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August 6, 2026 
 

 

DISCUSSION ITEM STAFF REPORT 
 

 

 

ITEM 8.A. Receive and File NBS Analysis 
 
Recommendations: 

1. Receive and File the Final Draft NBS Analysis of San Simeon Community Services 
District  

 
Discussion: 
 
The draft NBS report was presented for review at the June 10, 2026 Board meeting. The 
attached final draft report includes several revisions in response to comments received 
from the SSCSD board and community. A redline version is also attached to indicate 
where changes were made. 
 
Revisions include: 
 

 Clarification of purpose of the report 
 Expanded discussion of potential successor agencies 
 Discussion of additional analysis needed in the dissolution process for capital 

planning, revenue requirements, and alternative funding resources 
 Addition of prior SSCSD documents and context for historic reference 

 
The report is responsive to LAFCO’s request for analysis of existing and potential future 
governance structures along with analysis of SSCSD assets, liabilities and issues for 
consideration.  The purpose of the study is to provide the framework for discussion among 
Potential Successor Agencies (PSAs). 
 
The completed study will help elected boards and staff of the PSAs determine whether 
they are willing and able to support ongoing services within the SSCSD area and how the 
PSA can structure that support.   The PSAs will then respond to LAFCO. 
 
The next step is for the County Board of Supervisors to receive the report and provide 
direction to County staff whether to continue evaluating the County as a PSA.  
 
It is requested that your Board receive and file the report. 
 
Attachments:  

1. Report 
2. Redline of revisions 
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1. Executive Summary 

Background – San Simeon Community Services District  

San Simeon is a small, primarily commercial village located in the County of San Luis Obispo (the “County”) 
and was developed to provide tourist/recreation services along the central coast. It provides food and 
lodging facilities for State Parks (Hearst Castle) visitors and tourists driving the scenic Highway 1 route 
between the City of San Luis Obispo and the Monterey Peninsula. San Simeon evolved from the 1940 sale of 
the area by W.R. Hearst to permit recreational development. Present uses are concentrated on the frontage 
roads along Highway 1. The area encompasses approximately 100 acres, surrounded on its East side by 
Hearst Ranch areas devoted to grazing. On the West are the bluffs and beach of the Pacific Ocean. 

The San Simeon Acres Community Services District was formed in 1961 and later renamed to the San 
Simeon Community Services District (SSCSD). The SSCSD was initially formed to provide street lighting, 
water, and street maintenance to San Simeon Acres.  

In the early 1980s, the San Luis Obispo Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) investigated several 
alternatives for reorganizing the SSCSD, including consolidation with the Cambria Community Services 
District (“CCSD”), incorporation, reorganization into a County Service Area (“CSA”)1, or, as it remains today, 
a Community Services District (“CSD”)2. The SSCSD currently provides water, sewer (added in 1964), road 
maintenance, street lighting, and hazardous weed abatement to its residents and associated businesses 
supporting transient visitors. 

The permanent population within the SSCSD is limited, as very little year-round residential development has 
occurred. Anticipated future growth could be in multiple family units to provide second homes or 
retirement units or to serve those working in the local businesses. Economic development is oriented to 
tourism and recreation. Motels, restaurants, and specialty retail shops serving visitors to the central coast 
have been developed. There is currently a development moratorium. 

The SSCSD has an annual expense budget of approximately $1.7M3 and total balance sheet assets of 
approximately $3.3M4. The SSCSD is governed by a five-member, elected Board of Directors. 

The current LAFCO jurisdictional boundary map is included in Figure 1 below.  

 

  

 
1 Principal Act Government Code §25210-25217.4 
2 Principal Act Government Code §61000-61250 
3 See Table 2 -SSCSD Proposed Budget 2026/27  
4 See Table 1 - SSCSD Balance Sheet 
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Figure 1. SSCSD Jurisdictional Boundary 
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Dissolution Summary 

On May 30, 2024, the SSCSD applied to LAFCO for the dissolution of the SSCSD (the “Dissolution 
Application”)5,6. Under the applicable State Government Code7, ““Dissolution” means the disincorporation, 
extinguishment, or termination of the existence of a district and the cessation of all its corporate powers, 
except as the commission may otherwise provide pursuant to Section 56886 or for the purpose of winding 
up the affairs of the district”. The Dissolution Application proposed the transfer all of SSCSD’s present active 
services to the County and involved the formation of a new County CSA. This would include transferring 
management, administration, operations, and financial responsibilities. There was no proposed change in 
the level of services to be provided in the affected territory. If LAFCO approved the application, then the 
SSCSD would be dissolved.  

LAFCO provided the SSCSD with a 30-day Review of Application for the Dissolution of the SSCSD (the 
“Application Response”)8. The Application Response outlined additional information that is required for 
LAFCO to fully evaluate the Dissolution Application and placed the application on hold. The hold period is 
intended to allow the County, SSCSD and other agencies time to fully identify the issues and potential 
impacts of alternatives.  

Goals and Approach 

The Dissolution Application proposes the County as the Successor Agency. This report is prepared to 
provide the additional detail requested in the Application Response in order for the SSCSD, LAFCO and the 
County to better identify the responsibilities, obligations and liabilities of the SSCSD and to evaluate the 
effects of any proposed changes. This report will also provide an analysis of other Potential Successor 
Agencies (“PSAs”) and service structures that might serve those PSAs with the estimated impacts on the 
PSAs and the community itself.   

This report’s approach is to evaluate each service provided by the SSCSD. The evaluation includes an 
inventory of assets, an estimate of the assets’ condition, a review of the SSCSD’s current funding to provide 
the services, a list of the PSAs, costs associated with each PSA, impacts on the levels of service provided to 
the SSCSD community, costs for staffing and structure to continue to provide services.  

This report is intended to provide a high-level overview of key concerns, potential organizational structures, 
and investment priorities. The information assembled regarding required and recommended projects, and 
the associated cost estimates, provides a baseline to identify the key issues and plan for the continuation of 
services to the community.  

The execution of any outcome will be subject to the approval of the necessary funding (through taxes, 
assessments, rates, fees, charges, etc.) to accomplish the continued provision of service. All additional 
future funding will be based upon refined cost estimates which will support the proposed charges and will 
reflect the needs of the service provider. 

 
5 SSCSD Resolution #24-476 
6 LAFCO File number 2-R-24 
7 Government Code §56035 
8 Attached within Exhibit 1 
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Capital costs are expected to be similar, regardless of what form the successor agency takes. From this 
shared foundation, the engaged agencies will conduct additional review and continue detailed discussions 
to determine their recommendations for a path forward. Those recommendations will be subject to further 
review and discussion by the elected boards of the impacted agencies, as well as stakeholder vetting 
through the LAFCO process.  

Summary Finding 

The SSCSD is located in a remote area with no adjacent jurisdictions with the ability to provide local 
services. The CCSD is the closest9 non-adjacent local jurisdiction with the authority to provide local services 
and the County is the sole overlapping local jurisdiction.  

Upon considering the possible options, several potential outcomes exist for dissolution or reorganization of 
the SSCSD. Some outcomes are more viable than others, and this report does not explore outcomes which 
are considered unlikely or would require extraordinary steps, additional approvals, and further legal 
analysis. The two primary outcomes follow with a brief discussion of secondary outcomes.   

 
1. As proposed in the Dissolution Application, the SSCSD is reorganized with the concurrent 

establishment of a new County Service Area (the “New CSA”). The New CSA assumes responsibility 
for the provision of selected local services and is able to utilize additional revenue-raising authority 
provided under CSA law which may be required to maintain the levels of service. 

The County does have a number of well-run CSAs including CSA 1 - Nipomo Area, CSA 7/7A/7C - Oak 
Shores, CSA 10/10A - Cayucos Area, CSA 12 - Avila Beach Area, CSA 16 – Shandon, CSA 18 - San Luis 
Obispo Country Club Area, CSA 23 - Santa Margarita. These County CSAs evidence an existing, 
successful framework to provide critical services including water and sewer services10 and support 
the option to create the New CSA as the Successor Agency.  

a. NOTE: The New CSA may contract with CCSD or other parties for services as negotiated. 
b. NOTE: The New CSA will need to include State Parks within the CSA boundary11. 

 
2. The SSCSD is reorganized (consolidated) with the CCSD for the provision of local services.  

a. NOTE: This option may be impractical due to local governance issues associated with the 
distance between the communities, infrastructure limitations, and the need for CCSD 
approval. The scope of this analysis does not include detailed evaluation of the CCSD 
systems, capacity, infrastructure, or costs associated with CCSD system upgrades to provide 
services to SSCSD area. 

Both of the above outcomes will require LAFCO approval of a specific Plan for Service addressing the 
transfer of any assets, liabilities, revenues, obligations and service responsibilities together with a 
comprehensive funding plan to ensure the provision of services. A tax exchange agreement would also be 

 
9 Distance approximately 5 miles. 
10 https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/departments/public-works/committees-programs/county-service-areas 
11 LAFCO 30-day Response Letter, Attached within Exhibit 1  
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required as part of the dissolution process to determine the allocation of existing property tax revenues 
following dissolution. 

Secondary Outcomes 

Several other outcomes may be legally or theoretically possible but are not considered primary outcomes at 
this time due to complexity, limited precedent, or the need for extraordinary approvals. The following 
outcomes are recognized as possible but not developed further in this report. They include:  

1. Special legislation authorizing a unique service delivery or funding structure for the SSCSD 
community. 

2. Creation of a Joint Powers Authority if two or more public agencies agree to jointly provide or 
manage services. 

3. Privatization or contract operation by a private utility operator subject to regulatory approval, 
resolution of asset and liability issues, and a separate rate-setting process through the California 
Public Utilities Commission. 

4. Formation of a mutual water company12 for provision of water service only. This structure would 
require property-owner participation, transfer of water system assets, resolution of liabilities and 
obligations, and creation of a private governance structure. 

5. Creation of individual special purpose districts such as an independent Water District13 or a Sanitary 
/Sanitation District14. 

6. Creation of individual, standalone special purpose financing districts such as a Road Maintenance 
District15 or a Lighting and Landscaping District16.  

7. Transfer to the State of California (“State”) as a PSA. Specifically regarding the provision of water 
and sewer services, the State generally limits itself to setting standards, monitoring activities, and 
managing the State’s water resources. The State does, in certain very limited circumstances related 
to State owned and operated facilities, provide water and/or sewer services to private property 
associated with supporting State facilities in remote areas. The facts regarding SSCSD and its 
proximity and relationship to the Hearst Castle State Park may justify the State’s interest in 
considering this option. A specific determination by the State that SSCSD’s water and wastewater 
services are sufficiently connected to State operations will be required to pursue this option. 
Consultation with the State will inform the viability of this option as it is an exceptionally rare 
occurrence. While the State is not considered to be a primary option to assume these local services, 
the State has enacted legislation which might provide State financial assistance to disadvantaged 
communities The SSCSD’s potential participation in the following State financial assistance 
programs is not part of this report. 

 
12 Corporations Code §14300 et seq 
13 County Water District - Water Code Div. 12, California Water District - Water Code Div. 13, Municipal Water District - Water 

Code Div. 20. All subject to LAFCO approval 
14 Sanitary District - Health & Safety Code, Division 6, County Sanitation Districts - Health & Safety Code, Division 5. All subject to 

LAFCO approval. 
15 Such as Benefit Assessment Act of 1982 - Government Code §54703 et seq. Subject to Prop 218 approval. 
16 Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 - Streets & Highways Code §22500 et seq. Subject to Prop 218 approval. 
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a. Assembly Bill 805 (2024) related to inadequate sewer systems. 
b. Senate Bill 200 (2019) SAFER program related to inadequate water systems. 

8. Lastly, the option to do nothing must be addressed. If nothing is done, it is likely the SSCSD will 
eventually not be able to provide services due to some combination of a lack of funding, leadership, 
infrastructure, and/or permitting to operate its systems, etc. 

 

Summary Action 

Given these findings, the County, LAFCO, and PSAs (including the County, a new County Service Area, 
and/or CCSD) must evaluate successor service responsibilities, long-term liabilities, including the capital and 
regulatory commitments associated with either rebuilding SSCSD’s standalone systems or consolidating 
services regionally. This report provides the factual foundation for that discussion and evaluation.  
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2. Services and Assets 

The following local services and associated assets are included in this report.   

1. Water Service 
2. Sewer Service 
3. Road / Storm Drain Maintenance 
4. Street Lighting  
5. Hazardous Weed Abatement 
6. Pico Stairway Maintenance 
7. General Administration  

 

The SSCSD Balance Sheet and Preliminary Budget for FY 2026/27 are included below. 

Table 1. SSCSD Balance Sheet  

San Simeon CSD Balance Sheet 

Fixed Assets As of October 31, 2025 

1400 Fixed assets   

1420 Building and structures 279,580.67 

1480 Earthquake 2003 0.00 

1500 Equipment $0.45 

1500a Equip-PA System 7,591. 16  

1500b Equip-Muffin Monster 5,098.32 

Total for 1500 Equipment $12,689.93 

1540 Major Water Projects 0.00 

1560 Pipe bridge 29,497.00 

1580 Sewer plant 869,352.16 

1590 Sewer plant equipment 12,468.83 

1600 Water system 235,615.43 

1620 WWTP expansion 299,565.92 

1630 Tertiary Project 568,063.00 

1640 Wellhead Rehab Project 448,253.95 

1650 Walkway access projects 26,791.00 

1660 RO Unit 950,521.38 

1680 Generator 18,291.00 

Total for 1400 Fixed assets $3,750,690.27 

1450 Construction in Progress   

1670 Reservoir / Water Tanks 287,693.56 

Total for 1450 Construction in Progress $287,693.56 

1690 Accumulated depreciation -1,921,019.44 

Total for Fixed Assets $2,117,364.39 

Other Assets 
1830 Contingent liability reserve 

0.00 

Total for Other Assets $0.00 

Total for Assets $3,327,956.12 
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Table 2. SSCSD Preliminary Budget FY 2026/27 
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Water Service 

Schaaf & Wheeler Consulting Civil Engineers (“Schaaf”) acting as a subconsultant to NBS prepared the 
Potable Water System Assessment Report dated May 4, 2026 (the “Schaaf Water Report”)17. The Schaaf 
Water Report is summarized below. Please refer to the Schaaf Water Report contained in Exhibit 2 for 
additional details.  

In 2025 the SSCSD engaged Akel Engineering Group to provide an updated System-Wide Water Supply 
Assessment to evaluate the impact of SSCSD water demands on water supplies and to analyze the 
sufficiency of water supply through the horizon year of 2045.  The SSCSD also retained Stillwater Sciences 
and Cleath-Harris Geologists in 2025 to prepare the Pico Creek Instream Flow Study. Those studies do not 
specifically address the infrastructure and obligations which are the focus of this report, but they are 
included as reference materials to inform planning discussions by the PSAs. 

SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

The SSCSD potable water system consists of two shallow groundwater wells (constructed 1952 and 1967) 
drawing from the Pico Creek–influenced basin; a treatment building with cartridge filtration (185 gpm) and 
reverse osmosis (266.5 gpm permeate); a partially buried 150,000-gallon concrete reservoir; and a gravity-
fed distribution network. The distribution network largely dates to the 1960s–1970s and is predominantly 
asbestos cement pipe (“ACP”). 

 
17 Attached within Exhibit 2 
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The SSCSD water system provides services to residential and commercial properties as well as water for fire 
protection throughout the community. An overview of the water system is shown below. 

Figure 2. SSCSD Water System Overview 

 

The SSCSD contracts with Fluid Resource Management (“FRM”) to operate the water system. FRM has been 
the contract operator for approximately 3 years, and thus, their knowledge of the system is limited to their 
experiences. 

CONDITION & USEFUL LIFE  

Schaaf reports that conversations with FRM indicate that the water supply system is in good condition 
overall. The only area of particular concern is the reservoir. Each component of the water system is 
summarized below with an estimate of its remaining useful life. With the exception of the reservoir, none of 
the existing facilities require immediate repair or replacement. 

Water Wells: The existing well equipment, piping, pumps, building, and electrical equipment are 
functioning and in good condition, with the only visible signs of distress being corrosion of certain exterior 
components which is common given the site’s proximity to the ocean. 

With proper maintenance and continued upkeep, Schaaf estimates that the wells and their appurtenances 
have 20 to 25 years of useful life remaining, with the following caveats:  

▪ Operators noted that the standby generator is not in good condition, and likely should be 
replaced.  

▪ Rotating mechanical equipment like pumps, typically has a replacement interval between 10 and 
15 years.  



 

 
County of San Luis Obispo – Comprehensive Analysis of San Simeon Community Services District  
Prepared by NBS – August 2026  11 

▪ Typically, shallow wells can have lifespans of 50 years or more, depending on the materials of 
construction. The two existing wells were constructed in 1952 and 1967. Though there are no 
indications of an imminent well failure, the two existing wells are past their typical expected 
lifespan, and it would be prudent to budget for their replacement. Schaaf & Wheeler also noted 
that the existing concrete well pedestals do not appear to conform to modern dimensions required 
by the California Division of Drinking Water (DDW).  

Water Filtration & Treatment: The primary treatment system employs cartridge filters and is in very good 
condition with approximately 10–15 years of useful life remaining. However there is supply-chain risk to 
secure replacement cartridge filters. On the occasion when the groundwater contains elevated chlorides, a 
different method is used. The water is treated using a Reverse Osmosis (“RO”) system. The RO system is in 
good condition with approximately 15-20 years of useful life remaining. 

Reservoir: The existing reservoir is the most critical item for immediate replacement and should be replaced 
as soon as possible.  

The existing water reservoir is located on Hearst property under an easement granted June 9, 1972 to 
SSCSD by the Hearst Corporation (“Hearst”). In a letter dated February 1, 2017, Hearst outlined preliminary 
terms for SSCSD and Hearst to negotiate a modification of the existing easement to accommodate 
relocation and expansion of the water reservoir capacity. That non-binding Letter of Intent (“2017 LOI”) 
noted requirements including but not limited to: a) conditions for maximum capacity and viewshed; and b) 
approvals by Hearst and California Rangeland Trust, including review by their own experts and lawyers.  The 
deadline for the 2017 LOI expired in December 2018 without completion of a formal agreement. The 
document does provide a roadmap to restart discussions to explore relocated and/or expanded use of 
Hearst property.             

Per SSCSD’s Master Plan, the amount of required storage is 1.6 million gallons. This is necessary to maintain 
safe drinking water, meet Division of Drinking Water standards, and provide critical fire storage. The Master 
Plan was prepared by Phoenix Civil Engineering and adopted by the SSCSD board in 2018. The Master Plan 
includes analysis and phasing of capital improvements for potable water, wastewater, recycled water and 
road systems.  The fire suppression storage requirement was calculated based on California Fire Code. The 
Master Plan notes that in many communities such as this, the fire storage requirement exceeds the 
requirements for operational and emergency drinking water. The Master Plan contemplates replacement 
and expansion of water storage capacity through the phased installation of four storage tanks of 400,000 
gallons each. In 2020, Phoenix Engineering delivered a set of 95% submittal plans to SSCSD for Phase 1 of 
the water system improvements. The plans included engineering for installation of the first water tank, and 
site construction for the second tank with installation scheduled for Phase 2. 

Distribution: FRM indicated no issues with the existing distribution system, however the Master Plan does 
indicate upsizing and/or replacement of the majority of the water system as well as the construction of 
several new pipelines to increase fire flow capacity of the system. Schaaf recommends budgeting for 
replacing at least 1% of the distribution system annually, though that timeline may need to accelerate 
depending on future conditions of the pipeline. By replacing 1% annually, pipeline replacement budgets can 
be aligned with an expected pipeline life of 100 years. This could be extrapolated to replacing 10% every 10 
years in order to make the replacement project meaningful in size. Although this may need to be 
accelerated drastically to prevent issues from the existing pipes exceeding their service life. 
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION - FIRE FLOW & REFILL 

The existing system is not capable of meeting the current fire flow demands of 6,000 GPM for 4 hours. 
Construction of a substantially increased reservoir would allow the existing system to meet a portion of the 
current fire flow requirements. However, without a water source capable of refilling the tank in the 
required 8 hours, the system will remain noncompliant. The lack of a total of 3,000 gallons per minute of 
well production and treatment capacity means that the water system is likely to remain noncompliant 
regardless of improvements made.  

If a water source capable of meeting the required fire flow replenishment rate were available, the 
treatment systems would need to be substantially upsized to accommodate the substantially increased flow 
with a minimum required capacity of 3,000 GPM. Schaaf recommends alternative fire protection strategies 
should be coordinated with the appropriate fire authority. 

IMPROVEMENT SCHEDULE PRIORITIES 

1. Reservoir – treat as near-term critical project;  
2. Wells – initiate phased replacement, prioritize generator replacement;  
3. Treatment – maintain and plan mid-life refurbishment over 10–20 years;  
4. Distribution – implement a programmatic replacement plan (≥1%/yr) including upsizing and hydrant 

additions as per the Master Plan. 

IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

The estimated costs to implement the improvements and equipment replacements identified above are 
shown in the table below. Note that costs are presented in May 2026 dollars and include a 30% hard 
construction cost contingency, a 15% allocation of estimated construction costs to fund engineering 
designs, permits and administration. Also included is a 30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund 
Successor Agency staffing efforts associated with planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the 
facilities, connections, survey etc. These costs do not include annual ongoing costs such as electricity, 
replacement parts, or other maintenance and operating expenses. 
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Table 3. SSCSD Preliminary Water System Rehabilitation Costs 

 

* Treatment System is not identified for immediate replacement - cost included to provide budgeting estimate. 

** Suggest replacement of distribution system at 1% equivalent annual rate to align with proposed design life of 
replacement system components. 

 

ALTERNATIVE WATER SERVICE OPTIONS 

Service from Cambria: It may be technically feasible to obtain water service from CCSD through the 
construction of a new transmission pump station and pipeline, running parallel to Highway 1 but the CCSD 
does not have sufficient water available to meet the current water demands within its existing service area. 
As of August 2025, there are a total of 676 single-family, multi-family, and commercial properties on the 
water waitlist for CCSD. Because CCSD does not currently have sufficient water to meet its own demand, it 
is not considered a viable alternative and is not considered further. 

Desalination System: A seawater desalination system would provide the SSCSD with a locally controlled, 
drought-resilient water supply that is independent of imported water or groundwater basin constraints. 

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Replacement Well Drilling and Construction EA 2 $ 250,000.00 $ 500,000.00
Well Mechanical Equipment (Per Well) EA 2 $ 150,000.00 $ 300,000.00
Electrical Controls LS 1 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00
Standby Generator LS 1 $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ 1,300,000.00

Filter System Package LS 1 $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00
RO System Package LS 1 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ 500,000.00

Replacement Reservoir EA 4 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 5,000,000.00
Misc. Site Improvements LS 1 $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00

$ 5,300,000.00

Pipeline Replacement LF 10500 $ 500.00 $ 5,250,000.00
Hydrant Replacement EA 31 $ 5,000.00 $ 155,000.00
Misc. Pipeline Improvements LS 1 $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ 5,430,000.00

$ 12,530,000.00

$ 3,759,000.00

$ 1,879,500.00

$ 3,759,000.00

$ 21,927,500.00

Item

Distribution System**

Wells

Well Subtotal

Treatment System*

Treatment System Subtotal

Reservoir

Reservoir Subtotal

Distribution System Subtotal

Grand Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineering and Administrative Costs (15%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%)

Grand Total
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However, it is a capital-intensive, energy-dependent, and operationally complex system that would be 
heavily scrutinized, particularly along the Central Coast. Key hurdles include: 

 Infrastructure limitations – Desalination is energy-intensive, it is not clear that there is sufficient 
electrical capacity to provide reliable power. 

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR. Furthermore, construction will 
require a coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission. Additional state and federal 
permitting would be required from CDFW, DDW, RWQCB, USACE, NOAA/NMFS, and local agencies. 
Typically, desalination projects require more than 20 permits. 

 Potential Public Opposition – Environmental watchdog groups concerned about coastal 
development and environmental impacts. 

 Timeline – Navigating the hurdles and challenges of constructing and permitting a desalination 
system for San Simeon is likely to take 10 or more years. 

 Additional environmental issues – The desalination plant will require preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), as well as coordination with Caltrans for potential 
encroachment into their ROW. Furthermore, construction may require a coastal development 
permit from the Coastal Commission. 

Ideally, the desalination system would have a capacity of 3,000 GPM to meet the required fire tank refill 
rate, but doing so will substantially oversize the system for regular operation. If constructed, a Desalination 
system should be sized to accommodate the maximum day demand, as identified in the Master Plan. Sizing 
for the maximum day demand will not allow for a fast enough tank refill, but it may be possible to 
coordinate with the fire marshal to develop alternative, acceptable methods of compliance such as 
additional fire storage. 

The estimated costs to construct a desalination system are shown in the table below. Note that costs are 
presented in May 2026 dollars and include a include a 30% hard construction cost contingency, a 15% 
allocation of estimated construction costs to fund engineering designs, standard permits and 
administration. Also included is a 30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund Successor Agency 
staffing efforts associated with planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the facilities, connections, 
etc. Lastly a 30% allocation of the force main and desalination plant cost is included for the special permits 
required specifically for desalination plants.  

These costs do not include costs associated with, rights-of-way, additional studies such as a required EIR, 
extending necessary electrical services to sites not currently supplied with sufficient electrical power, etc. 
These costs do not include annual ongoing costs such as electricity, replacement parts, or other 
maintenance and operating expenses. 
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Table 4. SSCSD Preliminary Desalination Plant Cost Estimate 

 

* Special Desalination Permitting applies to force main and Desal plant only.     

** Suggest replacement of distribution system at 1% equivalent annual rate to align with proposed design life of 
replacement system components.      

  

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

8-inch PVC C900 (Connection to (E) System) LF 200 $ 400.00 $ 80,000.00
Surge Valve Appurtenances LS 1 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ 205,000.00

Property/Land Purcahse LS 1 $ 3,500,000.00 $ 3,500,000.00
Seawater Catchment LS 1 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00
Pre-treatment System LS 1 $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00
Reverse Osmosis System LS 1 $ 2,500,000.00 $ 2,500,000.00
Chemical Post-treatment LS 1 $ 550,000.00 $ 550,000.00
Brine Management System LS 1 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00
Power/Energy for Desalination Plant LS 1 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00

$ 8,200,000.00

Replacement Reservoir EA 4 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 5,000,000.00
Misc. Site Improvements LS 1 $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00

$ 5,300,000.00

Pipeline Replacement LF 10500 $ 500.00 $ 5,250,000.00
Hydrant Replacement EA 31 $ 5,000.00 $ 155,000.00
Misc. Pipeline Improvements LS 1 $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ 5,430,000.00

$ 19,135,000.00

$ 2,521,500.00

$ 5,740,500.00

$ 2,870,250.00

$ 5,740,500.00

$ 36,007,750.00

Item

Forcemain Pipeline*

Pipeline Subtotal

Desalination Plant*

Desalination Plant Subtotal

Reservoir

Reservoir Subtotal

Distribution System**

Distribution System Subtotal

Estimated Engineering and Administrative Costs (15%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%)

Grand Total

Grand Subtotal

Special Desalination Permitting (30%)

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)
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Sewer Service 

Schaaf acting as a subconsultant to NBS prepared the Wastewater Collection and Treatment Assessment 
Report dated May 4, 2026 (the “Schaaf Sewer Report”)18. The Schaaf Sewer Report is summarized below.  

SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

SSCSD’s wastewater system collects wastewater from the community mostly through 6-inch vitrified clay 
pipe (“VCP”), which was largely constructed in the 1960s and 1970s. The system includes a collection 
system consisting of approximately 1.6 miles of predominantly 6-inch VCP gravity mains (one 8-inch to the 
headworks) with 29 manholes, and a WWTP located at 9245 Balboa Avenue. The WWTP provides the 
common stages of treatment. First, it passes through screening, then grit and sludge removal. After that, it 
enters the aeration basins, followed by final sedimentation and disinfection before being discharged to an 
ocean outfall. Wastewater operations are also contracted to FRM. The service area includes flows from the 
San Simeon community and California State Parks’ Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. The State Parks 
collection system includes a connection serving the Old Simeon area. Those flows are captured at the State 
Parks meter to SSCSD.  

Figure 3. SSCSD Sewer System Overview 

 

CONDITION & USEFUL LIFE 

Based on the age of the SSCSD wastewater collection and treatment system (60 + years), the components 
are near or past their design lifespan. However, with diligent maintenance and triage of maintenance items 
as they occur, operation of the system could continue indefinitely. Schaaf reports that conversations with 

 
18 Attached within Exhibit 2 
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FRM and field observations indicate that the wastewater system requires improvements to multiple items. 
The main concerns observed during Schaaf’s field visit: 

 Water infiltration into gravity system. 
 Reduced structural integrity in surrounding walls of existing treatment plant and in basins. 
 Repair of the Ocean Outfall19. 

 

Collection System: The VCP collection system is beyond a typical service life and exhibits wet-weather 
inflow & infiltration. Schaaf recommends a collection system rehabilitation be performed over 
approximately 10 years with the following considerations: 

 Conducting CCTV inspections for all pipelines would provide a more accurate assessment of their 
condition. This would show any major infiltration into the pipeline that needs repair or replacement 
as a majority of the system is past its service life. 

 As stated in the Master Plan, an option for extending the life of the pipelines is to install a Cured-in-
Place piping (CIPP) liner throughout. 

The Master Plan notes there are a total of four pipelines identified for upsizing. The pipelines would be 
upsized to 8-inch PVC pipe and one 10-inch PVC for the pipeline to the headworks vault. 

FRM staff observed a significant increase in wastewater influent to the treatment plant during the wet 
season and visually confirmed water infiltration into manholes during system checks. Based on these 
observations and staff input, most manholes appear to be in satisfactory condition with an estimated 
remaining life of 5 to 10 years. However, the manholes showing signs of infiltration should be repaired or 
replaced as soon as possible. Schaaf recommends conducting video inspections of all manholes to identify 
any additional structures requiring repair or replacement. 

WWTP: The WWTP shows structural cracking, staining, corrosion of aeration piping and perimeter fencing, 
and corrosion on other exposed equipment. Given the age and poor condition of much of the core WWTP 
infrastructure, Schaaf estimates it has exceeded its designed useful life, though continued operation is 
clearly possible through diligent monitoring and repairs.  

Ocean Outfall: Per the J.F. Brennan Company, Inc.’s (“Brennan”) outfall Inspection performed on 8/5/25 
(the “Brennan Report”)20, the ocean outfall is in poor to serious condition. Heavy deterioration and 
unsupported sections of pipe were discovered which require ballast repairs as soon as possible.  

PERMITTING 

Coastal Development Permit CDP 3-19-0020 the (the “CDP”)21 limits improvements at the existing site to 
critical maintenance and requires relocation of the WWTP by July 11, 2029 (the “expiration date”). The CDP 
provides for potential modification of the expiration date subject to submission of documentation showing 
significant and diligent progress towards meeting the relocation requirement. This is the primary driver of 
near-term capital planning. Per the CDP requirements, the existing treatment plant requires relocation 
immediately. As such, the SSCSD should budget for the plant relocation as soon as possible. In order to 
avoid a wholesale reconfiguration of the collection system, it is assumed that a below-grade sewage pump 

 
19 Per the Brennan Report - Attached within Exhibit 2 
20 Attached within Exhibit 2 
21 Attached within Exhibit 3 
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station would be installed at the headworks of the existing treatment plant to convey the sewage to the 
replacement treatment plant. As discussed later in this report, the fastest feasible timeline for replacement 
of the wastewater treatment plant is 5 to 10 years. The CDP requires planning for relocation of wastewater 
treatment functions and states that planning should include an analysis of alternatives involving the 
construction of a package plant or combining services with other existing WWTPs.22 

It should be noted that the Central Coast Regional Water Board Order R3-2022-0003 permits 0.2 MGD 
average dry-weather and 0.45 MGD peak wet weather flows. Historical flows (2019–2025) range ~0.058–
0.088 MGD AAF with peaks up to ~0.379 MGD. The WWTP is operating within this permit envelope. 

PLANT RELOCATION 

In 2008, Rincon Consultants, Inc. (“Rincon”) reviewed and developed alternate locations in San Simeon for 
the relocation of the existing WWTP. Their report used multiple criteria to screen potential properties that 
would meet the needs of a relocated WWTP. The list of criteria from the report included: 

 Size: areas approximately one-acre or greater in size. 
 Topography: Flat or gently sloping topography considered and not steep slopes or on or near 

coastal bluffs. 
 Land Use Designations and Zoning: County of San Luis Obispo North Coast Area Plan and Coastal 

Zone Land Use Ordinance were considered. 
 Sensitive Receptors: potential impacts to neighboring properties resulting from construction and 

operation of the WWTP, including odor, noise and obstruction of ocean views. 
 Visibility: where general visibility was limited, including visibility from roads, residences or hotels, 

and the beach. 
 Important Farmland: the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program (FMMP) was referenced to determine the presence of Prime or Unique Farmland and with 
the intent of avoiding those areas. 

 Biological Resources: areas not supporting sensitive habitat or special-status plant and animal 
species were considered. 

 Cultural Resources: consideration was given to areas that have been previously disturbed, as the 
areas are not likely to contain important cultural resources. 

 

Rincon located nine potential sites, labeled A through I with the map shown in Figure 4 below. After 
reviewing the criteria for all nine potential sites, Rincon rejected seven of them. The remaining two 
potential sites, D and E, were deemed satisfactory with the caveat of possibly requiring an amendment to 
the North Coast Area Plan to change the land use designation to Public Facility and a zone change. 

In 2021, SSCSD engaged Dudek to provide consulting services for preparation of a Coastal Hazards Response 
Plan (“CHRP”) as a condition of the WWTP CDP. The CHRP was intended to evaluate alternatives for 
relocation of wastewater treatment functions, including the identification of a preferred inland site or sites, 
the evaluation of a package plant treatment system, and the possibility of combining services with other 
nearby existing WWTPs. The CHRP was also intended to provide details of costs, funding and timing for 
relocation and restoration of the existing site. The Dudek effort was paused at the draft stage in 2023. 
SSCSD records indicate the work was put on hold for multiple reasons, including organizational instability at 

 
22 Per CDP Special Condition 3 – Attached within Exhibit 4  
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the board and administrative levels; community division and uncertainty over potential inland sites; and 
lack of funding for the remaining work.  A 2023 public presentation for stakeholder input was the only 
deliverable finalized by Dudek. 

This Dudek presentation included preliminary cost estimates for construction and operation of a 
replacement WWTP. The analysis included conventional activated sludge (“CAS”) and a package plant, 
identified as a membrane bioreactor (“MBR”). Dudek’s construction estimates included contingencies of 
30% construction, 20% engineering design, and 25% land, easement and permitting. The estimated capital 
cost for a package plant in 2023 was $15.7M.  Additional capital costs of $2.1M to $8.6M were estimated 
for a new conveyance system from the existing plant to the new treatment location. The combined WWTP 
and conveyance costs presented for a package plant range from $17.8M to $23.8M.  The Dudek cost 
estimates are provided for WWTP and conveyance only and do not include rehabilitation and replacement 
costs for the existing collection system.  

Dudek provided the presentation for community discussion of alternatives in March 2023.  District records 
do not include any recording or minutes of that workshop.  Anecdotal information indicates that the 
community was divided on potential locations for wastewater treatment within existing SSCSD boundaries, 
and the concept of WWTP relocation on Hearst property was the preferred alternative among residents. 

The San Simeon community proposed an updated LOI with Hearst to include discussion of WWTP relocation 
near the water reservoir.  The 2017 LOI from Hearst referenced treatment of existing wastewater flows 
from Hearst properties in Old San Simeon noted as 3,000-5,000 gpd and requested additional capacity up to 
15,000 gpd for future potential construction. Pursuing this location as an alternative would require Hearst 
preliminary agreement and negotiation of terms with as well as approvals from Hearst, California Rangeland 
Trust and other stakeholders.  

The Rincon study was conducted in 2008, with the Dudek presentation providing additional information in 
2023, with additional discussion held during the intervening years.  The site analysis should be updated to 
evaluate current conditions and potentially expand the suitability criteria.  
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Figure 4. SSCSD Potential WWTP Relocation Site Map (prepared 2008) 

 

IMPROVEMENT SCHEDULE 

1. WWTP - immediately begin siting, CEQA/permitting, design, and delivery of a replacement facility. 
The fastest feasible replacement timeline is 5 to 10 years. 

2. Ocean Outfall – immediate repairs to ballast and pipe23. 
3. Service Area - formalize a new wastewater service agreement with State Parks, meter any external 

flows, and confirm the practical service area boundary. 
4. Piping and associated manholes - rehabilitate at a rate of 10% of per year over a 10-year horizon 

with piping repairs and manhole sealing prioritized by infiltration and capacity needs. 

IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

The estimated costs to implement the equipment replacements identified above are shown in the table 
below. Note that costs are presented in May 2026 dollars and include a include a 30% hard construction 
cost contingency, a 30% allocation of estimated construction costs to fund engineering designs, permits and 
administration. Also included is a 30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund Successor Agency 
staffing efforts associated with planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the facilities, connections, 
etc. These costs do not include costs associated with rights-of-way, studies, extending necessary electrical 
services to sites not currently supplied with sufficient electrical power, etc.  

 
23 Per Brennan Report - Attached within Exhibit 2 
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Table 5. SSCSD Preliminary WWTP Replacement Cost Estimate  

 

* Extents and total costs of outfall improvement is unknown and cannot be fully understood until more 
detailed design is evaluated. 

ALTERNATIVE SEWER SERVICE OPTION 

Considering the permitting restrictions requiring the WWTP to be re-sited by July 11, 2029, there are two 
potential wastewater treatment alternatives; 1) relocating the WWTP within the SSCSD (estimated above) 
or, 2) provide a connection to CCSD for treatment. No other local municipalities or wastewater service 
providers exist in proximity to the SSCSD. 

Connection to CCSD: The connection to CCSD would require SSCSD to route sewage to CCSD’s WWTP. 
CCSD’s average annual flows are well below the design flow given by the General Order24. SSCSD’s average 
wet weather flow according to the Master Plan is 81,900 gallons per day (gpd) or about 0.082 MGD. Taking 
CCSD’s inflows into account, the CCSD WWTP would likely be able to accommodate this small increase of 
daily wastewater inflow. Detailed negotiations with CCSD are required to verify the feasibility and 
acceptability of this connection. 

  

 
24 General Order No. R3-2020-0020 

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Pipeline Rehabilitation (CIPP) LF 8500 $ 250.00 $ 2,125,000.00
Pipe Replacement LF 1200 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200,000.00
Manhole Rehabilitation EA 29 $ 7,500.00 $ 217,500.00

$ 3,542,500.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 6,730,750.00

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Influent Pump Station LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00
Piping to New WWTP LS 1 $ 750,000.00 $ 750,000.00
Package Treatment System LS 1 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 1,250,000.00
Outfall Improvements* LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00
Real Estate Aqcuisition LS 1 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 1,250,000.00

$ 5,500,000.00

$ 1,650,000.00

$ 1,650,000.00

$ 1,650,000.00

$ 10,450,000.00

$ 17,180,750.00

Item

Collection System

Collection System Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Collection System Grand Total

Item

Wastewater Treatment Plant and Appurtenances

Treatment System Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%)

Treatment System Greand Total

Collection and Treatment System Grand Total
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HYDRAULICS TO CCSD 

The elevation profile between SSCSD and CCSD is not flat. Figure 5 below shows the elevation profile across 
the span. Schaaf prepared cost estimates for two conveyance configurations using a 6-inch force main 
(single and dual pump stations).  

 

Figure 5. SSCSD Hydraulics to CCSD 

 
 

For the single pump station configuration, a station would be constructed at the SSCSD WWTP plant head 
works, and pump through a dedicated force main to the connection point on Exotic Garden Rd. Schaaf 
anticipates that sufficient power would be available at the SSCSD WWTP to serve the anticipated 20 
horsepower pumps. The dual pump station option would include a pump station at the SSCSD WWTP and a 
second pump station near San Simeon Creek Bridge. While sufficient power is present at the SSCSD WWTP, 
it is unlikely that sufficient electrical service exists at the midpoint. A new electrical service should be 
planned at the second pump station site.  

COSTS TO CONNECT TO CCSD 

Connecting to CCSD’s WWTP will require pump station(s) as outlined above. It also requires coordinating 
with Caltrans and CCSD to know where trenching will occur on Highway 1 and within the city limits of 
Cambria. These kinds of costs are difficult to estimate without further contact and coordination with these 
entities.  

The costs of the two pump station alternatives are shown in Tables 6 and 7. Note that costs are presented 
in May 2026 dollars and include a include a 30% hard construction cost contingency, a 30% allocation of 
estimated construction costs to fund engineering designs, permits and administration. Also included is a 
30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund Successor Agency staffing efforts associated with 
planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the facilities, connections, etc. These costs do not include 
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costs associated with rights-of-way, studies, extending necessary electrical services to sites not currently 
supplied with sufficient electrical power, etc. 

Table 6. SSCSD Costs to Connect to CCSD Single Pump Station 

 

* Extents and total costs of outfall improvement is unknown and cannot be fully understood until more detailed 
design is evaluated. 

 

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Pipeline Rehabilitation (CIPP) LF 8500 $ 250.00 $ 2,125,000.00
Pipe Replacement LF 1200 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200,000.00
Manhole Rehabilitation EA 29 $ 7,500.00 $ 217,500.00

$ 3,542,500.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 6,730,750.00

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Lift Station - Civil LS 1 $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00
Lift Station - Electrical LS 1 $ 550,000.00 $ 550,000.00
20 HP Pumps, 2 Each Installed LS 1 $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00
Flow Meter LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00
Diesel Generator LS 1 $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00
6-inch Force Main LF 12000 $ 200.00 $ 2,400,000.00
6-inch Gravity Pipe via Trenching LF 1100 $ 300.00 $ 330,000.00
AC Repaving SY 2000 $ 150.00 $ 300,000.00
Outfall Improvements* LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00

$ 5,540,000.00

$ 1,662,000.00

$ 1,662,000.00

$ 1,662,000.00

$ 10,526,000.00

$ 17,256,750.00

Item

Collection System

Collection System Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Collection System Grand Total

Item

Single Pump Station Configuration

Single Pump Station Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Single Pump Station Grand Total

Collection and Single Pump Station Grand Total
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Table 7. SSCSD Costs to Connect to CCSD Dual Pump Station 

 

* Extents and total costs of outfall improvement is unknown and cannot be fully understood until more detailed 
design is evaluated. 

