-of-agency service approval from Nevada LAFCo,
depending on the timing of the annexation. LAFCo requires that an application for annexation be filed at
the same time a request for out-of-area-service is filed. Properties to be considered for future
annexation must be contiguous with the City boundary.

The California Department of Finance makes population projections at the County level. Projecting
future population growth for a small city such as Nevada City is problematic due to a variety of unknown
factors associated with the annexation rate. Projections of future population have not been published
by Nevada City or other local agencies. The 2008 Update of the City’s SOl assumed a 0.52 percent annual
growth rate and this rate proved to be too high.?® The City’s 2014 Housing Element estimated
population for the year 2019 at 3,124 persons. Using this value, the projected average annual growth
rate is caclulated at 0.0089 percent (less than one percent) as shown in Table 6-1, below.

Table 6-1: Projected Population Growth (2014-2030)

2014 2015 2020 2025 2030

City of Nevada City 3,016 3,043 3,152 3,295 3,445

Assumes an annual growth rate of 0.0089 percent within the City.

The slower rate of projected growth is due to:

= remaining slow economic growth and development as an after effect of the U.S. recession from
December 2007 through June 2009;

= hilly terrain which is more expensive to develop and which surrounds the City; and

= General Plan policies to protect the environment established by City leaders and residents and a
tendency to proceed more cautiously with new developments.

As described in Chapter 3, LAFCo is required to consider the provision of public services to
disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs). Nevada LAFCo’s policy on DUCs and relevant data
were reviewed for the Nevada City area. No DUCs have been identified within Nevada City, its SOI, or
adjacent areas. The U.S. Census 2010 found the median household income (MHI) in the City was
$55,192.%° This is higher than the DUC threshold MHI of less than $48,706 (80 percent of the statewide
MHI).

18 Nevada City, Nevada City Sphere of Influence Plan Update, October 2008. www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco/docs.
19 Nevada City. Draft Housing Element 2014 — 2019. Nevada City, 2014. www.nevadacityca.gov/content/housing-element.
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6.7 WASTEWATER SERVICES

Primary services provided by the City for the wastewater system are collection, treatment, disposal, and
maintenance. Nevada City currently has a total of 1,380 connections to its sewer system, as shown in
Table 6-2 below. One-third of the connections serve commercial/institutional users. The largest
institutional/business users of the system include the local elementary and middle schools, County jail,
and the U.S. Forest service.

Table 6-2: Number of Sewer Connections in Nevada City
Type of Sewer Connection Number of Connections in 2014
#-Connections for businesses & institutions 460
#Connections for dwelling units 920
Total Number of Sewer Connections 1,380

The 2004 MSR noted that meeting current and future regulatory requirements and service demands will
continue to be a concern of the City of Nevada City. However, as of June 2012, the City has a permit
(Order No. R5-2012-0033) from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and is in full
compliance. When the permit expires on June 1, 2017, the City will renew the permit. The City has
indicated that it expects to remain in full compliance with local, state, and federal regulations for the
next several years.

6-15



Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

Collection System

Because some of the City sewer lines were built many decades
ago, they are sometimes located on private property or in Deer
Creek. In these instances, the City may either own the right-of-
way, or have a prescriptive easement or an access easement to
access the sewer lines. Private lateral lines connect a house to
the City main line. Assigning responsibility to the appropriate
private property owner for the privately owned lateral lines can
be challenging in those instances where several laterals join
together before joining the main line.?°

The City is actively working to install a backflow prevention
device/valve in all buildings. This will prevent city sewage from
backing-up and spilling into buildings. Ultimately, this will
reduce damage claims that the City is asked to pay. The
installation of the backflow devise/valve is occurring
incrementally and when homes are sold a “flag” appears on the
title company paperwork. The homeowner (seller or buyer)
pays for the materials and labor to install the backflow
device/valve. The City does not charge for the permit or
inspection of the installation for the backflow preventer.?

There are several measures of integrity for a wastewater
collection system, including peaking factors, efforts to address
infiltration and inflow (I/1), and inspection practices. The Public
Works Department aims to prepare a capital improvement plan

Clarifying Baffles

which will consider these factors. Wastewater flow from connections can be estimated based on use of
treated municipal (fresh) water supplied to various land-uses as measured with water meters. The City’s
water conservation program (low flow toilet rebates, leak detection pills, etc.) and the drought have
resulted in lower per capita water use and therefore lower per capita wastewater generation??.

Treatment System

The City’'s WWTP was designed to accommodate 0.69 million gallons per day (MGD) average dry
weather flow and 1.60 MGD maximum wet weather flow. The City owns the WWTP site. The City’s
sewer lines do not measure flow. However, sewage flow can be estimated based on use of treated
municipal (fresh) water supplied to various land-uses as measured with water meters.

20 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.

21 |bid.
22 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Personal communication. January 14, 2015.
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The Nevada City WWTP treats sewage to a tertiary level using physical and chemical treatment to
remove bacteria and byproducts that occurs prior to discharge. This is achieved by using a continuous
flow activated sludge system. The treatment starts with a screening process that removes inorganics
and grit. Lime is then added to achieve optimal pH values to facilitate the nitrification/denitrification
activated sludge process. Effluent is then sent to secondary clarification and filtration (cloth disc tertiary
filters and sand filters operated in series or in parallel). The wastewater is then disinfected using
chlorine. The wastewater is de-chlorinated with sulfur dioxide to protect aquatic life from chlorine
toxicity prior to discharge of effluent to Deer Creek. The biololids are de-watered in a filter press and
then placed in a truck for hauling to a landfill.2

Disposal System

The City’'s WWTP discharges an approximate average of 470,000 gallons per day (gpd) of treated
effluent into Deer Creek on a year-round basis.?* A discharge permit from the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was most recently
issued on June of 2012, as Order No. R5-2012-0033. This permit
is part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and it places limitations on specific constituents of
effluent entering Deer Creek including biochemical oxygen
demand, total suspended solids, pH, ammonia,
dichlorobromomethane, coliform, residual chlorine, and zinc.?®
Discharge permits are reviewed every five years by the Central
Valley RWQCB and at the time of next renewal (2017), the
Board may require more stringent effluent limitations to be
consistent with regulations in place at that time. These more
stringent effluent limitations may require plant upgrades to
achieve compliance. In addition to the City’s monitoring that is
required by the discharge permit, a non-profit group, the Sierra
Streams Institute (SSI), monitors water quality in Deer Creek
near the WWTP discharge point. Data analysis from this
monitoring suggests that specific conductivity, nitrate, and
phosphate ions generally increase near the WWTP. SSI feels
that their monitoring program could be expanded to study

23 Central Valley RWQCB.
24 Central Valley RWQCB, 2012 permit. See also Table 6-3.
25 |bid.
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ammonia, nitrite, and other ionic constituents present in the effluent (e.g., chlorine) and this type of
monitoring may provide data upon which to evaluate the effectiveness of any future wastewater
treatment plant upgrades.?®

During the mid-1990s the WWTP experienced permit compliance difficulties with the occasional spill
into Deer Creek. Since then, the City has completed corrective work and the City is now in full
compliance with its permits.?’” Additionally, in 2002 Nevada City was subject to a Notice of Violation
from the Central Valley RWQCB due to the lack of a certified laboratory to perform chemical and
biological analyses.?® Today, the City contracts with Cranmer Labs, a certified laboratory, for this
analysis. The City aims to maintain high water quality, consistent with its permit and this is important
because the Nevada Irrigation District (NID) uses the water in Deer Creek, downstream. Some of Deer
Creek’s water is diverted into NID’s Newtown Canal and the Tunnel Canal. Any water remaining in Deer
Creek flows into Lake Wildwood.?® Given these diversions, most of Nevada City’s WWTP effluent is
“recycled” to some extent. Due to the presence of downstream water users, protecting water quality in
Deer Creek may continue to be a priority with state regulators.

6.8: WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City’s first sewer line was originally constructed in 18953 and was likely constructed of clay.3!
Today, the collection infrastructure includes four lift stations (private), 20 miles of trunk lines, one
outflow line, and approximately six flow meters.3? Additionally there are many miles of sewer collection
lateral lines.

Wastewater is treated at the City’s wastewater treatment plant which was originally constructed along
the Deer Creek Canyon, off Jordan Street in 1952.3% Plant infrastructure was upgraded in 1984, 1993,
1997, and 2006. The 2006 expansion and upgrade increased treatment efficiency and converted the
process to continuous flow activated sludge. This upgrade successfully improved the water quality of
effluent because although there are infrequent detects of some volatile organic compounds (including

26 Friends of Deer Creek et. al, The Deer Creek Watershed Restoration Plan, March 2011.
www.sierrastreams.org/documents/DeerCreekRestorationPlan2011.pdf

27 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.

28 Nevada City, Response to Nevada County Grand Jury 2003-2004 Report on Nevada City Wastewater Treatment Inquiry

22 Nevada Irrigation  District). Raw Water Master Plan, Phase |l, Chapter 3. nidwater.com/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/RawWaterMasterPlan.pdf.

30 Nevada LAFCO, City of Nevada City Sphere of Influence Plan Update. 2008.

31 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.

32 Nevada LAFCO, City of Nevada City Sphere of Influence Plan Update. 2008.

33 |bid.
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toluene, xylenes, and carbon tetrachloride) in the treated discharge, all are below the permit discharge
limits.3* The treatment system is described in section 6.7, above.

Specialized equipment at the plant includes an equalization tank, preliminary treatment facilities, a
conventional activated sludge process, three single-media tertiary filters, and disinfection and
dechlorination facilities. Chlorine is an important chemical used in the treatment process, but the City
recognizes that it is corrosive to metal and other substances and so the City takes the appropriate
precautions when handling it. The most recent inspection of the WWTP by Central Valley RWQCB
occurred 2014, and the WWTP was in compliance.®®

There have been no upgrades or changes in disposal of effluent and biosolids since the 2004 MSR.
Following treatment, effluent is directed to Deer Creek, a tributary of the Yuba River, within the
Sacramento River watershed. This discharge to the Creek is regulated by the Central Valley RWQCB
under Discharger Order R5-2012-0033. As the discharge travels downhill to the Creek, it runs through a
small hydropower unit that generates some of the electricity used to run the WWTP. This hydropower
unit serves to demonstrate a green energy process.

As part of their permit from the Central Valley RWQCB, the City has several monitoring stations above
and below the discharge point. The permit specifies monitoring frequency and constituents. Reports
that describe the results of monitoring and data analysis are provided on a regular basis throughout the
year and an Annual Operations Report is submitted every year to the Central Valley RWQCB.3® Biosolids
go through a sludge pressing process and are then loaded into a truck for transport. Once a truck is
filled, the sludge waste is hauled off by a local contractor (Robinson Enterprises) and taken to a Class Il
waste facility. The City’s permit with the CVRWQCB specifies that the disposal site is Ostrom Road
Landfill near Beale Air Force Base in unincorporated Yuba County.