 
The single pump option is obviously the most economical option. However, the dual pump system cost 
information is provided in recognition that a single pump system may not be adequate due to the 
complications of distance and elevation changes. Further engineering study will be required to determine 
the adequacy of any solution.  

  

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Pipeline Rehabilitation (CIPP) LF 8500 $ 250.00 $ 2,125,000.00
Pipe Replacement LF 1200 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200,000.00
Manhole Rehabilitation EA 29 $ 7,500.00 $ 217,500.00

$ 3,542,500.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 1,062,750.00

$ 6,730,750.00

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Lift Station 1 - Civil LS 1 $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00
Lift Station 1 - Electrical LS 1 $ 375,000.00 $ 375,000.00
6 HP Pumps, 2 Each Installed LS 1 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00
Diesel Generator LS 1 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00
Lift Station 2 - Civil LS 1 $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00
Lift Station 2 - Electrical LS 1 $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00
12 HP Pumps, 2 Each Installed LS 1 $ 225,000.00 $ 225,000.00
Flow Meter LS 2 $ 50,000.00 $ 100,000.00
Diesel Generator LS 2 $ 100,000.00 $ 200,000.00
6-inch Force Main LF 9100 $ 200.00 $ 1,820,000.00
6-inch Gravity Pipe via Trenching LF 4000 $ 300.00 $ 1,200,000.00
AC Repaving SY 2000 $ 150.00 $ 300,000.00
Real Estate Aqcuisition LS 1 $ 500,000.00 $ 500,000.00
Outfall Improvements* LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00

$ 6,980,000.00

$ 2,094,000.00

$ 2,094,000.00

$ 2,094,000.00

$ 13,262,000.00

$ 19,992,750.00

Item

Collection System

Collection System Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Collection System Grand Total

Item

Dual Pump Station Configuration

Dual Pump Station Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Dual Pump Station Grand Total

Collection and Dual Pump Station Grand Total
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Schaaf identified a number of additional hurdles and estimate it is likely to take 5-10 years to resolve them. 
It is important to note that the costs of addressing the hurdles listed below are not included in this study.  

 Interagency agreements and coordination – Negotiating terms and operational aspects including 
pricing structure, priority of service definitions, and agreement clauses will require time.  

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR as well as coordination with 
Caltrans for potential encroachment into their ROW. Furthermore, construction may require a 
coastal development permit from the California Coastal Commission. 

 

CCSD’s feasibility study from MKN & Associates discusses a transmission main from CCSD’s Emergency 
Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP) to San Simeon’s WWTP to dispose of brine through the SSCSD’s 
existing ocean outfall. This could be part of the overarching consolidation of SSCSD and CCSD systems. 
Construction of this transmission main is not included in the cost estimates shown herein and could 
substantially increase the project costs expected to be covered by CCSD. Some efficiencies could also be 
realized with a combined effort versus design and construction of separate wastewater and brine 
connections.  

Legacy Agreement: The SSCSD had a fifty-year agreement with California State Parks to serve  Hearst Castle 
Visitor’s Center and a portion of San Simeon State Beach. Old San Simeon Village (Hearst Ranch houses, 
Hearst Ranch Winery and Sebastian’s Deli) also discharges wastewater through a connection to the State 
Parks system. These flows are included in the total volume metered at State Parks’ connection to the SSCSD 
collection system. The agreement allowed a wastewater capacity total of 50,000 gpd to be treated by the 
SSCSD’s WWTP. The agreement recently expired in 2021 and a new agreement and billing arrangement are 
needed for wastewater services for the Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. Though a formal 
agreement isn’t in place, SSCSD continues to receive and treat sewage from the Hearst San Simeon 
Historical Monument. This inflow is discharged into the SSCSD sewer system at a manhole near the 
intersection of Highway 1 and Pico Ave. Given the previous agreement, and current accommodations, 
Schaaf recommends that any selected alternative continue to provide sewer treatment services to the 
Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. 

Hearst’s 2017 LOI estimates wastewater volume from Old San Simeon in the range of 3,000 – 5,000 gpd. 
The LOI requests continuation of services and agreement to accommodate a future increase up to 15,000 
gpd. The Successor Agency should consider Hearst’s requested future capacity in negotiations and address 
terms around how that capacity could be reserved, guaranteed and priced.   
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Road Maintenance 

The roads within the SSCSD are maintained by the California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”), the 
County, the SSCSD, and private property owners. The SSCSD road maintenance is funded by ad valorem 
property taxes25. The SSCSD Proposed Budget for FY 2026/27 lists the total annual estimated costs to be $0. 
NBS notes the SSCSD paid an invoice to Wilber Construction Inc. dated 5/3/2024 for $34,950.00 for seven 
asphalt patches. It is unclear where in the SSCSD the work was performed.  

There are five options available for ongoing road maintenance for the roadways currently maintained by 
SSCSD.  

1. If the property owners want the roads upgraded to County standards, they can petition the County 
to include the roads into the County Maintained Road System under the County’s Cooperative Road 
Improvement Program26. The program requires the roads to be brought up to County standards 
prior to acceptance for ongoing maintenance and provides a vehicle to fund the required 
improvements as well as engineering and project management to complete the improvements. This 
program is fully funded by the property owners, including administrative costs.  

2. If a CSD is formed, the CSD may fund road maintenance services to the desired level.  

3. The property owners might establish a maintenance funding instrument without application into 
the County Maintained Road System. This may include a special assessment district or a special tax 
district administered by the County. Any special district will be fully funded by the property owners, 
including administrative costs and subject to the policies, practice and approval of the County.  

4. The property owners can cooperatively and privately maintain the roads. 

5. The roads can become unmaintained public roads and there will be no public road maintenance 
performed. 

Road maintenance does not necessarily require a successor agency and may be addressed at a future date. 
The figure below shows the roadways and the associated maintenance agency. 

 

 
25 SSCSD Plan for Services pg. 6, Attached within Exhibit 1 
26 https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/departments/public-works/services/programs-outreach/cooperative-road-improvement-

program 
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Figure 6. SSCSD Road Maintenance – Responsible Agency 
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APPURTENANT STORM DRAINS 

A storm drain plan was located and is included in the figure below. Figure 7 identifies storm drain sections 
located in public roadways as “District maintained.” No supporting record of SSCSD storm drain ownership 
or maintenance has been located, and there is contradictory information on this point. There is also no 
record of SSCSD costs associated with the maintenance of any storm drains. This issue requires additional 
research.  

Figure 7. SSCSD Storm Drain Plan 
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Street Lighting 

The SSCSD provides street lighting services which are currently funded by ad valorem property taxes27. 
There are approximately 40 streetlights in the SSCSD which are owned and maintained by PGE.  SSCSD 
records indicate an average annual electric expense of $10,000 for street lighting.  

Figure 8. SSCSD Streetlights 

 

 
27 SSCSD Plan for Services pg. 6 , Attached within Exhibit 1 
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Weed Abatement 

The SSCSD has authority to enforce weed abatement on undeveloped parcels within the District. The costs 
of abatement, if unpaid by the property owner, are subject to a lien against the parcel.  

Pico Stairway Maintenance 

The Pico Stairway is a local beach access stairway and viewing area located at the coastal termination of 
Pico Avenue. This facility is maintained by the SSCSD as part of a California Coastal Commission (the “CCC”) 
permit to operate the wastewater treatment plant. This arrangement is complicated by the fact that this 
facility is situated upon private property with no recorded easement. The facility is in disrepair as noted by 
the Ashley & Vance Engineering, Inc. Observation Memo dated June 27, 2024 (the “Observation Memo”)28. 
The SSCSD has placed several signs warning the public that the stairway is unusable and dangerous. The 
Observation Memo concludes that the facility should be removed and/or replaced. The SSCSD does not 
have a cost estimate for this work. The CCC issued an enforcement warning on January 16, 202429 outlining 
the history, violations, required resolution and enforcement remedies which include various fines.  

Based solely on a visual inspection of the Pico Stairway and not considering underlying structural issues, the 
stairway is generally usable and is being used for beach access. However, given the structural 
considerations, conditions may change rapidly given environmental factors. 

General Administration (District Office) 

The SSCSD’s office space is located at 111 Pico Avenue. APN 013041005 consisting of 0.35 acres. The SSCSD 
lists its Building and Structures Fixed assets as having a balance sheet value of approximately $280k30. The 
building size is approximately 400 SqFt31. 

Other Assets/Equipment/Improvements 

The SSCSD does not own any other material assets beyond those listed above32. 

 
28 Attached within Exhibit 4 
29 Attached within Exhibit 3 
30 SSCSD Balance Sheet Comparison as of October 31, 2025, Attached within Exhibit 1 
31 Per Google Earth estimation - Construction and condition is unknown. 
32 SSCSD Balance Sheet Comparison as of October 31, 2025, Attached within Exhibit 1 
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3. Obligations and Additional Issues 

Debt Obligation 

The SSCSD secured a $500k loan for rehabilitation of its water wells from the United States Department of 
Agriculture (the “USDA”). The loan is dated September 23, 2013, with a term not to exceed 40 years. The 
annual interest rate is 2.75%. The SSCSD pledged its water rate revenue to repay the loan and makes semi-
annual payments of $10,345 on each March 23 and September 23. The current balance outstanding is 
approximately $416k33. The loan’s Reserve Requirement is $20,690 and the SSCSD maintains this fund 
balance34. 

Additional Issues 

The SSCSD is navigating the following special circumstances which merit mention in this report. 

FUNDING NEEDS EXCEED CURRENT RATE CAPACITY 

This report identified several projects required to achieve and/or maintain regulatory compliance as well as 
numerous additional projects that are necessary for ongoing operations. The total cost for priority projects 
alone will create significant rate increases if funded within standard financing timelines of 40 years or less. 

San Simeon has a low median household income and is identified by State agencies as a disadvantaged 
community. This status provides eligibility for certain types of state funding as well as priority scoring in 
grant opportunities. The combination of a small, rural disadvantaged community requiring investment in 
utility infrastructure puts San Simeon in a competitive position for funding to support needed projects.   

However, several standards need to be met before applying for grants, loans or other supplemental 
funding. These standards include a stable governing agency, significant progress towards project 
engineering and permitting, and sufficient funding through customer rates to complete the project.   
Identifying and obtaining supplemental funding should be a priority once a successor agency is established, 
stabilizing rates are approved, and defined projects are advanced to the point of funding qualification. 

CAVALIER SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

The SSCSD entered into a Settlement Agreement with Cavalier Inn & V&H Holdings35 (collectively “Cavalier”) 
on August 31, 2022 (the “Settlement Agreement”). The SSCSD holds approximately $680k36 of capacity fee 
deposits for Cavalier. The Settlement Agreement acknowledges Cavalier is in Position No. 1 of the Hook-up 
Waiting List and that Cavalier has a vested contractual right and entitlement to water and sewer service 
capacity. The Settlement Agreement and associated issues should be reviewed by any PSA’s Counsel to 
determine which obligations and/or liabilities may follow to the PSA. This information may also inform 
requirements (capacities) for service when estimating the required infrastructure for the water and sewer 
systems.  

 
33 Per Oct 31, 2025 Balance Sheet Acct: 2520, Attached within Exhibit 1 
34 In account 1017c, Attached within Exhibit 1 
35 Attached within Exhibit 3  
36 Balance of $678,999 in account 1017f, Attached within Exhibit 1 
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PIPE BRIDGE 

The SSCSD utilizes a pipe bridge on to convey water and sewer service across the Arroyo Del Padre Juan. 
There are a few issues with the pipe bridge. Needed maintenance repairs are completed but the bridge 
should be re-evaluated and routinely monitored due to the ongoing effects of the coastal environment. 
Approximately two years ago, a major rain event deposited a large number of tree limbs just above the pipe 
bridge. The property owner (Cavalier) required the SSCSD to obtain an easement prior to accessing the 
debris for removal. The easement is not yet recorded and the debris removal work remains to be 
performed. In the intervening time, the number and location of limbs has shifted.  The remaining limbs may 
be a threat to the pipe bridge structure during another heavy rain event. The situation should be reviewed 
and addressed. 

STATE PARKS (HEARST CASTLE) 

The SSCSD provides the California Department of Parks and Recreation’s facility Hearst Castle (“State 
Parks”) with sewer services. There is no current sewer service agreement with State Parks. Documentation 
of all property outside the SSCSD boundary and discharging wastewater to SSCSD should be performed so 
that the actual service area can be determined. This need to determine the service area boundary is also 
noted in Section 4 of LAFCO’s Application Response. Section 4 also notes that if a CSA is selected as the 
successor agency, a new CSA boundary will need to include affected/served State Park (or other) areas. 

Table 8. SSCSD Summary of Obligations & Issues 

Obligation / 

Issue Key Facts Implication for PSA Immediate Action 

USDA Water 

Well Loan 

Original $500k (2013, 
2.75%); current balance ≈ 

$416k; semi-annual 
payments $10,345; reserve 

requirement $20,690. 

Debt and covenants 
transfer to successor; 

pledge of water revenues 
must be honored. 

Confirm payoff schedule; 
maintain reserve; 

disclose in reorganization 
terms. 

Cavalier 

Settlement & 

Capacity 

Deposits 

$679k held in capacity fees; 
#1 on hookup list; vested 

rights to water/sewer 
capacity. 

May drive the sizing of 
replacement or regional 

facilities; legal obligations 
follow successor. 

Counsel review; 
memorialize obligations 
in PSA agreements/rate 

studies. 

Pipe Bridge Over 

Arroyo Del Padre 

Juan 

Debris upstream; easement 
pending; immediate repairs 

completed. Needs eval, 
replacement estimate 

~$0.66–$0.70M. 

Shared water/sewer risk; 
coastal permitting; 

potential emergency 
repairs. 

Secure easement; 
remove debris; plan 

replacement with CCC 
noticing. 

State 

Parks/Hearst 

Castle Service 

Flows received without 
current agreement; historic 
allowance up to 50,000 gpd 

expired in 2021. 

Must formalize service 
boundary, cost recovery; 
include State Parks in CSA 

boundary if applicable. 

Negotiate new 
agreement; document 

actual service area. 
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4. RECOMMENDED NEAR-TERM ACTIONS 

NBS recommends the following actions to be completed by the SSCSD in the next 6-18 months.  
 

1. Continue Cal-WARN agreement with County of San Luis Obispo Public Works. 
2. Continue operating the CSD throughout the LAFCO proceedings. 
3. Cooperatively define service structures with amenable PSA (County, CSA, CCSD) and jointly prepare 

LAFCO submittals, including boundary adjustments to include State Parks if required.  
o See the Services Summary Tables below for an outline of the services, options, estimated 

costs, timelines, and key risks.  
4. As existing funding allows: 

o Execute interim outfall ballast repair (~$150k). 
o Negotiate and adopt a formal wastewater service agreement with State Parks. 
o Evaluate current status of debris behind pipe bridge. Secure pipe bridge access easement; 

remove debris; evaluate replacement schedule and funding. 
 
The following additional actions should be undertaken as soon as practicable once a PSA has established 
authority to proceed. 
 

1. Select preferred wastewater path (local replacement vs. regional conveyance) and initiate 
CEQA/permitting accordingly. 

o Start WWTP siting, zoning/plan amendments (if needed), OR advance CCSD intertie 
preliminary design and MOUs. 

o Apply to CCC for time extension to complete relocation of WWTP. 
o Perform legal review of Cavalier Settlement obligations and review the SSCSD 

capacity/connection policies and planning requirements. 
o Authorize collection system CCTV and prioritize a rehabilitation plan to reduce 

inflow/infiltration. 
2. Begin phased water reservoir replacement project definition and fire authority coordination on 

alternative fire protection strategies. 
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Services Summary Tables 

Table 9. SSCSD Water Service Options and Costs Summary 

Option Scope / Notes 

Capex 

(Appx) Timeline 

Permits / 

Agreements Key Risks 

Reinvest in 

SSCSD 

System 

Replace reservoir 
(critical) and upsize; 
well replacement + 
standby generator; 
cartridge/RO with 

mid-life rehab. 

$21.9M, 
excl. addtl. 

power. 

Phased approach, 
near-term 

incremental 
reservoir 

replacement; long 
term funding 

requirements to 
meet priorities. 

DDW 
coordination; 
fire authority 

strategy; 
CEQA for 

tank & 
mains. 

Fire flow non-
compliance 

without source 
upgrade; 

supply-chain for 
filters. 

Local 

Seawater 

Desalination 

New SWRO plant 
sized to maximum 

day demand; 
intake/discharge; 
power upgrades; 

not fire compliant. 

$36.0M, 
excl. addtl. 

power. 

≥10 years 
(permitting-
intensive). 

Multiple 
State/Federal 

permits + 
CEQA/EIR. 

Permitting, high 
ongoing energy 

cost; 
environmental 
scrutiny; public 
opposition risk. 
Fire flow non-

compliance 
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Table 10. SSCSD Sewer Service Options and Costs Summary 

Option Scope / Notes Capex (Appx) Timeline 

Permits / 

Agreements Key Risks 

Replace / 

relocate 

WWTP in 

SSCSD 

Site, permit, design, 
and construct 
replacement 
WWTP; add 

headworks pump 
station; rehab 

collection 
(CIPP/upsizes); 
repair outfall. 

$17.2M, WWTP 
replacement, 

Collection rehab. 
 
 

5–10 
years. 

CEQA; CDP 
compliance; 

RWQCB Order 
R3-2022-
0003; site 

zoning/plan 
amendments 

as needed. 

CDP relocation 
deadline vs 

delivery time; 
land 

acquisition; 
power 

extension; 
construction in 
coastal zone. 

Convey to 

CCSD 

WWTP 

(regional 

treatment) 

New force main (~5 
miles) with pump 
station(s) to CCSD 

headworks; 
decommission/repu
rpose SSCSD WWTP; 

rehab collection, 
coordinate service 

to State Parks. 

Single PS: $17.3M; 
Dual PS: $20.0M;  
Collection rehab. 

5–10 
years. 

EIR; Coastal 
Dev. Permit; 

Caltrans 
encroachment
; interagency 
agreement 
(capacity, 

pricing, 
curtailment, 

term). 

Mid-point 
power 

availability; 
public 

acceptance; 
additional 

AWTP/ brine 
line concepts 

not included in 
cost. 
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Table 11. SSCSD Other Services, Options and Costs Summary 

Service 

Current Provider / 

Ownership 

Annual Cost 

(Budget) Funding Source PSA Requirements 

Road 

Maintenance / 

Storm Drains 

Shared: Caltrans, 
County, SSCSD, 

private 

Cost 
dependent 
on selected 

solution 

Ad valorem 
property tax, or 
other depending 
on service level. 

None or adopt maintenance 
program; coordinate roles. 

Street Lighting 

Approx. 40 lights 
owned/maintained 

by PG&E 
$10,000/yr 

Ad valorem 
property tax or 

other 

Maintain PG&E service; 
ensure continued funding. 

Weed 

Abatement 

SSCSD Authority 
for undeveloped 

parcels within 
District 

Pass through 
when powers 

exercised 

Actual cost 
levied to parcels 

serviced 
Ensure program continuity.  

Pico Stairway 

Facility on private 
property; SSCSD 
maintenance per 

CCC permit 

No estimate 
available; 

CCC 
enforcement 

active. 

N/A (capital 
TBD) 

Resolve property 
rights/easement; coordinate 

removal or replacement; 
address CCC enforcement to 

avoid fines. 

General 

Administration 

(District Office) 

111 Pico Ave (APN 
013041005); ~400 
sf building; book 

value ~$280k 

N/A (asset 
value) N/A 

Decide on 
disposition/continued use; 

account for asset transfer at 
dissolution. 
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5. Exhibits 

Exhibit 1) Combined Financial and LAFCO Documents 

a) SSCSD FY 2025/26 Preliminary Budget 
b) SSCSD Financial Summary as of October 31, 2025 
c) SSCSD Audited Financials FY 2023/24 
d) SSCSD Resolution of Application for Dissolution 
e) SSCSD Application for Dissolution (Includes Plan for Services) 
f) LAFCO 30-day Review Letter 

Exhibit 2) Combined Utility Studies 

a) Schaaf Water Report  
b) Schaaf Sewer Report  
c) Brennan Report  

Exhibit 3) Combined Obligations, Agreements & Misc. Information 

a) USDA Loan Agreement 
b) Cavalier Settlement Agreement 
c) Wilbur Construction Invoice 
d) 1972_Easement Agreement & Deed Hearst Corporation 
e) Hearst LOI 2-1-17 Final Executed 

Exhibit 4) Additional Supporting Information Vol. 1 

a) Akel Water Report 
b) Ashley Vance Pico Stairs Observation Letter  
c) CCC Pico Stairs Enforcement Warning Letter  
d) Coastal Development Permit 3-19-0020 

Exhibit 5) Additional Supporting Information Vol. 2 

a) Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan for Dissolution report 
b) Dudek FINAL_SHM NO.2_CHRP PPPrez Mar 8_2023  
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San Simeon Community Services District

Preliminary Budget

Fiscal Year 2025-2026 

Fund Accounts
Wastewater 

Fund

Water 

Fund

Roads, 

Lighting, 

Weed 

Abatement

Total 

Preliminary 

Budget

Allocations (unchanged from FY24-25) 65% 30% 5% 100%

4000 Operating Revenues

4005 Utility fees-waste 472,537$   $0 $0 $473,000

4010 Utility fees-water $0 429,493$ $0 $430,000

4025 Meter/Service fees $0 105,288$ $0 $106,000

4050 State Parks-wastewater $35,000 $0 $0 $35,000

Total Operating Revenue $507,537 $534,781 $0 $1,044,000

4100 Property Taxes

4101 4110 Prop Tax current secured $0 $0 $104,000.00 104,000$       

Total Property Taxes $0 $0 $104,000.00 $104,000

Other Income

Interest Income - CLASS $32,500 $15,000 $2,500 $50,000

Interest- money market $0 $0 $0 $0

Grant Funds $0 $0 $0 $0

Late fees & adjustments $0 $0 $0 $0

Total other Income $32,500 $15,000 $2,500 $50,000

Total Income $540,037 $549,781 $106,500 $1,198,000

Expense

6000 Accounting $15,470 $7,140 $1,190 23,800$         

6020 Bank Fees $1,105 $510 $85 1,700$           

6025 Bookkeeping $29,445 $13,590 $2,265 45,300$         

6030 Director Fees $2,210 $1,020 $170 3,400$           

6031 Payroll Expense $585 $270 $45 900$              

6035 Dues and Subscriptions $3,315 $1,530 $255 5,100$           

6045 Electrical Power $70,000 $30,000 $10,800 $110,300

6050 Election Expenses $325 $150 $25 500$              

6055 Road Maintenance $0 $0 $15,000 $15,000

6075 Insurance-PERS Health $3,575 $1,650 $275 $5,500

6076 Pension Plan - PERS Retirement $12,870 $5,940 $990 $19,800

6080 Insurance - Liability $8,450 $3,900 $650 $13,000

6095 LAFCO Costs Apportionment $2,145 $990 $165 $3,300

6100 Legal Fees $78,000 $36,000 $6,000 $120,000

6105 Licenses and permits $16,452 $4,096 $316

6115 Miscellaneous expenses $13,585 $6,270 $1,045 $20,900

6120 Office Expenses $26,000 $12,000 $2,000 40,000$         

6125 O & M operations $466,700 $251,300 $0 718,000$       

6130 Operating Repairs & Supplies $12,740 $6,860 $0 $19,600

6135 Weed Abatement $0 $0 $2,500 $2,500

6145 Professional Fees $78,000 $36,000 $6,000 $120,000

6180 Street lights $0 0 $10,000 $10,000

6191 Emergency Water Standby $0 $27,000 $0 $27,000

6192 Excess Repairs $48,750 $22,500 $3,750 $75,000

6195 Website Support $4,290 $1,980 $330 $6,600



San Simeon Community Services District

Preliminary Budget

Fiscal Year 2025-2026 

Other Expenses

Depreciation Expense $28,397 $13,106 $2,184 87,400$         

Capital Projects/Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0

Water Well Loan Interest $0 $11,641 $0 $15,000

Water Well Loan Repayment $0 $9,049 $0 $9,100

Capital Project - Pipe Bridge Painting $7,000 $3,000 $0 $10,000

Capital Proj- Outfall Line Repair $0 $0 $0 $0

Reorg Study $85,150 $39,300 $6,550 $131,000

Reorg County & LAFCO Labor $26,000 $12,000 $2,000 $25,000

Total Other Expenses 146,547     $88,096 $10,734 $277,500

Total Expense $1,040,559 $558,792 $74,590 $1,684,700

Net Operating lncome(Loss) ($500,521) ($9,011) $31,910 ($486,700)



Balance Sheet Comparison 

SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

As of October 3 1 ,  2025 

DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNT TOTAL 

AS OF OCTOBER 3 1 ,  2025 AS OF OCTOBER 31 ,  2024 (PY) $ CHANGE (PY) 

Assets 

Current Assets 

Bank Accounts 

1010  Petty cash 150.00 150.00 0.00 

1 0 1 5  Pac Prem Ckg-6603 -3,011 .82 37,752.09 -40,763.91 

1017  Money Market PPBI -$1,532,399.65 -$1,397,444.31 -$134,955.34 

1017a Pac Prem - Mon Mkt Unrestricted -20,496.82 -20,496.82 0.00 

1017b USDA short lived asset fund 5,000.00 5,000.00 0.00 

1017c USDA Reserve for Annual Pymt 20,690.00 20,690.00 0.00 

1017d Operating Reserves 340,000.00 340,000.00 0.00 

1017e Reserves-Capital Rehab & Replac 448,076.82 448,076.82 0.00 

1017f Capacity Fees Held 678,999.00 678,999.00 0.00 

1017g Wait List deposits held 93,538.60 93,538.60 0.00 

1017h Cust sec dep held (06/30/22) 8,450.00 8,450.00 0.00 

Total for 1017 Money Market PPBI $41,857.95 $176,813.29 -$134,955.34 

1018  California Class I 347 ,219.68 333,457.98 13,761.70 

10 19  California Class II 733,447.35 704,377.90 29,069.45 

1040 Cash in county treasury 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1050 LAIF - non-restricted cash 571.81 571.81 0.00 

Total for Bank Accounts $1,120,234.97 $1,253,123.07 -$132,888.10 

Accounts Receivable 

1201 - Accounts recvbl-other 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total for Accounts Receivable $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Other Current Assets 

1014 *Deposits in Transit 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1200 Accounts receivable default 81,270 .29 48,643.52 32,626.77 

1202 Accounts receivable - other 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1210 Undeposited funds 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1220 AIR - Hearst Castle 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1230 Interest receivable 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1300 Prepaid insurance expense 9,086.47 8,748.97 337.50 

Total for Other Current Assets $90,356.76 $57,392.49 $32,964.27 

Total for Current Assets $1,210,591.73 $1,310,515.56 -$99,923.83 



Balance Sheet Comparison 

SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

As of October 3 1 ,  2025 

DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNT TOTAL 

AS OF OCTOBER 31 ,  2025 AS OF OCTOBER 31 ,  2024 (PY) $ CHANGE (PY) 

Fixed Assets 

1400 Fixed assets 

1420 Building and structures 279,580.67 279,580.67 0.00 

1480 Earthquake 2003 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1500 Equipment $0.45 $0.45 $0.00 

1500a Equip-PA System 7,591 .16 7,591.16 0.00 

1500b Equip-Muffin Monster 5,098.32 5,098.32 0.00 

Total for 1500 Equipment $12,689.93 $12,689.93 $0.00 

1540 Major Water Projects 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1560 Pipe bridge 29,497.00 29,497.00 0.00 

1580 Sewer plant 869,352.16 869,352.16 0.00 

1590 Sewer plant equipment 12,468.83 12,468.83 0.00 

1600 Water system 235,615.43 235,615.43 0.00 

1620 WWTP expansion 299,565.92 299,565.92 0.00 

1630 Tertiary Project 568,063.00 568,063.00 0.00 

1640 Wellhead Rehab Project 448,253.95 448,253.95 0.00 

1650 Walkway access projects 26,791.00 26,791.00 0.00 

1660 RO Unit 950,521.38 950,521.38 0.00 

1680 Generator 18,291.00 18,291.00 0.00 

Total for 1400 Fixed assets $3,750,690.27 $3,750,690.27 $0.00 

1450 Construction in Progress 

1670 Reservoir / Water Tanks 287,693.56 287,693.56 0.00 

Total for 1450 Construction in Progress $287,693.56 $287,693.56 $0.00 

1690 Accumulated depreciation -1,921,019.44 -1,833,644.56 -87,374.88 

Total for Fixed Assets $2,117,364.39 $2,204,739.27 -$87,374.88 

Other Assets 

1830 Contingent liability reserve 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total for Other Assets $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Total for Assets $3,327,956.12 $3,515,254.83 -$187,298.71 



DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNT 

Balance Sheet Comparison 

SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

As of October 3 1 ,  2025 

TOTAL 

AS OF OCTOBER 31 ,  2025 AS OF OCTOBER 31 ,  2024 (PY) $ CHANGE (PY) 

Liabilities and Equity 

Liabilities 

Current Liabilities 

Accounts Payable 

2000 Accounts payable 

Total for Accounts Payable 

Credit Cards 

Other Current Liabilities 

2020 Other accrued liabilities 

2100 Payroll liabilities 

CA P IT/  SDI 

CA S U /  ETT 

Federal Taxes (941/943/944) 

Federal Unemployment (940) 

Total for 2100 Payroll liabilities 

2500 Customer security deposits 

2510 Connect hookup wait list 

2515 Unearned Revenue- Capacity Fees 

Total for Other Current Liabilities 

Total for Current Liabilities 

Long-term Liabilities 

2520 USDA Loan Principal Bal 

Total for Long-term Liabilities 

Total for Liabilities 

Equity 

3200 Fund balance (= PY Net Inc) 

Net Income 

3201 Net Investment in Capital Asset 

3204 BOD Assigned-Rehab & Replace 

3204G Board Assigned for General CIP 

3204S Board Assigned for WW CIP 

3204W Board Assigned for Water CIP 

Total for 3204 BOD Assigned-Rehab & Replace 

3207 BOD Assigned for Oper Reserves 

3207G Op Reserves -Gen Fd 

3207S Op Reserves - Sewer Fd 

3207W Op Reserves - Water Fd 

Total for 3207 BOD Assigned for Oper Reserves 

0.00 

$0.00 

0.00 

-$3,772.66 

-125.91 

40.35 

1 , 1 6 7 . 1 1  

16.14 

-$2,674.97 

8,050.00 

93,538.60 

678,999.00 

$777,912.63 

$777,912.63 

416,499.72 

$416,499.72 

$1,194,412.35 

-856,066.69 

12 ,105 .70 

1 ,980,565 .00 

50,051 .03 

199,047.69 

198,978.10 

$448,076.82 

40,000.00 

150,000.00 

150,000.00 

$340,000.00 

68,406.45 

$68,406.45 

0.00 

-$1 ,004 .28 

-$1,004.28 

8,050.00 

93,538.60 

678,999.00 

$779,583.32 

$847,989.77 

416,499.72 

$416,499.72 

$1,264,489.49 

-697,395.89 

-31 ,336.38 

1 ,980 ,565 .00 

50,051.03 

199,047.69 

198,978.10 

$448,076.82 

40,000.00 

150,000.00 

150,000.00 

$340,000.00 

-68,406.45 

-$68,406.45 

0.00 

-$2,768.38 

-125.91 

40.35 

1 , 1 6 7 . 1 1  

16. 14  

-$1,670.69 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

-$1,670.69 

-$70,077.14 

0.00 

$0.00 

-$70,077.14 

-158,670 .80 

43,442.08 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

$0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

$0.00 



Balance Sheet Comparison 

SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

As of October 3 1 ,  2025 

DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNT 

3210 Moved to acct 3220- U-U Equity 

3211  Restricted-USDA Annual Loan Pmt 

3212 Restricted-USDA Short Liv Ass 

3220 Unrestricted-Undesignatd Equity 

3900 Suspense 

Total for Equity 

Total for Liabilities and Equity 

TOTAL 

AS OF OCTOBER 31 ,  2025 AS OF OCTOBER 3 1 ,  2024 (PY) $ CHANGE (PY) 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

20,690.00 20,690.00 0.00 

5,000.00 5,000.00 0.00 

271,846.27 271,846.27 0.00 

-88,673.33 -86,680.48 -1,992.85 

$2,133,543.77 $2,250,765.34 -$117,221.57 

$3,327,956.12 $3,515,254.83 -$187,298.71 



Profit and Loss Comparison 

SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

July 1-October 3 1 ,  2025 

DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNT TOTAL 

JUL 1 - OCT 31 2025 JUL 1 -  OCT 31 2024 (PY) $ CHANGE (PY) 

Income 

4000 Services 

4005 Services - waste 188,654.53 192,454.65 -3,800.12 

4010 Services - water 171,668.64 175,184.16 -3,515.52 

4012 Services - base service fee 35,163.88 34,993.92 169.96 

4013 Late fees and adjustments 1,307.87 2,302.51 -994.64 

4050 State of CA- H Castle WW Trmt 39,003.71 -39,003.71 

Total for 4000 Services $396,794.92 $443,938.95 -$47,144.03 

4100 Property tax income 

4 1 1 0  Prop tax current secured 2,225.31 2,377.72 -152.41 

4120 Prop tax current supp secured 634.78 844.89 -210 . 1 1  

4130 Prop tax current unsecured 19.71 3,769.60 -3,749.89 

4140 Prop tax current supp unsee 4 ,103 . 16 88.00 4,015.16 

4150 Prop tax prior secured -64.01 -112.64 48.63 

4160 Prop tax prior supp secured 8.65 -7.89 16.54 

4170 Prop tax prior unsecured 31.05 16.55 14.50 

4 1 8 0  Prop tax prior supp unsecured 5.30 4.31  0.99 

4 1 9 0  Prop tax penalties and interest 82.98 55.33 27.65 

4295 Prop tax - unitary 0.08 0.36 -0.28 

4299 Prop tax - other 751 .11  7 5 1 . 1 0  0.01 

Total for 4100 Property tax income $7,798.12 $7,787.33 $10.79 

Total for Income $404,593.04 $451,726.28 -$47,133.24 

Cost of Goods Sold 

Gross Profit $404,593.04 $451,726.28 -$47,133.24 

Expenses 

6020 Bank fees 634.41 519.66 114 . 7 5 

6025 Bookkeeping 11 ,690.00 16,648.50 -4,958.50 

6030 Directors fee 1,600.00 1,600.00  0.00 

6035 Dues and subscriptions 838.00 5,039.99 -4 , 2 0 1 . 9 9  

6045 Electrical power 

60458 Electrical - PGE bills 43,642.78 43,413.42 229.36 

6045C Electrical - PGE Street Lights 3,283.58 3,402.68 - 1 1 9 . 1 0  

Total for 6045 Electrical power $46,926.36 $46,816.10 $110.26 

6076 Pension plan - PERS retirement 4,642.50 5,886.00 - 1 , 2 4 3. 5 0  

6080 Insurance - liability 4,543.16 4 , 216.1 4  327.02 

6100 Legal fees 47,966.69 4 3 , 8 8 6 . 1 5  4,080.54 

6 1 1 5  Miscellaneous expenses 445.20 1,255.60 -810.40 

6120 Office expenses 19,015.43 11,504.76 7,510.67 

6125  Operations management 207,577.00 271,308.63 -63,731.63 



Profit and Loss Comparison 

SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

DISTRIBUTION ACCOUNT 

6135 Weed abatement 

6135-1 Weed Abatement - NEC 

Total for 6135 Weed abatement 

6145 Professional fees 

6192 Repair & Maint-Dist Responsblty 

6192A R&M Exp -Outfall Inspection 

Total for 6192 Repair & Maint-Dist Responsblty 

6200 Violations - 0 budget 

Payroll Expenses 

Taxes 

Wages 

Total for Payroll Expenses 

6000 Accounting 

6031 Payroll expenses-yer taxes 

6105 Licenses and permits 

6130 R&M allowance - GES Contract 

Total for Expenses 

Net Operating Income 

Other Income 

8010 Interest income 

8020 Interest - money market 

8044 Grant income 

Total for Other Income 

Other Expenses 

9010 Depreciation expense 

9020 USDA loan repayment 

9020a USDA loan repay - interest 

9020b USDA loan repay - prin 

Total for 9020 USDA loan repayment 

9030 Capital proj/improve 

Total for Other Expenses 

Net Other Income 

Net Income 

July 1-October 3 1 ,  2025 

TOTAL 

JUL 1 -  OCT 31 2025 JUL 1 -  OCT 31 2024 (PY) $ CHANGE (PY) 

$78.00 $296.00 -$218.00 

1 ,350 .00 1 ,000 .00 350.00 

$1,428.00 $1,296.00 $132.00 

-2,751.00 53 ,735.17 -56,486.17 

13 ,964 .00 13,964 .00 

$13,964.00 $13,964.00 

3,000.00 3,000.00 

$220.00 $220.00 

262.28 262.28 

2,690.00 2,690.00 

$3,172.28 $3,172.28 

8,000.00 -8,000.00 

122.40 -122.40 

162.00 -162.00 

14,837.50 -14,837.50 

$364,692.03 $486,834.60 -$122,142.57 

$39,901.01 -$35,108.32 $75,009.33 

1 1 ,667.15 18,188 .01 -6,520.86 

7.50 29.72 -22.22 

25,117.50 -25,117.50 

$11,674.65 $43,335.23 -$31,660.58 

29 ,124 .96 29 ,124.96 0.00 

5 ,512 .57 5,789.47 -276.90 

4,832.43 4,555.53 276.90 

$10,345.00 $10,345.00 $0.00 

93.33 -93.33 

$39,469.96 $39,563.29 -$93.33 

-$27,795.31 $3,771.94 -$31,567.25 

$12,105.70 -$31,336.38 $43,442.08 
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RESOLUTION NO. 24-XXX 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SAN SIMEON 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT OF APPLICATION FOR DISSOLUTION 

 
WHEREAS, the San Simeon Community Services District (“District”) Board of 

Directors (“Board”) approved a resolution during the Board meeting on March 15, 2024, 
directing District staff to prepare a Resolution of Application for Dissolution; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000 requires a Resolution of Application for Dissolution to include the provisions under 
Government Code section 56700; and 

 
WHEREAS, the District’s proposal for dissolution is made pursuant to Part 3: 

Commission Proceedings for a Change of Organization or Reorganization of the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000; and 

 
WHEREAS, the nature of the District’s proposal is for a change of organization 

whereby the District will be dissolved, and the services currently provided by the District 
and management, administration, operations, and financial responsibilities will be 
transferred to the County of San Luis Obispo (“County”); and 

 
WHEREAS, a new County Service Area (“CSA”) will be formed to provide the 

services that are currently provided by the District, and there will be no change in the level 
of services provided; and  

 
WHEREAS, there will be no change in the boundaries of the affected territory as 

shown in the attached District Map and Legal Boundaries, which sets forth a description 
of the District boundaries accompanied by a map showing the boundaries; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the District does not propose any terms or conditions beyond the 
transfer of the services currently provided by the District and management, 
administration, operations, and financial responsibilities to the County; and 

 
WHEREAS, the reasons for the proposal are that the District faces an increasingly 

complex environment for services and management that is internally unsustainable and 
unresolvable, as further explained in the attached San Simeon Community Services 
District Dissolution Summary and Background; and 

 
WHEREAS, the District requests that proceedings be taken for the District’s 

proposal for dissolution pursuant to Part 3: Commission Proceedings for a Change of 
Organization or Reorganization of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000; and 

 
WHEREAS, the proposal for dissolution is consistent with the sphere of influence 

of the affected district; and 
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 WHEREAS, the proposal for dissolution requires the formation of a CSA to 
assume the services currently provided by the District, and a plan for services prepared 
pursuant to Government Code section 56653 is attached. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 
SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT to adopt this Resolution of 
Application for Dissolution.  

 
The Board further resolves and hereby requests that the San Luis Obispo Local 

Agency Formation Commission proceed with the processing of this Resolution for 
Application of Dissolution as authorized and in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. 

 
 ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the SAN SIMEON COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT on ____, 2024, by the following roll call votes: 
 
AYES: 
NOES:  
ABSENT: 
ABSTAINED:  

 
      _______________________________ 

Chairperson, Board of Directors of the 
San Simeon Community Services District 
 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Patrick Faverty, Ed.D. Interim General Manager  
San Simeon Community Services District 
 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
District Legal Counsel, Nubia I. Goldstein 
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San Simeon Community Services District 
Dissolution Summary and Background 

 

Dissolution Summary 

The San Simeon Community Services District (SSCSD) was formed in 1961.  It currently 
provides water, sewer, road maintenance, street lighting, and weed abatement to 
approximately four hundred (400) residents and hotels for transient visitors. 

The district faces an increasingly complex environment for services and management that 
is internally unsustainable and unresolvable.  The district has become unstable. 

The plan is to transfer all San Simeon Community Services District’s (CSD) present active 
services to the County of San Luis Obispo. The proposal requires the formation of a 
new County Service Area (CSA). There would be no change in the level of services 
provided or in the aIected territory. 

San Simeon CSD would be dissolved, and a new County Service Area would be formed to 
provide all present services. This would involve transferring management, administration, 
operations, and financial responsibilities. 