34 PCWA and NID. 2007. Yuba/Bear River Watershed Sanitary Survey. www.pcwa.net/files/docs/enviro/YubaBear-River-
Watershed-Sanitary-Survey-Second-Update-Final-Report.pdf

35 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.

36 Central Valley RWQCB, "Notice of Adoption Waste Discharge Requirements Order R5-2012-0033 for City of Nevada City,

Wastewater Treatment Plant, Nevada County ." June 19, 2012.
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Summary of Wastewater Capacity

Table 6-3: Summary of WWTP Capacity and Volume

Permitted Treatment Plant Capacity 0.69 MGD average dry weather flow
Annual average dry 2009 0.38 MGD
weather flow 5010 0.45 MGD
volume
2011 0.47 MGD

Source: CVRWQCB, 2012 permit

Although Nevada City does not formally project future demand for wastewater services or
infrastructure, the City Engineer does not expect a need for expanded capacity in the near-term future.
This is because demand for services is not expected to increase significantly in the near-term.? This is
consistent with the population projections for the City shown above in Section 6.6. However, the lack of
a formal analysis of projected future demand along with expectations for limited future population
growth has resulted in a situation where it is difficult to determine the capacity in the wastewater
infrastructure that is reserved or committed for planned or proposed development.

The biggest challenge the City has identified regarding the provision of wastewater service is the aging
sewer pipelines which sometimes result in higher than normal inflow and infiltration and the occasional
leak. The Public Works staff visually identify and repair these pipes to minimize the inflow and
infiltration in a timely manner. The 2004 MSR similarly identified infrastructure deficiencies with the
collection system, associated with the age of the sewer lines. The City continually works to correct these
deficiencies and in the recent past has budgeted approximately $100,000 a year for maintenance and
repairs. For example, in March 2014 the City Council approved a $21,700 contract to replace the sewer
line at Pioneer Park. The City will be installing a larger diameter pipe, which should help alleviate
clogging. Another part of annual maintenance is annual cleaning of sewer lines before they plug up using
both large and small machines called Vactrons. This is a high pressure cleaning head (water jetter) with
4,000 psi pushed through the pipe and a wet vacuum that sucks out the debris.

The City’s ability to supply and/or deliver wastewater service to customers is also influenced by its
ability to purchase specific capital improvements and these are described in Section 6.9 (page 6-17),
below.

37 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.
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The Director of Public Works and staff are also working to solve various geographic service issues
including:

1. Provision of City sewer to the Wet Hill neighborhood (Wet Hill is in the Sphere of Influence).
Unanticipated septic failures on other parcels within the City’s Sphere of Influence may
potentially result in applications for sewer service.

3. Providing sewer to the approximately 25 parcels located inside the City limits but remaining on
individual septic systems including:

a. Grove Street: a few parcels near the creek remain on septic;

b. Brock Street: a few parcels at the end of the street remain on septic;

c. Railroad Avenue: several homes would benefit from receiving sewer service; and
d. Clay Street: one parcel may need to convert from septic to City sewer.

The 2004 MSR recommended that the City of Nevada City examine future opportunities to share
facilities with other wastewater providers in western Nevada County. The concepts of regionalization
and sharing WWTP facilities has been studied by the City but not embraced, partially because the
geographic location of the City’s WWTP within a canyon along Deer Creek makes it unattractive to other
potential users (e.g., Nevada County and/or City of Grass Valley). The City’s collection facilities (sewer
lines and associated infrastructure) are well maintained, but aged. The collection facilities generally do
not extend beyond the City limits (except for a few isolated cases) and are not attracting other potential
users (e.g., Nevada County and/or City of Grass Valley). Additionally, the City believes autonomy is
important and would need to study future consolidation proposals carefully.®

The City does collaborate with other agencies and organizations in other ways, including sludge handling
and laboratory services. Biosolids from the WWTP are hauled off by a local contractor (Robinson
Enterprises) and taken to a Class Il facility in unincorporated Yuba County. The Nevada County Sanitation
District also utilizes this same contractor and disposal location. In a sense, the City and the County have
created a market for biosolid hauling/disposal, and private contractors have filled this market niche.
Laboratory testing is done by a local contracted lab called Cranmer Engineering, Inc., an Environmental
Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP) certified Water Analysis Laboratory. The City indicates that
having a City-owned certified lab is not worth the expense due to the limited number of samples for
analysis.>® The City contracts with local service providers and believes this process to be cost effective
and suitable for their need of timely service.

38 Nevada City, Response to Nevada County Grand Jury 2003-2004 Report on Nevada City Wastewater Treatment Inquiry.
39 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.
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The City’s wastewater staff participates in a spill notification program with Nevada County
Environmental Health by giving direct notification in the event of a wastewater spill from the collection
system or wastewater treatment plant.

Any future consideration of sharing facilities would require a plan to assess potential partnerships and
could ultimately require an investment in infrastructure to reconfigure it in a manner more conducive to
sharing. It is recommended that the City continue to be open to new opportunities to share facilities and
to assess these ideas as they arise.

In summary, although opportunities to share wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal facilities
are limited for Nevada City, the City generally collaborates with its neighboring government agencies as
follows:

= The City shares equipment for police, fire, and public works with the City of Grass Valley;

= The City cooperates with the Nevada Irrigation District for the provision of municipal water
supply;

= The City contracts with Nevada County for provision of selected services including building
inspection and geographic information system mapping; and

= The City utilizes mutual aid agreements for the provision of emergency services among itself,
Nevada County, and the City of Grass Valley.

6.9: FINANCING

Nevada City has an adopted management and budget policy addressing budget preparation, fixed asset
accounting, investment of funds, and expense authorization. Budgets are adopted in public meetings on
an annual basis. The fiscal year begins on July 1 and ends on June 30. Both budgets and audits are
available to the public via the City’s website. The most recent independent auditor’s report was
prepared for Fiscal Year (FY) 2012/2013 and dated December 27, 2013, and was attached to the City’s
Financial Statements. The audit found that there were no issues of noncompliance with financial
regulations that could have an effect on the financial statement.*

In the 2004, LAFCo’s Final MSR for Wastewater Service Agencies found that one challenge the City faced
was charging fees commensurate with services.*! Since then, the City has resolved this issue by refining
the Wastewater Enterprise Fund to ensure that each parcel that received sewer service is billed for this
service. More recently, the City’s strategic planning session generated action items to complete an AB

40 Smith & Newall, Financial Statements Together With Independent Auditor’s Report for the Year Ended June 30, 2013.
41 Nevada LAFCO. Final Municipal Service Review Report Nevada County Western Region Wastewater Service Agencies, 2004.
www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco/docs.
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1600 Fee Study related to the current citywide Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and evaluate the
wastewater billing system and present to the City Council for action restructuring options.*?

This section describes sources of revenues and expenses associated with the City’s wastewater system.
The City receives revenue from several sources including sales tax, property tax, grants and other
sources. Most of these revenues are utilized in the City’s general fund. For wastewater services, the City
has established an enterprise fund where the fees collected as customers pay their sewer bills can be
accounted for separately. This ensures that charges for services are used to pay for the costs of
providing wastewater services. Following is a summary of the last three fiscal years’ annual budgets for
the Sewer Enterprise Fund.

Table 6-4: Nevada City Summary of Revenues
Wastewater Enterprise Fund FY11/12 to FY13/14

2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014 .
P i P
Revenues Per audited financial er aud!ted er adopted budget
statement?? financial
statement®
Customer Service Fees $1,334,363 $1,570,708 Not available
Other Operating Revenues 0 1,164 Not available
Mltlgat.|0n fees collected (non- 0 3,008 Not available
operating)
Interest Income (non-operating) 4,571 5,097 Not available
Total $1,338,934 $1,579,977 $1,390,000

42 Nevada City. Strategic Objectives, 2013. www.nevadacityca.gov/sites.

43 Smith & Newall, Certified Public Accountants. Financial Statements with Independent Audit. November 2012: 19.
44 Smith & Newall, Certified Public Accountants. Financial Statements with Independent Audit. December 2013: 20.
45> Nevada City. Budget. FY 2013/2014: 7.
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As shown in Table 6-4 above, the primary source of revenue for the sewer enterprise fund are the
charges to customers for
sewer service. Revenues .
ncreased by $241,043 Operating Expenses FY 12/13
(18%) between FY
2011/2012 to FY 2012/2013
due to additional “other
operating revenues” and

Other
expenses

Insurance
“mitigation fees” from the 2% 20%
previous fiscal year professional -
associated with income for services
treating  surface  water 9%

runoff from the County repairs
landfill, which isn’t a fixed 9% power supplies
revenue source and varies 10% 2%
from fiscal year to fiscal
year. The City’s budget contains less information than the audited financial statements and therefore it
is difficult to compare revenue subcategories in the FY 2013/2014.

Expenses for the sewer enterprise fund include administrative expenses, depreciation of capital assets,
and the costs of providing sewer collection, treatment, and disposal services. Expenses declined by
$30,212 (2%) between FY 2011/2012 and FY 2012/2013. The decrease in expenses from FY 2011/2012
to FY 2012/2014 is due to a reduction in operational costs. The accompanying chart that shows the
details associated with operating expenses in FY 2012/2013. The City’s annual budget for FY 2013/2014
contains less information than the audited financial statement and therefore it is difficult to compare
expense subcategories for FY 2013/2014. The overall predicted expense in FY13/14 was $1,250,000,
slightly less than in FY12/13.
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Table 6-5: Nevada City Summary of Expenses
Wastewater Enterprise Fund FY11/12 to FY13/14

2011/2012 2012/2913 2013/2014 .
Expenses per audited financial . Pe.r audited Per adopted budget
= financial statement
statement m
Operating Expenses (power, insurance, $666,943 (see chart | $913,000
. $698,191 .
salaries) below for details)
Interest Paid on Debt 184,015 182,097 Not available
Capital Project Transfers 66,181 66,181 Not available
Depreciation 398,599 401,553 Not available
Collection/Capital Outlay Not available Not available 337,000
Total $1,346,986 $1,316,754 $1,250,000

Comparing revenues to expenses provides an analysis of the overall fiscal health of the enterprise fund
and serves to assess the financial ability of the City to provide wastewater services. In FY 2012/2013
revenues exceeded expenses by $263,203.% This indicates that under current levels of maintenance and
capital improvements, the customer service fees cover existing costs. However, in the future, a higher
level of maintenance and capital improvements may be necessary, given the age and condition of the
infrastructure. In October 2014 the City staff and consultants presented a Wastewater Rate
Restructuring Methodology and Study to the City Council. This study contained an analysis projecting
that wastewater expenses would increase by FY 2016/2017.%

The City owns the wastewater treatment plant and associated sewage collection and disposal
infrastructure, and these capital assets are depreciated over their estimated useful lives. Asset
maintenance is a significant issue for the City, given the age of the collection pipes. The City regularly
budgets $100,000 for maintenance projects that are implemented on an as-needed basis. The City does
not pre-program specific maintanence projects in advance. Maintenance of the system is described in
more detail in Section 6.8 above.

46 Smith & Newall, Financial Statements Together With Independent Auditor’s Report for the Year Ended June 30, 2013
47 Nevada City. Report to City Council. Wastewater Rate Restructuring Methodology and Study. October 22, 2014.
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The City has a simple list of capital improvement projects, and five wastewater projects are listed.*®
Additionally, the Public Works staff provided a few additional capital improvement projects and the joint
list is shown below:

= new filters;

= upgrades to the SCADA system (supervisory control and data acquisition) which allows
centralized monitoring of the WWTP (and also the treated municipal water plant);

= update computer data tracking system;

= upgrade of pipes in Grove Street/Deer Creek Line ($105,000 estimate);

= new sewer main on South Pine Street ($280,000 estimate);

= replace old manhole covers ($75,000 estimate);

= and repairs in lower part of town along Woodpecker Lane ($15,000 estimate);
= Camera and fence for security ($35,000 estimate);

= Potable water re-plumbing ($50,000 estimate); and

= Nimrod Street realighment ($85,000)

The City’s Wastewater Enterprise fund has approximately $1.8 million dollars in reserve, which is more
than sufficient to complete the projects listed above. However, given the age of the wastewater
infrastructure, it seems that additional projects would be needed both in the near-term and the long-
term. Additionally, it is difficult to determine whether or not existing rates are sufficient to pay for
future operational improvements without a formal capital improvement plan. The City has identified the
need to develop a specific and comprehensive wastewater/water capital improvement plan as a goal for
the year 2015.

Upgrading the WWTP and associated facilities represents a significant capital improvement. To finance
these capital expenditures, the City did encumber loans from a variety of sources. The City is currently
paying off these long term debts. The City has several loans outstanding whose funds were used to
upgrade the wastewater treatment plant including the following:

=  (Citizens Bank USDA Refunding Loan, dated June 1, 2008, payable in semi-annual installments of
$2,369 to $77,556 with an interest rate of 4.1 percent and maturity of August 1, 2025. This loan
was used to refund prior loans used to finance the City’s wastewater treatment and disposal
system. Total $732,676.

48 Nevada City. Capital Improvement Plan 2014-2019, June 2014.
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= PG&E Wastewater Retrofit Loan, dated February 13, 2013, payable in monthly installments of
$528.64, with an interest rate of 0.0 percent and maturity of April 14, 2015. This loan was used
to finance retrofit improvements to the wastewater system. Total $11,649.

= Certificates of Participation: 2005 Wastewater Certificates of Participation, dated October 1,
2005, payable in annual principal installments of $16,000 to $48,000, with an interest rate of
4.25 percent and maturity of July 15, 2045. These Certificates of Participation were used to
finance improvements to the City’s wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system that
began in fiscal year 2004/2005.%° Total $2,019,000. In FY 2012/2013, the City had a decrease in
debt of $241,141 associated with principal payments on this loan.

= Certificates of Participation: (Continued) 2007 Certificates of Participation, dated March 1, 2007,
payable in annual principal installments of $19,000 to $90,000, with an interest rate of 4.125
percent and maturity of July 15, 2046. These Certificates of Participation were used finance
improvements to the City’s wastewater collection, treatment and disposal facilities. Total
$1,695,000 and $3,714,000.>° The City made scheduled principal payments on the loan during
FYs 2011/2012 and 2012/2013.

= USDA Sewer Bonds Series A and B and USDA Sewer Fund Promissory note were refinanced in
fiscal year 2007/2008, totaling $1,016,542 for a reduced interest rate of 4.1 percent. The City
made scheduled principal payments on the loan during fiscal year 2012/2013.%!

This section highlights cost avoidance practices given necessary service requirements and expectations.
Ideally, proposed methods to reduce costs would not adversely affect service levels. In general, sewer
systems have a fixed cost associated with operations and maintenance and has a variable cost related to
flows. As City staff continues to provide wastewater services to residents, they must deal with
regulatory and physical constraints which may limit the ability of Nevada City to pursue cost avoidance
practices. Given these constraints, the City pursues an array of cost avoidance techniques that each
contributes incrementally towards keeping costs at a reasonable level.

The 2004 MSR recommended a cost avoidance activity for Nevada City: regionalizing wastewater
facilities. The City studied this recommendation informally and they found that although the City of
Lincoln’s regional WWTP is a tertiary treatment facility, with readily available capacity, and has all the
needed permits, its geographic distance (40+ miles) and the variable terrain including several large hills,
between Lincoln and Nevada City makes this proposal infeasible.>?

43 During the fiscal year 2012-2013 the City paid off debt service associated with the City Hall remodel of 2002. The City also
paid off the short-term funds transfer of $678,000 from Nevada County in 2013.

50 Smith & Newall, Financial Statements Together With Independent Auditor’s Report for the Year Ended June 30, 2013

51 Smith & Newall, Certified Public Accountants. Financial Statements with Independent Audit. December 2013. Page 38.

52 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.
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Administration is an area in which the City seeks to reduce costs. Nevada City’s budgeting processes
serves as one means to avoid unnecessary costs. Additionally, the City’s purchasing policies provide a
review of significant purchases to ensure they are made efficiently. The City minimizes its insurance
costs via participation in a joint powers agreement under the auspices of the Public Agency Risk Sharing
Authority of California (PARSAC). PARSAC provides cost effective pooled joint-protection coverage to
member entities by maintaining a financially stable risk sharing pool. The type of insurance provided
includes auto and general liability coverage, plus workers compensation and errors and omissions
coverage. The City manages costs of health insurance and retirement for City employees by participation
in the public employee retirement system which administers benefits on behalf of more than 3,000
public employers. The City does not currently participate in any joint agreements directly associated
with wastewater services. No other administrative method to efficiently provide wastewater services to
local residents has been identified at this time. The City has not identified areas currently served that
might be served more efficiently by another agency.>

The City and its partner, the Cosumnes American Bear Yuba (CABY) watershed group, recently won a
grant from the California Department of Water Resources to improve its infrastructure for the provision
of municipal (fresh) water. Additionally, in the past, the City’s sewer upgrades were financed with a
combination of grants and low-interest loans from state agencies. Nevada City recognizes the
opportunity to work with Grass Valley and Nevada County on future grant applications and
administration of grant-funded projects. The City contracts with a professional grant writer to aid in this
endeavor.>

The Public Works Department has taken several actions in the last five years to save money and lower
expenses while maintaining wastewater services. For example, the City conducts yearly maintenance on
sewer lines with the Vacktron to clean/blow out debris. Public Works staff utilizes a map that color
codes the age of sewer pipe lines to guide replacement of the oldest lines in the system.>

Existing sewer rates are established via City Ordinance 2007-02 and 2005-05 using a fixed fee formula as
shown in Table 6-6 below. Sewer bills are sent out bi-monthly and payments may be made with cash,
check or credit card.

53 Nevada City Taylor/Falconi. Response to Request for Information and Interview. June 4, 2014.
54 1bid.
55 |bid.
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Table 6-6: Existing Sewer Rates City of Nevada City
Type of Customer Monthly Rate
Residential $47 single family flat rate
Multi-family $78.50 multi-family flat rate
Commercial $68.50 commercial flat rate

*Source: Nevada City. Report to City Council. Wastewater Rate Restructuring Methodology and Study.
October 22, 2014.

The sewer fees were updated in 2007. Given current revenues and costs, it is not clear how the City
would pay for unanticipated repairs and operational improvements to the sewer system. The City has
noted other challenges with the existing rate structure as follows:

= Current rate schedule is complex and difficult to administer;
=  Money is not being budgeted for capital improvements; and
= Reliable water meter data is now available, but is not being used to calculate sewer rates.>®

At their October 22, 2014, and November 12, 2014 meetings, the City Council considered a proposal to
update wastewater fees by combining the fixed fee and flow charges. Staff is currently in the process of
preparing a draft ordinance to implement the new rates for the Council’s consideration in 2015.>” The
proposal for updating the sewer rate structure is to utilize a combination of a fixed fee and a flow usage
charge. The flow charge component would recognize that those who produce less wastewater should
pay less. The proposal aims to have low flow producers pay about the same or less compared to current
rates. Higher flow producers would likely pay more than current rates. A tradeoff of structuring rates
using a partial flow charge methodology is revenue variability due to customer usage habits, building
occupancy, and changes in use over time. Revenue variability makes it a challenge to plan for
unanticipated repairs and operational improvements. To overcome this tradeoff, the City’s Rate and
Methodology Study recommended that two reserve accounts be established. The first reserve account
would be a Rate Stabilization Reserve in the amount of 10 percent or $135,000. The second account
would be an Operational Reserve established in the amount of 20 percent or $270,000. The Study
recommends that the Wastewater Enterprise Fund be used to fund both reserve accounts.*®

Ideally, future sewer rates would be sufficient to provide for needed capital improvements to the sewer
system. The City’s October 2014 Wastewater Rate Restructuring Methodology and Study recommends

56 |bid
57 Nevada City. Report to City Council. Wastewater Rate Restructuring Methodology and Study. October 22, 2014.
58 |bid.
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that a qualified consultant be retained to prepare a 10-year capital improvement needs assessment for
the sewer system including, cost of improvements/repairs and the timing of work tasks.>

6.10: DETERMINATIONS

The current (year 2014) population of Nevada City is 3,016 permanent residents, which
represents a decline of 57 persons (1.8 percent) from the previous year.

Since the year 1990, the City’s residential population has remained fairly stable, hovering
around 3,000 persons.

In addition to the residential population, the City’s infrastructure also supports a significant
daytime worker population and an evening/weekend festival population.

Projections of future population in Nevada City were not readily available. This MSR calculates
an average annual future growth rate of 0.0089 percent, consistent with the City’s Housing
Element. This provides a calculated estimate of future population level of 3,152 residents in the
year 2020.

The median household income (MHI) in the City in 2010 was $55,192. This is higher than the
DUC threshold MHI of less than $48,706 (80 percent of the Statewide MHI).

No disadvantaged unincorporated communities have been identified within Nevada City, its SOI,
or adjacent areas.

The City serves 1,380 sewer connections. One-third of the connections serve
commercial/institutional users. The remaining two-thirds are associated with residences.

Parts of Nevada City’s sewer faclities and infrastructure were installed in the mid-1800s.
Accordingly, preventative maintenance and scheduled replacement of aging infrastructure is
critical. For example, sewer lines used for collection within the City have a broad range of ages
and sizes. Since some lateral and trunk lines are older and/or smaller, replacement
infrastructure will be needed in the upcoming years.