Having the county provide the community’s water, wastewater, and other services via a 
dedicated county service area has many advantages. The county has a sizeable skilled 
staI, including engineering, permitting, accounting, finance, legal, administration, and 
operations.  These resources can be applied to benefit CSAs.  San Simeon CSD will never 
match these skills and the depth of resources.  Service and management continuity will no 
longer be an issue for the community.  
 
The County Service Area structure will provide stable, capable, cost-eIective governance 
for the San Simeon community.    

Below are the primary reasons for SSCSD's dissolution and transfer of service provisioning 
to a new County Service Area. 

1.  San Simeon needs a long-term, stable, capable governance structure to continue 
providing critical services to our disadvantaged community. 
 

2. The community’s health and safety are the priorities. 
 

3. The district has tried various governance and operations approaches and faced 
multiple challenges over the years.  District management and administration remain 
unacceptably deficient. There is no backup. 
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4. in 2022, under the California Voting Rights Act, the community’s two hundred voters 
were divided into five mini-voting districts, adversely impacting governance. The district 
has struggled to maintain a five-member Board. 
 

5. In 2019, an After-the-Fact Coastal Development Permit (“ATF-CDP”) from the California 
Coastal Commission requires the District to move its wastewater treatment plant away 
from the ocean where it is currently located, which has become an increasingly urgent 
task due to rising tide levels. 
 

6. The district lacks the experience or staI to manage district development after a forty 
(40) year moratorium.  
 

7. The district has failed to maintain its infrastructure properly. 
 

8. The district is challenged to secure grants to cover the relocation of the wastewater 
treatment plant and infrastructure improvements. 
 

9. The district only has approximately two hundred (200) residential and commercial 
ratepayers and an annual budget of approximately One Million Two Hundred Thousand 
Dollars ($1,200,000). 

 
San Simeon CSD History and General 

History 

San Simeon Acres is a small commercial village developed to provide tourist/recreation 
services along the central coast. It provides food and lodging facilities for Hearst Castle 
visitors as well as tourists driving the scenic Highway 1 route between San Luis Obispo 
and the Monterey Peninsula. San Simeon Acres evolved from a 1940 sale of the area by 
W.R. Hearst to permit recreation development. Present uses are concentrated on the 
frontage roads along Highway 1. The village reserve line encompasses approximately 100 
acres, surrounded on its East side by Hearst Ranch areas devoted to grazing. On the 
West are the bluffs and beach of the Pacific Ocean. Future development can only occur 
within the presently subdivided area. The Service Area Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
are the same as the County’s Village Reserve line. 

Residential Multi-Family. The areas beyond the commercial frontage are designated for 
multiple-family residential uses. These include the existing mobile home park and 
scattered multiple-family units. It is anticipated that expansion of multiple-family units 
will include triplex, apartments and townhouse developments. In addition, expansion of 
commercial uses such as motels beyond the frontage may be appropriate following 
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developmental review. 

Commercial Retail. Commercial development in San Simeon is oriented to the traveling 
public using Highway 1 in visiting the central coast. The village provides the nearest 
accommodations for the more than 1,800,000 persons that visit Hearst San Simeon 
Historical Monument annually. Frontage roads to the east and west of Highway 1 provide 
access to the commercial areas. 

The San Simeon Community Services District was formed following an election in 1961 
for the purpose of providing street lighting, water, and street maintenance to the San 
Simeon Acres commercial strip bordering Highway 1. In the early 1980’s LAFCO 
investigated several alternatives for reorganization of the CSD which included 
consolidation with Cambria CSD, incorporation, formation into a County Service Area, or, 
as it remains today, a Community Services District. 

The San Simeon Community Services District currently provides water services to this area 
from wells located along Pico Creek with a permitted total production of 140 acre-feet. The 
wells are capable of producing over 400 acre-feet per year but any increase would require 
approval from the State Water Resources Control Board and California Coastal 
Commission. The wastewater treatment service was added in 1964. The CSD currently 
provides services to the approximately 160 permanent residents and up to 1,500 transient 
visitors. 

The permanent population in San Simeon is limited, as very little year-round 
residential development has occurred. Anticipated future growth could be in multiple 
family units to provide second homes or retirement units, or to serve those who work 
in the local businesses. Economic development is oriented to tourism and 
recreation. Motels, restaurants and specialty retail shops serving visitors to the 
central coast have been developed.  
	

San Simeon CSD - Ten-Year Operational History and Present Status 
 
The 2014 Emergency – The District Faced Complete Shutdown of Water and Wastewater 
Operations and Administration 

In 2014, San Simeon CSD faced a complete collapse/shutdown of operations, 
administration, and management when its provider of these services, APTwater Services 
LLC, parent company, went bankrupt.  APTwater Services stopped paying district bills 
including electric bills and other suppliers.    This was costly because the district had 
continued to pay APTwater Services for some time despite them failing to pay its suppliers.  
Ultimately the district had to pay these bills.  The final blow came when it stopped payroll 
for its staI running San Simeon – operators, the district oIice staI, and the district general 
manager. 
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This was a convoluted and conflicted situation.   At the time, Charles Grace was the general 
manager of the startup company, APTwater Systems LLC, while simultaneously contracting 
himself out as the General Manager of San Simeon CSD.   APTwater Systems' parent 
company had gone bankrupt without notice to the district and ultimately stopped paying 
Grace.  To Grace’s credit, he stepped in and personally paid the operators and 
administration persons salaries until a contract for services could be completed with his 
company.  A major service disruption was avoided.  

With the assistance of the prominent San Simeon hotel oIicer/owner, an emergency 
services contract was arranged and signed on August 14, 2014, with Grace’s own company 
Grace Environmental Services (GES).  A company Grace had formed one year earlier in 
Ventura.  Under his company’s new contract, he continued acting as San Simeon’s General 
Manager with the district, paying his company for operations, administration, and his 
general manager services.  Note that there was no record of him oIicially being appointed 
the district’s general manager or taking the required oath of oIice. 

The emergency services contract with Grace’s new company prevented a complete 
shutdown of San Simeon CSD’s critical water and wastewater services. 

This kind of close-call situation should never happen to San Simeon or any other 
community.  If a contractor is used for essential community services, it must be of 
suIicient size, experience, and financial stability. 

January 2016 to September 2023 – Grace Environmental Services LLC Provides Operations, 
Administration, and General Manager Services 

In January 2016, a five-year plus two-year extension contract was sole-sourced to Charles 
Grace’s company, Grace Environmental Services, a single-member LLC.  At the end of that 
seven-year term, the agreement was extended one year to January 2024.  Grace continued 
as the district general manager.  Again, there was no record of him oIicially being 
appointed the district’s general manager or taking the oath of oIice.  This was later 
confirmed by the District Attorney and Grace’s attorneys. 

Grace’s company was relatively small. 

At San Simeon’s site, he had one senior operator and a trainee.  Neither of them was full-
time in San Simeon.  In 2022, the long-time San Simeon CSD operator decided to move out 
of state.  For a half-year, the San Simeon wastewater treatment plant was operated with a 
lower-than-required skill level operator.   Grace received a notice of violation from the 
California Water Quality Control Board for doing this.  In addition, he had refused to 
disclose the names of the operators to the public.   For this, he received a violation for 
failure to adequately disclose operator credentials.  He finally disclosed that he was using 
Morro Bay employees on weekends to aid operations. 
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This thin staIing level and secrecy of operations staI and associated certification levels 
are unacceptable for contractors operating critical water and wastewater services.  During 
the Covid pandemic, there was a concern that the senior operator could become ill, leaving 
the district in a compromised position.  

The district should never be exposed to this substandard/suboptimal level of staIing and 
secret contractor staIing again. 

2023 Water Supply Emergency 

In the spring of 2023, San Simeon experienced a day or so of heavy rainfall.   This caused 
tremendous amounts of ultrafine particles to be washed into Pico Creek.  The district’s 
filtration systems were unable to filter out these ultrafine particles.   Potable water had to 
be hauled in special tankers from Cambria to San Simeon for over two days.  The water was 
pumped from a Cambria fire hydrant in front of the Veteran’s Hall. 

This heavy rainfall was a rare event.   This situation would have been avoided had the 
district upgraded its aging, undersized water storage reservoir to new, larger water storage 
tanks as have been proposed for many years.  Larger storage tanks would have provided 
several days to a week of potable water, covering periods of heavy rainfall and associated 
ultrafine particles in Pico Creek.   See the infrastructure section below for more on the 
district’s water storage challenges. 

June 2023 to Present – Abrupt Change of Services from Grace Environmental Services LLC 
Leading In-Part to the Present Unstable Situation 

In 2023 a multiyear investigation by the San Luis Obispo County District Attorney’s OIice 
concluded and found the Grace Environmental Services contracts with San Simeon CSD to 
violate state laws including conflict of interest laws.   For most of the past ten years, the 
district has been operating with an apparent conflict of interest.   The district general 
manager provided all district services via his own company. 

The final court settlement agreement eIectively required the immediate removal of 
Charles Grace as San Simeon’s General Manager.  This resolved the main conflict of 
interest and violation of state law but left the district without a general manager.   Further, 
Grace was not allowed to bid on replacement services at the end of his contract.  

The situation became unstable at that point. 

A San Simeon resident, Dr. Patrick Faverty, applied for the interim general manager position 
and was appointed interim general manager soon after that.  He remains in that position as 
of the date of this paper. 
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The new board terminated Grace Environmental Services contract entirely on September 
18, 2023.   There has been an abrupt hostile transition of operations, administration, and 
general management.  

A solid and much larger operations company was selected and has taken over water and 
wastewater operations, Fluid Resource Management.  To FRM’s credit and experience, the 
transition of water and wastewater operations was flawless.   They now have six operators 
trained on San Simeon’s water and wastewater systems. 
 

San Simeon CSD - Governance and Representation – District Board Instability 
 
In 2022, at the strong recommendation of then-District Counsel Minnery, San Simeon CSD 
was divided into five voting districts/areas to comply with the California Voting Rights Act. 
The district has two hundred registered voters.  These mini-voting areas went into eIect 
with the November 2022 elections.  In early 2023, two directors resigned.  Eventually, one 
candidate came forward for Area A.   No candidate came forward from Area C, which has 
only twenty-four registered voters.  That area remains unrepresented. 

Pew research conducted as study finding that:  “For the first time, Pew Research asked a 
question about who seeks out these oIices and found that about 2% of Americans say they 
have ever run for federal, local, or state elected oIice.” 

 So, 2% of the population seek oIice over their entire lifetime.  San Simeon has 450 
residents and 200 registered voters.  Statistically, one can conclude that it will be diIicult 
for San Simeon to fill seats in each of the tiny voting areas. 

Canvassing several other counties, the next smallest CSD that went to district voting was in 
the thousands of registered voters.   San Simeon CSD is likely the smallest community to 
redistrict in the State. 

It is more challenging for small and disadvantaged San Simeon to maintain a five-member 
board or even a three-member board.   Things get iIy with a three-member board, and 
someone is ill, on vacation, or out on business.  Board turnover presents more problems. 

San Simeon CSD is currently operating with a four-member board, which was only created 
with some resident arm-twisting. As a result, an area of the community has been left 
without representation.  

It is unlikely that the community will ever again have elections in which residents can 
choose from multiple candidates.  Instead, local and County appointments and 
uncontested elections will be the norm for San Simeon CSD.  
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The change to mini-voting districts/areas in San Simeon has raised serious concerns about 
the district's continued governance.  A community services district must have a capable 
and stable governance structure to provide critical water and wastewater services for 
present and future needs. 
 
A County Service Area provides a more stable governance structure through experienced 
staI resources and a Board of Supervisors for final decision-making.  The proposed new 
San Simeon County Service Area can have an advisory council representing the San 
Simeon community’s interests.



8 	
 

 



















 
 
SENT VIA E-MAIL ONLY  
 
DATE:  JUNE 26, 2024   
 
TO:  PATRICK FAVERTY, GENERAL MANAGER 
 PATRICK@SANSIMEONCSD.ORG  
 
FROM: ROB FITZROY, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 IMELDA MARQUEZ-VAWTER, ANALYST 
 
SUBJECT:   30-DAY REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR THE DISSOLUTION OF THE SAN 

SIMEON COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT | LAFCO FILE NO. 2-R-24 
 
Dear Patrick, 
 
Thank you for submitting the Resolution of Application to dissolve the San Simeon 
Community Services District (SSCSD). We understand that the SSCSD has faced many 
challenges over the years, and we will strive to make this process collaborative, 
effective, and efficient for the benefit of the community. As noted in our presentation to 
your Board of Directors, the dissolution process is complicated and lengthy, and given 
the unique challenges of the district, will require extensive coordination and analysis. 
We look forward to working with SSCSD, the County, and other agencies that will be 
involved in the process. We have included all referral responses, to date, from affected 
agencies in Attachment A.  
 
This letter formally documents that the application for the proposed dissolution of the 
SSCSD was received in three parts on May 24, May 28, and May 30, 2024. LAFCO staff 
have completed an initial 30-day review of the application submittal and find that the 
application is incomplete and not sufficient for filing. The application will remain on hold 
until the items requested below are submitted pursuant to Government Code Section 
56658. Once all the items requested have been submitted and the application is deemed 
complete, then a Certificate of Filing will be issued with a specified LAFCO hearing date. 
The following items are requested, in part, pursuant to Government Code Section 
56652.  
 

1. LAFCO received a referral response letter from Matthew Pontes, SLO County 
Administrative Officer, dated June 6, 2024, requesting the application be placed on hold 
to allow the County more time to review and analyze the proposal, and to allow time for 
direction and a formal decision of the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) (see 
Attachment A). It is important to note that the dissolution of any agency transferring all 
responsibilities and liabilities to another agency is a complicated endeavor that can take 
over a year to process. The process requires a comprehensive analysis of existing and 
future governance structures and the services to be provided. It requires a detailed Plan 
for Service pursuant to Government Code Section 56653. The information within the 
Plan for Service should be informed by a comprehensive analysis reflective of the 
entirety of the action.  This was not provided in the application submitted by the District, 
and such analysis is necessary for the LAFCO Commission, the County, and other 
affected agencies to make a fully informed decision when considering the dissolution.  

San Luis Obispo Local Agency Formation Commission 
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The Plan for Service submitted by the District provides some information related to potential benefits, 
reduced costs, etc.; however, the information contained therein does not encompass the entirety of the 
proposed dissolution.  
 
As such, the application will be placed on hold, in part, until the County and District analyzes the impacts 
of dissolution and other alternatives, the BOS provides direction and ultimately takes action on the 
matter, and a Plan for Service informed by a comprehensive analysis is provided.  
 

2. A key aspect is whether this application will include the formation of a County Service Area (CSA). Please 
be advised that the application submitted by the SSCSD consists solely of a dissolution. Moreover, there 
are several ways this application could transpire and evolve through agency coordination noted above; 
LAFCO will need clarification and direction from SSCSD and the County on which path is intended and 
being proposed.  
 
If the County wishes to pursue the formation of a CSA concurrently with the proposed dissolution, then 
the application would need to be modified to include both the dissolution of SSCSD and the formation of 
a CSA. In this case, the proposal would be considered a reorganization as defined in Government Code 
Section 56073. SSCSD and the County would need to provide LAFCO with a revised Resolution of 
Application, with all associated documents as outlined in the application packet. This would include, but 
not be limited to, a revised resolution from each applicable Board, Plan for Services, and a map and legal 
description of the proposed CSA. 
 

3. As noted, no comprehensive analysis was prepared to inform the submitted Plan for Service that reflects 
the entirety of the dissolution. The costs, assets, liabilities, etc. that would be transferred/born to the 
County were not identified, nor were future rates to the existing community projected. However, we 
recognize that the submitted Plan for Services states that County input and analysis were not included 
and would be necessary. Depending on the outcome of the dissolution application and whether this 
ultimately becomes a reorganization, the Plan for Services document will need to be updated accordingly. 
 
As currently proposed, input on the Plan for Services is required from the County, as the successor 
agency, and should contain the information outlined in the “Plan for Services Requirements” section of 
the LAFCO Application and comply with Government Code Section 56653. This document should also 
contain analysis related to cost, time, and staffing to take on the responsibilities for winding up the affairs 
of the dissolved district and determine if they plan to pursue the formation of a CSA. If it is determined 
that the County intends to pursue CSA formation, then the Plan for Services should provide an analysis 
related to costs, time, and staffing to take on the responsibilities as a newly formed CSA.  
 
The final plan for transferring services to the County needs to include all agreed-upon arrangements for 
the County to assume all the district’s responsibilities, including financing/funding at a defined level of 
service, transfers of any district assets, and any terms and conditions from any party. Please know when 
processing a change of organization or reorganization the Commission may impose one or more of the 
terms and conditions outlined in Government Code Section 56886 or other conditions of approval.   
 

4. As SSCSD is aware, there was a legacy “Outside User Agreement” of 50 years with State Parks.  This 
agreement has since expired.  SSCSD’s proposal states that the service area being transferred to the 
County would only consist of the existing CSD boundary. Clarification is needed as to how State Parks 
would continue to obtain service, as they are an existing customer of SSCSD.  If a CSA is formed, the 
affected State Parks area currently served by SSCSD would need to be included in its boundary. Due to 
regulatory changes, an outside user agreement would no longer be a feasible option, so any future 
boundary change or formation will need to address this issue.   

Patrick Faverty
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5. A Property Tax Agreement must be approved by resolution by the Board of Supervisors to transfer 

property tax revenues and annual tax increment from SSCSD. This is a required step and involves the 
County Auditor/Assessor and the State Board of Equalization. This process adjusts the Tax Rate Areas due 
to the Dissolution of the District. We have already given notice of application to the County Assessor and 
Auditor, as required by law. However, we understand many aspects of the dissolution are not yet known, 
and in particular, it is not known if the County as a Successor Agency would choose to pursue the 
formation of a CSA and how, if, and when taxes would be transferred.  Once the aforementioned details 
are resolved, the appropriate path for the tax exchange process will be identified.  
 

6. Advisement. A critical step in the process is the protest proceedings. We recommend early coordination 
and community involvement. If LAFCO approves the dissolution, a protest period would follow as 
required under Government Code Section 57092. SSCSD registered voters and landowners will have an 
opportunity to protest any action of LAFCO, and if certain thresholds are met, it could affect the overall 
outcome. If at least 25% of landowners who own at least 25% of assessed value within SSCSD protest 
during the protest proceedings OR if at least 25% of registered voters file a protest during protest 
proceedings, then the item goes to an election. If LAFCO receives 50% or more protests from the 
registered voters residing in SSCSD, then the action shall be terminated pursuant to Government Code 
Section 57078, without an election.  
 

7. Advisement. The proposed dissolution requires discretionary action of the Commission.  As such, the 
proposed dissolution is subject to environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act.  
Based on the status of the proposed dissolution at this time it is not possible to make an environmental 
determination.  Once sufficient details of the proposed dissolution are known, LAFCO will be able to make 
a determination as to how the California Environmental Quality Act will be complied with.  

 
 

 
Once we receive the requested information, the application will be reviewed for completeness. Other 
information needs or questions may arise as our review of the application continues. If you have any 
questions or would like to arrange a meeting, please let us know. Thank you. 

 
 
 

Attachment A: Referral Response letters from Affected Agencies   
 

cc.   Brian Pierik, LAFCO Legal Counsel  
  Matthew Pontes, SLO County Administrative Officer 
  Rebecca Campbell, SLO County Assistant Administrative Officer 
  Jacqueline Diamond, SSCSD Board Director 
  Karina Tiwana, SSCSD Board Director 
  Michae Donohue, SSCSD Board Director 
  Holly Le, SSCSD Board Director 
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June 21, 2024 
 
Rob Fitzroy  
Executive Officer, Local Agency Formation Commission   
1042 Pacific Street Suite A 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
 
Subject: LAFCO No. 2-R-24 | Dissolution of San Simeon Community Service District 
 
Dear Mr. Fitzroy, 
 
The San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) staff appreciates the opportunity to review the LAFCO 
No. 2-R-24: Dissolution of San Simeon Community Service District application. The State of California and 
Federal Highways Administration designate SLOCOG as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) and 
the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), respectively, for the region.  While SLOCOG does not have 
permit or regulatory authority for land use proposals, SLOCOG is responsible for planning the long-term viability 
of the regional surface transportation system, and for programming funds to achieve the objectives of the 
adopted 2023 Regional Transportation Plan (2023 RTP). The 2023 RTP is the blueprint for our region’s future 
transportation system and thrives to accommodate growth while improving the quality of life for the region’s 
residents. 

After reviewing the application, SLOCOG staff does not have a position on the dissolution of the San Simeon 
CSD. However, the application mentioned that the district-maintained roads are “in disrepair as maintenance 
has not been properly funded.” The application showcases a larger problem that is not inherent solely to San 
Simeon. Our region does not spend enough on transportation to maintain and improve our systems. Most of our 
cities are unable to keep up with needed road maintenance.  Costs have increased, but revenues have not. The 
unincorporated county and its communities continue to see the average road condition decline. Since 2017, this 
decline has continued and will continue without an influx of new funding.   

San Simeon is largely a visitor serving area and under the current unincorporated funding structure, visitors do 
not contribute to the repair of these local roads. Twenty-five counties in California have a dedicated funding 
source that is guaranteed for transportation and road maintenance. We don't. Earlier this year, SLOCOG polled 
and engaged with the public to consider developing a voter ballot measure that would result in new, dedicated 
funds for road maintenance and transportation improvements. Efforts were halted in May; however, the need 
for new funds persists.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input. We wish you and all parties involved continued success. If 
there are any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (805) 788-2002 or jworthley@slocog.org.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 

James Worthley, SLOCOG Deputy Director                         

https://slocog.org/programs/regional-planning/2023-rtp
Patrick Faverty
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1. Background 

San Simeon is a small unincorporated community on California’s central coast in San Luis 
Obispo County. San Simeon is bordered on the west side by the Pacific Ocean, on east side by 
Hearst Corporation-owned open space, and by California State Parks property on the north and 
south sides. Pico Creek is a perennial stream bordering the community on the north. The 
community is approximately 100 acres in area and consists of residential and tourist-centric 
commercial properties. Per the 2020 census, the San Simeon population is 445 with 296 
housing units. The San Simeon Community Services District (SSCSD) provides water and 
wastewater services to the community. See Figure 1 for the location of San Simeon. 

 

Figure 1 – System Location 

Potable and fire-suppression water for the community is provided by two primary groundwater 
wells which draw from the Pico creek-influenced groundwater basin. Groundwater is treated 
using various treatment technologies, depending on groundwater quality, and stored in a 
150,000 gallon reservoir. Potable water is distributed to approximately 225 customers through a 
network of pressurized water distribution pipes. The water distribution network was constructed 
during the 1960s and 1970s as San Simeon was constructed, and is mostly constructed of 
Asbestos Cement Pipe (ACP). 

On May 30, 2024, SSCSD submitted an application for dissolution to the County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCo). In considering this dissolution application, the County has 
tasked NBS and Schaaf & Wheeler (as a subconsultant to NBS) with providing a summary of 
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SSCSD’s water system assets, their condition, and any known or anticipated deficiencies. 
Specifically, within the context of this report, Schaaf & Wheeler provides: 

 A summary of existing water system assets, including their age, condition, and remaining 
useful life. 

 Detailed descriptions of existing or anticipated deficiencies, and the likely cost for 
remedying them. 

 Feasibility analysis of alternative water system configurations to meet the current and 
future needs of the community. 

2. Water System Assets 

2.1 Water System Description 

The existing SSCSD water system extracts water through one of two primary wells located to 
the north of SSCSD’s office and pumps the water to a treatment building located adjacent to the 
SSCSD office. After treatment, the water is pumped to a partially buried, 150,000-gallon 
reservoir. The water distribution system is gravity-fed from the reservoir, providing water 
services to residential and commercial properties as well as fire protection throughout the 
community. An overview of the water system is shown in Figure 2. 

SSCSD contracts with Fluid Resource Management (FRM) to operate the system. FRM has 
been the contract operator for approximately 3 years, and thus, their knowledge of the system is 
limited to their experiences. 

 

Figure 2 – Water System Overview 
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2.1.1 Existing System Components  

Conversations with the system operator from FRM indicate that the water supply system is in 
overall good condition, with the only area of particular concern noted as the reservoir. While 
each component of the water system is summarized and described below with an estimate of its 
remaining useful life, it should be emphasized that with the exception of the reservoir, none of 
the existing facilities require immediate repair or replacement. 

2.1.1.1 Wells 

As previously discussed, SSCSD owns and operates two primary wells that are located 
adjacent to each other approximately 200 feet northwest of the SSCSD office and approximately 
350 feet south of Pico Creek. Per conversations with FRM, the wells are relatively shallow at a 
depth of approximately 50 feet below ground level. The wells currently produce approximately 
80 acre-feet per year (AFY) or about 71,400 gallons per day (GPD) according the Water 
Assessment report from Akel Engineering. The amount of production from the wells generally 
meets current domestic demands from San Simeon. Each well is equipped with a submersible 
well pump. Also on the well site is a CMU building that houses electrical components and 
chemical metering pumps. Though the exact age is unknown, the existing well equipment, 
piping, pumps, building, and electrical equipment are in good condition, with the only visible 
signs of distress being corrosion of certain exterior components which is common given the 
site’s proximity to the ocean. 

With proper maintenance and continued upkeep, we estimate that the wells and their 
appurtenances have 20 to 25 years of useful life remaining, with the following caveats:  

 Operators noted that the standby generator is not in good condition, and likely should be 
replaced. 

 Rotating mechanical equipment like pumps, typically has a replacement interval between 
10 and 15 years. 

 Typically, shallow wells can have lifespans of 50 years or more, depending on the 
materials of construction. The two existing wells were constructed in 1952 and 1967. 
Though there are no indications of an imminent well failure, the two existing wells are 
past their typical expected lifespan, and it would be prudent to budget for their 
replacement. Schaaf & Wheeler also noted that the existing concrete well pedestals do 
not appear to conform to modern dimensions required by the California Division of 
Drinking Water (DDW). This should be addressed as part of a future well rehabilitation 
project. 

It is important to note that the maximum identified fire flow shown in the water master plan is 
6,000 gallons per minute (GPM) for a duration of four hours – totalling 1.44 million gallons of fire 
storage. California fire code requires fire storage to be replenished in no more than eight hours. 
To achieve this, a nominal well production and treatment system capacity of 3,000 GPM is 
required. However, with the existing well production, the water system lacks the means of 
providing for the required refill rate. The system is likely to remain noncompliant regardless of 
improvements made, and alternative fire protection strategies should be considered. 

If a water source capable of meeting the required fire flow replenishment rate were available, 
the treatment systems would need to be substantially upsized to accommodate the substantially 
increased flow with a minimum required capacity of 3,000 GPM.  
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2.1.1.2 Treatment System 

From the wells, the water is pumped to the water treatment building, located adjacent to the 
SSCSD office. The treatment building houses two separate treatment technologies – each used 
independently of the other. Because the equipment is housed in a building it is likely that the 
useful life can be extended, since it is not regularly exposed to inclement weather conditions or 
corrosive ocean air: 

 To the maximum extent possible, the water is treated using a cartridge filter system. The 
filter system has a maximum capacity of 185 GPM, which limits the refill rate of the 
reservoir should high system demands drain it. Based on observation of the system, it is 
in very good condition and we estimate that the filter system has 10 to 15 years of useful 
life remaining. Operators indicated some uncertainty with the ability to obtain 
replacement filters, which has led them stockpile a six-week inventory. Should 
replacement filters become unavailable, replacement of the filtration system may be 
required before physical conditions require it. 

 When the groundwater contains elevated chlorides, the water is treated using a reverse 
osmosis (RO) treatment system. The capacity of the RO system is 266.5 GPM of 
permeate with a feed flow of 325 GPM. The treatment system is approximately 10 years 
old, and is in good condition. No issues with the RO system were noted by the operators 
or observed during our field visit. With an assumed life span of 25 years, the RO system 
likely has 15 to 20 years of useful life remaining. 

 

2.1.1.3 Reservoir 

After treatment, the water is pumped to a partially buried concrete reservoir with a nominal 
storage capacity of 150,000 gallons. Upon observation of the reservoir, the roof is in need of 
replacement, and the interior condition of the structure and lining is unknown. Water system 
operators indicate a need to replace the reservoir due to its age and condition. Furthermore, as 
indicated in SSCSD’s water master plan, approximately 1.6 million gallons of water storage is 
required for the water system. As such, the existing reservoir should be replaced as indicated in 
the SSCSD water master plan. 

2.1.1.4 Distribution System 

From the reservoir, water travels to the distribution system for use by the end users and to 
provide fire protection. Much of the existing distribution system was constructed in the 1950s 
and 1960s out of ACP. The nominal design life for ACP is 50 years, but many cases have been 
documented where ACP has been in service for 70 to 100 years with favorable installation 
conditions. Operators indicated no issues like no sedimentation build up or excess flushing with 
the existing distribution system. The water master plan does indicate upsizing and/or 
replacement of the majority of the water system as well as the construction of several new 
pipelines and looping dead-end lines to increase fire flow capacity of the system and improve 
residual pressures in the system. In total, 11 pipelines are identified for upsizing while five new 
pipe segments are identified. Additionally, five new fire hydrants are identified as part of the 
master plan. Replacement pipelines are expected to be AWWA C900 PVC which has a nominal 
100-year design life. As such, it is prudent to budget for replacing 1% of SSCSD’s water pipe 
annually. This could be extrapolated to replacing 10% every 10 years in order to make 
replacement project meaningful in size.  Although this may need to be accelerated drastically to 
prevent issues from the existing pipes exceeding their service life. 
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2.2 Improvement Schedule 

Wells – As mentioned in the previous section, the shallow wells are in good condition and with 
proper maintenance the wells and their appurtenances likely have 20 to 25 years of useful life 
remaining. However, the existing wells are, for all intents and purposes, at the end of their useful 
planning life even though they are currently in good working order. As such, it is prudent to plan 
for their replacement as soon as possible. Practically speaking, each well should be replaced in 
a phased approach, as budget allows so that consistent water production can be maintained. 
Along with the wells, the generator is also in need of replacement and should be planned 
accordingly. 

Treatment System – The existing treatment systems are in good working order and expected 
to have 10-20 years of useful life remaining, depending on the treatment system. Stockpiling of 
replacement filters when available is required as the availability of them in the future is not 
known. If filters are no longer available or manufactured, replacement of the system will be 
required. 

Reservoir – The existing reservoir is the most critical item for immediate replacement and 
should be replaced as soon as possible. Per SSCSD’s master plan, the amount of required 
storage is 1.6 million gallons. This is necessary to maintain safe drinking water, meet Division of 
Drinking Water standards, and provide critical fire storage. 

Distribution System – As previously indicated, it is recommended to budget for replacing at 
least 1% of the distribution system annually, though that timeline may need to accelerate 
depending on future conditions of the pipeline. By replacing 1% annually, pipeline replacement 
budgets can be aligned with an expected pipeline life of 100 years. 

Fire Protection – In it’s current configuration, the system is not capable of meeting the current 
fire flow demands of 6,000 GPM for 4 hours. Construction of substantially increased storage 
capacity would allow the existing system to meet the fire flow requirements, but without a source 
capable of refilling the tank in 8 hours, the system would remain noncompliant. As discussed 
below, the high cost and lack of such large available source means that the system is likely to 
remain noncompliant regardless of improvements made, and alternative fire protection 
strategies should be considered. 

2.3 Improvement Costs and Replacement Costs 

Estimated costs to construct the identified improvements are shown in Table 1. Table 1 also 
includes present-value replacement costs of equipment not currently needing replacement to 
serve is an inventory of total water system assets. Note that costs are presented in May 2026 
dollars, and a 30% contingency is included to account for project uncertainty. Also included is a 
15% design and administration contingency. These costs do not include operational costs like 
electricity, replacement parts, and other operating costs. 
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Table 1 – Preliminary Replacement Cost Estimate (May 2026) 

 

3. Alternative Service Options 

Considering the water needs of the community there are two potential alternatives for supply 
San Simeon with the necessary water; service from Cambria, and a desalination system. No 
other local municipalities or water service providers exist in proximity to San Simeon. 

3.1 Alternative Discussion 

Service from Cambria – It may be technically feasible to obtain water service from Cambria 
through the construction of a new transmission pump station and pipeline, running parallel to 
Highway 1 but the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) does not have sufficient water 
available to meet the current water demands within its existing service area. As of August 2025, 
there are a total of 676 single family, multi-family, and commercial properties on the water 
waitlist for CCSD. Because CCSD does not currently have sufficient water to meet its own 
demand, it is not considered a viable alternative, and is not considered further. 
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Desalination System – A seawater desalination system would provide San Simeon with a 
locally controlled, drought-resilient water supply that is independent of imported water or 
groundwater basin constraints. However, it is a capital-intensive, energy-dependent, and 
operationally complex system that would be heavily scrutinized, particularly along the Central 
Coast. Key hurdles include: 
 

 Infrastructure limitations – Desalination is energy-intensive, it is not clear that there is 
sufficient electrical capacity to provide reliable power. 

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR.  Furthermore, 
construction will require a coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission. 
Additional state and federal permitting would be required from CDFW, DDW, RWQCB, 
USACE, NOAA/NMFS, and local agencies. Typically, desalination projects require more 
than 20 permits. 

 Potential Public Opposition – Environmental watchdog groups concerned about coastal 
development and environmental impacts. 

 Timeline – Navigating the hurdles and challenges of constructing and permitting a 
desalination system for San Simeon is likely to take 10 or more years. 

 
Ideally, the desalination system would have a capacity of at least 3,000 GPM to meet the 
required fire tank refill rate, but doing so will substantially oversize the system for regular 
operation. If constructed, a Desalination system should be sized to accommodate the maximum 
day demand, as identified in the water system master plan. Sizing for the maximum day 
demand will not allow for a fast enough tank refill, but it may be possible to coordinate with the 
fire marshal to develop alternative, acceptable methods of compliance such as additional fire 
storage. 

3.2 Alternative Costs 

The estimated costs to implement the desalination system identified in section 3.1 is shown in 
Table 2. Note that costs are presented in May 2026 dollars, and a 30% contingency is included 
to account for project uncertainty. Also included is a 15% design and administration contingency. 
Table 3 has an additional cost for permitting related to desalination plants. 
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Table 2 – Preliminary Desalination Plant Cost Estimate (2025)  

 

4. Summary 

The SSCSD water distribution system, including wells, pipelines, and reservoir, is at the end of 
its service life and requires replacement of all items, some more immediate than others as 
discussed above. The treatment system is in good working order and expected to have 10-20 
years of useful life remaining.  

The reservoir is a strong candidate for replacement and should occur as soon as practical. 
Replacement of the existing reservoir with a larger one fit for fire flow demands is estimated to 
cost approximately $5 million alone.  

Connection to Cambria is not considered viable since they do not have sufficient supply for their 
current demands. 

Alternatively, adding a desalination plant to the system would eliminate the need for new wells 
as there would be a constant supply of potable water from the desalination plant. The cost to 
install a desalination plant is approximately $14.7 million.  
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1. Background 

San Simeon is a small unincorporated community on California’s central coast in San Luis 
Obispo County. San Simeon is bordered on the west side by the Pacific Ocean, on east side by 
Hearst Castle State Park-owned open space, and by California State Parks property on the 
north and south sides. The community is approximately 100 acres in area and consists of 
residential and tourist-centric commercial properties. Per the 2020 census, the San Simeon 
population is 445 with 296 housing units. The San Simeon Community Services District 
(SSCSD) provides water and wastewater services to the community. See Figure 1 for the 
location of San Simeon. 

 

Figure 1 – System Location 

San Simeon has a wastewater treatment plant located on 9245 Balboa Avenue that receives 
wastewater from the community as well as from the nearby Hearst Castle State Park.  

On May 30, 2024, SSCSD submitted an application for dissolution to the County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCo). In considering this dissolution application, the County has 
tasked NBS and Schaaf & Wheeler (as a subconsultant to NBS) with providing a summary of 
SSCSD’s water system assets, their condition, and any known or anticipated deficiencies. 
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2. Wastewater System Assets 

2.1 Sanitary Sewer System Description 

The existing SSCSD wastewater system collects wastewater from the community mostly 
through 6-inch VCP, which was largely constructed in the 1960s and 1970s. The amount of 
gravity pipe in their system, not including the pipe coming from the Hearst Castle State Park 
area, is approximately 1.6 miles. SSCSD has contracted with Fluid Resource Management 
(FRM) to operate the wastewater system. An overview of the wastewater system is shown in 
Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2 – Wastewater System Map 

2.1.1 Existing System Components 

Conversations with the system operator from FRM, field observations and statements from the 
San Simeon CSD Master Plan indicate that the wastewater system requires improvements to 
multiple items. There are three main concerns observed during the field visit:  

• Water infiltration into gravity system. 

• Reduced structural integrity in surrounding walls of treatment plant and in basins. 

• Relocation of the entire wastewater treatment plant. 

Each component of the wastewater system is described and summarized with an estimate of its 
remaining useful life. It is important to note that the only documentation provided for the review 
of the wastewater system was the previously-prepared wastewater master plan. Schaaf & 
Wheeler has no records of CCTV inspections or detailed system history. 
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2.1.1.1 Gravity Pipe and Manholes 

SSCSD owns the 1.6-mile-long gravity sewer system, and FRM is responsible for maintenance. 
Most of the gravity pipeline consists of 6-inch vitrified clay pipe (VCP), with a single 8-inch VCP 
line that connects to the headworks vault at the entrance to the wastewater treatment plant 
(WWTP). Older VCP, such as that installed in San Simeon, is typically installed without 
gasketed joints and these joints tend to leak over time. Additionally, VCP is very brittle and 
prone to cracks and breaks, which can allow for additional infiltration. Based on the age of the 
system, the existing VCP sewer mains are past their service life. Visual observation of the pipe 
was only performed at manhole connections, but the pipes appear to be in standard condition 
and can provide service with the following considerations: 

• Conducting CCTV inspections for all pipelines would provide a more accurate 
assessment of their condition.  

• As stated in the Master Plan, an option for extending the life of the pipelines is to install a 
Cured-in-Place piping (CIPP) liner throughout.  

• Operators noted increased flows during wet-weather, indicating inflow and/or infiltration 
into the system. Damaged VCP is a common source of infiltration in aging sewer 
systems. 

It is important to note that in the Master Plan, there are a total of four pipelines identified for 
upsizing; two on Castillo Dr, one at the end of San Simeon Ave and across the WWTP into the 
headworks vault. The pipelines would be upsized to 8-inch PVC pipe and one 10-inch PVC for 
the pipeline to the headworks vault. The total amount of pipe upsized is about 1,200 linear feet. 

The system includes a total of 29 sewer manholes. FRM staff observed a significant increase in 
wastewater influent to the treatment plant during the wet season and visually confirmed water 
infiltration into manholes during system checks. While operators have noted infiltration at 
manholes, they appear to be in satisfactory structural condition with no visible signs of corrosion 
or degradation. However, the manholes showing signs of infiltration should be repaired or 
replaced as soon as possible. Repairing the leaking manholes will allow continued use for the 
next 50 years. Items to consider: 

• Conducting video inspections of all manholes would help identify which structures 
require rehabilitation, and which do not..  

In the Master Plan, it is proposed that there is an addition of a new manhole on Castillo Drive.  

2.1.1.2 Wastewater Treatment Plant 

The wastewater system for the entire community converges at a headworks vault adjacent to 
the treatment plant, and it goes through common stages of treatment. First, it passes through 
screening, then grit and sludge removal. After that, it enters the aeration basins, followed by 
final sedimentation and disinfection before being discharged to an ocean outfall. 
 
During the field observation, an aeration basin was empty, and cracks and fractures showed 
infiltration stains. The aeration basins also contained corroded piping that needs to be 
addressed. The perimeter of the WWTP included numerous fence posts that were severely 
corroded at the base and were supported by older, already corroded posts. The concrete walls 
supporting the fence line were fractured where the posts met them, and rebar was exposed at 
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the top where the fence posts would connect. Other equipment, such as generators, was also 
substantially corroded. Photos are attached showing these observations. Given the age amd 
poor condition of much of the core WWTP infrastructure, we estimate it has exceeded its useful 
life, though continued operation is clearly possible through diligent monitoring and repairs. 
 
Despite potential ongoing maintenance and repairs that may extend the facility’s operation,  the 
California Coastal Commission issued a Coastal Development Permit for San Simeon 
Community Services District (CDP 3-19-0020) that states the WWTP requires relocation by July 
11, 2029. This limits the amount and types of repairs that can be conducted to the WWTP to 
only maintenance and repairs critical to continued WWTP operation.  
 

2.1.1.3 Historical and Current Waste Discharge Requirements 

The Central Coast Regional Water Board issued Order No. R3-2022-0003 for Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDR) for the San Simeon WWTP in 2022. This order supersedes the previous 
one (R3-2013-0021) from 2013. According to the permits, the facility permitted flow is 0.2 MGD 
(daily average dry-weather flow) and 0.45 MGD (peak wet weather flow). The facility design flow 
is also 0.2 MGD (average dry-weather flow). Tables 2-1 and 2-3 summarizes the WDR 
requirements for the WWTP. 

Table 2-1: San Simeon WDR Flow Requirements 

Year 
Maximum Daily 

Flow (MGD) 
Average Daily Dry-

Weather Flow (MGD) 

2009 0.16 0.085 

2010 0.20 0.095 

2011 0.20 0.093 

2015 0.161 0.086 

2016 0.180 0.093 

2017 0.331 0.092 

2018 0.289 0.079 

2019 0.158 0.088 

2020 0.144 0.064 

 

The years from 2012 – 2014 were not included in this table as they were not added in either 
General Permit order numbers. For 2020, the values are below average, likely there was less 
demand for motel/hotel use during that time due to the Covid-19 pandemic. If the average 
monthly flows were to exceed the 0.2 MGD stated in the WDR, San Simeon may be subject to 
administrative or civil liability, criminal penalties and/or other enforcement remedies. 
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A draft feasibility study from MKN & Associates mentions additional historical flow data for San 
Simeon from 2019 through 2025. A summary of the data containing average and maximum 
annual flows are in Table 2-2 below. 