59 |bid.
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In 2006, Nevada City completed a comprehensive upgrade and expansion of its WWTP. The
WWTP now has a permitted average dry weather capacity of 0.69 mgd. Current average dry
weather flow ranges from 0.38 to 0.47 mgd, significantly lower than permitted capacity. The
2006 expansion and upgrade increased treatment efficiency and converted the process to
continuous flow activated sludge.

The WWTP has sufficient capacity to serve its existing customers and new customers for the
next ten years (through the year 2025). It is recommended that within the next ten years, the
City conduct an analysis, with associated documentation, to consider the capacity of the WWTP
in light of the City’s annexation schedule, general plan projected buildout, and projected
population. Alternatively, the City could consider improvement to its aging sewer infrastructure
with the goal of greatly reducing the inflow and infiltration resulting in lower flow requirements
at the WWTP.

The City is planning to prepare a sewer specific capital improvement plan which will prioritize
needed infrastructure upgrades and replacements. These actions will help the City actively plan
for and perform replacement and maintenance of its collection and treatment systems to stay
current with state regulations and service needs.

On an annual basis, the City adopts a comprehensive budget and receives an audited financial
statement.

The Wastewater Enterprise Fund is managed efficiently. However, it is not clear whether
current revenues and the current rate structure are sufficient to provide for necessary capital
improvements to upgrade aging and/or undersized infrastructure. To address this issue, the City
is preparing a Wastewater Rate Restructuring Methodology and Study to the City Council.

Within the next several years, the City plans to develop a sewer specific Capital Improvement
Plan to prioritize infrastructure upgrades. It is recommended that this plan be considered in light
of any rate restructuring proposal and other potential funding sources to ensure that the scope
of the proposed projects is congruent with funding availability.

No opportunities for shared facilities were identified by staff or in the preparation of this MSR.
Nevada City has a solid track record of working cooperatively with neighboring local agencies on
other issues.
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Accountability for Community Service Needs

16. Nevada City has a five-member City Council elected at large to staggered four-year terms of
office. City Council meets in the downtown City Hall on a regular basis. City meetings (including
the Council and the Planning Commission) are noticed according to the Brown Act and the
meetings provide regular public comment opportunities.

17. The City has greatly improved its communications and transparency through the development
of its website (www.nevadacityca.gov/). The website is one tool that the City uses to
disseminate information and to encourage participation.

Any Other Matters Related to Service Delivery as Required
by LAFCo Policy

18. There are no other aspects of wastewater service required to be addressed in this report by
LAFCo policies that would affect delivery of services.
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Chapter 7
KINGSBURY GREENS CSD

7.1 DISTRICT PROFILE

Type of District: Community Services District

Principal Act: Government Code Sections 61000-6193 et seq.
Functions/Services: Sewage collection and treatment

District Area: 8 acres adjacent to Alta Sierra in Western Nevada County
Sphere of Influence: Co-terminous with District boundaries
Population: 70 (Estimated by District)

Budget (FY 2013/2014): $22,568

Main Office: P.0O. Box 1577, Grass Valley, CA 95945

Mailing Address: Same

Phone No.: (530) 477-5001

Fax No.: (530) 477-5001

Web Site: N/A

Contact Person: Kathy Roberts, Secretary

Email: kingsburygreens@gmail.com
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Governing Body: Five-member appointed Board of Directors, 4-year terms’
Name Position Term Ends
Vacant President and Secretary 12/5/2016
Lynda Lapp Treasurer 12/4/2017
Mary Starr Director 12/5/2016
Richard B. Wagner Director 12/4/2017
Vacant Director 12/5/2016

Meeting Schedule: Second Tuesday of each month, 5:00 p.m.

Meeting Location: 15460 Kingsbury Circle, Grass Valley 95949

Date of Formation: 1995

7.2 OVERVIEW OF DISTRICT

Kingsbury Greens Community Services District (CSD or District) is an independent special district that
operates and maintains a small wastewater treatment facility consisting of an extended aeration
package treatment plant with final disposal to a land-based community leach field. The CSD provides
secondary sewage collection and treatment, as well as maintenance of related facilities and equipment,
e.g., the District’s package treatment plant and sewage collection system. Sludge is hauled to the City of
Grass Valley’s treatment plant for processing.

Kingsbury Greens CSD is a community services district formed under the provision of Government Code
Sections 61000-61934 for the primary purpose of providing sewer service to 45 units in the Kingsbury
Greens condominium complex, in Nevada County, California. The District maintains all 45 connections,
and there are very few vacancies in the complex. Its operating budget for FY 2014-2015 is $24,550. The
resolution approving the formation of the Kingsbury Greens CSD also authorizes the CSD to “perform
the collection, treatment, and disposal of the [ . . . ] storm water of the district and its residents.”
However, the CSD does not provide storm water service.

The Kingsbury Greens CSD is located in western Nevada County, adjacent to the unincorporated
community of Alta Sierra. It encompasses approximately 7.66 acres. The District’s customer base is
limited to the approximately 70 residential users residing in the 45-unit condominium complex. The
closest socioeconomic center to the District is the City of Grass Valley, located approximately 3.5 miles
to the north. Land uses in the vicinity are predominantly single-family residential in the Alta Sierra
subdivision to the west, and rural residential to the east.

! Nevada County Board of Supervisors, Staff Report: One Appointment and Two Reappointments to the Kingsbury Greens
Community Services District, November 12, 2013.
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The CSD’s package treatment plant is located onsite, and the district office is at 15460 Kingsbury Circle.
See Figure 7-1 for a map of the district boundaries and service area, and Figure 7-2 for significant District
features.

7.3 FORMATION AND BOUNDARY

The Kingsbury Greens CSD package wastewater treatment plant was originally installed in 1978 to serve
the Kingsbury Condominium project, a 45-unit complex north of Alta Sierra. In 1979, LAFCo approved
annexation of the territory to the County Sanitation District, in order to comply with Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Board requirements. In 1995, a group of Kingsbury residents applied to LAFCo
for detachment from the County Sanitation District and formation of an independent Community
Services District, in the belief that the CSD could provide service more economically. For several years,
the CSD functioned adequately; however, in 2007, the CSD applied to LAFCo to dissolve the CSD and re-
annex into the Sanitation District. The application cited difficulty in recruiting new members for the
Board of Directors, the high cost of operation and administration, and the increasing complexity of
administrative requirements for public agencies in general. That application was deemed incomplete as
the Nevada County Sanitation District did not support the re-annexation proposal.> The sphere
continues to be coterminous with the boundaries of the CSD itself, meaning that the sphere and district
boundaries are the same.

The sphere of influence approved for the District in 1995 was coterminous. In consideration of the
District’s 2007 application to dissolve and annex back into the County Sanitation District, a “zero” sphere
of influence was recommended, though that recommendation was not implemented. A zero sphere
adopted by LAFCo would signal the probable future dissolution of the CSD provided that an appropriate
successor agency is identified.

The District does not provide public services to any customers outside the service area boundaries, nor
are there any known plans to do so.

No other areas outside the District boundaries have been identified that require services from the
District.

? Local Agency Formation Commission, Sphere of Influence Updates 2009: County Sanitation District No. 1, Kingsbury Greens
Community Services District, approved June 18, 2009.
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7.4 GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The District is governed by a five-member Board of Directors, which is appointed by the Nevada County
Board of Supervisors.

The current Board members and Manager are shown in the district profile, above. Directors must be
registered voters residing within the Kingsbury Greens CSD boundaries, and may be renters or owners.
Regularly scheduled meetings are held on the second Tuesday of each month at 5:00 p.m. Meetings are
located at the District office, at 15460 Kingsbury Circle, Grass Valley, CA 95949.

In accordance with Government Code § 54954, all meetings are publicly posted on the bulletin board
outside the District office 72 hours in advance of meetings. Meeting minutes are then sent electronically
only to homeowners and renters who have requested the meeting notes. The District maintains an
email list for delivery of meeting minutes. Agendas are not posted or sent. The District does not have a
website.

The District does not have an attorney, nor is an attorney present at meetings to ensure compliance
with the Brown Act (Government Code §§ 54950-54926), the conflict-of-interest regulations set forth in
the Political Reform Act (Government Code § 81000 et seq.), and other applicable laws. However, there
is no record of violations of any of the government code sections listed above.

The contact information for the Kingsbury Greens CSD is posted on the bulletin board outside the
administrative office, along with complaint forms, which can be submitted directly to the office. District
staff indicate, however, that very few complaints are received, and those they have received are
typically related to sewage backing up within the residences due to tree roots impacting the sewage
lines. The District reports that they have not received complaints about CSD operations, policies,
meetings, or procedures, and does not track how many comments or complaints it receives on other
issues, though the number is estimated to be only a few over the course of the year.>

The District has not adopted policies addressing budget preparation, fixed asset accounting, investment
of funds, and expense authorization. Budgets are adopted in public meetings and are available to the
public upon request. In 2004 the Nevada County Board of Supervisors passed a resolution authorizing
Kingsbury Greens CSD to replace its annual audit with a biennial audit covering a two-year period.” The
last independent auditor’s report available during preparation of this report was dated August 31, 2012,
and covered the fiscal years ending June 30, 2010 and 2011. The audit found that there were no issues
of noncompliance with financial regulations that could have an effect on the financial statements.” More
information of financial issues is presented in Section 7.9 below.

3 Meeting Minutes, Nevada LAFCo 2014 MSR Update, Kingsbury Greens CSD, June 4, 2014.

* Nevada County Board of Supervisors, Agenda for a Regular Meetings of the Board of Supervisors, August 10, 2004.

® Jensen Smith, Independent Auditor’s Report, Kingsbury Greens Community Services District Financial Statements: June 30,
2011 and 2010, August 31, 2012.
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Figure 7-2: Significant Kingsbury Greens CSD Features
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The District has ongoing difficulties with recruiting members to the Board of Directors. The recruitment
and maintenance of Board membership is time-consuming and costly, and is a process that appears to
become more difficult with the passage of time as residency within Kingsbury Greens shifts away from
homeowner-occupied to renter-occupied. There are currently two vacant positions, meaning that there
is a three-member Board of Directors. Three of five Directors must be present to take votes on Board
matters, so an absence of even one member will result in an inability to form a quorum for decision
making purposes. The CSD bylaws, which are based on Government Code § 61002 and Election Code §
321, require that all Board members must be voters (and therefore residents) of the District. The bylaws
cannot be changed without becoming inconsistent with the cited state codes.

The HOA bylaws allow two of five members of the Kingsbury Greens HOA Board to be renters, while the
rest must be owners. The HOA board currently only has three members, all of whom are resident-
owners, and these members overlap on both the CSD and HOA Boards. Thus, although the HOA meets
the same day and time as the CSD, overlap of CSD/HOA board membership and lack of membership
involvement raises concerns for the management of the sewage system.