Table 2-2: San Simeon Historical Flows 

Year 
Average Annual 
Flow, AAF (MGD) 

Maximum Month 
Flow, MMF (MGD) 

Peak Day Flow, 
PDF (MGD) 

2019 0.088 0.106 0.201 

2020 0.063 0.081 0.144 

2021 0.062 0.082 0.379 

2022 0.060 0.077 0.160 

2023 0.070 0.105 0.257 

2024 0.070 0.116 0.261 

2025 0.058 0.069 0.179 

 
Table 2-3: San Simeon WDR Loading Requirements 
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2.1.1.4 Permit Conditions Associated with CDP 3-19-0020 

The California Coastal Commission issued a Coastal Development Permit for San Simeon 
Community Services District (CDP 3-19-0020) on July 18, 2019. The permit is fairly limiting in 
allowable improvements to the WWTP – allowing only maintenance and repairs critical to 
continued WWTP operation. Furthermore, CDP 3-19-0020 requires the relocation of the WWTP 
by July 11, 2029. While CDP 3-19-0020 does have the potential to extend the date due for 
WWTP relocation at the 5 year check-in, Schaaf & Wheeler has no knowledge of SSCSD’s 
efforts to extend this deadline.    

2.1.2 Wastewater Treatment Plant Relocation 

A WWTP siting study performed by Rincon Consultants, Inc. reviewed and developed alternate 
locations in San Simeon for the relocation of the existing WWTP. This study used multiple 
criteria to screen potential properties that would meet the needs of a relocated WWTP. The 
study is included as an appendix. The list of criteria from the report included:  

- Size: areas approximately one-acre or greater in size. 

- Topography: Flat or gently sloping topography considered and not steep slopes or on or 
near coastal bluffs. 

- Land Use Designations and Zoning: County of San Luis Obispo North Coast Area Plan 
and Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance were considered. 

- Sensitive Receptors: potential impacts to neighboring properties resulting from 
construction and operation of the WWTP, including odor, noise and obstruction of ocean 
views. 

- Visibility: where general visibility was limited, including visibility from roads, residences 
or hotels, and the beach. 

- Important Farmland: the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP) was referenced to determine the presence of Prime or 
Unique Farmland and with the intent of avoiding those areas. 

- Biological Resources: areas not supporting sensitive habitat or special-status plant and 
animal species were considered. 

- Cultural Resources: consideration was given to areas that have been previously 
disturbed, as the areas are not likely to contain important cultural resources. 

Rincon located nine potential sites, labeled A through I with the map shown in Figure 3. 
Reviewing the criteria for all nine potential sites and Rincon rejected seven of them. The 
remaining two potential sites, D and E, were deemed satisfactory with the caveats of possibly 
requiring an amendment to the North Coast Area Plan to change the land use designation to 
Public Facility and a zone change. However there was recently an application with the Planning 
department for adding multi-family homes for site D. This potentially limits the relocation site to 
site E instead. Whicher site is ultimately settled on, the property would need to be acquired by 
the SSCSD.  
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Figure 3 – Potential WWTP Relocation Site Map 

2.1.3 Current and Legacy Agreements of SSCSD 

According to the San Simeon CSD Master Plan the WWTP provides services to the San 
Simeon community’s wastewater and the nearby Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument.  
 
San Simeon had a fifty-year agreement for California State Parks’ Hearst Castle Visitor’s Center 
and San Simeon Village (Hearst Ranch houses, Hearst Ranch Winery and Sebastian’s Deli). 
The agreement allowed a wastewater capacity total of 50,000 gpd to be treated by San 
Simeon’s WWTP. The agreement recently expired in 2021 and a new agreement and billing 
arrangement are required for wastewater services for the Hearst San Simeon Historical 
Monument. Though a formal agreement isn’t in place, SSCSD continues to receive and treat 
sewage from the Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. This inflow is discharged into the 
SSCSD sewer system at a manhole near the intersection of Highway 1 and Pico Ave. 
 
Given the previous agreement, and current accommodations, Schaaf & Wheeler recommends 
that any selected alternative continue to provide sewer treatment services to the Hearst San 
Simeon Historical Monument. 

2.2 Improvement Schedule 

Collection System – As previously indicated, the collection system is beyond its estimated 
design life based on age and materials of construction, though it is still serving its purpose. 
Assuming a 10 year rehabilitation period for budgeting purposes, it is prudent to budget for 
rehabilitating 10% of SSCSD’s collection system annually using  Cured-In-Place Pipe lining as 
mentioned in the Master Plan. The four segments of pipe that were recommended upsizing per 
the Master Plan (as previously described) can likely be replaced using pipe bursting methods. 
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Manholes – Manholes should be rehabilitated at the same time that the pipes connecting to 
them are rehabilitated. As such, SSCSD should budget for rehabilitating 10% of the manholes 
annually.  

Wastewater Treatment Plant – Per the CDP permit requirements, the existing treatment plant 
requires relocation immediately, by July 11, 2029. As such, SSCSD should budget for the plant 
relocation as soon as possible. In order to avoid a wholesale reconfiguration of the collection 
system, it is assumed that a below-grade sewage pump station would be installed at the 
headworks of the existing treatment plant to convey the sewage to the replacement treatment 
plant. As discussed later in this report, the fastest feasible timeline for replacement of the 
wastewater treatment plant is 5 to 10 years. SSCSD should convey this information to the 
coastal commission and amend the permit to extend the expiration of the CDP 3-19-0020 
permit, if possible. 

2.3 Improvement Costs 

The estimated costs to implement the improvements and equipment replacements identified in 
section 2.2 are shown in the table below. Note that costs are presented in 2026 dollars, and a 
30% contingency is included to account for project uncertainty. Also included is a 30% design 
and administration contingency to account for substantial permitting efforts anticipated. 

Table 2-4: Preliminary Replacement Cost Estimate (May 2026) 
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3. Alternative Service Options 

3.1 Connection to Cambria 

While repairing, upgrading and relocating the existing system is an immediate option, the other 
viable alternative option is connecting to the nearby Cambria system for wastewater services. 
There are no other nearby communities with the operational and managerial capacity to receive 
and treat wastewater from San Simeon. This alternative would involve comparable 
environmental, real estate, and engineering efforts, along with a similar project timeline. 

3.1.1 Cambria Description 

The town of Cambria is located about 5 miles southeast of San Simeon, with a population of 
6,038 as of 2023. The sanitary sewer collection system includes 10 lift stations and 59 miles of 
gravity sewer and force mains1. The discharge from the system travels to Cambria’s WWTP that 
was originally constructed in 1970 and upgraded in 1995 to improve the plant’s ability to reliably 
meet the discharge requirements by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  

With new General Order R3-2020-0020, Cambria’s WWTP is permitted for design flow of 0.99 
MGD and a peak design capacity of 2.5 million gallons per day (MGD) during storm events. A 
draft feasibility study from MKN & Associates shows the historical flows for Cambria from 2019 – 
2025. A table summarizing those inflows to the WWTP are shown below. 

  

Table 3-1: Cambria Historical Flows 

Year 
Average Annual 
Flow, AAF (MGD) 

Maximum Month 
Flow, MMF (MGD) 

Peak Day Flow, 
PDF (MGD) 

2019 0.601 0.990 1.418 

2020 0.514 0.616 0.867 

2021 0.543 0.697 2.632 

2022 0.483 0.648 1.327 

2023 0.629 1.194 2.302 

2024 0.598 1.085 1.694 

2025 0.519 0.636 1.138 

 

Cambria’s average annual flows are well below the design flow given by the General Order. 
From San Simeon’s Master Plan, San Simeon’s average wet weather flow from the Master Plan 
is 81,900 gallons per day (gpd) or about 0.082 MGD. Taking Cambria’s current inflows into 
account, the Cambria WWTP would likely be able to accommodate this small increase of daily 

 
1 Referenced from Cambria Sewer System Management Plan, 2018. 
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wastewater inflow. Detailed negotiations with Cambria are required to verify the feasibility and 
acceptability of this connection.  

San Simeon’s flow into Cambria’s WWTP will be treated to the effluent limits from their General 
Order No. R3-2020-0020. Cambria’s effluent limits are shown in the table below.  

Table 3-2: General Order No. R3-2020-0020 Summary 

 

3.1.2 Hydraulics to Cambria 

The profile between San Simeon and Cambria is not flat, containing three peaks along Highway 
1. Figure 4 shows the profile across the approximately five-mile span. The connection point for 
the wastewater alternative is at around the midpoint of this profile at Exotic Gardens Rd. Figure 
5 will show its profile. There are several pumping options for transferring wastewater to 
Cambria. 

 

Figure 4 – Topographic Profile from San Simeon (Left) to Cambria (Right) 
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Figure 5 – Topographic Profile from San Simeon (Left) to Exotic Gardens (Right) 

Schaaf & Wheeler analyzed a single pump station and dual pump station configuration for 
conveying sewage from San Simeon to Cambria. In general, both configurations are viable, and 
would utilize 6-inch diameter force mains.  

For the single pump station configuration, a station would be constructed at the SSCSD WWTP 
plant head works, and pump through a dedicated force main to the connection point on Exotic 
Garden Rd. We anticipate that sufficient power would be available at the SSCSD WWTP to 
serve the anticipated 20 horsepower pumps. 

The dual pump station option would include a pump station at the SSCSD WWTP and a second 
pump station near San Simeon Creek Bridge. While sufficient power is present at the SSCSD 
WWTP, it is unlikely that sufficient electrical service exists at any of the midpoints. A new 
electrical service should be planned for at the second pump station site. 

3.1.3 Cost to Cambria 

Connecting to Cambria’s WWTP will require pump station(s) as outlined above. It will require 
coordinating with Caltrans and Cambria Community Services District to know where trenching 
will occur on Highway 1 and within the city limits of Cambria. These kinds of costs are difficult to 
estimate without further contact and coordination with these entities. The cost of both pump 
station alternatives are shown in Table 3-3 and  Table 3-4. 
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Table 3-3: Preliminary San Simeon to Cambria Single PS Cost Estimates (May 2026) 
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Table 3-4: Preliminary San Simeon to Cambria Dual PS Cost Estimate (May 2026) 

 

The estimates shown above do not include costs associated with extending necessary electrical 
services to sites not currently supplied with sufficient electrical power. Considering this, the 
single pump option is likely the most viable option, but a number of hurdles still exist, including: 

 Development of interagency agreements defining long term pricing structure, priority of 
service definitions, and agreement duration and exit clauses. 

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR as well as 
coordination with Caltrans for potential encroachment into their ROW. Furthermore, 
construction may require a coastal development permit from the California Coastal 
Commission. 

 Potential Public Opposition – Public perception as to “why should Cambria take San 
Simeon’s sewage?”. 
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Navigating the hurdles listed above is likely to take 5-10 years. 

There is potential for shared costs for joint trench and joint electrical for both water & sewer for 
connection to Cambria. It could save on trenching and multiple easements for force 
mains/gravity mains to Cambria. However there are multiple hurdles which include: 

 Infrastructure limitations – Joint trenching would require a large portion of Highway 1 to 
be reduced for approximately 2.5 miles for a long period of time.  

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR as well as 
coordination with Caltrans for potential encroachment into their ROW. Furthermore, 
construction may require a coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission. 
Joint trenching water, sewer, electrical and other utilities would require a waiver from the 
Division of Drinking Water as spacing would be required for all utilities to be trenched. 

The draft feasibility study from MKN & Associates discusses about a transmission main from 
Cambria’s Emergency Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP) to San Simeon’s WWTP 
location to dispose of brine through the SSCSD’s existing ocean outfall. This would be part of 
the overarching consolidation of San Simeon and Cambria systems. Construction of this 
transmission main is not included in the cost estimates shown herein and could substantially 
increase the project costs.  

4. Summary 

The SSCSD wastewater collection and treatment system components are fully beyond their 
intended design lives, but with diligent maintenance and triage of maintenance items as they 
occur, operation of the system could continue indefinitely.  

The collection system is a strong candidate for rehabilitation, but targeted rehabilitation should 
occur as soon as practical. Rehabilitation of the existing system is estimated to cost 
approximately $4.5 million. 

The WWTP requires relocation to be in compliance with CDP  3-19-0020. This fact, coupled with 
the poor condition of the existing facility makes it prudent to focus resources on siting and 
constructing a replacement facility as soon as possible. Replacement of the WWTP is estimated 
to cost approximately $8.8 million. 

Alternatively, the WWTP may be able to be eliminated, with sewage flows routed to Cambria.  
The cost to route sewer flows to Cambria is estimated between $8.9 million and $11.2 million, 
excluding any required utility service extensions and interagency agreement costs. 
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ATTACHMENT F – FACT SHEET

As described in section 2.2 of this Order, the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Coast Region (Central Coast Water Board) incorporates this Fact Sheet 
as findings of the Central Coast Water Board supporting the issuance of this Order. This 
Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as the 
basis for the requirements of this Order.

This Order has been prepared under a standardized format to accommodate a broad 
range of discharge requirements for dischargers in California. Only those sections or 
subsections of this Order that are specifically identified as “not applicable” have been 
determined not to apply to this discharger. Sections or subsections of this Order not 
specifically identified as “not applicable” are applicable to this discharger.

1. PERMIT INFORMATION
The following table summarizes administrative information related to the San 
Simeon Wastewater Treatment Plant (Facility).

Table F-1. Facility Information
WDID 3 400110001

GeoTracker No. NPD100051554

ECM/CIWQS 255462

Discharger San Simeon Community Services District

Name of Facility San Simeon Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Facility 
Address

9245 Balboa Road 
San Simeon, CA 93446 
San Luis Obispo County

Facility Contact, 
Title and Phone Charles Grace, General Manager, (805) 927-4778 

Authorized 
Person to Sign 
and Submit 
Reports

Charles Grace, General Manager, (805) 927-4778
Jerry Copeland, Chief Plant Operator (805) 765-7163

Mailing Address 111 Pico Avenue, San Simeon, CA 93452

Billing Address 111 Pico Avenue, San Simeon, CA 93452

Type of Facility POTW

Major or Minor 
Facility Minor

Threat to Water 
Quality 2

Complexity B

Pretreatment 
Program No
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Facility 
Permitted Flow

0.2 million gallons per day (MGD) (daily average dry weather 
flow); 0.45 MGD (peak wet weather flow)

Facility Design 
Flow 0.2 million gallons per day (MGD) average dry weather flow

Watershed San Simeon Hydrologic Sub-Area

Receiving 
Waters

Pacific Ocean (within the Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary)

Receiving 
Water Type Marine

1.1. The San Simeon Community Services District (Discharger) is the owner and 
operator of the Facility, a publicly owned treatment works (POTW). For the 
purposes of this Order, references to the “discharger” or “permittee” in applicable 
federal and state laws, regulations, plans, or policy are held to be equivalent to 
references to the Discharger herein.

1.2. The Facility discharges wastewater to the Pacific Ocean, a water of the United 
States. The Discharger was previously regulated by Order No. R3-2013-0021 and 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0047961, 
adopted on December 5, 2013, which expired on February 1, 2019. Attachment B 
provides maps showing the area around the Facility, the discharge and monitoring 
locations, and of the Facility. Attachment C provides flow schematics of the Facility. 

1.3. When applicable, state law requires dischargers to file a petition with the State 
Water Board, Division of Water Rights and receive approval for any change in the 
point of discharge, place of use, or purpose of use of treated wastewater that 
decreases the flow in any portion of a watercourse. The State Water Board retains 
separate jurisdictional authority to enforce any applicable requirements under 
California Water Code section 1211. This is not an NPDES permit requirement.

1.4.  The Discharger filed a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) and submitted an 
application for reissuance of its waste discharge requirements (WDRs) and NPDES 
permit on April 6, 2018. 

1.6. Section 122.46 of title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 C.F.R.) limit the 
duration of NPDES permits to a fixed term not to exceed five years. However, 
pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 2235.4, the terms and 
conditions of an expired permit are automatically continued pending reissuance of 
the permit if the Discharger complies with all federal NPDES requirements for 
continuation of expired permits.

2. FACILITY DESCRIPTION
2.1. Description of Wastewater and Biosolids Treatment and Controls

The Discharger owns and operates a wastewater collection, treatment, and 
disposal facility, which provides service to the community of San Simeon and the 
Hearst San Simeon National Historic Monument Visitor Center. The Facility 
receives domestic and commercial wastewater and currently serves a population 
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of approximately 462 people. The Facility receives intermittent6 flows of reverse 
osmosis concentrate from the San Simeon Community Services District drinking 
water treatment facility. 

The Discharger owns and operates a wastewater collection, treatment and 
disposal system. The collection system is composed of approximately 1.6 miles of 
predominately 6-inch diameter pipe. The existing treatment plant has been in 
operation since 1961 and is considered a secondary treatment facility. The 
treatment system consists of a comminutor, a 90,000-gallon equalization basin, 
four activated sludge tanks, four clarifiers, a chlorine contact chamber, and 
dechlorination. Wastewater is discharged via an 800-foot ocean outfall at 
Discharge Point 001 to the Pacific Ocean, a water of the United States. The 
minimum initial dilution ratio of seawater to effluent is 115:1.

A tertiary treatment package unit was constructed in 2012 to provide recycled 
water for irrigation use within the service area. 

Biosolids from the clarifiers are pumped to a spare aeration basin which is used as 
an aerobic digester. When solids concentration exceeds 2 percent, the contents 
are pumped to another sludge storage tank. Approximately once per month, 6,000 
gallons of the concentrated biosolids are trucked to Liberty Composting, Lost Hills, 
California for disposal. 

This Order provides the option for the Discharger to develop a hauled saline waste 
program that will allow it to accept and discharge concentrates from water filtration 
systems such as reverse osmosis or ion exchange treatment systems via 
Discharge Point 001. . Prior to discharging hauled saline waste through the ocean 
outfall, the Discharger must submit a hauled saline waste disposal study to the 
Executive Officer for their approval.7 This Order authorizes such discharges and 
implements development of a hauled saline waste study and institutes monitoring 
and reporting of hauled saline waste wastes. 

Historic flows observed at the Facility during the term of the previous Order are 
summarized below

6 The drinking water filtration system reverse osmosis unit runs only on days when 
chloride levels in groundwater exceeds 250 mg/L. Historically, the maximum flow rate 
and number of days flow is present, respectively, is 9,000 gallons per day and 26 
days per year.

7 Central Coast Water Board staff will convene a technical advisory group to review the 
hauled saline waste study and provide comments to the Executive Officer. California 
Coastal Commission, Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, California Fish and 
Wildlife, and California State Parks will be invited to participate in the technical 
advisory group.
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Table F-2. Historic Flows

2.2. Discharge Points and Receiving Waters
Secondary treated wastewater is discharged to the Pacific Ocean through an 800-
foot outfall/diffuser system. The outfall (Discharge Point 001) terminates in the 
Pacific Ocean at coordinates 35o 36’ 32” N, 121o 09’ 05” W. 

Discharge Point 002 represents tertiary-treated recycled water before it is 
distributed for reuse.

Table F-3. Discharge Points and Receiving Water
Discharge 

Point
Effluent 

Description
Discharge 

Point 
Latitude

Discharge 
Point 

Longitude

Receiving 
Water

001 Secondary treated 
domestic 

wastewater

35º 36’ 32” N 121º 09’ 05” W Pacific 
Ocean5

0028 Tertiary-treated 
domestic 

wastewater

-- -- Discharge to 
land for 
irrigation 
purposes

5 Discharges into Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary

2.3. Summary of Existing Requirements and SMR Data
Effluent limitations contained in the existing Order for discharges from Discharge 
Point 001 and representative monitoring data from the previous order are as 
follows:

8 Discharge Point 002 is a point of compliance for tertiary-treated water prior to 
distribution, and not an actual discharge location.

Year Maximum Daily Flow 
(MGD)

Annual Average Daily 
Dry-Weather Flow (MGD)

2015 0.161 0.086

2016 0.180 0.093

2017 0.331 0.092

2018 0.289 0.079

2019 0.158 0.088

2020 0.144 0.064
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Table F-4. Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data from Discharge Point 
001 from February 1, 2014 to September 8, 2021

Parameter Units
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Biochemical 
Oxygen 

Demand 5-day 
@ 20°C (BOD5) 

milligram per 
liter 

(mg/L)
30 45 90 11 11 11

BOD5
pounds per day 

(lbs/day)
50 75 150 10.48 10.48 10.48

BOD5
percent 
removal

≥85[1] 92.5[1]

Total 
Suspended 
Solids (TSS)

mg/L 30 45 90 36 36 36

TSS lbs/day 50 75 150 29.3 29.3 29.3

TSS
percent 
removal 

≥85[1] 79[1]

pH standard units
6.0 to 
9.0[2]

6.06 to 
8.23[2]

Oil and Grease mg/L 25 40 75 5 5 5

Settleable 
Solids

milliliter per liter 
per hour 
(mL/L/hr)

1.0 1.5 3.0 1.14 3

Total Coliform MPN/100 mL 230[3] 2,400[3] 26.5[4] 5,400[5]

Total Chlorine 
Residual

µg/L 230[6] 930[7]

6,900 [8] 20[6] 840[7][8] 

Chronic Toxicity
Toxic Units 

Chronic (TUc)
116 5.56

Acute Toxicity
Toxic Units 
Acute (TUa)

3.8 0.18

ND = Not Detected
[1]  Lowest average monthly percent removal.
[2]  Applied as instantaneous minimum and maximum values.
[3]  The total coliform concentrations must not exceed a 30-day geometric mean of 230

MPN/100 mL and no single sample shall exceed 2,300 MPN/100 mL.
[4]   30-day geometric mean
[5]   Single sample maximum
[6]   6-Month median
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[7]   Daily maximum
[8]   Instantaneous maximum

2.4. Compliance Summary
2.4.1. Effluent Limitation Compliance Summary. The Discharger violated its numeric 
effluent limitations twice during the term of the previous order. The following table 
summarizes the violations of effluent limitations based on data collected from February 
2014 through July 2021.

Table F-5. Compliance Summary [1]
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Total 
Suspended 

Solids

May 
2014

Percent 
Removal, 
Monthly 
Average

1 82% 85%
Percent 
Removal

Total 
Suspended 

Solids

August 
2015

Monthly 
Average

1 36 30 mg/L

[1] Compliance summary of numeric effluent violations from February 2014 through July 
2021.

2.5. Planned Changes
Potential changes to the facility include the addition of storage and disposal 
facilities associated with implementation of the hauled saline waste disposal 
program. There are no other planned changes at the facility for the duration of this 
permit term. 

3. APPLICABLE PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS
The requirements contained in this Order are based on the requirements and 
authorities described in this section.

3.1. Legal Authorities
This Order serves as WDRs pursuant to article 4, chapter 4, division 7 of the 
California Water Code (commencing with section 13260). This Order is also issued 
pursuant to section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and implementing 
regulations adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and 
chapter 5.5, division 7 of the California Water Code (commencing with section 
13370). It shall serve as an NPDES permit authorizing the Discharger to discharge 
into waters of the United States at the discharge locations described in Table 1 
subject to the WDRs in this Order. 
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UNDERWATER INSPECTION REPORT 

 
August 6, 2025 
 
 
Geoff English 
San Simeon Community Services District 
111 Pico Avenue 
San Simeon, CA 93452 
805-927-4778 
genglish@sansimeoncsd.org 
 
RE: Offshore Outfall Inspection - 2025 
 
 
Mr. Geoff English, 
 
Attached is our report summarizing the inspection carried out for the Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 project. Still photographs and videos are included within this report. Hard copy reports along 
with a flash drive containing the report, video and still photos will be mailed to the CSD’s address. 
 
Should you have any questions and/or comments please feel free to contact me at the phone number 
and/or email listed below. Thank you for allowing us to provide these services for you and we look 
forward to working with you again in the near future. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  

 
Lauren Collins 
Senior Project Manager 
J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. (Brennan) 
Mobile:  707.389.0678 
Email: lcollins@jfbrennan.com 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
  

 

3 
 

UNDERWATER INSPECTION REPORT 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .................................................................................................... 4 

2. INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND ...................................................................................... 4 

3. SCOPE OF WORK ................................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 

4. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION .......................................................................................... 5 

5. INSPECTING FINDINGS .................................................................................................... 6 

6. RECOMMENDATIONS ..................................................................................................... 7 

7. ROUTINE UNDERWATER CONDITION ASSESSMENT RATING DESCRIPTIONS ...................... 8 

8. APPENDIX A – PROJECT PHOTOGRAPHS .......................................................................... 9 

 

 
  



 
  

 

4 
 

UNDERWATER INSPECTION REPORT 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Project:   Offshore Outfall Inspection - 2025 
 
Scope of Work:  The outfall inspection was performed to determine the overall condition 

and functionality of the outfall.  
 
Inspection Team:   Dive Superintendent – Duane Black 
  
Period of Performance:  8/5/2025 to 8/5/2025 
 
Onsite Rep:  Geoff English 
 
Weather:   Partly Cloudy, 50-70 °F 
Water Visibility:   Poor to Nil 
Maximum Depth:  25-feet. 
Coordinates:   35°36'39.1"N 121°08'54.9"W (35.610853, -121.148575) 
Dive Mode:   No Decompression, Air 
Dive Station:  Dive Support Vessel “Bella G” 
Access Location:  Ocean Outfall 
 
Condition Assessment:  Poor to Serious 
 
Summary of Findings:   
 

• The outfall continues to show signs of heavy deterioration and unsupported sections of pipe. 
 
Summary of Recommendations: 
 

• Continue with regular annual inspections of the outfall to determine operational integrity. The 
ballast repairs should be conducted as soon as possible. 
 

2. INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 
Structure Data: 

Owner: 
Structure: 

San Simeon Community Services District 
Ocean Outfall 

Location: San Simeon, CA 
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Project Location 

 

3. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 
A Level I visual and tactile inspection of structures was performed on the outfall. Observations were 
recorded utilizing High Definition video. Underwater visibility was poor but still photos were taken and 
included in Appendix A. 
 
All dives were conducted in accordance with Brennan’s Safe Diving Practices Manual as well as all 
pertinent ADCI, OSHA, and USCG regulations. Additionally, all dives adhered to the dive schedules and 
decompression tables outlined in the U.S. Navy Dive Manual, Rev. 7a. 

 
All measurements referenced hereinafter were approximate and reflect the conditions on-site at the time 
of the inspection. 

 
The three (3) levels of underwater inspections are described as: 

Level I - A simple visual or tactile (by feel) inspection, without the extensive use of tools or 
measuring devices. It is usually employed to gain an overview of the structure and will precede or 
verify the need for a more detailed Level II or Level III inspection.  
Level II - A detailed inspection which involves physically cleaning or removing growth from 
portions of the structure.  In this way, hidden damage may be detected and assessed for severity.  
This level is usually performed on at least a portion of a structure, supplementing Level I.  
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Level III - A highly detailed inspection of a structure which is warranted if extensive repair or 
replacement is being considered.  This level requires extensive cleaning, detailed measurements, 
and testing techniques that may be either destructive or non-destructive in nature. 

 

4. INSPECTING FINDINGS 
Brennan mobilized Dive Support Vessel “Bella G” at Morro Bay Harbor and traveled to the work site where 
the vessel was anchored over the end cap of the outfall pipe. Brennan deployed a diver and inspected the 
pipeline and described his observations. The diver called out observations every twenty feet or whenever 
something of interest was noted or any anomalies. The pipeline is presently exposed 80-90%. The end 
anchor was severely corroded and much of the grout has cracked and spalled off and is laying on bottom 
adjacent to the outfall. As with previous inspections, Brennan noted sections of unsupported pipe, 
spanning 5’ to 15’, with water gaps ranging 6” – 12”. All but one of the anodes were completely depleted 
and the brackets were found loose but in place.    
 
The diffusers are clear and unobstructed. These diffusers are secure, open, undamaged, and flowing 
adequately. The flange hardware appears to be intact and tight. The outfall continues to show an abundant 
amount of marine growth (mainly kelp) on and all around it. A 1-inch hole on the crown of the pipe near 
Diffuser #4 was located which was not present in 2022. Overall, the outfall is severely deteriorating but 
appears to be functioning properly.  
 
Still photographs are included in Appendix A. Refer to Routine Underwater Condition Assessment Rating 
Descriptions below for explanations of above noted condition rating(s). 
 

STATION COMMENTS 

STA 8+40 Spalled and delaminated anchor. Bottom of pipe 
was mixed with sand and rock. Unsupported span 
of approx. 10’ with a 6”-12” gap. Anodes missing, 
anode brackets loose.  

STA 8+20 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-12” 
gaps. Anodes missing, anode bracket loose.  

STA 8+00 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-12” 
gaps. Anodes missing, anode bracket loose. 1” 
dia. hole on crown of pipe near 4th diffuser. 

STA 7+80 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-12” 
gaps. Anodes missing, anode bracket loose. 
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STA 7+60 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-12” 
gaps. Anodes missing, anode bracket loose. 

STA 7+40 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-12” 
gaps. Anodes missing, anode bracket loose. 

STA 7+20 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-10” 
gaps.  

STA 7+00 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 6”-8” 
gaps.  

STA 6+80 Unsupported spans of pipe, 10-15’ with 3-6” 
gaps. 

STA 6+60 Pipe completely buried in sand.                                             

 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
Brennan recommends the ballast repairs be conducted as soon as possible in order to properly support 
the outfall. Additionally, a repair to the hole on the crown of the pipe, found near the 4th diffuser (inshore), 
needs to be repaired as soon as possible. Routine inspections will continue to provide the necessary data 
to mitigate further damage to the line.  
 
An immediate post-event inspection should be conducted on the structures after any significant or 
unusual event, including but not limited to: flood or earthquake or other event that has potential to cause 
damage to the structure. 
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6. ROUTINE UNDERWATER CONDITION ASSESSMENT RATING DESCRIPTIONS 
Good: No visible or only minor damage was noted. Structural elements may show very minor deterioration, 
but no overstressing was observed. No repairs are required. 
 
Satisfactory: Limited minor to moderate defects or deterioration are observed, but no overstressing was 
observed. No repairs are required. 
 
Fair: All primary structural elements are sound, but minor to moderate defects or deterioration was 
observed. Localized areas of moderate to advanced deterioration may be present but do not significantly 
reduce the load-bearing capacity of the structure. Repairs recommended, but the priority of the 
recommended repairs was low. 
 
Poor: Advanced deterioration or overstressing was observed on widespread portions of the structure but 
does not significantly reduce the load-bearing capacity of the structure. Repairs may need to be carried 
out with moderate urgency. 
 
Serious: Advanced deterioration overstressing, or breakage may have significantly affected the load-
bearing capacity of primary structural components. Local failures are possible and loading restriction may 
be necessary. Repairs may be carried out on a high-priority basis with urgency. 
 
Critical: Very advanced deterioration, overstressing or breakage has resulted in localized failure(s) of 
primary structure components. More widespread failures are possible or likely to occur, and load 
restriction should be implemented as necessary. Repairs may need to be carried out on a very high priority 
basis with strong urgency. 
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7. APPENDIX A – PROJECT PHOTOGRAPHS 
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J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #1 

 
 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
Diffuser #1, intact, flowing 

 
J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #2 

 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
Diffuser #2, intact, flowing 
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J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #3 

 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
Loose anode brackets 

 
J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #4 

 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
1” diameter hole in crown of 
pipe near Diffuser #4 
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J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #5 

 
 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
Typ. Marine growth 
accumulation on outfall 

 
J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #6 

 
 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
Loose anode brackets, missing 
anode, hardware present 
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J.F. Brennan Company, Inc. 
Offshore Outfall Inspection - 
2025 

Location: San Simeon, CA 

Photo #7 

 
 

Client: 
San Simeon Community 
Services District 

Description: 
Typ. Bell & Spiggot section of 
pipe 
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San Simeon CSD 
Letter of Conditions-Attachment No. IA 

July 11, 2011 
Page 5 

13. Automatic Payments-The applicant is required to participate in the Pre-Authorized 
Debit (PAD) payment process for all new and existing indebtedness to USDA Rural 
Development. It will allow for the applicant's payment to be electronically debited from its 
account on the date their payment is due. Form RD 3550-28, "Authorization Agreement 
for Pre-Authorized Payments," is attached. Please fill out and sign your 
"Individual/Company Information" section, then have your financial institution/bank fill 
out the bottom portion prior to submitting the form to the USDA Rural Development 
service office. 

14. Loan Closing-All applicable loan closing documents must be submitted to the following 
persons at least 30 days prior to the planned closing date: Al Correale, Community 
Program Specialist, USDA Rural Development 920 E Stowell Rd Santa Maria, CA 93454 
or via e-mail: al.correale@ca.usda.gov. 

15. Operating Budget 

a. A rate structure sufficient to balance an USDA Rural Development approved Operating 
Budget will be in effect at the time of loan closing. Once the rate structure has been 
approved by USDA Rural Development, provide USDA Rural Development with a copy 
of the adopted ordinance. 

b. The applicant will develop and implement an RD approved policy for the handling of 
past due customer bills and penalties. 

16. Vulnerability Assessments {YA) and Emergency Response Plans (ERP)-Rural 
Development requires all financed water and wastewater systems to have a vulnerability 
assessment (VA) and an emergency response plan (ERP) in place, if applicable. All 
systems must provide a certification that a VA and ERP are completed prior to bid 
authorization. DO NOT SUBMIT COPIES OF THE ACTUAL VA OR ERP 
DOCUMENTS TO USDA RURAL DEVELOPMENT. 

USDA Rural Development staff has arranged for the California Rural Water Association 
(CRWA), or the Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC) to assist borrowers with the 
preparation of their VA and ERP. CRWA or RCAC should be contacted to obtain more 
information and their technical assistance in the preparation of the VA & ERP, so that the 
required CERTIFICATION STATEMENT can be provided to USDA. Please contact Dustin 
Hardwick (CRW A) at (760) 920-0842 or Jean Thompson at RCAC (916) 44 7-9832. 

17. Central Contractor Registration and Universal Identifier Requirements 

Requirement for Central Contractor Registration (CCR) 

You as the recipient must maintain the currency of your information in the CCR until you submit 
the final financial report required under this award and all grants funds under this award have 
been disbursed or de-obligated, whichever is later. This requires that you review and update the 
information at least annually after the initial registration, and more frequently if required by 
changes in your information or another award term. Recipients can register on-line at 
(https://www.bpn.gov/ccr/). 



















SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This Settlement Agreement ("Agreement") is made and entered into this-SI 
day of j:h,~v~:r::. 2022 by and between Cavalier Inn, Inc., a California corporation 
and V&H oldings, LLC, a California limited liability company (both individually 
and collectively, "Cavalier") and the San Simeon Community Services District, a 
community services district organized and existing in accordance with 
Government Code Section 61000, et seq. ("District") (individually, a "Party" and 
collectively, the "Parties"). 

RECITALS 

Whereas, Cavalier is the owner of that certain real property as particularly 
described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this reference incorporated 
herein ("Property"); and 

Whereas, the Property is located entirely within the boundaries of the District; 
and 

Whereas, the Parties acknowledge the Sewage and Water Agreement by and 
between the San Simeon Acres Community Services District (predecessor in 
interest by name of the District) and W. V. Dalton, dated January 25, 1972, a copy 
of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 11811 and by this reference incorporated 
herein ("Dalton Agreement"), W. V. Dalton acquired from the District a 
contractual right to water and sewer service capacity for two hundred fifty (250) 
motel rooms and a two thousand four hundred (2,400) square foot restaurant; 
and 

Whereas, in accordance with that certain Purchase and Sale Agreement and 
Escrow Instructions by and between Cavalier Inn, Inc. and Theodor C. Albert, 
Chapter 11 Trustee for Willis Vernold Dalton, etc., dated July 27, 1989, a copy of 

1 



which is attached hereto as Exhibit "C" and by this reference incorporated herein, 
Cavalier succeeded to certain rights of W. V. Dalton under the Dalton Agreement 
including "utility rights ... and other entitlements ... held for the benefit of 
[Dalton] by any governmental authority or agency .... "; and 

Whereas, through one undated letter and a letter dated March 10, 1989 to 
Cavalier, copies of which are attached hereto as Exhibit "D" and by this reference 
incorporated herein and establishment of the August 17, 1989 "Hook-up Deposit 
and Waiting List," Cavalier alleges the District validated the contractual rights of 
Dalton and, by succession, Cavalier to water and sewer service capacity in the 
amounts set forth in the Hook-up Deposit and Waiting List; and 

Whereas, in accordance with that certain Settlement Agreement and Release by 
and between Cavalier, etc. and the District, dated October 7, 2003, a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit "E" and by this reference incorporated herein, 
the District was obligated to "hold a public hearing to recognize, establish and 
certify the priority list for the Hook-up and Deposit Waiting List." In fulfillment of 
such obligation, the District eventually adopted Resolution No. 20-426 which, 
among other things, approved a prioritized Hook-up Waiting List ("Hook-up 
Waiting List" is defined as "Wait List" in District's Ordinance 115) that established 
Cavalier as the first priority for receipt of water and sewer service capacity for 145 
motel units and a 2,400 square foot restaurant ("Water and Sewer Service 
Capacity"), which, by agreement of the District and Cavalier, amounted to a 
reduction in the capacity to which Cavalier succeeded under the Dalton 
Agreement. Per footnote no. 1 of the Hook-up and Waiting List, the first priority 
position of Cavalier was established by the Dalton Agreement; and 

Whereas, by letter of June 22, 2022, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 
"F" and by this reference incorporated herein, Cavalier informed the District that 
Cavalier believed and determined that Cavalier's entitlement to the Water and 
Sewer Service Capacity amounts to a vested contractual right and that the District 
must, therefore, as a matter of law, reserve such water and sewer service 
capacity for the benefit of Cavalier and its successors and assigns notwithstanding 
other capacity commitments to which the District may obligate itself; and 
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Whereas, Cavalier a) is now informed and believes that the District is possessed of 
sufficient water and sewer service capacity to serve the entirety of the uses 
set forth and described in position no. 1 on the Hook-up Waiting List; b) now 
desires to connect to the District's water and sewer systems; and c) has 
conditionally tendered to District a check in the amount of Six Hundred Seventy 
Eight Thousand Nine Hundred Ninety-Nine Dollars ($678,999.00}, which amount 
represents the current connection fees for the Water and Sewer Service Capacity, 
all in accordance with the requirements of the Dalton Agreement ("Connection 
Fees"). A copy of the letter transmitting the check is attached hereto as Exhibit 
"G" and by this reference incorporated herein; and 

Whereas, the District and Cavalier wish to a) avoid costly and protracted litigation 
regarding Cava lier's vested right and entitlement to the Water and Sewer Service 
Capacity as discussed above; b) reaffirm Cavalier's vested right and entitlement to 
the Water and Sewer Service Capacity and its first priority position on the Hook­
up Waiting List; and c) to fully and finally resolve any and all disagreements 
between the District and Cavalier related to a and b above. 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual premises set forth herein, and for 
other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby accepted and acknowledged, District and Cavalier do hereby agree as 
follows: 

AGREEMENT 

1. Acknowledgment of Vested Right. District hereby acknowledges that Cavalier 
and its successors and assigns have a vested contractual right and entitlement to 
the Water and Sewer Service Capacity for uses described in position no. 1 of the 
Hook-up Waiting List (or alternative uses in Cavalier's sole and absolute discretion 
based upon the Chart of Equivalent Dwelling Units attached to the District's 
Ordinance 115 as Exhibit" A" in effect on August 30, 2022). District further 
affirms and agrees that at all times District shall reserve the Water and Sewer 
Service Capacity for the exclusive use of Cavalier and its successors and assigns 
and shall not allocate such capacity to any other person or entity including, but 
not limited to, those holding positions on the Hook-up Waiting List or added 
thereto or any successor to such list. 
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2. Payment of Water and Sewer Connection Fees; Obligations of District. In 
consideration of the payment of the Connection Fees to the District, as recited 
above, the District shall undertake and agrees to the following: 

A. Issuance of Will Serve Letter. Within five (5) calendar days of the date of 
this Agreement, District shall issue a "will serve letter" to Cavalier attesting to the 
obligation of District to provide water and sewer service to the Property in the 
amount of the Water and Sewer Service Capacity. The will serve letter shall be 
valid for an initial period of ten (10) years from the date of issuance and shall be 
valid indefinitely following submission of applications for land use entitlements to 
the County of San Luis Obispo (and other governmental entities, if required) while 
such applications are processed and until approved and construction of all of the 
improvements authorized by the approved land use entitlements and certificates 
of occupancy issued for such improvements and physical connection to the 
District's water and sewer systems have been completed. Cavalier hereby agrees 
to use its best efforts to pursue land use entitlement approvals to enable Cavalier 
to utilize the Water and Sewer Service Capacity. Cavalier shall provide the District 
with periodic reports on its pursuit of land use entitlements; provided, however, 
such reports shall be rendered at least every four (4) years or as reasonably 
requested by the District. "Best efforts" shall include, but not be limited to, 
conducting market and density yield studies, site planning, environmental studies 
and other activities determined by Cavalier, in its sole and absolute discretion, to 
be necessary in order to complete applications for development for which the 
Water and Sewer Service Capacity will be used; submission of such applications to 
the County of San Luis Obispo and all other government agencies having 
jurisdiction over the real property that is the subject of the applications and the 
processing thereof; appeals made to the California Coastal Commission and any 
other government agency having appellate jurisdiction on decisions made on such 
applications; and the prosecution or defense of all judicial proceedings involving 
the approval or failure to approve such applications. In the event not all of the 
Water and Sewer Service Capacity is required for the approved land use 
entitlements, Cavalier shall be entitled to transfer the remainder of such Water 
and Sewer Service Capacity to another parcel of real property within the District 
in accordance with District Ordinance 115 in effect on August 30, 2022. 

B. Installation of Water Meter. Within thirty (30) days of the date of this 
Agreement, District shall install a meter at the Property that is connected to the 
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District's water distribution system; provided, however, the meter may be locked 
and not activated until such time as the land use entitlements referred to in 
Section 2A of this Agreement have been approved (or a portion thereof), 
construction of the improvements authorized by the land use entitlements 
completed (or a portion thereof) and certificates of occupancy issued for such 
constructed improvements. 

C. Transferability of Water and Sewer Service Capacity. The Water and Sewer 
Service Capacity and the will serve letter issued in satisfaction of Section 2A of 
this Agreement may be transferred, in whole or in part, to other properties within 
the District's boundaries and such capacity may be used for alternative uses all in 
accordance with District Ordinance 115 in effect on August 30, 2022. 

D. Inability of District to Provide Water and Sewer Service. In the event the 
District (or any successor agency) is unable to provide water and/or sewer service 
in the full amount of the Water and Sewer Service Capacity for any reason 
including, but not limited to, insufficient potable water and/or sewer treatment 
capacity, a water service moratorium, regulations restricting water and/or sewer 
service by one or more governmental regulatory agencies, an amount of the 
Connection Fees representing the Water and Sewer Service Capacity that cannot 
be provided by the District, calculated on an equivalent dwelling unit basis in 
accordance with the Ordinance 115 Chart of Equivalent Dwelling units in effect on 
August 30, 2022, shall be refunded to Cavalier. Such refund shall be made 
without payment of interest to Cavalier. 

3. Modification of Agreement. This Agreement shall not be amended, 
supplemented, abrogated or in any other way modified unless in a writing 
approved by the District and Cavalier. 

4. Severability. If any part of this Agreement shall for any reason become invalid, 
unenforceable or contrary to applicable law, the remainder of this Agreement 
shall not be affected thereby and shall remain in full force and effect. 

5. Execution of Documents and Actions. The District and Cavalier hereby agree 
to execute any all documents and take actions necessary or appropriate to 
effectuate the terms of this Agreement. 
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6. Integration. Except as otherwise provided for herein, this Agreement 
supersedes all prior negotiations and understandings of District and Cavalier 
concerning the subject matter of this Agreement and contains all of the terms of 
the agreement and understanding of District and Cavalier regarding the subject 
matter of this Agreement. There are no oral understandings, statements or 
stipulations bearing on the effect of this Agreement that have not been reduced 
to writing and incorporated into this Agreement. 

7. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, all of which 
together shall constitute one in the same Agreement. 

8. Attorneys' Fees. In any litigation or administrative proceeding challenging any 
term, provision or condition of this Agreement or otherwise arising out of this 
Agreement, the prevailing Party shall be entitled to recovery of attorneys' fees 
and costs from the non-prevailing party. 

9. Recordation. In the event Cavalier desires to have this Agreement recorded in 
the Office of the County Recorder, County of San Luis Obispo, the District shall 
fully cooperate and fulfill the requirements to effectuate such recordation. 

Cavalier 

Cavalier Inn, Inc. 
a California corporation 

, 
By: Michael C. Hanchett 
Its: President 

District 

San Simeon Community Services 
District, a community services 
district 

By: 
Its: Chair, Board of Directors 

(Signatures continue on following page.) 
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V&H Holdings, LLC 
a California limited liability company 

ftkVc.~ 
By: Michael C. Hanchett 
Its: Managing Member 
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Attest: 

By: Grace Environmental Services, 
LLC 
By: Charles Grace 
Its: General Manager 



V&H Holdings, LLC 
a California limited liability company 

By: Michael C. Hanchett 
Its: Managing Member 
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By: Grace Environmental Services, 
LLC 
By: Charles Grace 
Its: General Manager 



ALL-PURPOSE 
CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the 
roentlty of me lndfVldual who signed the document to Which thls certificate 
is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California } 

County of San Luis Obispo } 

On i ( S 1 / ~.:;l.0~')__ before 'fie, Richard A. Dave~a Nata~ Public , 

personally appeared M,\ t\\().tl t, tffAY\t.h.trlf fN~'t!;\J't;J::..tJ /001,, 
who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose 
name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that 
hetshe/they executed the same in.J:tis/Rer/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
~/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of 
which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

an 1cial seal. 
. , 

(TIiie ordesaipOOn of atlaciled document ~~J /;;i, ~ 
Number of Pages]_ Document DaW. ___ _ 

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY THE SIGNER 
□ Individual (s) 
□ Corporate Officer 

(Tltlej 
□ Partner(s) 
□ Attorney-in-Fact 
□ Trus 

{Notary Public Seal) 

RICHARD A. DA.VEGA 
Comm. #2411"°4 

NotaryPublk•Califomla ~ 
San Luis OblspO County 

Comm. 20, 2026 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THIS FORM 
This form comp/Jes wllh current Califor11/a s/a/U/l!s regarding notary wording and, 
ifueeded, should be completed and attached to Ille doc:1me.11/. Acfmolwedg011tsfrom 
otlwr ,\'lare.r may be crm1p/fJ_tedfor doctmtimt.v being sent to that .rtafe so long as 1he 
wording does not require the California notary to vfo/ale Califanlia nolmy law. 

State and COW1ty information must be fue Stato and County where the do¢urnent 
signec(s) personally appeared before the notary public for acknowledgment. 
Date of notarization must bo the date that the signer(s) pel'1lonally appeared which 
must also be the same date the acknowledgment is completed. 

• The notary public must print hfs or her name as it appears within his or her 
commission followed by a comma a11d then your title (notal)' public). 

• Print the name(s) of document signer(s) who petsona1ly appear at the time of 
notarization. 

• Indicate the correct singular or plural fonns by crossing off incorrect fonns (i,e. 
-i.e/she/~ is /Me) or circling the correct forms. Failure to correctly indicate this 
infonnationmay lead to rejection of rlocwmmt recording. 

• The notary seal impres!>ion mUSf be clear and photogrnpbically reproducible. 
1mpll.ls$ion must not cover text or lines, If seal impression smudges, re-seal if a 
sufficient ania pennits, otherwise complete a diffen:nt acknowledgment fonn. 

• Signature of the notary public most match the sign~ on file with the office of 
the CQUOty clerk. 
❖ Additional information is no! required but could help to ensure this 

aoknowledgmcnt is no! misused or attached to a different document. 
❖ Indicate title or type of attached douument, number of pages and date. 
❖ Indicate the capacity claimed by the signer, If the claimed capacity is a 

c01porate officer, indicate the title (i.e. CEO, CFO, Secretary). 
• Securely attach this document to the signed document with a staple. 
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Exhibit 11 A11 

PARCEL 1; 

That portion Of Lot A of the partition of that part of the San 
Simeon Rancho owned by Ira Van Gordon sr., in the County of San 
Luis Obispo, State of California according to map recorded July 
21,·1899 1 described as follows: 

Beginning at the Northwest corner of Rancho San Simeon being 
designated ss No. 2 on Licensed surveyor's map recorded May 22, 
1952, in Book 6, at Page 49 of Record of surveys; thence south 
25'30' East along-the Southwesterly line of said Rancho, 590,625 
feet to the center line of Ruta Lane, said point being the true 
point of beginning; thence North 45"51 1 East, along said center 
line, 184,662 feet; thence South 44•09' East,· 315 feet to a 2" x 
2 11 redwood stake; thence South 45•51 1 West, 73,85 feet to a 211 x 
2" redwood stake; thence South 64"30' west, 5,60 feet to the most 
Northerly corner of the property conveyed to John W. Robertson, 
et ux., by deed dated November 6, 1953 and recorded November 23 1 
l.953 in Book 734 1 at Page 339 of Official Records; thence south 
64 • 30 1 West along the Northwesterly line of the property so 
conveyed, 200.10 feet to the most Westerly corner thereof; thence 
continuing South 64 • 30' West to the shoreline of the Pacific 
Ocean; thence Northwesterly along said shoreline to a point which 
bears South 45'51 1 West from the true point of beginning; thence 
North 45•51 1 East to the true point of beginning. 

EXCEPTING therefrom any portion of said Land lying outside of the 
patent lines of the Rancho san Simeon, as such lines existed at 
the time of the issuance of the patent which was not formed by 
the deposit of alluvion from natural causes and by imperceptible 
degrees. 

l?AACEL 2: 

That portion of Lot A of the partition of that part of the San 
Simeon Rancho awned by Ira Van Gordan, Sr., acoo:rding \,o map 
recorded July 27, 1899 1 described as follows: 

Beginning at the Northwest corner ot Rancho San Simeon, being 
designated ss No. 2 on Licensed Surveyor 1 s map recorded May 22, 
1952, in Book 6, at Page 49 of Records of surveys; thence south 
25•30• East along the southwesterly line of said Rancho, 853.66 
feet to a one-half inch pipe; point being the true point of 
beginning; thence continuing south 25"30' West along said 
Southwesterly line 229.9 feet to· a point which bears south 64'30' 
West, 40 feet from a 2 11 x 211 redwood stake; thence North 64':J0' 



East, 2JO feet to the center line of San Sil'neon Avenue; thence 
North 25 • 30' West along said center line, 110. 09 feet to a 
211 x 2 11 redwood stake; thence North 61'37 1 48 11 west, 50 feet to a 
211 x 2 11 redwood stake; thence North 25'30 1 West 79.83 feet to a 
2 11 x 211 redwood stake; thence south 64"30' West, 200.1 feet to 
the true point of beginning. 

EXCEPTING therefrom any portion of saiq Land lying outside of the 
patent lines of the Rancho San Simeon, as sucn lines existed at 
the time of the issuance of the patent which was not formed by 
the deposit of alluvion from natural. causes and by imperceptible 
degrees. 

PARCEL 3: 

That portion of Lot A of the maps showing the partition of that 
part of the Rancho San Simeon owned by Ira Van Gordon, Sr., 
according to filed for record uuly 27 1 1899 in Book A at Page 108 
of Maps, described as follows: 

Beginning at a point that bears South 25'30 1 East, 1083.56 feet 
from stake ss No. 2, set at the Northwest corner of said Rancho; 
said point also being the most Southerly corner of the property 
conveyed to John w. Robertson, et ux., by deed dated Novembel:" 61 
l953 and recorded November 23, 1953 in Book 734 1 • Page 339 of 
Official Reco:i:ds; thence North 64'30' East along the 
Southeaste:i:ly line of the property so conveyed, 40,00 feet to a 
2" x 211 redwood stakei thence continuing North 64'30 1 East along 
said line 190 feet to the center line of San Simeon Avenue, as 
said Avenue is shown on licensed surveyor• s map recorded May 22, 
1952 in Book 6 at Page 49 of Reco:i:d of surveys; thence South 
25'30 1 East along said center line, 219.89 feet; thence leaving 
said center line South 64'30' West, 190 feet to a 2" x 211 redwood 
stake; thence continuing south 64'30' West, to the shore line of 
the Pacific ocean1 thence Northwesterly along said shoreline to a 
point Which bears South 64'30' West from said point of beginning; 
thence North-64'30 1 East to the point or beginning. 

EXCEPTING any portion of said ;Land lying outside of the Patent 
lines of the Ra.ncho San Simeon as such lines existed at the time 
of the issuance of the patent which was not formed by the deposit 
of alluvion from natural causes and by imperceptible degrees. 

ALSO EXCEPTING and reserving .unto Willis Vernold Dalton all 
minerals and oil rights to the above described property, by Deed 
recorded July 24 1 1980 in Book 2257, Page 96 of Official Records, 



Exhibit "A" 

That portion of Lot A of the partition of that part of the San 
Simeon Rancho owned by Ira Van Gordon, Sr., in the county of San 
Luis Obispo, state of California, according to map reoorded July 
27 1 1899, descr.tbed as follows: 

Beginning at the Northwest corner of Rancho San Simeon, being 
designated SS No. 2, on Licensed surveyor's Map recorded May 22 1 

1952 in Book o, at Page 49 of Record of surveys; thence south 
25'30' East along the southwesterly line of said Rancho 853,66 
feet to a· 1/2 inch pipe; thence North 64'30 1 East, 205,7 feet to 
a 1/2 inch pipe; thence North 45 • 51' East, 73. 85 feet to a two 
inch by two il)Ch redwood stake; said point being the true point 
of beginning; thence continuing North 45'51 1 East, 175 feet to a 
two inch by 2 inch redwood stake; thence North 44"09 1 West, 315 
feet to the center line of Ruta Lane; thence south 45 • 51 1 West 
along said center line, l75 feet to a point which bears Noi:-th 
44'09 1 West, 25 feet from a two inch by two inch redwood stake; 
thence South 44'09 1 East, 315 feet to the true point of 
beginning. 

EXCEPTING therefrom that portion conveyed to the state of 
California, by Deed dated September 23, 1960 recorded December 
29, 1960 in Book 1.100, at Page 397 of Official Records. 
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.. ~t£ 
TiiIS AG:-.z=::..:.:;:: ::.a~a a..-.d e;-. tere O into this •·.{.) .::...ea:.t o:f 

Ja:-.uaey, 1972, by a."1d bet:w.een s.:;:; s::,:.::.::c;,· ACRES co:,::,ar.r::"?Y' S'E:Rv:r.c:.::s 

Dii:iTRZC'I', a political subC.i.vis:!..or. o! t......_e State of California, here ..... 

inafter referred to as 11 :)istrict11 and w .. v. DALTO~l, H. o., herein­

after referred to as •consumer•, with reference to the following 

facts: 

l. District owns, operates and maintains sewage col­

lection, transportation, treat.,ent and disposal facilities and also 

2, District is presently in the proc..ss of constructing 

an expansion of its existing sewage treatment facility to provide 

treatment for one hu.~dred a.~d fifty thousand gallons (150,000) of 

sewage per day in accordance with those certain plans and speoifi­

cacion.s prepared by Mccan-c1ess-:-1c;•;"ri.erter and company, Consulting 

' Engineers, Ventura, California a:.d en,:...l.tled "Plans For the Con-

struction of Waste Water '.:'.reat.r.1ant Plant Extension For '.Cha San 

Simeon Acres Community Services Distriot7and also has general plans 

£or the expansion of its water distribution system, and 

~. Cor.surne r plans to construot upon property owned by 

Co1~sumer within the District and deseribed in Exhibit "A" hereto., 

a motel development consisting of two hundred and fifty (250) motel 

units together with a restau,::ant facility ot twenty-four hundred 

(2,,400) :sq:ua.re f'.ee't, o:nd desires t.b,a,t the District.be able to pro­

".ide Cpnsumer with sewage treat.'l\ent faeilities a,,d water distril>u­

tion system sufficient to serve such development; 



,, 

NOW THEREFORE, it is agreed by and bet.ween the parties 

l, Consumer will simultaneously with the execution of 

this Agree.~ent deposit and pay to District the sum of Forty-Eight 

Thousand Five Hundred and 00/100 ($48,500,00) Dollars repr~senting 

sewer and water eonnection charges for the aforementioned develop­

ment under and purs'1ant to appropriate Ordinances, Resolutions, 

Ru:es and Regulations duly adopted by said District. In considera­

tion therefor District agrees to provide Consumer with treatment of 

th" sewaga produeed by and from the aforementioned development of 

Consumer at District's sewage treatment facility and to provide 

w_ater to said development, subiect to the following terms and 
'' 

co~ditions at the monthly service charges from time to time es­

ta:,lished .by District's Ordinanees, Resolutions, Rules and 

:Regulations, 

(a) Consumer shall within one hundred fifty (150) days 

from the date hereof obtain all necessary zoning permits, planned 

development an.d/or precise plan approvals for such development from 

the applicable governmental agencies having jurisdiction of th,e same, 

together with a bu.ildin9 permit £or construction of not less than 

l6S motel units of such development and of an adjoining restaurant 

of 2,400 square feet, .;nd within ninety (90) days thereafter shall 

obtain such zoning pe,:mits and planned development and/or precise 

plan approvals and building permit for construction of not less 

than BS mot.el Units of such developmant from such 'agency or agenci.es~ 

(bl Consumer must within eighteen ( 18) months from the 

dn te he·reof take all necessary steps to, and shall c'onnect tiie pro­

posed development of Consumer to District's Sewer Collection System 



and Water Syste.~ at Cons\l.7.er's expense. 

eit..\er (a) or (b) c.:: ;,a:-a;::-a;,i 1 i:>ove, District shall have no 

further obligation to pr-ovi,C.e ca:::s..:..;.er o·r said property with 

capacity for sewage t:reat.7.ent and water ex¢ept to the extent that 

such capacity ::1ay be availa!lle if end when Consumer should desire 

• to connect to said s:rs te.."\S at the charges and rates then pertaining, 

and District shall be relieved o; ar.:] and all obligations hereunder; 

provided, however, that 1f cono\l.7.er shall in fact connect said pro­

perty to District's sewage end water systems within twenty-four (24) 

months £r~7. the date hereof, then ConS\l.7.er shall be entitled to a 

credit in the amount heretofore paid to District against eotual 

connection charges which may be due and payable fer sewage and water 

connection an,i hoo:~-U? c:.'larges at the ti:ne of said hooJ<;•up· under and 

pursuant to. the then pertaining Ordinances, Resolutions, Rules and 

Regulations ct ~is~rict. 

3. !n t:.e e,·er.t -t.:-.a':: District is for any reason unable 

to complete the aforementioned expa..~sion•of its existing treatment 

faciUties ax>d/or water distribution facilities for any reason what­

soever, Dist,:iot shall have no l:!.abilit!{ or obligation hereunder 

except to return to Cons=er ~'le amount of said deposit. 

IN WITNESS "1':ZRE:Or the parties have caused this Agree­

ment to be executed on the date first hereinabove written, 

CONSl.lrWR 

ATTEST .. 

(; ~~p 
Ro rt • ~~ro~ 

SA.'l SINEON. ACRES COMMUNITY 
SZRVICE DISTRICT 
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PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT AND ESCROW INSTRUCTIONS 

First American Title 
Insurance Company 
899 Pacific street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Attention: Barbara I. Meyer, Senior Escrow Officer 

RE: Escrow NUJnber:'SL0867785-BIM 

This ~rchase and Sale Agreement and Escrow Instructions 

("Agreement") is made and entered into this 27th day of J'uly, 

1989, by and between CAVALIER INN 1 INC, 1 a California corporation 

or nominee ("Buyer"), as buyer, and THEODOR c. ALBERT, Chapter ll 

Trustee for WILLIS VERNOLD DALTON ("~rusteeU) and WORLD VISION, 

INC,, a California nonprofit religious corporation, as Trustee 

under that certain Charitable Remainder Unitrust Agreement No. 2 

executed by Willis Vernold Dalton as Donor July 10, 1980 ("World 

Vision", collectively with Trustee, "Seller"), as their 

respective interests appear, as sellers. 

RE c ITAL S: 

A, Seller holds legal title to certain real property more 

particularly.described on Exhibit "A" ("Propertyn), 

B. Seller has agreed to sell and Buyer has 'agreed to 

purchase the Property on the terms and conditions set forth in 

this Agreement. 

JMD056,07 
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. " 
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree between themselves and 

instruct Escrow Holder as follows: 

l. Escrow, 

concurrently with execution of this Agreement, Buyer and 

Seller shall cause a Purchase and Sale Escrow ("Escrow••) to be 

opened with Escrow Holder by delivery to Escrow Holder of a 

fully executed copy of this Agreement. This Agreement 

constitutes Escrow Instructions to the Escrow Holder as well as 

the Agreement of the parties, Escrow Holder is hereby appointed 

and designated to act as the Escrow Holder and instructed to 

deliver, pursuant to the terms of this Agreement, the documents 

and funds to be deposited in ·Escrow in accordance with this 

Agreement. The parties shall execute such additional escrow 

instructions as Escrow Holder shall reasonably request, including 

Escrow Holder's general provisions, provided that such additional 

instructions are consistent with this Agreement. In the event of 

a conflict between this Agreement and the Escrow Holder's 

general provisions, the terms and conditions of this Agreement 

shall prevail, 

2, Purchase Price. 

Seller agrees to sell and Buyer agrees to purchase the 

Property on the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement 

for the total purchase price ("Purchase Price") of 

follows: 

JMD056,07 
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(a) Illlll\ediately on execution of this Agreement, the 

parties shall cause to be deposited into Escrow a cashier's check 

or other i:rnmediately available funds in the amount of 

a non-refundable deposit ("Deposit"). 

(b) Prior to Closing (as defined in Paragraph 6), 

Buyer will deposit by cashier's check or other inunediately 

available funds, the amount of the anticipated net debit to 

as 

Buyer by reason of the prorations and allocations provided in 

this Agr.eement, sufficient to allow the Escrow to close, and the 

balance of the Purchase Price less the agreed Offset Credit (as 

provided in subparagraph (c) below). 

(c) Buyer represents and warrants to Trustee that it 

holds all the beneficial interest under the deeds of trust more 

particularly described on Exhibit "C" attached and incorporated 

herein by thi·s reference ("Offset Deeds of Trust"), and all 

notes, evidences of indebtedness, instruments and agreements 

secured thereby, Buyer shall be allowed, as a credit against 

that portion of the Purchase Price due the Trustee, the total of 

the amounts allowed as a claim to the benefici~~~ of the 

Offset Deeds of Trust by agreement of Trustee 1ahd Buyer or, if 
_... l f~ ,. ,Mr-ff{ll"'#'ff 

they cannot agree, by the Court ("Ofe.s!ft\ ·credit"). In t\te'"'event ,, 
,)!1,-1, 

that the amount of the Offset ,c~dit cannot be determined prior ,...,,,.~ ... 
to Closing, the parties.,5\llall nAvorthe.l<:>GS ea use this Escrow to 

,.,,'\;_ .. -

close, the Offset' credit shall nevertheless be allowed as the 
.,,..-~· 

credit against the Purchase Price and Buyer shall deposit the 

portion of the Offset credit claimed by it which has not been 

finally determined ("Disputed A:mount 11 ) into Escrow. In that 

JMD056,07 
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event, Esorow Holder shall withhold from amounts otherwise 

payable to Trustee at Closing the Disputed Amount for the benefit 

of Buyer and Trustee pending final deter:minatid~ oT uhe allowable 

portion of the Disputed Amount. on deposit into Escrow of joint 

instructions of Trustee and Buyer with respect to the Disputed 

Amount or, if Trustee and Buyer cannot agree on such 

instructions, then on deposit into Escrow of a certified order of 

the Court setting forth the allowable portion, if any, of the 

Disputed Amount, such allowable portion shall be paid to Buyer 

and the balance distributed to Trustee, without further 

instructions by any party, 

(d) It is the intent of the parties that the Purchase 

Price includes development rights, utility rights, subsurface 

rights and other entitlements, if any, held for the benefit of 

Seller by any governmental authority.or agency, held by Seller in 

connection with the use or development of the Property 

(collectively, "Entitlements"), Buyer acknowledges that Seller 

has made no representations with respect to the existence or 

condition of the Entitlements, if any. Seller agrees that in the 

event Buyer determines that any Entitlements exist in favor of 
; 

seller, Seller will cooperate with Buyer, and execute such 

further documents, a't auyer's expense, as may be reasonably 

required to cause such Entitlements to be tral'lsforred to Buyer, 

(e) Seller agrees to cooperate with Buyer in carrying 

out this transaction as a tax-deferred (Section 1Ci31) exchange, 

provided that such exchange shall be without cost or liability to 

JMD056,07 
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Seller and shall not extend or delay the time for performance 

under this Agreement. 

3. Title, 

3,1 Exceptions. 

At the Closing, fee simple title to the real estate 

shall be conveyed from seller to Buyer pursuant to a "Trustee's 

Deed" (as to the interest of Trustee) and a "Quitclaim Deed" (as 

to the interest of World vision (collectively, "Deeds"), as their 

interests appear, sUbject to (a) the exceptions set forth on 

Exhibit 11 B11 attached, (b) real property taxes and assessments not 

then delinquent, and (c) matters otherwis.e consented to by Buyer 

(collectively, "Permitted Exceptions"). 

3.2 Title Report. 

Trustee has previously delivered to Buyer a Preliminary 

Title Report with respect to the Property dated as of 

December 19, 1988 ( 11 PTR11 ) 1 and shall deliver a current supplement 

to such Report ("Supplement") within ten (10) days of the date 

Escrow is opened showing the condition of title to the Property. 

As is recited at SUbparagraph 4.1, Seller intends to transfer 

and convey the interest of Seller in the Property pursuant to 11 

u.s,c, Section 363(f), free and clear of the interests in the 

Property disclosed by Exceptions Nos. 8, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 

19, 20, 21 and 22, set forth in the PTR, with the liens attaching 

to proceeds. The Seller does not intend to convey the Property 

free and clear of th.e Permitted Exceptions, and Buyer shall take 

subject to such Permitted Exceptions. 

JMD056,07 
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4. Conditions Precedent to Close of Escrow. 

4.1 The parties acknowledge that this Agreement and 

consutnlllation of the transactions contemplated by this Agreement 

have been approved by a ruling of the United states Bankruptcy 

court, Central District of California ("Court"), case No. SA-86-

040806 JR following notice and a hearing, as required by law, and 

are subject to entry of an order ("Order") by the Court. If the 

Order is not entered or is overturned on appeal, Trustee will 

have no authority to sell the Property to Buyer and this 

Agreement will be null and void and of no further force and 

effect. Neither Buyer nor Seller will have any further 

obligations or liability to one another fro:m and after the date 

of such occurrence, provided that, in that event, Buyer shall be 

entitled to a refund of the Deposit less amounts payable by Buyer 

to Escrow Holder or Title Company (as defined below) for fees, 

costs, and cancellation charges,. if any, in accordance with 

subparagraph 7.2, without further instruction of any party. 

4, 2 The Closing is subject to the following 

conditions: 

(a) The performance by Buyer and Seller of the 

obligations of each under this Agreement. 

(b) The representations of Buyer being true and 

correct as of the Closing, 

(c) Delivery by Trustee of the Trustee's Deed and 

by World vision of the Quitclaim Deed, and delivery of any other 

documents and instruments required to be delivered by Seller, 

JMD056,07 
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(d) Issuance by First Alllerican Title Insurance 

Co, ("Title Company") of an ALTA owner's policy of title 

insurance showing fee title in the property to Buyer subject only 

to the Permitted Exceptions. 

(e) The Final order Date (the first calendar day 

that occurs ten (10) days following issuance of the Order without 

both an appeal having been filed and stay of the Order having 

been entered, or, in the event of an appeal and stay, upon the 

earliest of a final deterl!lination upholding the sale or 

dismissal of the stay or the appeal) shall have occurred. 

4,3 In the event that any of the conditions set forth 

in subparagraph 4,2 is not fulfilled (and is not waived in 

writing by the party entitled to the benefit of such condition) 

on or prior to Closing, the provisions of subparagraphs 7.2, 7.3 

and 7.4 shall apply.· In such case, this Escrow shall be 

terminated without further instruction by any party. 

5. condition of Property. 

5.1 Buyer acknowledges and agrees that the Property is 

vacant land., and that Buyer is acquiring the Pr<>perty 11 AS rs, 

WHERE IS" in its present state and condition, with all faults of 

any kind or nature existing on the, Pr<>pc,rty,- and that no 

representation or warranty is mad.e by Seller (or any 

representative acting on behalf of Seller) as to any matter 

respecting the Property, including, but not limited to, any 

matter described in Subparagraph 5,2, Buyer acknowledges and 

JMD056,07 
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agrees that Seller has made no representations, express or 

implied, relating to the condition of the Property, the 

usefulness of the Property for any intended use, Buyer's ability 

to sell or develop all or any portion of the property, or the 

effect on the use, development and ownership of the Property of 

any ordinance, regulation, rule or policy imposed by any 

governmental or quasi-goverrunental agency, entity or body having 

authority or a jurisdiction with respect to all or any portion of 

the Property. Buyer represents that it is a sophisticated 

purchaser, and has based its purchase decisions solely upon its 

own inspection and investigation of the Property and its 

extensive experience in and knowledge of property of this type, 

Buyer specifically agrees that Seller is not obligated to do any 

work in connection with the Property and that Seller shall not be 

responsible for any work or improvement necessary to cause the 

Property to meet any applicable standard or be suitable for any 

particular use, Buyer further acknowledges that the exact size 

of the Property is difficult to measure due to the topography of 

the Property, including the fact that the southwesterly border of 

the Property is the ordinary high-tide line of the Pacific Ocean, 

and agrees that no representation has been made by Seller or 

anyone acting on Seller's behalf as to the acreage of the 

Property. Subject to this subparagraph 5.l, Seller, without any 

warranty or representation whatsoever, shall deliver to Buyer all 

specifications, maps, reports, applications, and other documents 

in its possession, if any, relating to the Property, 
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5.2 Buyer acknowledges that it has had the opportunity 

to make such independent investigations as it deems necessary or 

appropriate concerning the existence of any noxious, hazardous, 

toxic, flammable, explosive or radioactive matter or any 

"hazardous substance" or "hazardous wasteH included within the 

definitions set forth in CERCLA 42 u.s.c. §9601 and following, 

HMTA, 49 u.s.c. §1801 and following, RCRA, 42 u.s.c. §6901 and 

following, FWPCA, 33 u.s.c. §1317 and following, or California 

Health and Safety Code Section 25316 1 or any crude oil or by­

products of crude oil, the availability or adequacy of water, 

sewerage or any other utility serving the Property, the condition 

of the soil and the ability of the soil to support improvements 

on the Prope.rty, government laws, statutes, rules, regulations, 

any moratorium on use or building, ordinances, limitations, 

restrictions or requirements concerning the use, density, 

location or suitability of the Prope.rty or any existing or 

proposed development or condition thereof (including, but not 

limited to, zoning, subdivision or other regulations), the 

necessity, availability or adequacy or any general or specific 

plan, development agreements, conditional use permits, building 

permits, environmental impact reports, any other governmental 

permits, aots or approvals, the necessity or existence of any 

dedications, tees, charges, costs or assessm,:,nts that may be 

imposed in connection with such matters and all other matters 

concerning the use, development or sale of the .Property. 

JMD056,07 
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6' Closing. 

6,1 Closing Date. 

The Escrow Closing (11 Closing") shall take place no 

late:r; than fifteen (15) days after Final Order Date, The Closing 

shall be held at the offices of the Escrow Holder or such other 

place as may be agreed by the parties, 

6 .. 2 Items 'l'o Be Deposited In Escrow, 

(a) The parties shall deliver to Escrow good 

funds in an amount sufficient to pay the costs, fees and 

disbursements of the Escrow in accordance with Paragraphs 7 and 

8. 

(b) seller sh.all, each respectively, execute and 

deliver the Deeds. 

(c) The parties shall execute and deliver such 

other and further instr\ll'ltents as may be reasonably necessary to 

effect the transaction contemplated by this Agreement. 

6. 3 closing. 

At Closing under this Agreement, Escrow Holder shall: 

(a) cause the Deeds to each be recorded in the 

Official Records and, after recording, returned to Buyer; 

(b) Pay the costs and expenses of this Escrow and 

Title company charges; and 

(c) Subject to Subparagraph 2(c), disburse the 

balance of the Purchase Price in accordance with such further 

joint instructions as Trustee and World Vision shall provide to 

you or, in the absence of such further joint instructions, sixty­

eight percent (68%) to Trustee and thirty-two percent (32%) to 
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World Vision. The Offset Credit shall be charged against the 

TI'1Jstee's share of the Purchase Price and shall in no way reduce 

world Vision's share of cash proceeds, 

7. Costs and Liquidated Damages, 

7,1 costs. 

Seller and Buyer shall each pay one-half of the escrow 

fee, Seller shall pay all documentary transfer tax, all costs 

relating to satisfaction of any existing encumbrances which are 

satisfied and removed or reconveyed through Escrow, and the cost 

of the Title Policy, Buyer shall pay the cost of recording the 

Deeds. All other costs and expenses shall be shared by Buyer and 

Seller in accordance with custom in San Luis Obispo County, 

California. 

7,2 Cancellation Costs. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 7,1, if 

this Escrow is terminated as a result of a party's default in 

the performance of any of its obligations under this Agreement, 

then, in addition to any other obligations of such party under 

this Agreement, such party shall pay to Escrow Holder the cost of 

cancellation of Escrow. In the event Escrow is terminated prior 

to Closing for any reason other than a party's default 

(including, but not limited to, the failure of Trustee to have 

obtained the final Order) the parties shall equally bear all 
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costs of cancellation. 

7,3 Liquidated Damages; Buyer's Default. 

IN THE EVENT THAT THE ESCROW AND THIS TRANSACTION FAIL 

TO CLOSE ON ACCOUNT OF THE DEFAULT OF BUYER IN THE PERFORMANCE OF 

ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDER THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER AND SELLER AGREE THAT 

SELLER'S ACTUAL DAMAGES WOULD BE IMPRACTICABLE OR EXTREMELY 

DIFFICULT TO FIX. SUCH DAMAGES INCLUDE THE AMOUNT AND EXTENT OF 

DETRIMENT TO SELLER FOR SELLER'S TAKING THE PROPERTY OFF THE 

MARKET, TERMINATING NEGOTIATIONS WITH OTHER PROSPECTIVE 

PURCHASERS OF THE PROPERTY AND HAVING TO REMARKET THE PROPERTY IF 

BUYER SHALL FAIL OR REFUSE TO PERFORM ACCORDING TO THE TERMS OF 

THIS AGRE:EMENT. THE PARTIES AGREE THAT IN THE EVENT OF SUCH 

DEFAULT BY BUYER, SELLER, AS SELLER'S SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE REMEDY, 

IS ENTITLED TO RETAIN AS LIQUIDATED DAMAGES THE DEPOSIT IN THE 

AMOUNT OF $225 1 000, 

SELLER (please initial) BUYER 7 please initial) 

7.4 Liguiqated Damages: Seller's Default. 

BUYER AND SELLER, BEFORE ENTERING INTO THIS AGREEMENT, 

HAVE BEEN CONCERNED WITH THE FACT THAT DAMAGES WILL BE SUFFERED 

BY BUYER IF SELLER SHOULD FAIL TO CLOSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT. BWER AND SELLER AQjU;E THAT IT WOULD BE 

EXTREMELY DIFFICULT OR IMPRACTICAL TO DETERMINE WITH ANY DEGREE 

OF CERTAINTY THE AMOUNT AND EXTENT OF DETRIMENT TO BUYER IF 

SELLER SHALL FAIL OR REFUSE TO CLOSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TERMS 

OF THIS AGREEMENT. BUYER AND SELLER HEREBY AGREE THAT IF SELLER 
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costs of cancellation. 

7,3 Liquidated Damages; Buyer's Default. 

rN THE EVENT THAT THE ESCROW AND THIS TRANSACTION FAIL 

TO CLOSE ON ACCOUNT OF THE DEFAULT OF BUYER IN THE PERFORMANCE OF 

ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDER THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER AND SELLER AGREE THAT 

SELLER'S ACTUAL DAMAGES WOULD BE IMPRACTICABLE OR EXTREMELY 

DIFFICULT TO FIX. SUCH DAMAGES INCLUDE THE AMOUNT AND EXTENT OF 

DETRIMENT TO SELLER FOR SELLER'S TAKING THE PROPERTY OFF THE 

MARKET, TERMINATING NEGOTIATIONS WITH OTHER PROSPECTIVE 

PURCHASERS OF THE PROPERTY AND HAVING TO REMARKET THE PROPERTY IF 

BUYER SHALL FAIL OR REFUSE TO PERFORM ACCORDING TO THE TERMS OF 

THIS AGREEMENT. THE PARTIES AGREE THAT IN THE EVENT OF SUCH 

DEFAULT BY BUYER, SELLER, AS SELLER'S SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE REMEDY, 

rs ENTITLED TO RETAIN AS LIQUIDATED DA?i!AGES THE DEPOSIT IN THE 

AMOUNT OF $225,000, 

<(}c 
SELLER (please initial) BUYER (please initial) 

7,4 Liquidated Damages: Seller's i;>etault. 

BUYER AND SELLER, BEFORE ENTERING INTO THIS AGREEMENT, 

HAVE BEEN CONCERNED WITH THE FACT THAT DAMAGES WILL BE SUFFERED 

BY BUYER IP SELLER SHOULD FAIL TO CLOSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT. BUYER ANO SELLER AGREE THAT IT WOULD BE 

EXTREMELY DIFFICULT OR IMPRACTICAL TO DETERMINE WITH ANY DEGREE 

OF CERTAINTY THE AMOUNT AND EXTENT OF DETRIMENT TO BUYER IF 

SELLER SHALL FAIL OR REFUSE TO CLOSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TERMS 

OF THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER AND SELLER HEREBY AGREE THAT IF SELLER 
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SHALL REFUSE TO CLOSE AS REQUIRED BY THE TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT, 

AND _BUYER IS READY, WILLING ANO ABLE TO CLOSE AS REQUIRED BY THE 

TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT, THEN BUYER'S SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE REMEDY 

IN EQUITY OR IN LAW SHALL BE AS SET FORTH IN THIS 

SUBPARAGRAPH 7.4. IF, FOLLOWING THE ISSUANCE OF THE ORDER, 

SELLER SHALL OTHERWISE FAIL TO CLOSE AS REQUIRED BY THE TERMS OF 

THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER SHALL BE ENTITLED TO HAVE RETURNED TO IT 

THE DEPOSIT AND ANY OTHER AMOUNTS IT MAY HAVE DEPOSITED INTO 

ESCROW AND SHALL ALSO BE ENTITLED, AS ITS SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE 

REMEDY, TO CLAIM AND RECEIVE, UPON PROOF OF SUCH FAILURE, BUYER'S 

ACTUAL GENERAL DAMAGES UP TO A MAX!MUM OF $50,000 {"BUYER'S 

DAMAGES"), BUT IN NO EVENT SHALL BUYER BE ENTITLED TO ANY OTHER 

DAMAGES OF ANY KIND, WHETHER GENERAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, PUNITIVE, 

EXEMPLARY OR OTHERWISE AND WHETHER IN CONTRACT, TORT OR 

OTHERWISE, OR TO ANY OTHER REMEDY, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, 

THE REMEDY OF SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, OR TO CAUSE A LIS PENDENS TO 

BE RECORDED AGAINST THE PROPERTY IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

TRANSACTION CONTEMPLATED BY THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER UNDERSTANDS 

AND AGREES THAT IN NO EVENT SHALL TRUSTEE'S FAILURE TO HAVE 

OBTAINED AN ORDER BE DEEMED A DEFAULT OF SELLER, AND FURTHER 

UNDERSTANDS AND AGREES THAT BUYER'S DAMAGES, IF OTHERWISE 

PAYABLE, SHALL BE PAYABLE AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE CLAIM FROM THE 

BANKRUPTCY ESTATE ON CONCLUSION OF THE BANKRUPTCY CASE, WITH 

PRIORITY AS PROVIDED AT ll U,S.C. §507. 

<1J--
SELLER 

JMD056, 07 
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SHALL REFUSE TO CLOSE AS REQU!RED BY THE TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT, 

AND BUYER IS READY, WILLING AND ABLE TO CLOSE AS REQUIRED BY THE 

TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT, THEN BUYER'S SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE REMEDY 

IN EQUITY OR IN LAW SHALL BE AS SET FORTH IN THIS 

SUBPARAGRAPH 7.4. IF, FOLLOWING THE ISSUANCE OF THE ORDER, 

SELLER SHALL OTHERWISE FAIL TO CLOSE AS REQUIRED BY THE TERMS OF 

THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER SHALL BE ENTITLED TO HAVE RETURNED TO IT 

THE DEPOSIT AND ANY OTHER AMOUNTS IT MAY HAVE DEPOSITED INTO 

ESCROW AND SHALL ALSO BE ENTITLED, AS ITS SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE 

REMEDY, TO CLAIM ANO RECEIVE, UPON PROOF OF SUCH FAILURE, BUYER'S 

ACTUAL GENERAL DAMAGES UP TO A MAXIMUM OF $50,000 ("BUYER'S 

DAMAGES") 1 BUT IN NO EVENT SHALL BUYER BE ENTITLED TO ANY OTHER 

DAMAGES OF ANY KIND, WHETHER GENERAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, PUNITIVE, 

!!lXEMPLARY OR OTHERWISE AND WHETHER IN CONTRACT, TORT OR 

OTHERWISE, OR TO ANY OTHER REMEDY, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, 

THE REMEDY OF SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, OR TO CAUSE A LIS PENDENS TO 

BE RECORDED AGAINST THE PROPERTY IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

TRANSACTION CONTEMPLATED BY THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER UNDERSTANDS 

AND AGREES THAT IN NO EVENT SHALL TRUSTEE'S FAILURE TO HAVE 

OBTAINED AN ORDER BE DEEMED A DEFAULT OF SELLER, AND FURTHER 

UNDERSTANDS AND AGREES THAT BUYER'S DAMAGES, IF OTHERWISE 

PAYABLE, SHALL BE PAYABLE AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE CLAIM FROM THE 

BANKRUM'OY ESTATE ON CONCLUSION OF THE BANKRUPTCY CASE, WITH 

PRIORITY AS PROVIDED AT 11 U.S,C, §507, 

( 

<:nc::-r~· ~ 
SELLER (please initial) 
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s. Prorations. 

The parties shall direct the Escrow Holder to make the 

following prorations as of the Closing on the basis of a thirty­

day month: (i) real estate taxes payable, a lien not yet due; 

(ii) special assessments; (iii) utility charges, if any, 

affecting the Property and (iv) any other costs and expenses as 

the parties agree, 

9. Indemnification and Waiver. 

From and after Closing, Buyer shall defend, indemnify and 

hold harmless Seller from and against any and all claims, 

liabilities, losses, damages, costs and expenses, including 

attorneys' fees, which Seller may incur or sustain arising out of 

or based on (i) Buyer's misrepresentation, breach of warranty or 

failure to perform any covenant of this Agreement or, (ii) 

Buyer's ownership, subdivision, development, construction or sale 

of the Property, including, but not limited to, any liabilities 

of Seller as a predecessor owner of the Property under :Federal or 

State Toxic waste or Hazardous Substance Cleanup or Remediation 

Laws; provided, however, that this indemnity and hold harmless 

shall not apply to any claim of personal injury or property 

damage which is proximately caused by the negligence or wilful 

misconduct of Seller, except as waived in the next sentence. 