In 2007 the CSD adopted a resolution of application requesting LAFCo to dissolve the CSD and re-annex
into the Nevada County Sanitation District. The application cited difficulty in recruiting new members for
the Board of Directors, the high cost of operation and administration, and the increasing complexity of
administrative requirements for public agencies in general. That application was deemed incomplete
chiefly because the County Sanitation District would not support the annexation, and there remains a
lack of political motivation to annex the CSD into the Sanitation District due to several factors. Foremost
among these are the ongoing regulatory challenges with other Sanitation District-managed package
treatment plants, challenges that have resulted in financial liabilities that the County does not wish to
see replicated.

Nonetheless, the CSD continues to suffer from the same issues cited in its 2007 application to annex to
the Sanitation District. The following discussion therefore reviews and evaluates the range of options for
resolving the CSD’s management difficulties:

1. Transfer to the County Sanitation District. In order to transfer management of the treatment
plant to the Sanitation District, the CSD would need to apply to LAFCo to dissolve the CSD and
obtain approval from the RWQCB and the Sanitation District. In addition, and pursuant to
Government Code Section 56857(b), the Nevada County Sanitation District would have the
ability to request termination of the procedures.

As noted above, the application to re-annex cited high operational and administrative costs
under CSD management. This evaluation will thus present a comparative fiscal analysis of the
CSD with a similar nearby County Sanitation District facility, Gold Creek in Zone 5. Gold Creek is a
small condominium complex of 44 units in Alta Sierra, similar to Kingsbury Greens which has 45
units and is also located in Alta Sierra. Both septic systems discharge to land-based leach fields.
While these two systems are similar, there are some significant differences. Gold Creek is a
standard septic system with a community septic tank and maintenance required on a three-year
cycle, whereas Kingsbury Greens is a package treatment plant that requires weekly maintenance
and operations costs, as well as monthly monitoring and reporting. The breakdown of costs
between the two is shown in Table 7-1 below.
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Table 7-1: Comparison of Gold Creek (Zone 5, County Sanitation District No. 1) and Kingsbury Green CSD

Expenditures, Fiscal Year 2013-14

Activity Gold Creek Kingsbury Greens CSD
Administration

Subtotal Admin $6,698 $3,268

Operations & Maintenance

Equipment $100 -

Infrastructure - -

Capital Replacement - -

Professional Services (Sludge $200 $2,280 (sludge removal)
Removal, Lab Fees, etc.) $1,950 (lab fees)
Rents & Leases $191 -

O&M Contract Services - $7,800

Utilities - $5,896

Chemicals & Permits $5,667 $1,350

Other or Shared O&M $3,635 S24

Subtotal O&M $9,793 $19,300

Total $16,491 $22,568

Sources: Nevada County Department of Public Works, Sanitation District No. 1, Operations and Capital Financial Proforma,
Fiscal Year 2013/2014; Kingsbury Greens Community Services District, Fiscal Years 2011-2015 Draft Budget.

Table 7-1 illustrates that the CSD’s administrative costs are substantially lower than the County
Sanitation District’s Gold Creek facility, even though the Gold Creek facility is a simpler system
with fewer facilities and operations and maintenance costs, as well as more streamlined
permitting requirements. Lab fees are costs borne by the CSD that Gold Creek does not share
due to the nature of the CSD’s system. Kingsbury Greens CSD’s largest single cost, other than for
maintenance contract services, is for electricity. Again, Gold Creek has no utility costs due to the
nature of the standard septic system which does not utilize electricity or gas. Operations and
maintenance contract services are a significant portion of the CSD’s overall expenditures, but
this fee includes not only maintenance and operations, but monitoring, testing and preparation
of monthly reports to the RWQCB. Considering that the CSD has a more complex system than
Gold Creek with fixed expenses such as utilities, sludge removal, and lab fees that total $10,126,
the $6,077 difference in operational costs between the CSD and Gold Creek is much less than
would be anticipated.
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Gold Creek wastewater customers currently pay $235 per year, while Kingsbury Greens
customers pay S$546 per year. However, the Draft 2013/2014 Sanitation Rate Scenario
Evaluation prepared by the Nevada County Department of Public Works indicates a capital
revenue shortfall under the Gold Creek rate and states that the needed O&M rate per
connected EDU is actually $371 for FY 2013/2014. By FY 2014/2015, the needed O&M rate per
EDU is anticipated to be $432.° Given the fiscal analysis above, it is likely that re-annexation into
the County Sanitation District would result in a fee increase for Kingsbury Greens customers,
particularly for administrative costs.

However, other issues cited in favor of CSD dissolution, such as increasing administrative
complexity for public agencies and CSD Board member recruitment problems, would be
resolved with this option. The Sanitation District has a full-time staff that regularly deals with
administrative and regulatory issues, and its Board is comprised of paid Nevada County Board of
Supervisors members who are also in full-time, paid positions. Without a full Board of Directors,
which the CSD has been lacking for some time and which is anticipated to fall below the
threshold for a quorum by the end of the year 2014, management of the CSD could collapse and
the system could, in the worst-case, be shut down by the RWQCB for monitoring, reporting, and
water quality violations. Re-annexation into the County Sanitation District would resolve this
worst-case scenario— which is a reasonably foreseeable scenario given the existing conditions—
by providing management certainty.

The Central Valley RWQCB, the regulatory agency responsible for the water quality outputs and
public health impacts of the Kingsbury Greens CSD, supports Sanitation District annexation of
the CSD as a better option than HOA or CSD management of treatment system. Citing the
ongoing recruitment issues and potential for the CSD and HOA board members to vacate their
seats for any number of reasons, Water Board staff has indicated that both HOA and CSD
management could result in significant management voids. According to the RWQCB, the
absence of management for the wastewater treatment system would likely lead to closure of
the facility and could result in public health and water quality problems.’

However, the County Sanitation District Board has expressed reluctance to add another small
package treatment plant to the Sanitation District, which has experienced problems with other
small package treatment plants and incurred high costs as a result of stricter regulatory
requirements on these facilities.

Transfer to the Kingsbury Greens Homeowners Association (HOA). This option is analyzed to
determine whether merging the CSD and HOA boards would result in fewer recruitment issues
and possible reduction of administrative costs. Transferring management of the wastewater
treatment system to the HOA would involve an application to LAFCo to dissolve the CSD as well
as approval from the RWQCB. The RWQCB currently has no established application process to
re-assign the management of small package treatment systems. According to Water Board staff,
such changes are rarely made and are discouraged, especially when such changes are to further

® Nevada County Department of Public Works, Sanitation District No. 1, Operations and Capital Financial Proforma, Draft
2013/2014 Sanitation Rate Scenario Evaluation & Draft 2014/2015 Sanitation rate Scenario Evaluation.

’ Olson, Anne, Senior Water Resource Control Engineer, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, phone
conversation with Jessica Hankins, August 28, 2014.
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privatize a system rather than to place it under the purview of a larger public entity. In the event
of an application for transfer of management to an HOA, however, RWQCB considerations for
approval would likely include the nature of the proposed management entity (public being
preferred), the financial ability of the HOA to provide efficient management of the system, and
the long-term stability and ability of the organization proposed for management. As noted in the
previous discussion, Water Board staff supports Sanitation District management relative to HOA
management of the Kingsbury Greens system.

If the HOA were to manage the treatment system, they would maintain the same
responsibilities as the CSD currently does, most likely with the same Monitoring and Reporting
Program requirements. The HOA would not be eligible to be operated under the purview of the
County Environmental Health Department. Regulatory responsibility for package treatment
plants is currently determined by flow and threat to water quality, not by number of residential
units; the State determines regulatory responsibility for all wastewater facilities that treat more
than six residential units.®

This option would help resolve overlapping responsibilities and duplicate membership and
meeting times. However, the RWQCB has indicated that the District would not be eligible for
public grants if the public CSD were dissolved and the treatment system managed by a private
entity like the HOA. Other issues include the Water Board’s concerns with the long-term viability
of HOA board membership and ongoing recruitment issues and the potential effects a void in
management could have on public health and water quality (an extended discussion of this issue
is presented under option 1, above). The Water Board generally prefers that small systems be
operated and maintained by a public entity, or a private entity that has real assets and a stable
business enterprise, such as a corporation. According to the Senior Water Resource Control
Engineer for the Central Valley RWQCB, who manages permitting for the division, “Homeowners
Associations often do not make good owner/operators because wastewater treatment and
disposal systems of this size and complexity are well beyond the realm of typical home
maintenance, HOAs can be made financially insolvent by a single major repair or replacement
scenario, and HOA board members do not understand their responsibilities as a permittee.”®

In addition, the Reporting and Monitoring Program representative for RWQCB has indicated that
none of the hundreds of systems under RWQCB jurisdiction are currently under the
management of an HOA; all are managed by CSDs or other public agencies.”® The Nevada
County Environmental Health Department has identified only a couple of HOAs that are
responsible for management of wastewater operations. Thus, HOA management appears to be
uncommon and even undesirable for sewage treatment systems. HOA management would also
be faced with the same membership recruitment and maintenance issues faced by the CSD,
including an even smaller board membership than the CSD.

3. Join a different special district. Kingsbury Greens could also conceivably be annexed into a
different special district, the boundaries of which do not have to be contiguous. The nearest

8 Olson, ibid.

9Olson,ibicl.

19 childs, Guy, Compliance and Enforcement Section, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, phone conversation
with Jessica Hankins, August 14, 2014.
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special districts are in Placer County approximately 20 miles away: Christian Valley CSD and
Auburn Valley CSD. The desire of other special districts to annex a special district at that
distance and in a different county is unknown. Additionally, operational certainty and cost
efficiencies may not be achieved under this option. Although this alternative carries with it many
uncertainties, the Kingsbury Greens CSD Board may wish to explore this option further before
ruling it out completely.

4. Join a nearby private provider. While an option in some circumstances, this option is not viable
in the present situation as there are no nearby private providers.

5. Tie into a regional treatment facility. Annexation into a regional treatment facility is the
preferred option for the RWQCB given the management and water quality certainty it would
provide. However, connecting to the nearest regional facility would likely be politically infeasible
and may be financially infeasible, at least in the near-term future: the closest regional facility is
the City of Grass Valley sewer system approximately 3.5 miles north. The next closest system,
operated by the Sanitation District and 12 miles to the south in Lake of the Pines, would offer
similar constraints. The long distances to the nearest regional facilities would preclude such an
option, at least in the foreseeable future.

6. Maintain the current status as a CSD. Given that three board members are required for a
quorum, the CSD will have serious management issues when the third board member position is
vacated by the end of the year 2014. Even if a third member can be found, issues could also
arise if another member must immediately vacate their post or if one or more fail to attend
meetings. In the event of a collapse of the CSD, the district may fail to comply with its
monitoring and reporting requirements, and the RWQCB could take measures to fine, cite, or
even shut down the facility.