Buyer waives any claim against Seller arising out of Seller's 

ownership, occupancy or use of the Property prior to closing. 

10. Broker's commission, 
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Seller and Buyer each represent and warrant to the other 

that no broker, agent or finder, licensed or otherwise, has been 

engaged by and in connection with the transaction contemplated by 

this Agreement and in such manner as to give rise to any valid 

claim against either of the parties for a broker's commission or 

like payment. Each party shall defend, indemnify and hold the 

other party harmless from and against any and all loss, damage, 

liability or expense, including costs and reasonable attorneys' 

fees, which the other party may incur or sustain by reason of or 

in connection with any breach of the warranty set forth in this 

Paragraph 10. 

ll. Exhibits. 

All ~Xhibits attached to this Agreement are incorporated 

herein at the place of reference and constitute a part of this 

Agreement. 

12. Attorneys' fees. 

In connection with any litigation or other action arising 

out of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to 

recovery reaaonable attorneys' fees and costs from the non­

prevailing party. 

13. Assignment. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided in this Agreement, 

neither party to this Agreement may assign all or any portion of 
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its rights or obligations without the express consent of the 

other party, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

14. Third Party Beneficiaries. 

Nothing in this Agreement is intended to confer upon any 

person other than the parties hereto and their respective 

successors and permitted assigns any rights or remedies 

whatsoever. 

15. Notices. 

Any notice or demand or other communication required or 

permitted by this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be 

deemed to have been given when personally delivered (including 

via courier or express service) or 72 hours after mailing by 

registered or certified United States Mail, postage prepaid, to 

the following addresses, or such other addresses as may from time 

to time be specified by notice given in accordance with this 

paragraph. 

If to Buyer: 

If to world vision: 

With a copy to: 

JMD056,07 
08/15/89 

Cavalier Inn, Inc. 
250 San Simeon Avenue 
suite 4C 
San Simeon, California 93452 
Attention: Michael R. Hanchett 

World Vision, Inc, 
919 west Huntington Drive 
Monrovia, California 91106 
Attention: Dean Hazelton 
• Director of Financial 

services 

Mayer, Brown & Platt 
355 south Grand Avenue 
LOs Angeles, California 90071 
Attention: Michael B. Lubic, Esq. 
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If to Trustee: 

If to Escrow Holder: 

16. Governing Law. 

Theodor c. Albert, Esq. 
Chapter 11 Trustee 
For Willis Vernold Dalton 
Buchalter, Nemer, Fields & Younger 
A Professional Corporation 
660 Newport Center Drive, #1400 
P.O. Box 7338 
Newport Beach, California 92658-7338 

First American Title Insurance Company 
899 Pacific Street 
san Luis Obispo, California 93401 
Attention: Barbara I. Meyer 

The validity, enforcement and interpretation of this 

Agreement is governed by the law of the state of California. It 

is hereby acknowledged that each party has contributed materially 

to the preparation of this Agreement and that this Agreement 

shall not be construed more strictly against one party merely by 

virtue of the fact that counsel for such party prepared the 

Agreement. 

17. Time of Sssence, 

Time is of the essence of each and every provision of this 

Agreement. 

18. Entire Agreement. 

This Agreement and any other written agreements between the 

parties specifically referenced in this Agreement constitute the 

entire agreement of the parties with respect to the subject 

matter of this Agreement. No wavier of any of the provisions or 

conditions of this Agreement shall be valid unless in writing or 
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shall constitute a waiver of any other or similar provision or 

condition or any future event or act. This Agreement shall not 

be amended except by written instrument executed by each of the 

Parties hereto. 

19. Counterparts. 

This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, 

each of which shall be an original and all of which together 

shall constitute one and the same instrument. 

The pa.rties have executed this Agreement on the date first 

written above, 

JMD056.07 
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"BUYER" 

CAVALIER INN, INC. 1 

a California corporation 

' , ... 
By: __ <A~ta::"'""'-'-;--;..;:.w.,'-" •• :,*,'"",<e=--'it?""~--'-~-"""..,,~ 7J=~-=-·"-#"""-· ---­

M'ichaerR, Hanchett 
Its: ,..,_. 

11 SELLER11 

WORLD VISION, INC. 
a California nonprofit religious 
corporation 

By: _____________ _ 

Its: --------------
"TRUSTEE" 

THEODOR C, ALBERT, ESQ, 
Chapter 11 Trustee for 
Wi.llis Vernold Dalton 

tHEODOR C, ALBERT 
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shall constitute a waiver of any other or similar provision or 

condition or any future event or act, This Agreement shall not 

be amended except by written instrument executed by each of the 

Parties hereto. 

19, counternarts. 

This Agreement may be executed in two or more c:ounterparts, 

each of which shall be an original and all of which together 

shall constitute one and the same instrument, 

The parties have executed this Agreement on the date first 

written above, 
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"BUYER" 

CAVALIER INN, INC., 
a California corporation 

By: _________ ...,.... _____ _ 
Michael R. Hanchett Its: ______________ _ 

"SELLER" 

WORLD VISION, INC, 
a California noryprofit religious 
corporation) -:i, ",R-.. •~·ru: 

ey, n .. {§£~ef ~~1 ~ 
"'I'RUSTEE" 

THEODOR C, ALBERT, ESQ. 
Chapter 11 Trustee for 
Willis Vernold Dalton 

THEODOR C, ALBERT 
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EXHIBIT D 



( Mr, Mike Hanchett 
Cavali.er rn:n 
2 .50 San Simeon, Suite lj...C 
Sa.n Simeon, Ca. 934 ;2 

Subject, HOOK-UP OE?OS!T AND WAITING LIST 

Dear Mr, Hanchett, 

In response to your recent request :ror the 
District's HOOK-UP DE:'-DSIT AKO WAITING LIST, 

enclosed is a caJiY of o'tlt' current list, 

l?l:'iori ty is established by the date the deposit 
was recaived by the Distriot, the first pz-iori ty 

being tile earliest date. 

Sincerely 

Elizabeth O'Leary 
SSA CSD Seore,ary 



Rt. 1, Box S-17 San Simeon, Ca. 93452 

Mike R. Hanchett 
Cavalier Inn 
941S He·arst Drive 
San Simeon, CA 
93452 

M11rah 10, 1989 

805/927-4778 

Re: Status ot l)alton Hook-up Deposit and Priority of Future 
service 

De·ar Mr. Hanchett, 

With regard to your letter of March 9, 1989 requesting the statue 
◊t: the Di!ll..ton water and sewer hoo-kup de.pc>$-it and the priori .. ty ot 
service a·t a future ti.Jne, we are Providing- the following 
in:torma-ti_on. 

on Fe\,ruary 1.0, 1988, the Oistrict adopted Ordinance ffo. 65 which 
c·1~l;'ified the Sta:tus of the Distric·t' s will -aer'Ve l'etter-s and 
future water s·errl.:ca. As of _that date all Will serve lette~s 
we~B,,-0.Caztc~llE!d -iAC:lU«U.Dg • ·Daitc,n wtll _Serve le~ter, b.owev ·r 
an· '~;-sons. w·::t ::a .depo$it . ·on f-i e wo.u e p or ty. for 
wa:.te·r,·- ·!i-_e_rVic& • ·1n-.·th¢ • uture w _en water was a ai a e.. A.a you 
know, t.he Dist:;o.ict ii, c:\irrently under a moratorium for new 
serviee: --hookups and no new c·onstructian is allowed that would 
take - n:.ew water service or increase the W1e of water in existing 
strUctui-es. 

facilitate your review ot this matter, I have 
of- Ordinance· No. 65 f,or you~ reference. Ple.ase 

to call if you or the representatives of the 

In or.!fE!r to 
enc:loS.ed a copy 
do not hesitate 
Dal t011 j:it-operty b·ave any further questions. 

• relcy, 

,tt_-L-. {AS2Lli~ 

L. Wallace, General Manager 

, 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE 

Defendants and Cross-Claimants Cavalier :run, Inc., Cavalier Acres, Inc., Cavalier 
Investments, Inc., and V & H Holdings, LLC ("Cavalier'') and Cross-Defendant San Silileon 
Co,n,nunity Service District ("District"), hereafter collectively sometitnes referred to as tho Parties, 
execute this Settlement Agreement and Release (the "Agreement''). 

WFIERF.AS, Cavalier filed a cross-claim agal.nst the District seoking declaratory relief and 
indomnity for SUlllS Cavalier paid or will pay, including costs to defend and attorney fees, as a result 
of an American with Disabilities Act fADA") law.ult filed by plaintiff; Qu-olyn Martin agal.nst 
Cavalier in United States District Court, Central District of California, Western Division, Case No. 
CV-02-0225 (the "Lawsuit"). 

WHEREAS, the Parties, without any admission or finding ofliability or faul4 wish to avoid 
expensive an.d protracted litigation, and thus agree that this settlement is made in good faith in order 
to resolve the Lawsuit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for valuable consideration, ihe receipt snd sufficiency of which is 
hereby acknowledged, ihe Parties agree to the following: • 

I. :Purpose 

The purpose of this Agreement is to resolve the existing dispute among the Parties as to 
indemnity for costs incurred by Cavalier resnlling from the above mentioned Lawsuit. 

2. Performane.e by Cross-Defendant, San Simeon Community Serylces District 

2.1 The District agrees to create,• adopt and implement procedures for requesting new 
water and sewer services and transferring existing water and sewer services by ameQdlng Or<linance 
66. Specifically, the District shall de:5p.e a formal application process by which a member of the 
community may r$guest new seirviQos o:r- ti:anafcr existing se,rvlces and such amendments shall 
include provisions relating to compliance with staw and federal laws. An adhoc committe,, for the 
District is currently in the process of reviewing and making recommended changes to Ordirum<le 66. 
The District agrees to complete this review and present a draft revised Ordinance tc the Board by 
June 9, 2004, and adopt a revised Ordinance by December 8, 2004. 

2.2 Tb.e District agrees to hold a pnblic hearing by February 11, 2004 to rooogni,:e, 
establish and certif>.'. the priority list for ihe Hook-up and Deposit Waiting List. It is Cavalier 
position that it is entitled to first priority on the Hook-up and Deposit Llst based upon its put<lbase 
and assumption of the Dalton property through Bankruptcy proceedings and due to written and oral 
representations made by the District. The written representations include an agreement entitled 
"Sewage and Water Agreement by and between the San Simeon Acres .Comm1lllity Services District 
and W. V, Dalton, M. D., dated January 25, 1972 and a Jetter from Elizabeth o•~, San Simeon 
Community Services District Secretary, to Mr. Miko Hanchett, dated August 18, 1989, copies of 
which are attached hereto as Exhibit "A." The District hereby agrees that the agreement end lotter 
attached as Exhibit "A" are true and oottect copies of the original agreement and Iott«. By this 
Agreemon~ the Dislriot does not agree nor deny the position set forth by Cavalier, but does agree to 



( hold a public hearing by the deadline to make findings of fact and to establish and certify the 
Priority List. 

2.3 The District agrees to prepare and accurately record the easeinont granted to the 
District by Cavalier for construction of a new sewer and water bridge to the District's waste water 
treatment plant. The District shall satisfy its exlsting obligation to return to Cavalier the old 
easement replaced by this project This obligation is an express condition which most be satisfied 
by the DJBtrict in order to n,oeive the new easement For the new easement, the District agrees to 
defend, indemnify, hold harmless and release Cavalier from any liability or htjury remtlting from 
activities of members of tho general public associated with the eosement area and any District 
activities, improvements, structures or other issues related to thg owupation of the easement area by 
the District. TheDistrict af!l'eeHn ootiafy !l.l. obt:,....i9 n by•== , .. , Z004. 

2.4 The District agrees to determine if a survey of the District waste water treiltment 
plant property and rip. rap surrounding the property existll, and if no~ or incomplete, to complete a 
survey to determine !ts proper boundaries. If any of the District's rip rap or other improvements 
encroach onto Caya]jer' s property, the District agrees to prepare and accurately record an easement 
granted to the District by the Cavalier. Distdct agrees to defend, indemnify, hold harmless and 
release Cavalier ftom any liability or injury resulting from any activities oftnembera of the general 
public associated within such easement atea, including, but not limited to, activities associated with 
the rip rap or o.ther District improvements that are located within such easement area and any 
District activities, improvements, structures or other issues related to the easement area .The 
District agrees to sAtisfy this obligation by January 14, 2004. 

2.5 The District agrees to continue to work on the creation, adoption. and 
implementation ofa water conservation program, The District age= to CWIJ)lete this review and 
present a draft water conservation program to the Board by June 9, 2004, and adopt a water 
conservation program by December 8, 2004. 

2.6 The District agrees to continue ro proceed withpl9llll to review and potentially revise 
the District's water and sewer service rate structures and collection procedures. The Dlstrlct agrees 
to finish a water and sewer rate study and determine wbothor the rate structure should be revised by 
August l I, 2004. 

2. 7 The Di$trict agrees to continue to maintain a separate reserve account for water 
projects until the end of the water moratorium. 

3, Perfonnance by Cavalier and Releose of Cross-Defendant, San Simeon Community 
Seryfoe District 

3.1 Cavalier agrees to gr:ant a license to the District for access to repair and maintain rip 
rap surrounding the wastewater treatment planl The license shall be for the use of the pathway 
north of the Arroyo de! Padre Juan Creek and for lateral beaoh access on the Cavalier property in 
front of the Creek. In addition, Cavalier agrees to allow the District the opport\lllity to improve the 
pathway north of the creek on Cavalier property to improve beach access pmvidedauoh 
improvements are consistent with an easement previously granted by Cavalier to the California 
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( Coastal Commission that encumbers all or a portion oflhe above descrfoed area and constroction 
of such pathway is approved by the California Coastal Conunission. Any improvement proposed 
by the District on Cavalier property must receive Cavalier' s prior approval. Cavallerwill act 
reasonably and conslder, !lll1ong other things, the public's best interest Jn gnmting such approval. If 
the license for access to ropalr and maintain the rip ral' is sccepted by the District or improvements 
to the pathway are proposed by the Dlsttict and accepted by Ca'l'lllier, the District agrees to defend, 
indemnify, hold harmless and release Cavalier froI11 any and aJ:l iajuries resulting from activities of 
members of the general public sssociat<id with the area encompassed by too license and any District 
activities, improvements, structures, and permitting of such lmproverne~ts snd stnwtures within the 
license area 

3 ,2 Cavalier, aud for their heirs, successors and anyone else who may purport to have an 
interest by or through them, agrees to release the District from their claims for indotnnity and 
declaratory relief specified in the Lawsuit and that no such claim will be made ln the future as a 
result of this Lawsuit 

4. No admission of Liability 

lt is understood by the Parties to this AgtQement that tbis settlement is not ari admission of 
any liability by any person, firm, sssociation or cotp0ratlon, but is a compromise of the disputed 
claims. 

5. Waiver of Section 1542 of the Civil Code 

The Partios agree that the provisi(Jl)S of Section 1542 of the Civil Code of 1he State of 
California are hereby expressly waived, and they understand that said section provides: 

A general relesse does not extend to claims thst the creditor does not know or suspect to 
exist ic his favor at the time of executing the relesse, which is known by him must have 
materially affected his settlement with the debtor. 

Bach J)artY understands and acknowledges the significance acd consequence of this specific 
waiverofsection 1542. 

6, Binding Effect 

6.1 The undersigoed teprMentative of the District certifies that he or she is an officer or 
agent of the District '1!ld fully authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Agreement as 
well as to execute this document and legally bind the District to. the provisions of the Agreement. 

6.2 The undersigned representative of Cavalier certifies that he or she is an office or 
agent of Cavalier and fully authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Agreement as 
well ss to execute this docwnent and legally bind Cavalier to the provisions of the Agreement, 
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( 7, Parties Have Read or Have Had Read To Them the Agreement 

The Parties hereto acknowledge that they have care.fully read (or have had read to them) 
each and every term of this Agreemen4 have received advice from counsel as to the nature and 
consequence of each of the terms, and have understood the tertnS and consequences of this 
Agreement. 

8, No Reliance 

The Parties hereto acknowledge that they have not relied on any inducements, promises or 
representations made by the other party or the other party's attorney, to the extent that such 
promises or representations are not provided for in this Agreement. 

9. Conditions of Execution 

Each party acknowledges that his or hers execution ofthis Agreement is free and voluntary. 

10, Execution ofAII Necessacy Documents and Actions 

Each party agr.ees to execute any and all documents and actions necessary or appropriate to 
carry out the tenns ofthls Agreement. 

11, Effective Date 

The effective date of this Agreement shall be upon the date whereby both parties have 
signed the Agreement. 

12. bttegration 

No inducements, promises, or representations .regarding the subject matter of this Agreement 
have been made by any party other than those set forth in this document or ino0tp0rated by 
reference. This Agreelnent supercedes all prior negotiations and understandings concerning the 
subject matter of this Agreement and contains all terms of the agreement between the parties 
regarding its subject matter. There are no oral understandings, statements or stipulations bearing on 
the effect of this Agreement that have not been incorporated in this Agreement. 

13, Co-Participation ln the Drafting of this Agreement 

Each party hereto represents that he or she fully participated in the drafting of the terms of 
this Agreement Accordingly, any ambiguities in the terms of this Agreement sha.U not be construed 
against any party and any doctrine of law regarding interpretation of any such ambiguities in the 
terms of this Agreement against the party drafting this Agreement shall not be applicable. 
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( 14. Modification 

( 

This Agreement shall not be amended, supplemented, abrogated or in any other way 
morllfied without the wtltten approval of the Parties, 

15, Severabilfty 

If any part of this Agreement shaU for any reason by invalid, unenforceable or contrary to 
public policy or law, then the remainder of this Agreement shall not ho affoctod fuereby and shall 
remain in full forco and effect. 

16. Continuing ,lurlsdiction 

The Court specifically retains jurisdiction over both the subject matter of lll1d tlie Parties to 
this action for the doration of thia Agreement for the purpose of issuing such further orders or 
directions as may be necessary or appropriate to construe, hnplement, modify, enforce, terminate, or 
reinstate the terms of this Agreement, including 1,ul not limited to attorneys' fees, costs, and 
litigation expenses incurred in onfbreing this Agreement, or for any further relief as the interest of 
justice my require. 

17. Termination and Satisfaction 

Upon the District's completions of the terms of this Agreement, the Co\lrt' s jurisdiction over 
1his matter shall tenninate unless the Parties sh.ow good cause for the contlnUJ11ion of th.e 
Agreement. 

18. GoverningLaw 

This Agreement is entered into and shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the 
Jaws of the State ofCalifomia. 

19. Counterparts 

This Agreement may be exeouted in counterpw, all of which together sh.all constitute one 
in the same Agreement, 

lN WITNESS WHilREOF, MICHAEL R. HANCHE'IT, as President of Clalmants Cavalier Inn. 
Inc., Cavalier Acres, Inc., and Cavalier Inv~e11ts, fuc., and Managing Member of V & H 
Holdings, LLC bas hereunto set his hand this 7f!J08Y of ~<' , 2003. 
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( Cavalier Inn, Inc., 
a California corporation 

By:1@;~~, 
Its: President 

Cavalier Investments, Inc., 
a Calitbrnia co,poration 

~-~ By: 1c1ae(R. Hancliett 
Its: President 

Cavalier Acres, Inc., 
a California corporation 

:1$,«J~~ By: Michael-R. H chett ~ 
Its: President 

V & H Holdings, LLC, 
a California limited liability company 

~Kn//i~ 
Its: Managing Member 

lN WJ'INES8 WHEREOF, D&vlD l<lf;<-1/ , as an officer of San Simeon Community Services 
District, hashete\lllto set his hand tliis :J_ day of.!J~tM,f4 , 2003. 
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( 

August 17, 1989 

JIOOK-UF DEPOSIT AllD WAITING LIST 

NAME DEPOSITS CURRENT DESCRIPl!ION DUE** 
*PAID OA!!!E 

DALTON $46, .500. 1/25/72 $163,800. 105 r.10-nL $115,300. 

EVANS 425. 11/16/?5 3,800. ~ lll!TA!L J,J?5 

MOUCHAWAR 
o:t'iJinal 30,445. 6/1/79 

jll,, 600 , revised 35 MOTEL 51,1.'.l.5, 
2., 280, 1 APAA~NT 

2i., 700. 2000 sq ft 
!USSTAURANT 

LONO 1,zoo. 10/29/85 2,280. 1 RESIDENCE 1,080, 

HURLBERT 22,800, 3/1.5/89 22.,80.0. 10 CONDOS 

SANSONE 92,J4o, 8/2/89 91,200, 4o CONDOS 
1,140, 1 IRRIGATION 

1 dwelling hook-up 
now in use 

TO'rALS ifl19$, 710, $J66,6oo, $170,890, 
=======~ ========== =~==:=r.=;:;;;;: 

., DEPOS!T PAID - Indioates total t'ees paid based on the l'ee 
ScheduJ.e in place at tillle o:f payment, 

- Indios.tea !llllount due to make up difference 
between old fee scheduJ.e and ourrent Fee 
sonedule (7/89) 
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@)NOSSAMANLLP 

VIA FEDEX AND EMAIL 

June 22, 2022 

Gwen Kellas, Chair and 
Members of the Board of Directors 
San Simeon Community Services District 
111 Pico Ave. 
San Simeon, CA 93452 

ATTORNEYS ATLAW 

18101 Von Karman Avenue 
Suite 1800 
Irvine, CA 92612 
T 949,833.7800 
F 949,833,7878 

Gregory W, Sanders 
D 949.477.7669 
gsanders@nossaman.com 

Refer To File# 270858--0001 

Re: Hather Settlement Agreement and Proposed Amendments to San Simeon 
Community Services District Ordinance No. 102 

Dear Chair Kallas and Members of the Board of Directors: 

We continue to represent Cavalier Inn, Inc., V&H Holdings, LLC and all of their affiliated 
entities (collectively, "Cavalier") with regard to water and sewer service capacity to which 
Cavalier is entitled for properties owned by Cavalier within the boundaries of the San Simeon 
Community Services District {"SSCSD"). The purposes of this letter are to advise you of 
Cavalier's positions with regard to the "will serve letter" issued by the SSCSD to Mr. Robert 
Hather in settlement of the Ha/her v. SSCSD, el a/. lawsuits and proposed amendments to 
SSCSD Ordinance no. 102 as discussed at the June 9, 2022 meeting of the SSCSD Board of 
Directors. 

I. Cavalier Properties on the Wait List. 

In partial satisfaction of SSCSD's obligations under that certain Settlement Agreement 
and Release by and between Cavalier and the SSCSD, dated October 7, 2003 ("Cavalier 
Settlement Agreement'), the SSCSD Board of Directors adopted Resolution no. 20-426 on 
October 14, 2020 (Resolution"), which reaffirmed and memorialized the sequential priority of 
properties entitled to water and sewer treatment service capacity at such time as the water 
system hook-up moratorium enacted by the SSCSD by Ordinance No. 61 and extended by 
Ordinance nos. 63, 66 and 102 is lifted. The "Hook Up Waiting List," attached to the Resolution 
as Exhibit "A" ('Wait Lisi"), lists the properties in order of priority of entitlement to water and 
sewer treatment service and the capacity of "ervlce allocated to each property, 

Cavalier held the first and fourth positions on the Wail List with a capacity allocation of 
145 motel and 2,400 square feet of restaurant space and 1 residential unit, respectively. 
Subsequently, the Wait List was updated to add an additional Cava lier property, among others, 
with an allocation of 25 equivalent dwelling units of capacity. The combined allocations 
represent 140.5 equivalent dwelling units of capacity. (See Chart of Equivalent Dwelling Units 
attached as Exhibit "A" to SSCSD Ordinance no. 115.) This amount represents 14.44 acre-feet 
per year of water capacity. (See System-Wide Water Supply Assessment Report for the San 
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Simeon Community Services District, adopted by the SSCSD Board of Directors on March 15, 
2022.) 

IL Cavalier's Vested Contractual Right to Water and Sewer Service Capacity. 

Cavaliers first position on the Wait List is rooted in that certain Sewer and Water 
Agreement by and between W.V. Dalton, M.D. ("Dalton") and San Simeon Acres Community 
Services District (predecessor to the SSCSD), dated January 25, 1972 ("Sewer and Water 
Agreement''). Cavalier succeeded to the rights, duties and obligations of Dalton under the Sewer 
and Water Agreement when Cavalier acquired the property that is the subject of the Sewer and 
Water Agreement ("Dalton Property") on September 5, 1989. Through succeeding discussions, 
negotiations and agreements (documentation of which will be provided upon request), Cavalier 
and the SSCSD agreed to a reduced amount of water and sewer treatment service capacity for 
Cavalier's first priority position as reflected on the Wait List and subsequent updates thereof. 
(Cavaller's fourth and fourteenth positions on the Wait List arose as a result of a) acquisition of 
property that held the fourth position on the Wait List at the time the property was purchased; 
and b) a later addition to the Wait list for the property holding the fourteenth position.) 

The Sewer and Water Agreement and various representations, agreements and 
assurances provided by the SSCSD, as discussed below, vests in Cavalier a contractual right to 
water and sewer service for the Dalton Property in an amount reflected in position no. 1 of the 
Wait List. Section 2 of the Sewer and Water Agreement provides, in pertinent part, that Cavalier 
is entitled to the water and sewer treatment capacity for the land uses described In the 
agreement when "such capacity may be available If and when Consumer [Cavalier] should desire 
to connect to said [water and sewer] systems at the charges and rates then pertaining .... " The 
amount of water and sewer service capacity described in the Sewer and Water Agreement that 
the SSCSD was obligated to provide has since been modified by agreement between Cavalier 
and the SSCSD, as reflected in the Wait List and discussed above. 

Cavaliers vested contractual right to water and sewer treatment capacity for the Dalton 
Property, flowing initially from the Sewer and Water Agreement, was later reinforced by the 
SSCSD. By letter of March 10, 1989, the SSCSD General Manager assured Michael R. 
Hanchett of Cavalier that "any persons with a deposit on file would be given priority for water 
service in the future when water was available." A non-refundable deposit was made for the 
Dalton Property. Further, by letter of August 18, 1989, Elizabeth O'Leary, Secretary, San 
Simeon Acres Community Services District (predecessor to the SSCSD) informed Mike Hanchett 
of Cavalier that "Priority [on the water and sewer wait list existing at that time] is established by 
the date the deposit was received by the District, the first priority being the earliest date," which 
placed the Dalton Property in first priorlty for water and sewer treatment service. In addition to 
the foregoing, the Cavalier Settlement Agreement resulted in adoption by the SSCSD Board of 
Directors of Ordinance no. 115 ("Ordinance") which eventually led to adoption of the Resolution 
In which the Dalton Property's first position on the Wait List was reconfirmed and remains so. 

In reliance on these agreements, letters and certain oral assurances provided by SSCSD 
personnel, Cavalier relied to its detriment by purchasing the Dalton Property, expending large 
sums of money planning for its development, volunteering time and effort to assist the SSCSD 
with solutions to various Issues Including, but not limited to, resolution of the water quality issues 
required to lift the water service moratorium, etc., all of which were necessary to develop the 
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Dalton Property and for Cavalier to realize its Investment backed expectations. These 
agreements, letters and oral assurances, and Cavalier's reliance thereon, resulted in Cavalier 
accruing a vested contractual right to the water and sewer treatment service capacity now 
reflected in the first position on the Wait List. (For a discussion of contractual vested rights, see, 
e.g., Monterey Sand Co. v. Cal. Coastal Comm., 191 Cai. App. 3d 169, 178.) 

THIS VESTED CONTRACTUAL RIGHT TO WATER AND SEWER CAPACITY 
IMPOSES AN OBLIGATION ON THE SSCSD TO RESERVE WATER AND SEWER 
TREATMENT CAPACITY IN THE AMOUNTS AGREED UPON BY CAVALIER AND THE 
SSCSD TO SERVE THE DALTON PROPERTY. CAVALIER'$ CONTRACTUAL VESTED 
RIGHT TO WATER AND SEWER SERVICE CAPACITY FOR THE DAL TON PROPERTY IS 
SEPARATE AND APART FROM ANY RIGHTS CAVALIER HAS TO WATER AND SEWER 
SERVICE UNDER THE WAIT LIST AND IS SUPERIOR IN RIGHT TO AND SUPERSEDES 
ALL OF THE WATER ALLOCATIONS SET FORTH ON THE WAIT LIST. 

In order to ensure Cavaiier's vested contractual right to water and sewer capacity the 
SSCSD must, as a matter of law, set aside and reserve such capacity and not permit allocations 
of water and sewer service that oversubscribe the capacity of the SSCSD, thereby effectively 
depriving Cavalier of the capacity and service to which the SSCSD is legally bound to provide 
and Cavalier is entitled to receive. 

Ill. Approval of the Hather/SSCSD Settlement Agreement and Issuance of a Will Serve 
Letter to Robert Hather Violates Cavalier's Vested Contractual Rights, the Ordinance and 
Resolution. 

As discussed above, the Wait List established the priority of entitlement to water and 
sewer service in partial fulfillment of the SSCSD' obligations under the Cavalier Settlement 
Agreement. As outlined above, Cavalier is listed at positions 1, 4 and 14 on the current iteration 
of the Wait List, with water allocations expressed in terms of equivalent dwelling units for each 
position and an additional allocation of 2,400 square feet of restaurant space for position no. 1. 

On May 10, 2022, the SSCSD Board of Directors approved that certain Conditional 
Settlement Agreement whereby those certain lawsuits styled Robert Hather v. San Simeon 
Community Services District, et al. venued in the San Luis Obispo County Superior Court and 
the United States District Court, Central District of California were settled ("Hather Settlement 
Agreement"). The Hather Settlement Agreement obligated the SSCSD to provide Robert Hather 
a will serve letter for "up to 15 dwelling units" for "water and sewer services." Subsequently, the 
SSCSD transmitted the will serve letter to Mr. Hather. 

The property to which the will serve letter applies holds position no. 8 on the Wait List, 
behind the 1 and 4 positions for properties owned by Cavalier. By issuing a will serve letter to 
Mr. Hather in advance of Issuance of a will serve letter for the Daiton Property and the Cavalier 
property in position no. 4 on the Wait List, the SSCSD blatantly ignored Cavalier's superior 
vested contractual right to water and sewer service capacity and the priority of Cavalier property 
holding Walt List position nos. 1 and 4 over that of Mr. Hather, a clear violation of the Cavalier 
Settlement Agreement, Ordinance and Resolution. 
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IV, Cavalier Has Withheld Application for a Hardship Waiver for Will Serve Letters in 
Reliance on SSCSD Board Assurances That Will Serve Letters Will Be issued in the 
Immediate Future. 

At the June 9, 2022 meeting of the SSCSD Board of Directors, the Board assured those 
persons and entitles with positions on the Wail List that Ordinance No. 102 would be amended in 
such a manner as to require issuance of will serve letters to all such persons and entities, 
including Cavalier. In reliance on this assurance, Cavalier has agreed to forbear from filing an 
application with the SSCSD for a hardship exemption. Cavalier's forbearance is without 
prejudice to any rights Cavalier may possess now, or In the future, including, but not limited to, 
the right to apply for a hardship exemption from the water and sewer service connection 
moratorium in accordance with Section V of Ordinance no. 102. 

V. Cavalier Is Entitled to Will Serve Letters That Comply With the Property Transfer 
Provisions of the Ordinance and are Without an Expiration Date. 

Among other things, the Cavalier Settlement Agreement obligated the SSCSD to "create, 
adopt, and implement procedures for requesting new water and sewer services and transferring 
existing water and sewer services by amending Ordinance 66." In satisfaction of this obligation, 
the SSCSD adopted Ordinance no. 101, subsequently amended by Ordinance no. 108 and the 
Ordinance all of which, among other things, permitted and now permit transfer of properties on 
the Wait List to other properties within the SSCSD boundaries, subject only to compliance with 
the transfer requirements. Further, neither the Ordinance nor Its predecessor ordinances 
authorize the SSCSD to impose a time limitation on Will Serve letters. Accordingly, any will 
serve letters issued to Cavalier must not restrict the transfer of Walt List positions to other 
properties nor contain an expiration date. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please let us know If you have any questions. 

cc: Jeffrey Minnery, SSCSD General Counsel 

GWS:jg 
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Sincerely, 

¾w~ 
Gregory W. Sanders 
Nossaman LLP 
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®J NOSSAMAN LLP 

July 29, 2022 

Gwen Kellas, Chair and 
Members of the Board of Directors 
San Simeon Community Services District 
111 Pico Ave. 
San Simeon, CA 93452 

Re: Conditional Payment of Water Connection Fees 

Dear Chair Kellas and Members of the Board of Directors: 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

18101 Von Karman Avenue 
Suite 1800 
Irvine, CA 92612 
T 949,833,7800 
F 949.833. 7878 

Gregory W. Sanders 
D 949.477.7669 
gsanders@nossaman.com 

Refer To File# 270858-0001 

We continue to represent Cavalier Inn, Inc., V&H Holdings, LLC and all of their affiliated 
entities (collectively, "Cavalier") with regard to water and sewer service capacity to which 
Cavalier is entitled for use within the boundaries of the San Simeon Community Services District 
("SSCSD"). We enclose herewith a check in the amount of Six Hundred Seventy Eight 
Thousand, Nine Hundred and Ninety Nine Dollars ($678,999.00) from V&H Holdings, LLC, which 
amount represents conditional payment, as discussed below, of water and sewer connection 
fees for the water and sewer service capacity (in which Cavalier owns a vested right as 
explained in our letter to you of June 22, 2022, a copy of which is attached) for the property listed 
in position no. 1 on the Hook Up Waiting List (Resolution no. 20--426, Exhibit "A") ("Hook Up 
Waiting List"). The amount of the water and sewer connection fees was calculated in 
accordance with the current SSCSD fee schedule. 

Negotiation of the enclosed check is subject to the following conditions: 

A An acknowledgment by the SSCSD Board of Directors acceptable to Cavalier in 
Cavalier's sole discretion that Cavalier owns a vested right to water and sewer service capacity 
in an amount sufficient to serve the uses described in the Hook Up Waiting List for position no. 1 
(or alternative uses based upon the Chart of Equivalent Dwelling Units attached to SSCSD 
Ordinance 115 as Exhibit "A" ("Chart of Equivalent Dwelling Units")). 

B. Issuance of a will serve letter for the entire amount of water capacity for uses 
described in the Hook Up Waiting List for position no. 1 (or alternative uses expressed in 
equivalent dwelling units in the Chart of Equivalent Dwelling Units), with a provision that such will 
serve letter will be valid for an initial period of ten (10) years and shall be valid indefinitely 
following submission of applications for land use entitlements to the County (and other 
governmental entities, if required) while the applications are processed and until approved and 
construction and physical connections to the SSCSD water and sewer systems are completed. 
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C. Installation of a meter connected to the water system at the property identified in 
Hook Up Wailing List position no. 1; provided, however, that the meter may be locked and not 
activated until such time as the land use entitlement applications referred to in paragraph B 
above have been finally approved and construction of the improvements completed. 

D. An agreement that the water and sewer capacity represented by the will serve 
letters may be transferred, in whole or in part, to other properties within the SSCSD boundaries 
in accordance with the current version of SSCSD Ordinance 115 and that such capacity may be 
used for alternative uses as discussed above. 

E. An agreement that in the event the SSCSD (or any successor agency) is unable to 
provide water and sewer service in the full amount of the capacity represented by position no. 1 
on the Hook Up Waiting List for any reason, including, but not limited to, insufficient water and/or 
sewer service available capacity; a water and/or sewer service moratorium; regulations 
restricting water and/or sewer service by one or more regulatory agencies (California Coastal 
Commission; Regional Waler Quality Control Board; etc.); or any other reason, an amount of the 
enclosed connection fees representing the water and sewer service capacity that cannot be 
provided calculated on an equivalent dwelling unit basis in accordance with the Chart of 
Equivalent Dwelling Units shall be refunded to Cavalier. Such refund shall be made without 
payment of interest. 

The enclosed check may not be negotiated until all of the above conditions have been 
satisfied. 

Cavalier believes this offer of payment of connection fees serves the best interests of 
the SSCSD and the San Simeon community and is preferable to other remedies that can be 
pursued to affirm Cavalier's vested right to water and sewer service. 

GWS:jg 
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Please let us know if you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter. 

Sincerely, 

41· ft; 4..,✓.~44-/ 
Gregory W. Sanders 
Nossaman LLP 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

18101 Von Karman Avenue 
Suite 1800 
Irvine, CA 92612 
T 949.833. 7800 
F 949.833.7878 

Gregory W. Sanders 
0 949.477.7669 
gsanders@nossaman,com 

VIA FEDEX AND EMAIL Refer To File# 270858-0001 

June 22, 2022 

Gwen Kellas, Chair and 
Members of the Board of Directors 
San Simeon Community Services District 
111 Pico Ave. 
San Simeon, CA 93452 

Re: Hather Settlement Agreement and Proposed Amendments to San Simeon 
Community Services District Ordinance No. 102 

Dear Chair Kellas and Members of the Board of Directors: 

We continue to represent Cavalier Inn, Inc., V&H Holdings, LLC and all of their affiliated 
entities (collectively, "Cavalier") with regard to water and sewer service capacity to which 
Cavalier is entitled for properties owned by Cavalier within the boundaries of the San Simeon 
Community Services District ("SSCSD"). The purposes of this letter are to advise you of 
Cavalier's positions with regard to the "will serve letter'' issued by the SSCSD to Mr. Robert 
Hather in settlement of the Hather v. SSCSD, et al. lawsuits and proposed amendments to 
SSCSD Ordinance no. 102 as discussed at the June 9, 2022 meeting of the SSCSD Board of 
Directors. 

I. Cavalier Properties on the Wait List. 

In partial satisfaction of SSCSD's obligations under that certain Settlement Agreement 
and Release by and between Cavalier and the SSCSD, dated October 7, 2003 ("Cavalier 
Settlement Agreement"), the SSCSD Board of Directors adopted Resolution no. 20-426 on 
October 14, 2020 (Resolution"), which reaffirmed and memorialized the sequential priority of 
properties entitled to water and sewer treatment service capacity at such time as the water 
system hook-up moratorium enacted by the SSCSD by Ordinance No. 61 and extended by 
Ordinance nos. 63, 66 and 102 is lifted. The "Hook Up Waiting List," attached to the Resolution 
as Exhibit "A" ("Wait List"), lists the properties in order of priority of entitlement to water and 
sewer treatment service and the capacity of service allocated to each property. 

Cavalier held the first and fourth positions on the Wait List with a capacity allocation of 
145 motel and 2,400 square feet of restaurant space and 1 residential unit, respectively. 
Subsequently, the Wait List was updated to add an additional Cavalier property, among others, 
with an allocation of 25 equivalent dwelling units of capacity. The combined allocations 
represent 140.5 equivalent dwelling units of capacity. (See Chart of Equivalent Dwelling Units 
attached as Exhibit "A" to SSCSD Ordinance no. 115.) This amount represents 14.44 acre-feet 
per year of water capacity. (See System-Wide Water Supply Assessment Report for the San 
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Simeon Community Services District, adopted by the SSCSD Board of Directors on March 15, 
2022.) 

II. Cavalier's Vested Contractual Right to Water and Sewer Service Capacity. 

Cavalier's first position on the Wait List is rooted in that certain Sewer and Water 
Agreement by and between W.V. Dalton, M.D. ("Dalton") and San Simeon Acres Community 
Services District (predecessor to the SSCSD), dated January 25, 1972 ("Sewer and Water 
Agreement"). Cavalier succeeded to the rights, duties and obligations of Dalton under the Sewer 
and Water Agreement when Cavalier acquired the property that is the subject of the Sewer and 
Water Agreement ("Dalton Property") on September 5, 1989. Through succeeding discussions, 
negotiations and agreements (documentation of which will be provided upon request), Cavalier 
and the SSCSD agreed to a reduced amount of water and sewer treatment service capacity for 
Cavalier's first priority position as reflected on the Wait List and subsequent updates thereof. 
(Cavalier's fourth and fourteenth positions on the Wait List arose as a result of a) acquisition of 
property that held the fourth position on the Wait List at the time the property was purchased; 
and b) a later addition to the Wait list for the property holding the fourteenth position.) 

The Sewer and Water Agreement and various representations, agreements and 
assurances provided by the SSCSD, as discussed below, vests in Cavalier a contractual right to 
water and sewer service for the Dalton Property in an amount reflected in position no. 1 of the 
Wait List. Section 2 of the Sewer and Water Agreement provides, in pertinent part, that Cavalier 
is entitled to the water and sewer treatment capacity for the land uses described in the 
agreement when "such capacity may be available if and when Consumer [Cavalier] should desire 
to connect to said [water and sewer] systems at the charges and rates then pertaining .... " The 
amount of water and sewer service capacity described in the Sewer and Water Agreement that 
the SSCSD was obligated to provide has since been modified by agreement between Cavalier 
and the SSCSD, as reflected in the Wait List and discussed above. 

Cavalier's vested contractual right to water and sewer treatment capacity for the Dalton 
Property, flowing initially from the Sewer and Water Agreement, was later reinforced by the 
SSCSD. By letter of March 10, 1989, the SSCSD General Manager assured Michael R. 
Hanchett of Cavalier that "any persons with a deposit on file would be given priority for water 
service in the future when water was available." A non-refundable deposit was made for the 
Dalton Property. Further, by letter of August 18, 1989, Elizabeth O'Leary, Secretary, San 
Simeon Acres Community Services District (predecessor to the SSCSD) informed Mike Hanchett 
of Cavalier that "Priority [on the water and sewer wait list existing at that time] is established by 
the date the deposit was received by the District, the first priority being the earliest date," which 
placed the Dalton Property in first priority for water and sewer treatment service. In addition to 
the foregoing, the Cavalier Settlement Agreement resulted in adoption by the SSCSD Board of 
Directors of Ordinance no. 115 ("Ordinance") which eventually led to adoption of the Resolution 
in which the Dalton Property's first position on the Wait List was reconfirmed and remains so. 