Relative to the HOA providing management responsibilities, maintaining the CSD would likely be
a better option, at least from the perspective of the Central Valley RWQCB (see discussion under
items 1 and 2, above). The CSD presents a public-agency face for the management of the
system, though it is a tenuous form of management at best. As noted above in alternatives 1
and 5, the RWQCB would prefer the annexation of the CSD into the County Sanitation District or
tying the Kingsbury Greens system into a regional treatment facility (the latter of which is not
considered financially or politically feasible at this time).

Table 7-2 summarizes the various benefits and of the three management options discussed above that
are the most feasible. Infeasible options are not included in this table.
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Table 7-2: Comparison of Effects of Potentially Feasible Management Options*

Types of Effects Transfer to Count Join a different L
vp o . u. v Transfer to HOA ! . ! s Maintain status quo

Sanitation District special district

Financial benefits to .
Negative Same Unknown Same

ratepayers

Member recruitment Positive Same Unknown Same

Fewer administrative Positive, but could

responsibilities for Positive be uncertain with Positive Same

current board members different Board

Fewer regulatory
responsibilities for Positive Same Positive Same
current board members

Permanence and
certainty in Positive Same / uncertain Unknown Same / uncertain
management

* Relative to current conditions

As shown in the summary table, the transfer to HOA management would result in only slightly fewer
administrative responsibilities, but as discussed previously could be met with opposition from the
Central Valley RWQCB, which has indicated a preference for the CSD to be maintained and operated by
a public agency. Given the current issues with CSD board membership recruitment and maintenance,
the preferable public agency is the County Sanitation District, which would provide more permanence
and certainty in the management of the system. The best potentially feasible management option at
the current time appears to be re-annexation into the Sanitation District, though without County
Sanitation Board support, the next best option is probably maintenance of the status quo.

7.5 MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCIES AND STAFFING

The Kingsbury Greens CSD is primarily a volunteer organization, and management efficiencies are gained
through these volunteer efforts. While Board members manage the agency, the CSD employs a certified
plant operator as a contract employee and a contract person for a portion of one administrative support
position to handle bookkeeping, administrative, and clerical tasks. No record of existing or pending
lawsuits/litigation or safety or environmental permits violations were noted. The Kingsbury Greens CSD
also contracts with a CPA for its annual audit. Due to the size of the District, no cooperative agreements
are in place. The limited pool of potential Board members could impact management efficiencies in the
future.

Table 7-3 summarizes the personnel and hour expenditures utilized in the operation of the Kingsbury
Greens wastewater system.
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Table 7-3: Personnel Summary for Kingsbury Greens CSD
CSD Wastewater Function FTE as of July 1, 2013
Management CSD Board (voluntary) (0.0 FTE)
Administration 1-2 hours per month (0.01 FTE)
Wastewater Operations and Maintenance 10 hours per month (0.06 FTE)

Source: Meeting Minutes, Nevada LAFCo 2014 MSR Update, Kingsbury Greens CSD, June 4, 2014.

The Kingsbury Greens contract wastewater operator regularly checks facilities for visual condition,
odors, nuisance insects, and security; reads the effluent flow meter and records accumulated total; tests
the lead and lag pumps and pump run light for proper operation; tests sludge settle-ability and waste-
appropriate solids from clarifier to sludge holding tank; decants the sludge holding tank as needed;
checks the plate separator for solids buildup; checks the blowers for operation, air filter cleanliness;
lubricates, cleans, and tests all mechanical equipment, tanks, and structures; inspects the leach field
laterals and cutoff drain manhole weekly; alternates the leach fields on a quarterly basis; schedules and
assists with semiannual solids pumping; delivers the monthly and annual samples to a local lab for
analysis; reports to the RWQCB on a monthly basis on the quality and quantity parameters as defined in
the current Waste Discharge Requirements and the Monitoring and Reporting schedule; makes
adjustments to air flow and return rate as needed for process control; responds to emergency calls from
residents or neighbors for power outages, high sump level alarm, odor problems, and collection system
stoppages; and attends regulatory and board meetings as needed."!

The following flowchart illustrates the hierarchical relationships among staff.

Kingsbury Greens CSD
Board of Directors

1 1
Administrative Assistant Wastewater Plant Operator

1 Beckley, Rick, Certified Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Kingsbury Greens CSD Operator Tasks and Responsibilities,
June 23, 2014.
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7.6 POPULATION AND GROWTH

The City of Grass Valley is the closest socioeconomic center to the District area, but is not part of the
District’s service area. The only connections served by the Kingsbury Greens CSD are within the 45-unit
Kingsbury condominium complex, which has an estimated population of 70 people and only two
residential vacancies.™ The District maintains nine service connections, one for each residential building,
which are in blocks of five units each. No commercial or industrial connections are maintained.

Kingsbury Greens is not a census-designated place, so actual population statistics for the District were
not available. County planning documents indicate that no growth is planned in the District,”* and
District representatives indicate that the District does not plan to expand its service areas.™

The territory within the CSD is designated as Urban Medium Density by the Nevada County General Plan
and R2-PD by the Nevada County Zoning Ordinance. The territory is entirely developed, and no growth is
planned in the area.

As described in Chapter 3, LAFCo is required to consider the provision of public services to
disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs). Nevada LAFCo’s policy on DUCs and relevant data
were reviewed for the Kingsbury Greens CSD. No DUCs have been identified within Kingsbury Greens.
Since Kingsbury Greens is not a Census-Designated Place (CDP), U.S. Census information cannot be
directly used to determine median household income (MHI) for this neighborhood. However, since
Kingsbury Greens is located in the unincorporated community of Alta Sierra and since Alta Sierra is a
CDP, data for Alta Sierra can be used as a proxy for Kingsbury Greens, in this case. Data from the 2010
U.S. Census indicates that the MHI for Alta Sierra is $67,097". This is significantly higher than the
statewide MHI of $60,883. This data indicates that Kingsbury Greens (and Alta Sierra) are not considered
as DUCs. Additionally, in August 2013 the Nevada County Planning Department, in consultation with
Nevada LAFCo staff, evaluated 42 potential legacy communities within Nevada County (which have the
potential to be DUCs). Kingsbury Greens was not on the original list of 42 potential legacy communities,
nor was it one of the five that met the definition of a DUC per SB 244. Additionally, the Department of
Water Resources DAC mapping tool does not identify Kingsbury Greens as a disadvantaged community.

12 Meeting Minutes, Nevada LAFCo 2014 MSR Update, Kingsbury Greens CSD, June 4, 2014.

3 Nevada County, General Plan, Adopted 1996 and Updated 2008 (Safety) and 2010 (Circulation/Housing).

14 Meeting Minutes, Nevada LAFCo 2014 MSR Update, Kingsbury Greens CSD, June 4, 2014.

13 U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, American Community Survey,
Census of Population and Housing, County Business Patterns, Economic Census, Survey of Business Owners, Building Permits,
Census of Governments at: http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06/0601360.html.
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7.7 WASTEWATER SERVICES

Located north of Alta Sierra and accessed by Alta Sierra Drive, the Kingsbury Greens CSD operates and
maintains a small wastewater treatment facility serving a 45-unit condominium complex. Once a zone of
the County Sanitation District, it was established as a separate district in 1995. Constructed in 1978, the
system includes an extended aeration package treatment plant with final land-based disposal to a
community leach field. The CSD contracts with a wastewater operator to monitor the operation,
schedule equipment maintenance and replacement, and schedule sludge disposal as needed (about
twice a year). Funding for sewer services is provided through user fees established by the District,
assessed on the property tax bills of each property owner.

The District complies with an RWQCB Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) designed to show
compliance with waste discharge requirements. Leachfield monitoring includes a weekly visual
inspection of the leachfield. Also required is monthly monitoring of leachfields, a leachline riser
inspection, and a cutoff manhole inspection. The wastewater operator collects effluent samples on a
monthly basis and has them tested at a local laboratory for pH, total dissolved solids, nitrates as
nitrogen, and other constituents. Collection and testing for coliform organisms and total dissolved solids
is required only in the event that surfacing effluent is found. All of the collected information is then
submitted to the RWQCB with the monthly report.’® The District reports on a monthly basis in
compliance with the MRP and has not received any cease and desist orders or other violations for
operation of the treatment facility. RWQCB formerly conducted annual site inspections, but the District
operator indicates that at least 10 years have passed since the last inspection.”’

The District maintains the Kingsbury Greens facilities, including an extended aeration package treatment
plant. Treated effluent is disposed in a community leach field. Relevant capacity information is shown
below in Table 7-4.

' california Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, Revised Monitoring and Reporting Program,
Kingsbury Greens Community Services District Wastewater System, Nevada County, August 26, 2004.
17 Meeting Minutes, Nevada LAFCo 2014 MSR Update, Kingsbury Greens CSD, June 4, 2014.
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Table 7-4: Treatment Capacity for Kingsbury Greens CSD

Data Field Gallons per day (gpd)
Permitted treatment capacity 11,500

Average flow volume 3,100

Peak flow within last year 5,100

Projected future demand for services in 2015, 2020, and 2025 0

Estimated service demand outside district boundary in next 5 years 0

Capacity reserved for planned or proposed development 0

Source: Meeting Minutes, Nevada LAFCo 2014 MSR Update, Kingsbury Greens CSD, June 4, 2014.

As shown in Table 7-4, the Kingsbury Greens CSD package treatment plant has very low flow volumes.
Further, no capacity has been officially designated or reserved for planned development, but capacity
exists, with a differential of 8,400 gpd between what is permitted and what is treated on average. One
reason for the discrepancy between the actual flows and permitted flows is that a swimming pool was
originally designed and planned as part of the Kingsbury development, but the pool was never
constructed. There are currently no plans to construct it, so the excess capacity will likely remain
constant.

7.8 WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC FACILITIES

The Kingsbury Greens Homeowners Association (HOA) owns the land through which the collection
system runs, as well the land on which the treatment plant is located, and the plant structure itself. The
leach fields are located on an easement of the Alta Sierra golf course.

Wastewater collection is provided by a system of collection pipes, with nine connections at each of the
nine building serving five units each. The system includes six manholes, eight clean-outs, 2,273 linear
feet of six-inch line, and a package treatment plant. The CSD also maintains a backup generator in the
event of a power failure. As an independent contractor, the wastewater operator supplies any
equipment and vehicles necessary for maintaining the treatment plant and performing monitoring and
reporting duties.