In reliance on these agreements, letters and certain oral assurances provided by SSCSD 
personnel, Cavalier relied to its detriment by purchasing the Dalton Property, expending large 
sums of money planning for its development, volunteering time and effort to assist the SSCSD 
with solutions to various issues including, but not limited to, resolution of the water quality issues 
required to lift the water service moratorium, etc., all of which were necessary to develop the 
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Dalton Property and for Cavalier to realize its investment backed expectations. These 
agreements, letters and oral assurances, and Cavalier's reliance thereon, resulted in Cavalier 
accruing a vested contractual right to the water and sewer treatment service capacity now 
reflected in the first position on the Wail List. (For a discussion of contractual vested rights, see, 
e.g., Monterey Sand Co. v. Cal. Coastal Comm., 191 Cal. App. 3d 169, 178.) 

THIS VESTED CONTRACTUAL RIGHT TO WATER AND SEWER CAPACITY 
IMPOSES AN OBLIGATION ON THE SSCSD TO RESERVE WATER AND SEWER 
TREATMENT CAPACITY IN THE AMOUNTS AGREED UPON BY CAVALIER AND THE 
SSCSD TO SERVE THE DALTON PROPERTY. CAVALIER'S CONTRACTUAL VESTED 
RIGHT TO WATER AND SEWER SERVICE CAPACITY FOR THE DALTON PROPERTY IS 
SEPARATE AND APART FROM ANY RIGHTS CAVALIER HAS TO WATER AND SEWER 
SERVICE UNDER THE WAIT LIST AND IS SUPERIOR IN RIGHT TO AND SUPERSEDES 
ALL OF THE WATER ALLOCATIONS SET FORTH ON THE WAIT LIST. 

In order to ensure Cavalier's vested contractual right to water and sewer capacity the 
SSCSD must, as a matter of law, set aside and reserve such capacity and not permit allocations 
of water and sewer service that oversubscribe the capacity of the SSCSD, thereby effectively 
depriving Cavalier of the capacity and service to which the SSCSD is legally bound to provide 
and Cavalier is entitled to receive. 

Ill. Approval of the HatherlSSCSD Settlement Agreement and Issuance of a Will Serve 
Letter to Robert Hather Violates Cavalier's Vested Contractual Rights, the Ordinance and 
Resolution. 

As discussed above, the Wail List established the priority of entitlement to water and 
sewer service in partial fulfillment of the SSCSD' obligations under the Cavalier Settlement 
Agreement. As outlined above, Cavalier is listed at positions 1, 4 and 14 on the current iteration 
of the Wait List, with water allocations expressed in terms of equivalent dwelling units for each 
position and an additional allocation of 2,400 square feet of restaurant space for position no. 1. 

On May 10, 2022, the SSCSD Board of Directors approved that certain Conditional 
Settlement Agreement whereby those certain lawsuits styled Robert Ha/her v. San Simeon 
Community Services District, et al. venued in the San Luis Obispo County Superior Court and 
the United States District Court, Central District of California were settled ("Hather Settlement 
Agreement"). The Halher Settlement Agreement obligated the SSCSD to provide Robert Halher 
a will serve letter for "up to 15 dwelling units" for "water and sewer services." Subsequently, the 
SSCSD transmitted the will serve letter to Mr. Hather. 

The property to which the will serve letter applies holds position no. 8 on the Wait List, 
behind the 1 and 4 positions for properties owned by Cavalier. By issuing a will serve letter to 
Mr. Hather in advance of issuance of a will serve letter for the Dalton Property and the Cavalier 
property in position no. 4 on the Wait List, the SSCSD blatantly ignored Cavalier's superior 
vested contractual right to water and sewer service capacity and the priority of Cavalier property 
holding Wait List position nos. 1 and 4 over that of Mr. Hather, a clear violation of the Cavalier 
Settlement Agreement, Ordinance and Resolution. 
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IV. Cavalier Has Withheld Application for a Hardship Waiver for Will Serve Letters in 
Reliance on SSCSD Board Assurances That Will Serve Letters Will Be issued in the 
Immediate Future. 

Al the June 9, 2022 meeting of the SSCSD Board of Directors, the Board assured those 
persons and entities with positions on the Wait List that Ordinance No. 102 would be amended in 
such a manner as to require issuance of will serve letters to all such persons and entities, 
including Cavalier. In reliance on this assurance, Cavalier has agreed to forbear from filing an 
application with the SSCSD for a hardship exemption. Cavalier's forbearance is without 
prejudice to any rights Cavalier may possess now, or in the future, including, but not limited to, 
the right to apply for a hardship exemption from the water and sewer service connection 
moratorium in accordance with Section V of Ordinance no. 102. 

V. Cavalier Is Entitled to Will Serve Letters That Comply With the Property Transfer 
Provisions of the Ordinance and are Without an Expiration Date. 

Among other things, the Cavalier Settlement Agreement obligated the SSCSD to "create, 
adopt, and implement procedures for requesting new water and sewer services and transferring 
existing water and sewer services by amending Ordinance 66." In satisfaction of this obligation, 
the SSCSD adopted Ordinance no. 101, subsequently amended by Ordinance no. 108 and the 
Ordinance all of which, among other things, permitted and now permit transfer of properties on 
the Wail List to other properties within the SSCSD boundaries, subject only to compliance with 
the transfer requirements. Further, neither the Ordinance nor its predecessor ordinances 
authorize the SSCSD to impose a lime limitation on Will Serve letters. Accordingly, any will 
serve letters issued to Cavalier must not restrict the transfer of Wait List positions to other 
properties nor contain an expiration date. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please let us know if you have any questions. 

cc: Jeffrey Minnery, SSCSD General Counsel 

GWS:jg 
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.).Z.,;J: This Agreement made this 9th day of 

I 

_ _.;,.J_u_1_1 e __ , 1 9 7 2 , 

by and between THE HEARST CORPORATION (hereinafter referred to as 

"Grantor") and SAN SIMEON ACRES COMJ,WNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

(hereinafter referred to as "Grantee"). 

�iEREAS, Grantor is the owner of certain real property 

located in an unincorporated area of San Luis Obispo County, 

State of California, hereinafter referred to as the ''Servien-c 

Tenement"; and 

m-IEREAS, Gran tee des ires to acquire certain r igl--. -cs 

in the Servient Tenement; and 

½nEREAS, Grantor desires to have made ava�lable LC k �

various services which are to be provided by Grar te,?;; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

l. Grantor herer·, grants to Grantee an easeme;rc

herein described for so long as the property is used for the 

purposes described in Paragraph 4 of this Easement Agreemc�t 2�0 

Deed (hereinafter referred to as "Agreement"). In the even:.=. 

property should ever cease to be used for said pu�poses, the�� 

the easement created by this Agreement is to automatically revert 

to Grantor or its successo 1 .:3 and assigns, without the neces::01t:.y 

for any further action to effect said reversion, and Grantee 

shall have no further interest in the Servient Tenement. 

the intention of this Agreement to grant a determinable ease� 

to Grantee and retain for the Grantor, its successors anc. as - 1-

a possibility of reverter; provided, however, that nothi�g 
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contained in this Paragraph 1 shall be intended to restrict or 

limit any other remedies to which Grantor is entitled at law 

or equity. 

2 .. In consideration of the grant of this easement 

by Grantor to Grantee, Grantee covenants and agrees to use 

this easement only for the purposes set forth in Paragraph 4 

of this Agreement. 

3. The easement granted herein is an easement in

gross. 

4. The easement granted herein is for ingress and

egress purposes and for the construction, operation, maintenance; 

repair, replacement and removal of water reservoir and water 

pipeline in, upon, under and across that certain real property 

located in the County of San Luis Obispo, State of California, 

and described as follows: 

l'LINT " MACKAY 

e&• WIL.ll◄IIU ltOULICYAl'IO 

I ,l,�OIL.11, OAL.11"01\NIA 10.IY 

Parcel A. 

That portion of Lot A of the map showing Partition 
of that part of San Simeon Rancho owned by Ira 
Van Gordon, Sr., in the County of San Luis Obispo, 
State of California, according to map filed for 
record July 27, � 99, in the office of the County 
Recorder of said �uunty, described as follows: 

Beginning at a point described as stake LVG 1 in 
Quitclaim Deed in Book 1398, Page 387, Official 
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thence, 

North 33 ° 00' 00 1
' West 247.50 feet along a course

in said Quitclaim Deed, to a point; thence, 

North 56 ° 30 1 00" East 725.00 feet along a course
in said Quitclai� Deed, to the True Point of Begin­
ning; thence, 

North 33 °

thence, 

North 56 °

thence, 

30' 

3 0 I 

00 11 

00 II 

West 100.00 feet to a point; 

East 150.00 feet 'to a point; 

South 33 ° 30' 00 11 East 100. 00 feet to the intersection
with said course in said Quitclaim Deed; thence 
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August 22nd, 2025 
 
San Simeon Community Services District 
111 Pico Avenue 
San Simeon, CA 93452 
 
Attention:  Ruth Montgomery, Assistant to the Interim General Manager  
 San Simeon Community Services District  
  
Subject:  2025 System-Wide Water Supply Assessment 
 
 
Dear Ruth: 

We are pleased to submit this update (August 2025) to the System-Wide Water Supply 

Assessment (WSA) report for the San Simeon Community Services District (SSCSD) while 

meeting the requirements of California Water Code sections 10608, 10610-10656 (Urban 

Water Management Plan Act), and 10910-10915 (Water Supply Assessment Statute). Please 

note that this WSA is submitted as an addendum to the 2018 Master Plan. 

On April 2nd, SSCSD staff requested a revision to the 2022 System-Wide Water Supply 
Assessment. This 2025 update is intended to reflect more current supply and demand 
conditions, RO system operations, and update the corresponding supply sufficiency analysis. 

We are extending our thanks to Patrick Faverty, Jacqueline Diamond, Geoff English, and to 
you, for providing the very valuable information needed to complete this study and produce 
this report. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
AKEL ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Tony Akel, P.E. 
Senior Principal 
 
Enclosure: Report 

 
 
 
 
  

 

Smart Planning Our Water Resources 
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San Simeon Community Services District 

SYSTEM-WIDE WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

1.1 Purpose 

Law

 

This Water Supply Assessment (WSA) report was intended to provide a system-wide water supply 

assessment for the San Simeon Community Services District (District). This report adddresses the 

requirements of California Water Code sections 10608, 10610-10656 (Urban Water Management 

Plan Act), and 10910-10915 (Water Supply Assessment Statute). Additionally, this WSA serves 

as an addendum to the District’s 2018 Master Plan. 

The study area of this WSA consists of the existing and future developments within the District’s 

Service Area (Project). This WSA assesses the water supply sufficiency to the projected water 

demands by evaluating the impact of this Project’s water demands on the water supplies through 

the horizon year of 2045. 

Pursuant to California Water Code 10617, the District’s water service is considered a small 

community water supplier and is not qualified as an Urban Water Supplier. As a result, the District 

is not required to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Nevertheless, the District 

requested the consultant (Akel Engineering Group) to prepare this master plan addendum based 

on certain requirements for the Urban Water Management Plan Act (UWMP Act) and 2020 Urban 

Water Management Plan Guidebook (Guidebook) for the purpose of obtaining a determination of 

water that is available for new developments. 

10912  (b) …If a public water system has fewer than 5,000 service connections, then “project”  
                 means  any proposed residential, business, commercial, hotel or motel, or industrial  
                 development that would account for an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of  
                 the public water system’s existing service connections, or a mixed-use project that would  
                 demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required  
                 by residential development that would represent an increase of 10 percent or more in the  
                 number of the public water system’s existing service connections. 
 
SB 610 (2) …The bill would require the assessment to include, among other information, an  
                 identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts  
                 relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project and water received in prior  
                 years pursuant to those entitlements, rights, and contracts. The bill would require the city  
                 or county, if it is not able to identify any public water system that may supply water for the  
                 project, to prepare the water supply assessment after a prescribed consultation.  
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Pursuant to California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.10, Sections 10910-10915, any city or 

county, which has proposed larger developments or land use plans that are subject to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is required to prepare Water Supply Assessment (WSA) to 

document potential environmental impacts of the projects. 

The report includes a discussion of this project’s water supply requirements and potential impact 

on the District’s supply availability.  This report references multiple land use planning and 

groundwater supply documents, including the San Simeon 2018 CSD Master Plan (2018 Master 

Plan), the 2007 North Coast Area Plan (2007 NCAP), the 2014 Groundwater Availability Study – 

Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin (2014 GAS), the San Simeon CSD Water Conservation 

Plan (Ordinance No.117), San Simeon CSD 2013 Water Usage Calculations (2013 EDU Study), 

Water License issued by the State Water Resource Control Board, and the SSCSD 1989, 2004, 

2020 and 2022 Water Wait List Reconciliation (Wait List). 

1.2 Project Description  

San Simeon is a small unincorporated community situated within San Luis Obispo County on 

California’s central coast, located along State Highway 1, approximately halfway between Los 

Angeles and San Francisco. The San Simeon community is bordered on the east side by open 

space owned by the Hearst Corporation and the north and south sides by State Parks property. 

As an aside, Hearst Castle is visible from portions of the District. The community is located on a 

coastal plain, bordered by the Pacific Ocean on the west and the Santa Lucia mountain range on 

the east. The District’s existing land uses are depicted in Figure 1 and briefly described as 

follows: 

 Multi-Family Residential: The existing multi-

family residential land use area is 

approximately 23.7 acres within the District’s 

service area and will expand to a total of 40.1 

acres in the buildout, as shown in Figure 1. 

This development was documented in the 

2007 NACP, though the current conceptual 

land use plan has differing land use acreage 

than the 2007 NACP, which was documented 

as 39.21 acres. 

 Irrigation: In the middle of the District 

Service Area, along Highway 1, which locates approximately 10.5 acres of existing 

irrigation land use, in the buildout, the irrigation land use is expected to decrease to 

approximately 6.2 acres. Approximately 4.3 acres of existing irrigation land use are 

proposed to be converted to commercial retail land use, which is a part of the proposed  
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No.1 development (Cavalier Inn Inc.) on the District’s Water Sewer Connection Waitlist 

(Appendix B). 

 Commercial Retail: This tourism-centric 

district includes approximately 26.3 acres 

of existing commercial retail land use on 

both sides of Highway 1 and will increase 

to approximately 41.4 acres in the 

buildout. This development was 

documented in the 2007 NACP, though 

the current conceptual land use plan has 

differing land use acreage than the 2007 

NACP, which was documented as 41.81 

acres. 

 Vacant: Within the District Service Area, several parcels were vacant or not used in 2020, 

which consist of approximately 16.4 acres of residential, 15.1 acres of commercial, and 20 

acres of right-of-way land uses.  

1.3 Relevant Reports 

Several reports provide detailed information and factual data related to this analysis. Exhibits from 

these reports were included in the appendices for ease of reference. 

 San Simeon CSD Master Plan – Potable Water, Wastewater, Recycled Water, and 

Road Network Improvement Plan, May 2018 (2018 Master Plan). The District’s 2018 

Master Plan presents historical and projected water demands, identifies existing and future 

water system capacity deficiencies, recommends projects to correct these deficiencies, 

and identifies water facilities for servicing future developments. 

 County Of San Luis Obispo North Coast Area Plan, Revised October 2018 (NCAP). 

The North Coast Area Plan is part of the County of San Luis Obispo Local Coastal Plan. 

The NCAP presents possible population growth within the District, county land use policies 

for the North Coast Planning Area, and general goals for communities within the planning 

area. 

 Groundwater Availability Study Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Study 2014 Update, 

September 2014 (Groundwater Study). This Groundwater Sustainability Plan updates 

the previously Groundwater Availability Study, compares the potential impacts of different 

groundwater productions, and summarizes plans to achieve groundwater sustainability and 

maintain groundwater quality. 
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 Pico Creek Instream Flow Study, July 2024 (2024 Instream Flow Study) The Plan 

evaluates the Districts long-term water supply for the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater 

Basin and the effects of pumping on instream flows and aquatic habitat. Key 

recommendations includes restricting pumping from the shallow Well #1 when creek flows 

are below 2 cfs, prioritizing use of the deeper Well #2, and implementing long-term stream 

flow, water quality, habitat, and groundwater monitoring with annual reporting.  

 San Simeon Community Services District – Water Usage Calculation, January 2014 

(2013 EDU Study). This EDU Calculation Report (Appendix A), prepared by Phoenix Civil 

Engineering, documents the water usage from 2010 to 2013, a three (3) fiscal year period, 

by different account types. This study establishes a methodology to determine the average 

water consumption for one single-family residence and calculate equivalent dwelling unit 

values for multi-family, motel, retail, restaurant, and irrigation accounts. 

 San Simeon CSD Resolution No. 20-426 Water Sewer Connection Waitlist, 

September 2020 (2020 Water Waitlist). This Waitlist (Appendix B), documents the 

proposed 11 future developments, including residential, motel, retail, restaurant 

development, along with the qualifications to add more positions to the Wait List. It is a 

foundational document and source of information about the proposed developments and 

projected water demands, water supplies, supply reliability, and potential vulnerabilities, 

water shortage contingency planning. 

 San Simeon CSD Water Waitlist Reconciliation, March 2022 (Updated Water 

Waitlist). This updated water waitlist (Appendix C) received from District staff on 3/7/2022 

includes 2 more proposed developments compared to the 2020 Water Waitlist. Also, the 

Hather proposed developments have been split up based on the date of request. The 

additional developments consist of residential and mixed use (retail) projects. 

 San Simeon CSD Hookup Deposit and Water Waiting List, August 1989 and 

February 2004 (Legacy Water Waitlists). These legacy water waitlists (Appendix D) 

received from District staff on 10/11/2022 include the correct proposed developments for 

Moucharwar Project, compared to the 2020 Water Waitlist. Moucharwar Project proposed 

35 motel units, a 2,000 square-feet restaurant, and an apartment unit. 

 SSCSD Water Conservation Plan (Ordinance No. 117). On December 14, 2016, the 

District adopted Ordinance No. 117, which includes three (3) stages of water shortages. 

It’s a foundational document for the crosswalk that translates the District’s water shortage 

levels to DWR standardized 6-level water shortage contingency levels. 

 State Water Board Water License 12272. The water license issued to the District 

provides annual limits of 140 acre-feet per year and a maximum diversion rate of twenty-
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seven hundredths (0.27) cubic foot per second, with other provisions allowing diversion of 

greater quantities over shorter periods of time while adhering to seven-day limitations.  

1.4 Conceptual Land Use Plans 

According to the maps and Geodatabase of the District’s Development Status and Zoning, a large 

portion of the conceptual land use plan areas is commercial retail land use (approximately 54% of 

the total buildable area) as shown in Figure 1, while approximately 46% of the developable area 

is multi-family residential land use within the District limits. The existing land use of this District 

consists of residential, commercial, and open space land uses. The District’s existing Master Plan 

designates the project site as various land uses, including residential, commercial, and paved 

roads, the land use inventory is documented in Table 1. 

1.5 Proposed Future Developments Phasing – Water Wait List 

Law

 

Combining the 1989, 2004, 2020, and recently updated 2020 SSCSD Water Wait Lists, the total 

full buildout is estimated at approximately 1,300 EDUs, which includes approximately 800 present 

EDUs, 400 EDUs of proposed developments on the waitlist, and an estimated additional 100 

EDUs of future developments not on waitlist. The locations of the proposed and future 

development are graphically shown in Figure 2. 

Pursuant to the County’s Growth Management Ordinance, the county-wide allowed annual 

dwelling units growth rate is generally limited to 2.3% of the existing county dwelling units. 

Therefore, San Simeon CSD shall follow the county’s guidelines, limiting the maximum residential 

growth rate to 2.3 percent, and the planned and actual residential development shall be under the 

growth cap.  

Per the District staff’s comments, two additional developments have been added to the Water 

Waitlist (No. 13 and 14), which are not included in the SSCSD Resolution No. 20-426. The Hather 

proposed developments (No. 8) have been split up according to the requested date. The Water 

Waitlist Reconciliation dated 3/7/2022 is provided in Appendix C for reference. Additionally, the 

proposed units for Mouchawar Development were incorrectly documented in the 2020 and 2022 

water waitlist. For this study, the proposed units for Mouchawar Development were based on the 

1989 and 2004 Water Waitlist (Appendix D).  

10631 (f) …The urban water supplier shall include a detailed description of expected future water  
projects and programs…that the urban water supplier may implement to increase the  
amount of the water supply available to the urban water supplier in normal and single dry  
water years and for a period of drought lasting five consecutive water years.. The 
description shall identify specific projects and include a description of the increase in 
water supply that is expected to be available from each project. The description shall 
include an estimate with regard to the implementation timeline for each project or 
program. 
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Table 1   Existing and Future Land Use Inventory
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

Existing 
Existing (acres) 23.7 26.3 50.0

Future
On Waitlist (acres) 10.9 8.6 19.6

Not Yet on Waitlist (acres) 3.1 1.9 5.0

Other Vacant (acres) 2.4 4.5 6.9

Subtotal (acres) 16.4 15.1 31.4

Non-Demand Generating
Right-Of-Way (acres) 20.0

Total
(acres) 40.1 41.4 101.5

Notes: 3/9/2022

1. Land use acreage determined using GIS database received from District staff on 12/13/2021.
2. Land use type determined using the zoning designations in GIS database received from District staff on 12/13/2021.
3. Irrigation land use is for documentation purposes only, recycled water demand from irrigation is not included in this analysis.

Land Use Type1, 2, 3

UnitExisting vs. Future
Multi-Family 
Residential

TotalCommercial Retail
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The estimated water demands of the proposed future developments on the waitlist were 

intentionally phased in 5-year windows through the planning horizon in order to satisfy the 

requirements of state law. Further details about water demand estimation are discussed in 

section 2. It should be noted that the actual timing and sequence of construction for the proposed 

developments are subject to change and may not correspond to the order on the Water Waitlist or 

to the assumptions in this WSA. While the projected demands account for all developments (on 

the waitlist), construction is anticipated to be completed within the 20-year planning horizon of this 

WSA. 

2.0 PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS 

This section includes the methodology and assumptions used to estimate projected water 

demands for the proposed developments. Analyses includes the development of water use 

demand factors, calculation of Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs), and application of unit 

conversion factors to project average daily and annual demands. 

2.1 Water Use Demand Factors 

Domestic water demand unit factors are coefficients commonly used in planning-level analyses to 

estimate future average daily demands for areas with predetermined land uses. For residential 

categories, these factors are multiplied by the number of dwelling units or acreage for non-

residential categories, they are multiplied by acreages or square footage.  

Several methods can be used to develop unit factors. The currently adopted Master Plan 

projected water demands were based on the system-wide average daily demand, without 

distinguishing among residential, commercial, or institutional uses. To account for the proposed 

developments, which consist of varying land uses, this WSA relies on 2013 EDU Study (prepared 

by Phoenix Civil Engineering, January 2014) as the fundamental document to project future 

demand.  

2.2 Equivalent Dwelling Unit 

An Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) is a standard service unit commonly used in water/wastewater 

demand analysis, defined as the average demand of one single-family dwelling unit.  

The 2013 EDU Study derived EDUs by: 

 Reviewing metered water use by account type (rate categories) 

 Excluding residential accounts with less than 2,000 cubic feet per year (assumed part-time 

occupancy, vacation homes), and  



 

 
August 2025        10 Water Supply Assessment  
Akel Engineering Group  San Simeon Community Services District 
 

 

 Excluding residential account with more than 10,000 cubic feet per year (assumed multiple 

family residence) 

 Averaging three years of qualified single-family usage. 

This resulted in 1 EDU = 4,050 cubic feet per year (cfy), documented in Table 2.  

It should be noted that the 2013 EDU Study was prepared based on the water usage meter 

readings, which were water consumption data. In order to reflect the water losses in the system, 

the EDU calculation in this WSA was based on the water consumption data and balanced to the 

same year's water production amount. 

The 2022 WSA updated the EDU calculations using 2018 billing records, adjusting for system 

water loss and the 2020 actual production. Based on 56 qualified single-family accounts, the net 

water usage per EDU was calculated as 4,078 cfy, with the raw water usage per EDU adjusted to 

4,400 cfy (0.101 AFY).  

The 2025 WSA updated the EDU calculations using the 2024 billing records, accounting for the 

system water loss, and the 2024 actual production. Based on 67 qualified single-family accounts, 

the new water usage per EDU was calculated as 3,642 cfy, with a corresponding raw water usage 

of 4,257 cfy (0.098 AFY).  

The existing water demands and equivalent dwelling units conversion are summarized in Table 3, 

comparing resulting from applying 2018 and 2024 billing records. The table includes the number 

of metered accounts, EDU conversion factors, total EDUs, and the corresponding net and raw 

water demands in AFY for each land use categories. 

2.3 Proposed Project Water Demand Projections 

The development information provided by District staff identified the project site would develop as 

a combination of residential and non-residential land use types. It is assumed that the water use 

based on the most recent land use plan, zoning and, updated Water Waitlist received from the 

District staff will supersede the estimates previously provided in the Master Plan. The calculated 

and phased water demand projection results of this Project from initiation to the year 2045 are 

documented in Table 4 and Table 5 and summarized below. 

 Residential Water Demand – On the Updated Water Waitlist, the proposed future 

residential development has a total of 174 residential units and two irrigation accounts, 

which are equivalent to 174 EDUs and 2 EDUs. Using the updated water demand per 

EDU, the residential and irrigation water demands of the proposed future development on 

the waitlist within the District are estimated at approximately 17.0 AFY and 0.2 AFY, 

respectively. The total residential (with irrigation) water demand for the existing and  



Table 2  Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation 
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

2013 EDU Study 2022 WSA 2025 WSA Update

Definition

Customer Type Residential Users Only (Rate Code = 1)
Annual Consumption Range Between 2,000 and 10,000 cubic feet per year

Qualified SFR Accounts 59 56 67

Qualified SFR Usage 
(CFY)2 238,974 228,343 244,000

Net Water Usage Per 
EDU3, 4, 5 4,050 4,078 3,642

Raw Water Usage Per 
EDU4, 5 - 4,400 4,257

Notes: 8/20/2025

Equivalent Dwelling Units Calculation

Criteria for SFR1

1.  Residential accounts with annual consumption < 2,000 cf/year are typically vacation/seasonal homes and excluded. Accounts with annual consumption > 
10,000 cf/year are typically multi-family residential and excluded.
2.  Qualified Account Usage (CFY) represents the sum of annual billed consumption for accounts that meet the criteria in each study year.
3.  2013 EDU Study was based only on billed consumption and did not reflect true water production requirements.
4.  2022 WSA used 2018 billing records, with results adjusted to 2020 production to account for system water loss and actual production needs.
5.  2025 WSA Update used 2024 billing records, with results adjusted to 2024 production to account for system water loss and actual production needs.

A standard unit of water production needed that represents the average annual water use of a single-
family residential account within a calendar/fiscal year.



Table 3  Existing Water Demand and EDUs by Land Use
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

2022 WSA 2025 WSA Update 2022 WSA 2025 WSA Update 2022 WSA 2025 WSA Update 2022 WSA 2025 WSA Update 2022 WSA 2025 WSA Update

Vacation/
Seasonal Housing

100 81 1 unit = 0.25 EDU 1 unit = 0.23 EDU 25.4 18.6 2.4 1.6 2.6 1.8

Single Family 
Residential

56 67 1 unit = 1 EDU 1 unit = 1 EDU 56.0 67.0 5.2 5.6 5.7 6.5

Multi-Family 
Residential

8 8 1 unit = 7.9 EDUs 1 unit = 9.5 EDUs 63.2 76.0 5.9 6.4 6.4 7.4

Retail 5 4 1 unit = 3.8 EDUs 1 unit = 5.1 EDUs 19.0 20.6 1.8 1.7 1.9 2.0

Motel 10 35 1 unit = 49.9 EDUs 1 unit = 16.3 EDUs 499.0 571.7 46.7 47.8 50.4 55.9

Restaurant 6 6 1 unit = 11.1 EDUs 1 unit = 5.4 EDUs 66.6 32.6 6.2 2.7 6.7 3.2

Irrigation 12 12 1 unit = 0.8 EDUs 1 unit = 1.2 EDUs 9.6 13.9 0.9 1.2 1.0 1.4

Total 738.8 800.4 69.2 66.9 74.6 78.2

Notes: 8/20/2025

1. 2022 WSA used 2018 billing records, with results adjusted to 2020 production to account for system water loss and actual production needs.
2. 2025 WSA Update used 2024 billing records, with results adjusted to 2024 production to account for system water loss and actual production needs.

Net Water Demand (AFY) Raw Water Demand (AFY)
Land Use

Number of Meters EDU Conversion Number of EDUs



Table 4   Water Wait List
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

Estimated 
Water Demand

(AFY)

1 Cavalier Inn Inc.1 145 Motel rooms & 2400 sq ft. restaurant 10.87

2 Evans1 Retail 0.50

3 Mouchawar1, 2 35 Motel rooms & 2,000 sq-ft. restaurant 
& 1 apartment unit

3.12

4 V& H Holdings1 1 Residence 0.10

5 Hurlbert for Tides of San Simeon1 6 Condos + 1 irrigation meter 0.64

6 Seifert1 6 Condos 0.59

7 Tyo1 3 Residences 0.29

8 Hather and/or Hulbert1 10 Residences 0.98

9 Sansone, Inc.1 30.5 (30 Multi-Family Edu's + .5 Irrigation) 2.99

10 Sansone, Inc.1 64.5 (64 Multi-Family EDU's + .5 Irrigation) 6.31

11 Sansone, Inc.1 10.5 (10 Multi-Family EDU's + .5 Irrigation) 1.04

12 Hather3 5 Residences 0.49

13 Lloyd Marcum4 26 (13 residential 13 mixed use) 7.75

14 V&H Holidings4 25 residential units 2.44

Total 38.11

Notes:
8/20/2025

1. Source: San Simeon Community Services District Resolution No. 20-426, 
    2020 Water Sewer Connection Waitlist, Exhibit "A".
2. Source: San Simeon Hook-Up Deposit and Water Waiting List from August 1989 and February 2004.
3. Proposed Hather developments were split up per updated Water Wait List Reconciliation document dated 03/07/2022.
4. 2 developments has been added to the waitlist per updated Water Wait List Reconciliation document provided by District staff on 3/7/2022.
5. Model Unit Multiplier = 0.73 EDU / motel room, consistent with Water Wait List Reconciliation's assumption. 

Position 
Number

Name Proposed Future Developments



Table 5   Water Demand Projections
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

20241 20252 20302 20352 20402 20452

(AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)

Residential 17.2 18.0 22.1 26.2 30.3 34.4

Commercial 61.1 62.1 67.0 72.0 77.0 81.9

Total 78.2 80.0 89.1 98.2 107.3 116.3

Annual Percent Growth3 - 2.3% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7%

Notes:
8/20/2025

1. 2024 Demand based on 2024 billing records, with results adjusted to 2024 production to account for system water loss and actual production needs.

2. Estimated Demand for future developments was extracted from Water Wait List Reconciliation received from District staff on 3/7/2022 and evenly distributed through the planning horizon.
3. Pursuant to the San Luis Obispo County’s Growth Management Ordinance, the county-wide allowed annual dwelling units growth rate is generally 2.3% of the existing county dwelling units. 

Projected Water Demand
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 proposed future development at the end of the 20-year horizon is estimated to be 

approximately 34.4 AFY. 

 Commercial Water Demand – The proposed future commercial development consists of 

14 retail, 2 restaurants, 1 apartment unit, and 180 motel rooms. Applying the EDU 

conversions to the proposed development, the commercial developments expect a growth 

of 206.8 EDUs. The non-residential water demands of the proposed future development 

within the District are estimated at 20.9 AFY for developments on the waitlist. The total 

Commercial water demand for the existing developments and proposed future 

development at the end of the 20-year horizon is estimated to be 81.9 AFY. 

It should be noted that, according to the Water Waitlist, a motel room equals 0.73 EDU 

and an irrigation account equals 1.2 EDU. Additionally, the projected demands of the 

waitlist developments were intentionally evenly distributed during the 20-year planning 

horizon for information and analysis purposes only. The actual future demand will depend 

on each project's construction timing, while this WSA covers the total water demand of all 

the waitlist projects. 

3.0 PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY 

This section characterizes the intended water supply, which will be used to serve the estimated 

water demands as detailed in Section 2. 

3.1 Groundwater Basin 

Law

 

The District is located above the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin. The Pico Creek Valley 

Groundwater Study was prepared by Cleath-Harris Geologists in 2014. And the Pico Creek 

Instream Flow Study was prepared by Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists in 2024.  

These reports provide key information on groundwater conditions, surface water interactions, and 

habitat consideration. 

According to the 2014 Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Study, the groundwater basin covers 

approximately 70 acres, with the Pico Creek watershed is approximately 14 square miles in area. 

The study indicated that the groundwater basin is vulnerable to seawater intrusion under 

increased groundwater production or prolonged drought. The Groundwater Study also noted that 

10631. (b)(4)  If groundwater is identified as an existing or planned source of water available to the 
supplier, all of the following information shall be included in the plan: 

 
(B) A description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the urban water 
supplier pumps groundwater. 
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the intrusion would typically not occur during wet, normal, and dry water years at basin production 

levels of 80 AFY and 110 AFY (District well production only). However, during drought cycles, 

chloride concentrations would increase significantly due to seawater intrusion and last for a few 

months, depending on the water production amount. 

The 2024 Pico Creek Instream Flow Study indicated that District pumping operations influence 

surface flows in lower Pico Creek, particularly in the section near the District wells. Of the two 

primary wells, Well 1, which draws from the shallower groundwater layer, has the greatest impact 

on stream flows, while Well 2, which pumps from the deeper layer, has minimal effect. Under 

normal pumping conditions, adult steelhead and tidewater goby migration are not affected, and 

juvenile steelhead and California red-legged frogs may be affected in isolated pools when stream 

flows are low (≤1.5 cfs) or after surface flows cease, as pumping can accelerate pool drying and 

increase the risk of stranding or desiccation. 

The study highlighted the importance of coordinating District pumping with instream flow 

conditions to protect sensitive aquatic species. To support sustainable water management, the 

study recommends a long-term monitoring program including streamflow measurements near the 

wells, assessment of isolated pool habitats, groundwater level tracking in relation to rainfall and 

stream flow, water quality monitoring in the lagoon, and evaluation of wetland and riparian 

vegetation using remote sensing indicators. These measures aim to balance water supply needs 

with habitat protection and ensure early detection of potential impacts from pumping operations. 

According to the District’s Master Plan, three groundwater wells serve as the domestic water 

source of supply (Table 6). It should be noted that, per the Division of Drink Water Permit, Well 3 

can only be operated five days per year, at maximum. 

3.2 Water Rights 

Examples of legal factors that could impact the supply reliability of a water distribution system 

include pumping limitations in adjudicated groundwater basins and surface water contracts. 

Historically, groundwater has been the sole source of water supply within the District, and there 

are no new sources of supply currently planned. Groundwater is extracted from the Pico Creel 

Valley Groundwater Basin, which has not been adjudicated. According to the Water License 

(License 12272, Permit 12465), San Simeon Community Services District has the right to the 

maximum production of 140 AFY from Pico Creek underflow. Based on available information, 

including that which has been developed by the Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to 

date, the groundwater supply for the proposed future developments within the area of the District 

is expected to meet future demands, as discussed in the later sections. 



Table 6  Existing Water Supply Facilities
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

Design Capacity2

(gpm) (AFY) (gpd) (AFY)

Well 1 Pico Creek Valley 300 483 47,747 53.4

Well 2 Pico Creek Valley 300 483 17,323 19.4

Well 34 Hearst Pico Creek Ranch 100 161 0 0

System Well Supply Capacity
Total Well Capacity 700 1,127 65,070 72.8

Firm Well Capacity5 300 483 65,070 72.8

8/20/2025
Notes:

1. Source: Table 1 from Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin 2014 Groundwater Availability Update.
2. Well design capacity information from email received from District staff on 01/19/22.
3. Source: 2022 Superintendent's Reports received from San Simeon CSD staff on 06/10/25.
4. Per Division of Drink Water (DDW) permit, Well 3 can only be operated 5 days per year.
     Therefore, Well 3 does not count as District’s firm capacity.
5. Firm well capacity is defined as the largest available well is intentionally excluded for standby.

Supply Facility Location1 2022 Actual Production3
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3.3 Water Supply Reliability 

There are two aspects of supply reliability to be considered. The first relates to immediate service 

needs and primarily depends on the availability and adequacy of the supply facilities; This aspect 

addresses emergency reliability. The second relates climate-conditions and involves the water 

availability of water during mild or severe drought periods. 

Law

 

3.3.1 Groundwater Supply Facilities 

The District currently relies on local groundwater as its primary source of supply. Water supply for 

the municipal water system is extracted from underground aquifers via two existing 300 gallons 

per minute (gpm) groundwater wells located north of the community, in the Pico Creek Valley, and 

a third 100 gpm standby well on the Hearst Pico Creek Ranch (Figure 3 and Table 6). The firm 

well capacity — assuming the largest well is on standby for emergency use — is 300 gpm, or 483 

acre-feet per year (AFY). Note that per the Division of Drink Water permit, the third well can only 

be operated 5 days per year. Therefore, Well 3 does not account for the District’s firm capacity. 

The District's Master Plan recommends constructing additional storage tanks to enhance long-

term reliability. These facilities provide sufficient emergency storage to handle the service area 

needs during power outages or other emergencies. Adding supply and distribution system 

enhancements will also add reliability through redundancy.  

3.3.2 Groundwater Basin Sustainable Yield 

Law

 
The Groundwater Study describes the simulated impacts to the groundwater levels for different 
total production amounts of the two wells. The severity and duration of seawater intrusion 
increase significantly with both increases in the well production and the length of the drought.  

10631 (b)  Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and planned sources of water   
                 available to the supplier over the same five-year increments described in subdivision  
                 10631(a). 
 

       (4) (Provide a) detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater  
      that is projected to be pumped by the urban water supplier. The description and  
      analysis shall be based on information that is reasonable available, including, but not  
      limited to, historic use records. 

10631 (b)(1) A detailed discussion of anticipated supply availability under a normal water year, 
single dry year, and droughts lasting at least five years, as well as more frequent and 
severe periods of drought, as described in the drought risk assessment. For each 
source of water supply, consider any information pertinent to the reliability analysis 
conducted pursuant to Section 10635, including changes in supply due to climate 
change. 
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80 AFY Groundwater Well Production 

The District currently produces approximately 80 AFY from its wells. According to the 2014 

Groundwater Study, seawater intrusion is less likely to occur until the second year of severe 

drought. Based on the historical metered depths to groundwater provided by the District staff, 

which is shown in Figure 4, in the past, from 2016 to 2022, the groundwater level was consistent 

and wasn’t significantly affected by the District’s water production. 

110 AFY Groundwater Well Production 

At a production of 110 AFY, intrusions would not be expected during wet, normal, and dry years 

but in some prolonged drought cycles. Therefore, the sustainable yield of Pico Creek Valley 

Groundwater Basin for the District is 110 AFY without water filtering facilities. 

140 AFY Groundwater Well Production 

According to the DWR Water License, the district is allowed to divert from the groundwater basin 

with an annual limit of 140 AFY. In the Groundwater Study, as the simulated well production 

increased to 140 AFY, it was observed that during either a single-dry year or multiple dry years, 

the chloride concentrations would significantly exceed the practical limit of 1,000 mg/L. With the 

District’s effort, a reverse osmosis (RO) unit was installed and used to treat brackish and mineral 

heavy community water from the existing well field.  

However, during the RO treatment process, the pure water (product water) goes to the water 

storage tank, and the waste stream (RO reject water, or brine) that brings all the contaminants 

and chloride, goes down the drain. Per District staff direction, the District’s RO system rejection 

rate is approximately 20%.  

Based on the historical operations since the RO treatment facility was installed, the facility has 

been used intermittently: 28 days in 2016, 15 days in 2021, 19 days in 2022, and 0 days in 2017-

2020 and 2023-2024. Considering these past patterns and planning for critical drought conditions, 

the RO unit is assumed to operate for approximately 30 days per year during the period when 

chloride levels exceeds 1,000 mg/L. During the remaining 335 days, chloride concentrations 

remain below 1,000 mg/L, and the RO unit is not required.  

Under these planning assumptions, the well can supply about 9.2 AFY during RO operation and 

128.5 AFY when RO is inactive, resulting a total annual sustainable yield of approximately 137.7 

AFY, as summarized in Table 7  
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Figure 4
Historical Depth to Groundwater
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

LEGEND PRELIMINARY

Source: SSCSD 2022 Board Packet, December 2022, 

Page 3, Superintendent's Report.

Pico Creek Valley groundwater level was 
consistent in the past 7 years (2016 - 2022).



Table 7   Water Supply Scenarios
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

Groundwater Basin 
Sustainable Yield1 RO Status RO Rejection Rate2 Usage Per Year3, 4 Water Availability 

For the District4

(AFY) (days) (AFY)

RO active 20% 30 9.2

RO inactive 0% 335 128.5

Total 137.7

Notes:
8/20/2025

1.  Source: Groundwater Availability Study Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin 2014 Update, Part I, Basin Sustainable Yield Estimate (with desalination facilities online).

2.  RO rejection rate: Based on District staff direction; approximately 20% of water loss (rejection) occurs during RO treatment.

3. Historical RO usage: The RO facility operated 15 days in 2021, 19 days in 2022, and 28 days in 2016. 

4. Per District direction, a planning assumption of 30 days of RO operation per year is applied, which reduces the total annual production available.

140



 

 
August 2025        23 Water Supply Assessment  
Akel Engineering Group  San Simeon Community Services District 
 

 

4.0 SUPPLY SUFFICIENCY ANALYSIS 

Law

 

Pursuant to California Water Code § 10910, the water supply assessment for the project shall 

include a discussion with regard to whether the total projected water supplies available during 

normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection will meet the projected 

water demand associated with the proposed project.  