The CSD’s wastewater treatment plant provides secondary treatment, a moderate level of treatment
that allows for land-based effluent disposal and separate sludge removal. The secondary wastewater
treatment plant serving Kingsbury Greens is a Can-Tex package plant. Raw sewage from the residential
sources is conveyed to the treatment plant by gravity flow. Raw influent is pretreated by comminution
(grinding) before it enters the diffused air aeration basin. Air is then blown into the tank to provide an
activated sludge biological population. From the aeration basin, water flows into the two parallel
secondary clarifiers. Clarification allows the solids to settle to the bottom of tank where air is again used
to pump the concentrated solids back to aeration. The clear water in the clarifier flows off of the surface
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over effluent weirs and into a plate separator. The separator further traps any floating material that may
have been left in the effluent, and the final treated effluent is then pumped from the treatment plant to
underground leach fields. The accumulated solids produced by the system are periodically "wasted" to
an aerated holding tank, where they, along with material trapped in the separator, are transported for
further processing and disposal at the Grass Valley wastewater facility.*®

Effluent discharges into the land-based leachfields, located on the Alta Sierra golf course just outside the
service boundary (see Figure 7-2). Kingsbury Greens CSD has a 90-foot utility easement in the leachfield
area. Leach lines range from two to five feet underground, and the District maintains both an active
leach field and a repair area in the event of failure of the active field. Accumulated sludge is typically
removed two times years, once in winter and once in summer. The District’s wastewater operator
coordinates sludge removal with an independent septic service, which transports the sludge to the City
of Grass Valley for treatment at their wastewater treatment plant.

The Kingsbury Greens CSD does not currently have any discharge violations, nor does it have a history of
violations.

Given that Kingsbury Greens is situated 3.5 miles from City limits of Grass Valley, and is within the
unincorporated community of Alta Sierra which is not serviced by a public sewage system, there are no
viable options at the moment for sharing sewage collection or treatment facilities. Storm water sheet
flows over roadway and permeable surfaces in the Alta Sierra area to ditches in the roadsides. The
Kingsbury Greens wastewater treatment plant is not a combined storm water/sewage treatment facility,
nor are there plans to combine these facilities. According to the plant operator, there is no measurable
infiltration and inflow from storm water, which has the ability to dilute sewage.

Meeting facilities are shared with the Kingsbury Greens administrative office, where HOA meetings are
also conducted.

7.9 FINANCING

The general fund is the chief operating fund of the District, and is is unassigned and available for capital
improvements and general operations. As of June 30, 2010, the fund balance was $63,450, and the
following year on June 30, 2011, the fund balance had dropped to $59,022.

18 Beckley, Rick, Certified Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Kingsbury Greens Process Description, September 11, 2014.
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The District receives an assessment of $546 per unit on owners within the District boundaries. That
amount is the same per residential unit as all units have two bedrooms. Funding for maintenance and
operations comes from these property assessments on District residents.

Rates are established by a Resolution of the Kingsbury Greens CSD Board, but must go through a public
process and two-thirds electorate vote when rates are increased. See “Rate Restructuring” below for
more information.

The District prepares an annual budget and an annual financial statement. The District reported that the
current financing level is adequate to deliver the present services. Following is a summary of the last
three fiscal years’ annual budgets for the Kingsbury Greens Community Services District.

Table 7-5: Operating Budget for Kingsbury Greens CSD

Revenues 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Assessments $24,570 $24,436 $24,548
Bank Interest 1 3 6

LAIF Interest 220 81 0

Total Revenues $24,791 $24,520 $24,554
Expenses

Administration $4,455 $6,284 $4,618
Operations 12,160 10,296 10,150
Maintenance 8,175 7,894 7,800
Total Expenses $24,790 $24,474 $22,568
Surplus S1 S46 $1,968

Source: Budget adopted on June 4, 2014, by the Board of Directors of Kingsbury Greens CSD

However, according to the most recently available Financial Statement prepared by Jensen & Smith
CPAs on August 31, 2012, during FY 2009/2010 and 2010/2011, the fund activities were as follows:

Table 7-6: Government-Wide Fund Activities for Kingsbury Greens CSD

As of June 30, 2011 As of June 30, 2010
Revenues $20,722 $21,040
Expenses (525,828) (526,636)
Surplus (Deficit) ($5,106) (S5,596)
Fund Balance $59,022 $63,450

Source: Jensen Smith, Kingsbury Greens Community Services District Financial Statements: June 30, 2011 and 2010, August 31,
2012.

This information shows that the CSD’s expenses exceeded its revenues for at least two consecutive
years, resulting in a decrease of general fund reserves. During these years the District’s revenues and
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expenses did not correlate with the projected revenues and expenses in its annual budgets. It should be
noted that the preparers of this report have on multiple occasions requested a more recent Financial
Statement from the CSD to determine the longevity and consistency of this pattern, but it was not
provided.

An independent auditor’s report is provided biennially, with the last report for the years 2010 and 2011
(dated August 31, 2012), and a pending report (unavailable at the time of this writing) for the years 2012
and 2013. On June 30, 2010, the District’s assets exceeded its liabilities by $63,450, and on June 30,
2011, assets exceeded liabilities by $59,022. The entire fund balance (559,022 on June 30, 2011) is
unassigned and available for general operations. This amount is considered to be the District’s ‘reserve
fund.’

The independent auditor has indicated that there is a material weakness in the District’s internal
accounting controls insofar as the District relies on the auditor to prepare the financial statements.
Statement of Auditing Standards No. 115 states that the auditor may not be part of the District’s internal
control system and that someone in the District must be capable of preparing financial statements in
conformance with generally accepted accounting principles. The District’s response to this
recommendation is that it does not have the financial resources to hire a trained accountant and that it
will continue to rely on the auditor to suggest journal entries and footnote disclosures as part of the
audit process.' The auditor also noted that there are other opportunities for strengthening internal
controls and improving operating efficiencies. These opportunities include having a board member
initial and date invoices prior to payment, and including the balance in the Nevada County Treasury and
the accounting records, and reporting the balance regularly at Board meetings. These actions can help
to prevent fraudulent activity and errors in the account.”

Typical day-to-day maintenance is performed by the contracted plant operator, who spends
approximately 10 hours per month performing visual inspections and maintaining and repairing the
system, along with his usual monitoring and reporting duties.

The lifespan of typical sewage treatment plants is 20 to 25 years, but typical plants carry regulatory and
capacity issues that are not shared by the Kingsbury Greens plant. Table 7-6 below shows the lifespan of
various system components. The building structure itself has a usual lifespan exceeding that of the CIP,
though routine maintenance such as paint and roofing may be needed periodically. The communitor,
another high-cost component, is expected to require replacing within the next year, and this
replacement will be funded by budget reserves. Other capital improvement items are described in more
detail below.

The leach field is now 39 years old, an age that exceeds the typical lifespan of 30 years. Contributing to
the good condition of the leach field are the practice of switching the leach lines on a quarterly basis and
the low volumes of treated effluent that are far under the design capacity of the system.

'% Jensen Smith, Communication of Significant Deficiencies and Material Weaknesses, Kingsbury Greens Community Services
District Financial Statements: June 30, 2011 and 2010, August 31, 2012.

 Jensen Smith, Letter to Kingsbury Greens CSD, Kingsbury Greens Community Services District Financial Statements: June 30,
2011 and 2010, August 31, 2012.
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Upgrades and capital improvements to the wastewater treatment system are planned in the Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) and funded by the District’s general fund, which contains all unassigned monies
that may be distributed in any manner related to the operation of the system.

The District has prepared a CIP dated June 2014 that describes the current assets owned by the
Kingsbury Greens CSD and provides a value and estimated year of repair for each. The aeration system,
a $9,000 expense, was just replaced in 2012. The communitor will need replacement the soonest, by
2015, at a value of $20,000. Effluent pumps and meters will also need to be replaced in 2016 and 2017
at a cost of $300 and $250, respectively.”* Table 7-7 identifies the capital improvements anticipated
over the next three years.

The wastewater plant operator is not aware of any deficiencies within the collection system
infrastructure, although aging infrastructure is likely a long-term liability that will require replacement as
needed. The District’s prior six fiscal years carried no debt. The District does not have any debt at this
time, nor does it anticipate acquiring debt. Capital improvements are paid through the general fund,
which is unassigned for any specific purpose other than operational needs.

The Kingsbury Greens HOA carries an umbrella insurance policy for the treatment plant. The CSD is not a
member of the California Special Districts Association, which provides cost-saving opportunities for
insurance coverage.

The District’s administrative operations result in cost savings not found in many other districts. For
example, District meetings are held at the District office, on property the Kingsbury Greens HOA owns.
The Board of Directors is voluntary and is therefore not compensated for meetings. The District employs
only two part-time personnel, both independent contractors who are paid on an hourly basis. These
include an administrative assistant and a licensed operator, who are both paid only for hours worked.
An independent auditor is contracted biennially, rather than annually, to conduct a financial audit.

2! Beckley, Rick, Certified Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Capital Improvement Plan — Kingsbury
Greens, June 2014.
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Table 7-7: Capital Improvement Plan for Kingsbury Greens CSD

Anticipated Year of Replacement

Asset Value Comments
2014 2015 2016 2017
S Structure has useful life

Building structure $20,000 exceeding CIP span.
Structure has useful life

Tankage N/A exceeding CIP span.

Comminutor $20,000 X

Air Diffusors $9,000 Diffusers were rebuilt in 2012.

Control Systems $4,000

#1 Blower 47,000 X Allows for one of the two
blowers to be rebuilt.

#1 Blower Motor $350 Replace.m_ent motor for either
blower is in stock.

#2 Blower $7,000

#2 Blower Motor $350 Replace.m.ent motor for either
blower is in stock.

#1 Effluent pump $300 X

#2 Effluent pump $300

Effluent Flow Meter $250 X
Field is in good condition after

. 39 years. Individual branches

Leach field N/A can be repaired or abandoned
as needed.

Follectlon system N/A No deficiencies are known

infrastructure

Source: Beckley, Rick, Certified Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Capital Improvement Plan — Kingsbury Greens, June

2014.
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Since the 2004 MSR, the District has begun transporting its sludge to the City of Grass Valley for
treatment. Prior to that, sludge was taken to the Sacramento Valley for treatment. The District has seen
a cost savings from this change.

Factors that affect the District’s ability to supply wastewater services include the cost of power and
outside services to haul sludge.

The most recent fee resolution adopted on June 4, 2014, by the Kingsbury Greens Board of Directors
establishes a flat fee of $546 per year for each connection. That charge must be used exclusively for the
operating expenses of the District, and is collected through County property taxes. The fee is established
based on the anticipated operating budget for the upcoming year divided by the number of service
connections.

Rate increases and special assessments needed for capital improvements must meet the provisions of
Proposition 218, which amended the California Constitution (Articles XIlIC and XIIID) in 1996. Proposition
218 requires that special districts have a two-thirds vote of the affected property owners for any
proposed new or increased assessment for major improvements and replacements. The tax is not
considered increased when a special district “makes a decision that either (1) adjusts the amount of a
tax in accordance with a schedule of adjustments, including a clearly defined formula for inflation
adjustment that was adopted by the agency prior to November 6, 1996; or (2) implements or collects a
previously approved tax, so long as the rate is not increased beyond the level previously approved by
the special district, and the methodology previously approved by the special district is not revised so as
to result in an increase in the amount being levied on any person or parcel.”?? For that reason, when
adopting or increasing any special tax, Kingsbury Greens should consider including escalators and
maximum rate provisions in the tax ordinance submitted for voter approval, in order to avoid having to
seek voter approval for any future tax increases.

7.10 DETERMINATIONS

1. Kingsbury Greens CSD currently serves 45 residential sewer service connections. Estimated
population within the service area is 70.

2. The population served by the District is largely comprised of residential rentals.

3. The District currently has the capacity for a flow rate of 11,500 gallons per day (gpd), while the
average existing flow rate is 3,100 gpd, and last year’s peak flow was 5,100 gpd.

4. The District is projected to have a zero population growth rate. Since the 2004 MSR, no new
area has been annexed, and the service area includes an existing development with no
additional room for more development.

2 california Special Districts Association, Proposition 218 Guide for Special Districts (pp. 7-8), 2013.
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In August 2013 the Nevada County Planning Department, in consultation with Nevada LAFCo
staff, evaluated 42 potential legacy communities within Nevada County. Of the original list of 42
potential legacy communities, the County found that five met the definition of a DUC per SB
244, Additionally, the Department of Water Resources has identified the same five DUCs in
Nevada County as the Planning Department and LAFCo. Kingsbury Greens was not one of these
five because it did not meet the definition of a DUC.

The District was established in 1978 to provide sewer service to the Kingsbury Condominium
project, a 45-unit complex of 2-bedroom single-family attached condominium units in northern
Alta Sierra.

The District currently provides wastewater service to its customers.

Repairs and replacements will be necessary on an ongoing basis for both wastewater collection,
treatment, and infrastructure.

The District operates under Reporting and Monitoring Program No. 95-238, which requires
monthly monitoring, testing, and reporting. The Central Valley RWQCB does not routinely
inspect the facility, which is found to be in compliance and has not received any cease and desist
orders.

The District has no plans to expand its wastewater treatment facility, and serves customers only
within its service area.

The District’s operations and maintenance activities are funded through a special assessment on
residential property taxes for properties within the service area.

The FY 2011-2012 through 2014-2015 budgets demonstrates adequate finances for the
continued ability of the District to provide services, with no substantial surplus.

The District reported that the current financing level is adequate to deliver services presently.

Funding for capital improvements to the wastewater treatment plant comes from the District’s
general fund, which consists of unassigned monies not reserved for any specific purpose other
than operational needs.

The June 2014 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) identifies structural components that will need to
replaced in the next four years. The CIP should be expanded to include further future dates of
capital replacement and repair needs.

Rates should continue to be reviewed and adjusted as necessary to fund District costs and
provide for capital improvements as needed.
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The District fees are set through a public process, and it is assumed that a nexus study for linking
new fees to the cost of providing services has been prepared. No nexus study was requested or
provided as part of this service review.

To improve operational efficiency and strengthen internal controls, a Board member should
initial and date invoices prior to payment, include the fund balance in the Nevada County
Treasury and the accounting records, and report the balance regularly at Board meetings. These
actions can help to prevent fraudulent activity and errors in the account.

The District should hire an accountant knowledgeable about generally accepted accounting
principles to prepare the District’s financial statements rather than relying on the auditor to do
that.

When adopting new fees or assessments for capital improvements, or when increasing rates,
Kingsbury Greens CSD should consider including escalators and maximum rate provisions in the
tax ordinance submitted for voter approval, in order to avoid having to seek voter approval for
any future tax increases.

The District does not share facilities, staff, or other resources with other districts, but it does
share some components with the Kingsbury Greens Homeowners Association, such as the
meeting facility and an umbrella insurance policy. The treatment plant and related collection
system is also located on HOA property. This sharing results in cost savings to the CSD.

The revenue per EDU for the District is high due in part to increased costs associated with
operating and maintaining a small district. For smaller agencies, it is generally more difficult to
reach economies of scale and still comply with regulatory requirements.

In 1979 LAFCo approved annexation of the territory to the County Sanitation District in order to
comply with Central Valley RWQCB requirements, and in 1995 the territory was detached from
the Sanitation District and a CSD formed. In 2007 the CSD applied for re-annexation to the
County Sanitation District but the application was deemed incomplete.

The District has difficulty recruiting members to the Board of Directors. One position has
remained vacant for some time and another has recently become vacant. Several CSD Board
members are also on the HOA Board.

Without a quorum on the Board of Directors, the District will have difficulty maintaining
operational status.

The CSD would achieve greater certainty of continued operations by transferring administrative
responsibility to the County Sanitation District. The CSD Board should consider applying to
LAFCo for re-annexation to the County Sanitation District.

Though not the recommended alternative due to the infrastructure (piping) costs, and the
uncertainty or willingness of the City of Grass Valley to participate, the Board of Directors may
also consider piping untreated effluent to the City of Grass Valley wastewater treatment facility
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(3.5 miles to the north) for treatment and disposal. The District may also be eligible for grant
and/or loan funds for this purpose.

Any Other Matter Relative to Service Delivery as Required by
Commission Policy

28. There are no other aspects of the District’s wastewater service that are required by Commission
policy to be addressed in this MSR.
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Chapter 8

NEVADA COUNTY SANITATION
DISTRICT NO. 1
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8.1 DISTRICT PROFILE

Type of District: Sanitation district

Principal Act: Clean Water Act, California Water Code, Titles 22 and 23 California
Administrative Code § 3670

Functions/Services: Sewage collection and treatment within 10 sanitation zones

District Area: 10 zones throughout Western Nevada County (see Figure 8-1)

Sphere of Influence: Varies by zone (see Figures 8-2 through 8-11)

Population: est. 10,000

Budget (FY 2014/2015): $6,804,302 expenditures (with $2,035,656 of that capital
improvements, $2,059,810 O&M, and $2,708,836 administration)

Main Office: 950 Maidu Avenue, Nevada City, CA 95959

Mailing Address: Same

Phone No.: (530) 265-1411

Fax No.: (530) 265-1553

Web Site: www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/cda/pw

Director of Public Works: Steve Castleberry

Email: Steve.Castleberry@co.nevada.ca.us Phone: 530-265-1411

Sanitation District Program Manager: Brad Torres

Email: Brad.Torres@co.nevada.ca.us Phone: 530-265-7103

Wastewater Plant Operations Supervisor: Britt Bolerjack Phone: 530-265-7121

Email: britt.bolerjack@co.nevada.ca.us

Governing Body: Nevada County Board of Supervisors, 4-year terms*
Name Position Term Ends
Nate Beason, Dist 1 Chair 12/2016
Ed Scofield, Dist 2 Vice Chair 12/2016
Dan Miller, Dist 3 Director 12/2018
Hank Weston, Dist 4 Director 12/2018
Richard Anderson, Dist 5 Director 12/2016

Meeting Schedule: Second and fourth Tuesday of each month, 9:00 a.m.
Meeting Location: Board chambers, 950 Maidu Avenue, Nevada City, CA 95959
Date of Formation: August 2, 1965

! Nevada County Board of Supervisors. Staff Report: One Appointment and Two Reappointments to the Kingsbury Greens
Community Services District. November 12, 2013.

8-2


mailto:britt.bolerjack@co.nevada.ca.us

Western Nevada County Wastewater Services MSR

8.2 OVERVIEW OF DISTRICT

The Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1 provides wastewater services, including collection,
treatment, and disposal, to the residents of unincorporated communities in ten “zones” of Western
Nevada County: Lake Wildwood, Lake of the Pines, North San Juan, Gold Creek, Penn Valley, Mountain
Lake Estates, Cascade Shores, Eden Ranch, Higgins Village, and Valley Oak Court. A comparison of these
zones’ equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) is shown in Table 8-1, below:

Table 8-1: Comparison of Sewer EDUs by Zone

Connected EDUs
Zone No. Zone Name (Non-residential in Reserwled Unallocated
parentheses) EDUs EDUs
1 Lake Wildwood 2,916 (62) 652 732
2 Lake of the Pines 2,090 (80) 97 500
4 North San Juan 85 (9) 29 0
5 Gold Creek 44 0 0
6 Penn Valley 347 (14) 111 0
7 Mountain Lake Estates 40 6 0
8 Cascade Shores 86 (2) 19 0
9 Eden Ranch 27 4 2
11 Higgins Village (all commercial) 47.8 (47.8) 0 0
12 Valley Oak Court 5 5 0
Total EDUs 5,687.8 (214.8) 923 1,234

! Reserved EDUS are those which are held in reserve with a financial surety.

Source: Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1. Sewer EDUs per Zone. 2014.

Over the years some zones have merged into others or have been dissolved, so zone numbering is not
always sequential. Since the previous MSR was published in 2004, Combie Plaza and Cascade Crossing
have been constructed and connected to Lake of the Pines, and Dark Horse (previously a separate zone)
was connected to the Lake of the Pines. Valley Oak Court is also new zone with ten EDUs.

There are a few islands within the former Glenbrook zone that remain in the City’s SOl and directly
outside/adjacent to the City’s SOI. As a parcel within the former Glenbrook zone gets annexed to the
City, LAFCo should ensure it is concurrently detached from the County Sanitation District Glenbrook
zone. A determination to this effect is included in Chapter 5 Grass Valley.

Other than the approved but undeveloped Rincon del Rio and Higgins Marketplace in South County near
Lake of the Pines, the Sanitation District is not aware of any new major projects under consideration
that would require annexation into the District. One capital improvement project is anticipated in the
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next five years: the conversion of the Cascade Shores wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) to a
community leach field, with no additional capacity.

The ten zones for which the District is responsible are shown in Figure 8-1, Overview of Sanitation
District Zones. Figures 8-2 through 8-11 illustrate the locations of individual zones.

Primary reference sources for this chapter include the 2012 Sewer System Management Plan for the
details of sewer service and sewer infrastructure and the Request for Information provided by the
Nevada County Department of Public Works’ Wastewater Division.**

Nevada County as a whole is 958 square miles in size. The County straddles the crest of the Sierra
Nevadas, and the crest provides a geographic dividing point separating eastern Nevada County from
western Nevada County. The Sanitation District serves only a relatively small portion of western Nevada
County covering a total of about 9 square miles (5,707 acres). Western Nevada County spans an area
generally located north of Auburn, west of Donner Summit, east of Marysville, and south of Sierra
County, as shown in Chapter 1 Executive Summary, Figure ES-1.

This section provides a summary of each of the ten zones in the Nevada County Sanitation District in
tabular form. Table 8-2 summarizes general information about each zone. More detailed information is
provided in Sections 8.4 to 8.8 of this chapter.

? Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1. Sewer System Management Plan. www.mynevadacounty.com. 2012.
® Nevada County Department of Public Works, Wastewater Division. Request for Information. 2014.
* Nevada County Executive Office. Nevada County Demographic and Statistical Profile, Fiscal Year 2012/2013.
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