In this section, a detailed analysis of the water supply and demand comparison will be provided to 

determine the groundwater supply sufficiency within the District with proposed future 

developments, assuming the Project develops as the Water Sewer Waitlist received from District 

staff. 

Historical precipitation data were used to determine the year type, when annual precipitation is  2 

inches above the average amount, it’s regarded as a wet year. Otherwise, if the annual 

precipitation is 2 inches below the average amount, it’s regarded as a dry year, details are listed in 

Table 8. 

 
Due to limited data of the historical water use under different conditions, the demand projections 
in this WSA were based on the production percentage of base year production under single dry 
and multiple dry years conditions, as summarized in Table 9. 

The supply vs. demand analyses under different year types are listed below and summarized as 

shown in Table 10, Table 11, and Table 12. 

 Normal Year: The normal year is a year that represents the median runoff levels from 

precipitation and typical seasonal pattern. The supply quantities would be similar to 

historical average supplies. The District’s projected sustainable yield, accounting for RO 

operations, is 137.7 AFY. In 2045, projected demand is 116.3 AFY, leaving a remaining 

supply capacity of 21.4 AFY under normal year conditions. The District’s water supply is 

expected to be sufficient to meet the future demand with the proposed developments on 

Water Waitlist under normal year conditions. The supply and demand comparison is 

documented in Table 10 and depicted in Figure 5.   

10635 (a)  Every urban water supplier shall include, as part of its urban water management plan, an    
                 assessment of the reliability of its water service to its customers during normal, dry, and       
                 multiple dry water years. This water supply and demand assessment shall compare the   
                 total water supply sources available to the water supplier with the total projected water    
                 use over the next 20 years, in five-year increments, for a normal water year, a single dry  
                 water year, and multiple dry water years. The water service reliability assessment shall  
                 be based upon the information compiled pursuant to Section 10631, including available  
                 data from state, regional or local agency population projections within the service area of  
                 the urban water supplier. 
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Figure 5
Existing and Projected Future

Water Demand vs. Supply Comparison 
Under Normal Year Condition

System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District
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Table 8   Historical Precipitation and Production
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

San Simeon1 SLO West2

(inch) (inch) (AFY)

Historical
2001 N/A 24.7 Wet 107.1

2002 N/A 5.5 Dry 102.5

2003 N/A 5.7 Dry 112.3

2004 N/A 21.4 Wet 89.0

2005 N/A 19.6 Wet 100.7

2006 N/A 20.0 Wet 93.3

2007 N/A 8.4 Dry 93.9

2008 N/A 14.8 Wet 84.1

2009 N/A 5.8 Dry 72.4

2010 N/A 18.7 Wet 81.3

2011 N/A 17.9 Wet 78.9

2012 16.6 9.7 Dry 75.8

2013 4.0 3.0 Dry 81.6

2014 13.7 12.7 Normal 76.5

2015 5.9 5.4 Dry 90.5

2016 20.6 17.3 Wet 89.6

2017 26.8 18.8 Wet 73.2

2018 14.9 10.9 Normal 78.7

2019 N/A 2.3 Dry 81.1

2020 N/A 2.3 Dry 74.8

2021 N/A 5.0 Dry 75.4

2022 N/A 9.9 Dry 78.7

2023 N/A 24.9 Wet 75.3

2024 N/A 10.4 Normal 78.2

Historical Average
14.6 12.3 85.2

8/20/2025
Notes:

1. Historical precipitation per San Luis Obispo County Rain Gauge #764 San Simeon records
    from 2011 to 2019. Since data from some years are not available or incomplete,  records from
     this station are not used for analysis in this report.
2. Historical Precipitation per CIMS San Luis Obispo West Station (#160) Annual Precipitation
     from 2001 to 2024.
3. "Wet Year" assumes actual annual precipitation more than (average precipitation + 2 inch).
4. "Dry Year" assumes actual annual precipitation less than (average precipitation - 2 inch).
5. 2001-2013 annual water production extracted from 2014 Pico Valley Groundwater Basin Study Table 2.
6. 2014-2016 annual water production extracted from 2018 Master Plan Table 3.
7. 2017-2024 annual water production extracted from annual Board of Directors meeting packets

Actual Precipitation
Year Type3.4Year

Actual 
Production5,6,7



Table 9   Basis of Water Year Data
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

Actual Production
Percentage of 

Average Production
(AFY) (%)

Base Year 2014 76.5 100%

Single-Dry Year 2015 90.5 118%

Consecutive Dry Years 1st Year 2012 75.8 99%

Consecutive Dry Years 2nd Year 2013 81.6 107%

Consecutive Dry Years 3rd Year 2014 76.5 100%

Consecutive Dry Years 4th Year 2015 90.5 118%

Consecutive Dry Years 5th Year 2016 89.6 117%

8/20/2025

Base YearYear Type



Table 10   Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
(AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 78.2 89.1 98.2 107.3 116.3

Remaining Supply 
Capacity1,2 59.5 48.6 39.5 30.4 21.4

8/20/2025
Notes:

1. Remaining supply capacity is calculated by Supply minus Demand.



Table 11   Single Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
(AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 92.5 105.4 116.1 126.8 137.6

Remaining Supply 
Capacity1,2 45.2 32.3 21.6 10.9 0.1

8/20/2025

Notes:
1. Remaining supply capacity is calculated by Supply minus Demand.



Table 12   Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
(AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 77.5 88.3 97.3 106.2 115.2

Remaining Supply Capacity1 60.2 49.4 40.4 31.5 22.5

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 83.4 95.0 104.7 114.4 124.1

Remaining Supply Capacity1,2 54.3 42.7 33.0 23.3 13.6

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 78.2 89.1 98.2 107.3 116.3

Remaining Supply Capacity1,2 59.5 48.6 39.5 30.4 21.4

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 92.5 105.4 116.1 126.8 137.6

Remaining Supply Capacity1,2 45.2 32.3 21.6 10.9 0.1

Supply 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7 137.7

Demand 91.6 104.3 115.0 125.6 136.2

Remaining Supply Capacity1,2 46.1 33.4 22.7 12.1 1.5

8/20/2025

Notes:
1.  Remaining supply capacity is calculated by Supply minus Demand.

4th Year

5th Year

Supply vs. Demand
Consecutive 

Dry Years

1st Year

2nd Year

3rd Year
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 Single-Dry Year:  The single dry year is defined as the individual year with the lowest 

usable water supply and slightly higher water demands, which is observed to be the year 

2015 in the historical climate data. Under single-day year conditions, the District 

sustainability yield remains 137.7 AFY, while the projected water demand is expected to 

increase from 92.5 AFY in 2025 to 137.6 AFY in 2045. This results in a remaining supply 

capacity of 0.1 AFY in 2045, as shown in Table 11 and Figure 6. 

Pursuant to the District’s Ordinance No. 117, water shortage stages shall be declared 

based on the water supply conditions and implement the Water Conservation Plan to 

promote water conservation. Through these measures, the water supply would be further 

secured, ensuring continued reliability even during higher demand periods under single-

day year conditions. 

 Multiple Dry Years: Similar to single-dry year, the five consecutive-year droughts is 

defined as the five consecutive years with the lowest usable water supply and slightly 

higher water demands, which are observed to be the year 2012 through 2016. In the year 

2045, the multiple-day years demand is projected to be approximately 115.2 AFY, 124.1 

AFY, 116.3 AFY, 137.6 AFY, leaving the remaining available supply between 22.5 AFY 

and 0.1 AFY, as summarized in Table 12.  

Overall, the system supply is sufficient to meet the projected demand throughout the entire 

drought cycle, with the remaining supply capacity observed in all years. With the 

implementation of the District’s Water Conservation Plan, which further reduces water 

uses and prevent water waste, the District is expected to further strength its supply 

reliability and resiliency to meet demands during the extended drought conditions  

It should be noted that, from the historical groundwater productions and trends (Figure 7), the 

actual water production has a significant reduction from 2001 to 2009 (approximately 20% 

declining). Since 2009, water consumption has remained relatively consistent. 

Comparing the groundwater sustainable yields and water demands, the Pico Creek Valley 

Groundwater Basin is anticipated to maintain a surplus of 21.4 AFY by 2045 under normal year 

conditions. The supply is expected to reliably meet demands in normal, single-day and multiple 

day years without deficit. With the implementation of water conservation measures and demand 

management practices, the District will be in an even stronger position to ensure long-term water 

supply reliability under varying hydrologic conditions.  
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Figure 6
Existing and Projected Future

Water Demand vs. Supply Comparison 
Under Single Dry Year Condition
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District
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Figure 7
Historical Groundwater Productions and 

Trends
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District
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5.0 WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLANNING 
 
Law 

 

The DWR-recommended six standard water shortage levels in the 2020 Urban Water Master Plan 

Guidebook, as documented in Table 13, that represent progressively increasing estimated 

shortages from the normal reliability. The shortage levels have been standardized to provide a 

consistent regional and statewide approach to conveying the relative severity of water supply 

shortage conditions. Identifying the appropriate shortage level will be in accordance with the 

supply conditions described in Ordinance No. 117, the District’s Water Conservation Plan. This 

WSA maintains the current three stages of water shortages included in Ordinance No. 117 and 

develops a DWR approved crosswalk to meet overall reduction requirements stipulated by DWR. 

As an example, if it’s observed that the Pick Creek stops running to the ocean, which is Stage 

One in Ordinance No. 117, the District would be considered in an Alert or Significant Drought 

condition, corresponding to Stage One or Two in the DWR recommended stages.  

With recommendations from District staff, the District Board of Directors has the authority to 

declare the appropriate conservation level considered necessary to manage the system demands 

and mitigate the water shortage. The Board of Directors can also downgrade, upgrade, or 

terminate a shortage response level based on District staff recommendations. The District’s 

groundwater supply is dependent on natural recharge from surface water runoff as well as 

additional seawater intrusion. In periods of drought, when more groundwater is pumped out from 

the well field, the chloride concentrations of water from Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin 

would be expected to be significantly increased due to seawater intrusion. District Board of 

Directors will manage to reduce groundwater pumping to avoid severe seawater intrusion and 

minimize subsidence.  

  

10632 (a)(1) Stages of action to be undertaken by the urban water supplier in response to 
                     water supply shortages, including up to a 50 percent reduction in water supply and an 
                     outline of specific water supply conditions which are applicable to each stage. 
10632 (a)(3) 
       (A) Six standard water shortage levels corresponding to progressive ranges of up to 10, 20, 30, 40, 
            and 50 percent shortages and greater than 50 percent shortage. Urban water suppliers shall 
            define these shortage levels based on the suppliers’ water supply conditions, including 
            groundwater levels, changes in surface elevation or level of subsidence, or other changes in 
            hydrological or other local conditions indicative of the water supply available for use. Shortage 
            levels shall also apply to catastrophic interruption of water supplies, including but not limited to, 
            a regional power outrage, an earthquake, and other potential emergency events. 
      (B) An urban water supplier with an existing water shortage contingency plan that uses different 
            water shortage levels may comply with the requirement in subparagraph (A) by developing and 
            including a cross-reference relating its existing categories to the six standard water shortage 



Table 13   Water Shortage Levels Crosswalk
System-Wide Water Supply Assessment
San Simeon Community Services District

PRELIMINARY

SSCSD Stage Supply Condition
SSCSD Percent 

Supply Reduction
Demand Reduction Actions

Corresponding 
Relationship

DWR 
Recommended 

Stages

Percent Supply 
Reduction

0 Normal supply. None Permanent water conservation requirements 
are effective at all times

0 None

1 Up to 10%

2 10 to 20%

3 20 to 30%

4 30 to 40%

5 40 to 50%

6 Greater than 50%

1/5/2022

Notes:
1. Source: SSCSD 2016 Ordinance No. 117, Water Conservation Plan.

3

Well field levels drop 
12% below monthly 

historical average for 
3 consecutive weeks 

unless monitored 
chloride levels can 

be found below 
250mg/L

- All outdoor irrigation with DPW shall be
prohibited
- Washing and rinsing of automobiles and 
trucks with DPW shall be prohibited

1
Pico Creek stops 
running to the 

ocean.

- Use of fire hydrants shall be limited to 
firefighting and/or activities necessary to
maintain public health and safety.
- Washing trailers, boats, mobile homes, 
parking areas, and buildings, while using 
District Potable Water shall be limited to once 
a month.
- Washing automobiles and trucks shall be
limited to twice a month.
- All outdoor irrigation with DPW shall be
limited to once a week.

2

Well field levels drop 
5% below monthly 

historical average for 
3 consecutive weeks.

- Using DPW for the filling, refilling, or adding 
water to swimming pools, wading pools, or 
spas more than the necessary amount for 
operation is prohibited.
- All outdoor irrigation using DPW shall be
limited to twice per month.
- Washing automobiles and trucks with DPW 
shall be limited to once per month, with minor 
rinsing allowed.
- Use of DPW for construction compaction is
prohibited.

Up 20%

20 to 40%

Greater than 40%
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In order to reduce water consumption system-wide, the District has a water conservation 

ordinance that may be invoked to implement restrictions on water use. Currently, the District’s 

conservation ordinance describes permanent water use restrictions as well as a multiple-stage 

water rationing plan that can be invoked to adjust water use with shortage conditions. Each water 

rationing stage includes a water demand reduction percentage, which is to be applied to normal 

water demands. The plan is dependent on the cause, severity, and anticipated duration of the 

water shortage, and a combination of voluntary and mandatory water conservation measures, 

which can be put in place to reduce system-wide water usage. The water shortage stages are 

summarized on the following page in Table 13. 

6.0 SUMMARY 

The land use projections in this report were initially based on the information contained in the 

received District’s Geodatabase, District’s 2018 Master Plan, and NCAP 2018 Update. Proposed 

future development (on Waitlist) was integrated as part of this study, and phased in 5-year 

increments and through the project horizon year of 2045, with the very valuable assistance of San 

Simeon Community Services District staff. A summary of the findings include: 

6.1 Land Use 

The proposed future development within the San Simeon Community Services District consists of 

3 commercial projects, 1 mixed use project, and 10 residential developments (Table 4). In the 

buildout, the land use is expected to consist of approximately 40.1 acres of residential, 

approximately 41.4 acres of commercial, and approximately 20 acres of other land uses (non-

demand generating), which are summarized in Table 1 and graphically depicted in Figure 1 and 

2.  

6.2 Water Demands 

At the end of the 20-year period, for the on-waitlist developments, the projected future residential 

water demand is 17.2 AFY, and the future commercial water demand is 20.8 AFY. The total 

demand for on-waitlist developments is 38.1 AFY, as documented in Table 4. 

Based on combined existing and projected future water demands, the buildout demand for the 

San Simeon CSD is estimated as 116.3 AFY at the end of the year 2045.  

6.3 Water Supply  

The total groundwater sustainable yield of the groundwater basin is expected to be 140 AFY 

(Table 7), which is estimated based on the Groundwater Availability Study – Pico Creek Valley 

Groundwater Basin 2014 Update. Based on the historical RO operations and the district’s 

direction, during the RO treatment process, the water loss is expected to be approximately 20% of 

total water production. Therefore, the effective sustainable yield is estimated at 137.7 AFY.  
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6.4 Water Supply Sufficiency 

Comparing the groundwater sustainable yields and water demands, the water supply from the 

Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin is expected to be sufficient to meet the system-wide 

demand through year 2045 under normal, single-dry, multiple dry year conditions. 

 

 

(The remainder of this page is intentionally left blank.) 
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San Simeon Community Services District Page 1 of XX
Water Usage Calculations

Mr. Charles Grace January 20, 2014
San Simeon Community Services District
111 Pico Ave.
San Simeon, CA 93452

San Simeon Community Services District – Water Usage Calculations

Dear Mr. Grace -

The District retained Phoenix Civil Engineering, Inc. (Phoenix) to review the existing water usage meter
readings for the District and develop an Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) that could be used to determine
future development impacts to the water/wastewater systems capacity.

An Equivalent Dwelling Unit is defined as any standard service unit determined to be equivalent to one
single family dwelling unit. An EDU will consume water equivalent to a single family unit or discharge
wastewater at a flow and strength equal to that of an average single family unit. EDUs are frequently
used for wastewater flow calculations, but the same concept can be used for water demand values.

For the analysis, three years of water meter usage values were provided by the District. The years that
were reviewed were from 2010/2011 to 2012/2013.  A total of 327 residential (single family) accounts
were provided along with multi-family, commercial, irrigation, hotel and restaurant accounts for that
period.  The method used to document the meter readings by the District creates a situation where if an
account was in use for part of the period and then the account holder vacated the property (relocation,
etc.), the account recorded zero values for the remainder of the period under review.  Conversely, if an
account was opened in the middle of the three year window, the account had no meter readings for the
initial period.  Both of these situations were eliminated from consideration as the data are considered
incomplete.  In addition, there were some accounts that from the meter readings were not occupied full
time by the resident.  The amount of water used by that account was not realistic when expanded to
represent a daily potable water demand. For example, one cubic foot is equal to 7.48 gallons.  So if an
account meter recorded a usage of 2,000 cubic feet per year that would equal 14,960 gallons per year or
41 gallons per day. This is considered an extremely low water usage when factoring in the usage for
laundry (typically 5 to 10 gallons per load), toilet use (approximately 2 gallons per flush), (5 to 10 gallons
per shower), etc.

Once all of the incomplete or nonstandard single family accounts were removed from the group, a total of
59 single family residential accounts were used to determine the average annual water usage. This group
was developed using only meter readings that were complete for all three years and had readings above
2,000 cubic feet.  Using this group, it was determined that the average water consumption for a single
family residence was 4,050 cubic feet per year or 83 gallons per day.  This is an average value and low
when compared to other communities, but consistent with the value calculated in the San Simeon CSD
Water System Master and Wastewater Collection System Evaluation (Boyle, 2007 p. 12). That report
calculated an average demand of 74 gallons per person per dwelling unit. Also provided in that report
was that the County of San Luis Obispo estimates the number of residents per unit at 0.7 to 1.4 persons.



Mr. Charles Grace January 20, 2014

If the group was expanded to include other meter reading values that were either incomplete or not
representative of a full time resident, the EDU value would be lower.  The issue that could potentially be
created by a low EDU base value is that future demand on the potable water system would be
underestimated.

Using the 4,050 cubic feet value, the next step was to apply that value to each of the other metered type of
customers (hotels, commercial, irrigation, etc.).  From the tables attached, the EDU values for each
metered account are shown. An example calculation would be as follows:

EDU Multifamily Account = 3 Year Average Multifamily Account / Single Family EDU of 4,050.  This
calculation was repeated for all of the accounts in the other categories. The summary table shows the
respective EDU values for each account.

Sincerely,

______________________________
Jon Turner, PE
Principal Engineer



2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR Adjusted 3 Year
Single Family Dwellings Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG. Baseline Average

15 2,600 2,300 2,467 2,467
25 6,922 9,740 9,158 9,158
31 2,100 1,900 1,867 1,867
40 2,600 2,600 2,567 2,567
41 3,800 3,600 3,967 3,967
46 1,500 100 1,500 2,200
49 2,400 900 1,800 2,250
58 2,000 2,000 2,267 2,267
59 6,800 7,000 5,467 6,900
66 5,000 0 3,800 5,700
70 5,200 4,700 5,400 5,400
72 4,700 4,700 4,600 4,600
74 3,300 4,400 3,733 3,733
82 2,400 3,000 2,600 2,600
88 5,100 3,200 3,433 2,600
94 1,400 2,800 2,533 3,100
95 4,600 3,400 5,300 4,000
97 2,500 2,500 2,567 2,567
98 3,300 3,800 3,700 3,700
103 2,400 3,400 2,633 2,633
107 3,300 3,000 3,333 3,333
109 3,700 3,400 3,400 3,400
110 4,600 5,000 4,700 4,700
119 3,600 2,800 2,933 2,933
120 6,300 6,000 6,033 6,033
122 5,200 5,400 5,533 5,533
123 4,200 4,000 3,867 3,867
127 5,100 1,600 3,333 4,200
128 2,300 3,200 3,033 3,033
130 2,000 1,500 2,067 2,067
134 2,400 2,100 2,200 2,200
139 5,700 6,800 6,600 6,600
146 2,600 2,000 2,600 2,600
150 1,500 2,700 2,033 2,033
151 5,900 5,300 5,567 5,567
152 2,200 2,600 2,433 2,433
154 3,500 3,600 3,333 3,333
158 2,200 2,100 2,100 2,100
174 3,800 4,400 4,100 4,100
178 3,800 3,600 3,700 3,700

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Summary Table



San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Summary Table

2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR Adjusted 3 Year
Single Family Dwellings Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG. Baseline Average

187 8,800 8,500 8,667 8,667
188 4,000 4,200 4,200 4,200
189 2,500 1,900 2,000 2,000
197 10,900 5,100 7,467 5,750
200 11,300 9,100 10,433 10,433
201 4,800 4,200 3,933 3,933
204 3,400 2,800 3,167 3,167
209 2,600 2,700 2,600 2,600
240 2,100 2,200 2,133 2,133
243 2,700 2,200 2,433 2,433
250 6,300 6,300 5,533 5,533
257 9,600 7,800 8,767 8,767
269 2,700 2,400 2,567 2,567
271 8,300 7,100 7,533 7,533
272 2,700 1,900 2,333 2,333
287 2,300 1,500 2,167 2,167
288 3,600 3,900 3,467 3,467
294 6,900 6,800 5,467 6,850
298 6,500 6,300 4,767 6,400

total fiscal year end usage 246,522 224,040 231,534 238,974

(Usage in Cubic Feet)

Equivalent
Dwelling
Unit 4,050

2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
Multi-Family Dwellings Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

16 93,000 115,100 69,367 30.6
217 300 300 1,000 0.4
26 56,900 60,200 42,733 18.8
221 300 300 2,333 1.0
27 17,800 15,900 17,300 7.6
28 11,100 10,900 17,300 7.6
29 20,200 20,800 14,200 6.3
30 30,300 17,200 15,867 7.0
37 25,000 20,000 15,367 6.8

Equivalent
Dwelling Unit



San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Summary Table

MOTEL/HOTELS
4 116,500 119,700 109,100 26.9

225 269,800 252,900 270,300 66.7
223 88,800 123,400 92,933 22.9
219 254,800 257,400 238,300 58.8

1 594,200 440,200 546,733 135.0
218 147,600 154,600 136,600 33.7

6 274,900 235,900 238,300 58.8
252 120500 110400 128166.667 31.6
278 392,300 365,000 376,933 93.1
285 93,000 96,700 90,733 22.4
291 158,800 168,600 131,633 32.5

RESTAURANTS
5 38,000 35,500 36,200 8.9

12 76,700 78,700 76,700 18.9
18 90,200 80,500 80,267 19.8
22 23,800 16,900 23,533 5.8
61 9,400 8,500 9,467 2.3
78 19,400 20,300 19,033 4.7

COMMERCIAL ACCTS
7 2,800 1,300 2,400 0.6
8 23,000 36,800 29,500 7.3

33 3,100 3,000 3,067 0.8
38 8,600 6,600 7,733 1.9
213 1,400 1,200 1,267 0.3

IRRIGATION ACCTS
60 18,300 12,200 14,200 3.5
73 320 350 347 0.1
84 800 1,000 767 0.2
124 9,800 7,100 8,567 2.1
126 14,500 15,500 13,267 3.3
131 3,700 3,400 3,400 0.8
133 1,100 1,200 1,200 0.3
160 1,900 2,300 2,133 0.5
171 400 300 367 0.1
177 6,400 6,500 6,867 1.7
194 1,900 3,900 2,700 0.7
289 100 200 150 0.0

Notes:



San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Summary Table

Equivalent Dwelling Unit calculated from data where the usage in the account was relatively consistent for the
 period analyzed.  In cases where one usage values was an outlier from the remaining two, the average of the
 remaining two was calculated.  Residential tab shows the accounts that were used in the calculation of the
 Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU).  EDU calculation for remaining account types were calculated as follows:
 Average Usage of account/average single family residential use = EDU of the account in question.

Hotel usage was calculated as a summary of all accounts for the period in question.



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

4 80,200 99,400 102,200 93,933
126 9,800 14,500 15,500 13,267
211 1,100 2,600 2,000 1,900

91,100 116,500 119,700 109,100 26.9
225 251,600 234,200 215,600 233,800
79 36,600 35,600 37,300 36,500

288,200 269,800 252,900 270,300 66.7
223 900 3,300 6,200 3,467
86 65,700 85,500 114,500 88,567
23 0 0 2,700 900

66,600 88,800 123,400 92,933 22.9
219 25,100 33,800 37,800 32,233
19 177,600 221,000 219,600 206,067

202,700 254,800 257,400 238,300 58.8
1 9,300 13,600 12,500 11,800

85 59,200 66,200 59,200 61,533
10 217,400 234,300 202,200 217,967
11 146,600 152,800 152,700 150,700
215 166,100 119,800 1,900 95,933
216 7,000 7,200 7,700 7,300
222 200 300 4,000 1,500

605,800 594,200 440,200 546,733 135.0
218 73,100 96,500 112,000 93,867
14 34,500 51,100 42,600 42,733
17 0 0 0 0

107,600 147,600 154,600 136,600 33.7
6 112,900 143,300 134,600 130,267

92 3,700 5,000 4,400 4,367
212 5,400 6,500 5,300 5,733
228 82,100 120,100 91,600 97,933

204,100 274,900 235,900 238,300 58.8
252 1500 1,100 1,800 1,467
253 5500 700 400 2,200
254 19900 15,700 18,700 18,100
255 57200 46,900 44,400 49,500
256 69500 56,100 45,100 56,900

153600 120500 110400 128,167 31.6
278 298400 301,600 280,600 280,600
279 75100 90,700 84,400 84,400

373,500 392,300 365,000 376,933 93.1
285 2600 5,800 6,000 4,800

Equivalent
Dwelling Unit

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Hotel Accounts



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

Equivalent
Dwelling Unit

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Hotel Accounts

286 79900 87,200 90,700 85,933
82,500 93,000 96,700 90,733 22.4

291 53000 120,800 121,400 98,400
292 13100 33,400 43,700 30,067
293 1400 4,600 3,500 3,167

67,500 158,800 168,600 131,633 32.5



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

5 35,100 38,000 35,500 36,200 8.9
12 74,700 76,700 78,700 76,700 18.9
18 70,100 90,200 80,500 80,267 19.8
22 29,900 23,800 16,900 23,533 5.8
61 10,500 9,400 8,500 9,467 2.3
78 17,400 19,400 20,300 19,033 4.7

237,700 257,500 240,400 245,200

Equivalent
Dwelling Unit

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Restaurant Accounts



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

7 3,100 2,800 1,300 2,400 0.6
8 28,700 23,000 36,800 29,500 7.3
33 3,100 3,100 3,000 3,067 0.8
38 8,000 8,600 6,600 7,733 1.9

213 1,200 1,400 1,200 1,267 0.3
44,100 38,900 48,900 43,967

Equivalent
Dwelling Unit

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Commercial Accounts



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

60 12,100 18,300 12,200 14,200 3.5
73 370 320 350 347 0.1
84 500 800 1,000 767 0.2

124 8,800 9,800 7,100 8,567 2.1
126 9,800 14,500 15,500 13,267 3.3
131 3,100 3,700 3,400 3,400 0.8
133 1,300 1,100 1,200 1,200 0.3
160 2,200 1,900 2,300 2,133 0.5
171 400 400 300 367 0.1
177 7,700 6,400 6,500 6,867 1.7
194 2,300 1,900 3,900 2,700 0.7
289 0 100 200 150 0.0

48,570 59,220 53,950 53,913

Equivalent
Dwelling Unit

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Irrigation Accounts



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR Adjusted 3 Year
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG. Baseline Average

15 2,500 2,600 2,300 2,467 2,467
25 10,811 6,922 9,740 9,158 9,158
31 1,600 2,100 1,900 1,867 1,867
40 2,500 2,600 2,600 2,567 2,567
41 4,500 3,800 3,600 3,967 3,967
46 2,900 1,500 100 1,500 2,200
49 2,100 2,400 900 1,800 2,250
58 2,800 2,000 2,000 2,267 2,267
59 2,600 6,800 7,000 5,467 6,900
66 6,400 5,000 0 3,800 5,700
70 6,300 5,200 4,700 5,400 5,400
72 4,400 4,700 4,700 4,600 4,600
74 3,500 3,300 4,400 3,733 3,733
82 2,400 2,400 3,000 2,600 2,600
88 2,000 5,100 3,200 3,433 2,600
94 3,400 1,400 2,800 2,533 3,100
95 7,900 4,600 3,400 5,300 4,000
97 2,700 2,500 2,500 2,567 2,567
98 4,000 3,300 3,800 3,700 3,700

103 2,100 2,400 3,400 2,633 2,633
107 3,700 3,300 3,000 3,333 3,333
109 3,100 3,700 3,400 3,400 3,400
110 4,500 4,600 5,000 4,700 4,700
119 2,400 3,600 2,800 2,933 2,933
120 5,800 6,300 6,000 6,033 6,033
122 6,000 5,200 5,400 5,533 5,533
123 3,400 4,200 4,000 3,867 3,867
127 3,300 5,100 1,600 3,333 4,200
128 3,600 2,300 3,200 3,033 3,033
130 2,700 2,000 1,500 2,067 2,067
134 2,100 2,400 2,100 2,200 2,200
139 7,300 5,700 6,800 6,600 6,600
146 3,200 2,600 2,000 2,600 2,600
150 1,900 1,500 2,700 2,033 2,033
151 5,500 5,900 5,300 5,567 5,567
152 2,500 2,200 2,600 2,433 2,433
154 2,900 3,500 3,600 3,333 3,333
158 2,000 2,200 2,100 2,100 2,100
174 4,100 3,800 4,400 4,100 4,100
178 3,700 3,800 3,600 3,700 3,700
187 8,700 8,800 8,500 8,667 8,667
188 4,400 4,000 4,200 4,200 4,200

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Residential and Multifamiliy



2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR Adjusted 3 Year
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG. Baseline Average

San Simeon Community Services District
Water Usage Account Summary

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Calculation
Residential and Multifamiliy

189 1,600 2,500 1,900 2,000 2,000
197 6,400 10,900 5,100 7,467 5,750
200 10,900 11,300 9,100 10,433 10,433
201 2,800 4,800 4,200 3,933 3,933
204 3,300 3,400 2,800 3,167 3,167
209 2,500 2,600 2,700 2,600 2,600
240 2,100 2,100 2,200 2,133 2,133
243 2,400 2,700 2,200 2,433 2,433
250 4000 6,300 6,300 5,533 5,533
257 8900 9,600 7,800 8,767 8,767
269 2600 2,700 2,400 2,567 2,567
271 7200 8,300 7,100 7,533 7,533
272 2400 2,700 1,900 2,333 2,333
287 2700 2,300 1,500 2,167 2,167
288 2900 3,600 3,900 3,467 3,467
294 2700 6,900 6,800 5,467 6,850
298 1500 6,500 6,300 4,767 6,400

224,040 246,522 224,040 231,534 238,974
Equivalent
Dwelling Unit 4050

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 3 YEAR
ACCT # Total Usage Total Usage Total Usage BASE LINE AVG.

16 0 93,000 115,100 69,367 17.1
217 2,400 300 300 1,000 0.2
26 11,100 56,900 60,200 42,733 10.6

221 6,400 300 300 2,333 0.6
27 18,200 17,800 15,900 17,300 4.3
28 29,900 11,100 10,900 17,300 4.3
29 1,600 20,200 20,800 14,200 3.5
30 100 30,300 17,200 15,867 3.9
37 1,100 25,000 20,000 15,367 3.8

Equivalent Dwelling
Unit
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San Simeon CSD Water Sewer Connection Waitlist
Exhibit "A" Hook Up Waiting List

Page 1 of 2

9/28/2020 Water Wait List Reconciliation 

Position 

Number 
APN Number Name

Deposit 

Amount 
Date Added Request from Property Owners

Multiplier 

(CF/YR)

Retail 

requested 

Restaurant 

requested

Motel Units 

requested 

Resident units 

requested 

Irrigation 

meters 

requested 
1 Cavalier Inn Inc. 1 2 0.00 3 1/25/1972 4 145 Motel & 2400 sq ft. restaurant 0.0 1.0 145.0 0.0 0.0

2 013-071-018 Evans $425.00 11/16/1975  Retail 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 013-391-001 Mouchawar $30,445.00 6/1/1979  35 Motel 0.0 0.0 35.0 0.0 0.0

4 013-031-022 V& H Holdings 5 $1,200.00 11/21/2013  1 Residence 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0

5 013-402-012 Hurlbert for Tides of San Simeon $2,280.00 9/6/1990  6 Condos + 1 irrigation meter 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.5

6 013-402-013 Seifert 7 $2,280.00 3/9/2001  6 Condos 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0

7 013-402-006 Tyo 6 $6,840.00 12/11/2013  3 Residences 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0

8 013-071-009 Hather and/or Hulbert 9 $3,420.00 10/8/2014  15 Residences (added 5 Edu's on 11/2019) 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.0 0.0

9 013-091-030 Sansone, Inc. 8 $6,498.00 7/11/2018  30.5 (30 Multi-Family Edu's + .5 Irrigation) 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 0.5

10
013-091-032, 013-

071-023/024/025
Sansone, Inc. $14,706.00 7/11/2018  64.5 (64 Multi-Family EDU's + .5 Irrigation) 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.0 0.5

11 013-031-049 Sansone, Inc. $2,796.00 7/11/2018  10.5 (10 Multi-Family EDU's + .5 Irrigation) 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.5

Total 1.0 1.0 180.0 135.0 2.0

retail multiplier (see calculations below): 2.2 8,829.0 140.0 AcFt Permit Available

See below restaurant  multiplier (range 2.3 to 19.8 for 6 

accounts) avg: 10.1 (this is used)
40,770.0 40,770.0 126.0

motel unit  multiplier = 0.73 EDU / motel unit
2,956.5 532,170.0 -70.3

3 The Date of the agreement between the District and Dalton. residential  multiplier: 4,050.0 546,750.0 55.7
4 Per agreement, remaining balance of project after Mouchawar foreclosure on 105 units. irrigation  multiplier: 2,025.0 4,050.0 -5.6 10% contingency (math)

5 V&H Holdings purchased property and wait list position #4 From Raymond Long. 8,829.0 40,770.0 532,170.0 546,750.0 4,050.0 50.2

6 John & Ann Tyo Purchased property and wait list position #7 from Eva Redwood-Chavez
total gallons: 8,471,616.1

-26.0

7 Seifert purchased the property from Ramirez in 2004. CF/Year for all uses: 1,132,569.0 24.2
8 Sansone, Inc submitted one payment in the amount of $24,000.00 for positions 9,10 & 11 Convert to AF/ Year (divide by 43,560): -26.0 (this is 51.8% of the 50.2 AF available)
9 Hather added 5 EDUs w/ a deposit in the amount of $1140 on 11/2019 AF available: 50.2

10 Sansone added 2 EDUs w/ a deposit in the amount of $54 (there was a Cr. Bal. prior) on 9/2020 Water available after list has been met: 24.2 which equals 279.6 EDU's

Restaurant Avg. Calc: 8.9 Retail Commercial Account Avg. Calc: 0.6 Cavalier and Evans (Visitor Serving uses)

18.9 7.3 51.4% % of the total estimated consumption **

(data from Phoenix study "Restaurant Accou 19.8 (data from Phoenix study "Commercial 0.8

5.8 1.9

2.3 0.3

4.7 S.T. 10.9

S.T. 60.4 Used for Evans   Average: 2.2

Used for Cavalier   Average: 10.1

** this complies with the North Coast Area Plan by SLO County, page 7-71

AcFt avail after 10% Contingency 
(math)

AcFt Wait List Demand (from this 
sheet)

AcFt available less any RO losses 
(math)

AcFt remaining Available (math)

SUMMARY:

2 The deposit of Dalton was forfeited when he failed to comply with the Terms of Agreement with the 

District.

1 Cavalier Inn Inc. acquired the rights and obligations of Dalton through bankruptcy proceedings in July 

1989.
AcFt avail after 10% Water Loss

AcFt Current 3 yr avg Use (from our 
records)
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San Simeon CSD 

Updated Water Waitlist 

(March 7, 2022) 

  



San Simeon CSD Water Sewer Connection Waitlist
Exhibit "A" Hook Up Waiting List

3/7/2022 Water Wait List Reconciliation 

Position 

Number 
APN Number Name

Deposit 

Amount 
Date Added Request from Property Owners

Multiplier 

(CF/YR)

Retail 

requested 

Restaurant 

requested

Motel Units 

requested 

Resident units 

requested 

Irrigation 

meters 

requested 
1 Cavalier Inn Inc. 1 2 0.00 3 1/25/1972        4 145 Motel & 2400 sq ft. restaurant 0.0 1.0 145.0 0.0 0.0

2 013-071-018 Evans $425.00 11/16/1975  Retail 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 013-391-001 Mouchawar $30,445.00 6/1/1979  35 Motel 0.0 0.0 35.0 0.0 0.0

4 013-031-022 V& H Holdings 5 $1,200.00 11/21/2013  1 Residence 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0

5 013-402-012 Hurlbert for Tides of San Simeon $2,280.00 9/6/1990  6 Condos + 1 irrigation meter 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.5

6 013-402-013 Seifert 7 $2,280.00 3/9/2001  6 Condos 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0

7 013-402-006 Tyo 6 $6,840.00 12/11/2013  3 Residences 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0

8 013-071-009 Hather and/or Hulbert 9 $3,420.00 10/8/2014  10 Residences 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0

9 013-091-030 Sansone, Inc. 8 $6,498.00 7/11/2018  30.5 (30 Multi-Family Edu's + .5 Irrigation) 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 0.5

10
013-091-032, 013-071-023/024/025 Sansone, Inc. $14,706.00 7/11/2018  64.5 (64 Multi-Family EDU's + .5 Irrigation) 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.0 0.5

11 013-031-049 Sansone, Inc. $2,796.00 7/11/2018  10.5 (10 Multi-Family EDU's + .5 Irrigation) 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.5

12 013-071-009 Hather $1,140.00 11/1/2019 5 Residences 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0

13 013-071-016 Lloyd Marcum $9,154.60 3/31/2021 26 (13 residential 13 mixed use) 13.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 0.0

14 013-031-022 & 013-031-045 V&H Holidings $14,050.00 2/22/2022 25 residential units 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0

Total 14.0 1.0 180.0 173.0 2.0

retail multiplier (see calculations below): 2.2 8,829.0 140.0 AcFt Permit Available

1 Cavalier Inn Inc. acquired the rights and obligations of Dalton through bankruptcy proceedings in July 1989.

See below restaurant  multiplier (range 2.3 to 19.8 for 6 

accounts) avg: 10.1 (this is used)
40,770.0 40,770.0 126.0 AcFt avail after 10% Water Loss

2 The deposit of Dalton was forfeited when he failed to comply with the Terms of Agreement with the District. motel unit  multiplier = 0.73 EDU / motel unit 2,956.5 532,170.0 -70.3 AcFt Current 3 yr avg Use (from our records)
3 The Date of the agreement between the District and Dalton. residential  multiplier: 4,050.0 700,650.0 55.7 AcFt remaining Available (math)
4 Per agreement, remaining balance of project after Mouchawar foreclosure on 105 units. irrigation  multiplier: 2,025.0 4,050.0 -5.6 10% contingency (math)
5 V&H Holdings purchased property and wait list position #4 From Raymond Long. 8,829.0 40,770.0 532,170.0 700,650.0 4,050.0 50.2 AcFt avail after 10% Contingency (math)
6 John & Ann Tyo Purchased property and wait list position #7 from Eva Redwood-Chavez total gallons: 9,622,788.1 -29.5 AcFt Wait List Demand (from this sheet)
7 Seifert purchased the property from Ramirez in 2004. CF/Year for all uses: 1,286,469.0 20.6 AcFt available less any RO losses (math)
8 Sansone, Inc submitted one payment in the amount of $24,000.00 for positions 9,10 & 11 Convert to AF/ Year (divide by 43,560): -29.5 (this is 58.9% of the 50.2 AF available)
9 Hather added 5 EDUs w/ a deposit in the amount of $1140 on 11/2019 AF available: 50.2

10 Sansone added 2 EDUs w/ a deposit in the amount of $54 (there was a Cr. Bal. prior) on 9/2020 Water available after list has been met: 20.6 which equals 317.6 EDU's

Restaurant Avg. Calc: 8.9 Retail Commercial Account Avg. Calc: 0.6 Cavalier and Evans (Visitor Serving uses)

18.9 7.3 45.2% % of the total estimated consumption **
(data from Phoenix study "Restaurant Accou 19.8 (data from Phoenix study "Commercial Accounts") 0.8 ** this complies with the North Coast Area Plan by SLO County, page 7-71

5.8 1.9

2.3 0.3

4.7 S.T. 10.9

S.T. 60.4 Used for Evans   Average: 2.2

Used for Cavalier   Average: 10.1

SUMMARY:

Page 1 of 1
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San Simeon CSD 

Legacy Water Waitlist 

(August 1989 & February 2004) 

 







1229 Carmel Street 
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Memorandum 
 

 
Date:  June 27, 2024 
 
To:  Patrick Faverty 
  San Simeon Community Services District 

 
Project: Beach Access Stairs  

Pico Avenue  
San Simeon, CA  

 
AV Job #: 240978 
 

 
Subject:  Pico Avenue Beach Access Stairs Observation    
 

 
Dear Patrick,  
 
As requested, representatives of our office visited the site at the address referenced above on May 24,  
2024 to observe the concrete beach access stairs at the west end of Pico Avenue. Representatives of the 
San Simeon CSD were in attendance as well. The existing stair construction appears to consist of 
concrete stair treads (reinforcement unknown), concrete landings (reinforcement unknown) and wood 
guardrails fastened to the stairs. Adjacent to the stairs, there is a gabion rock wall of unknown length on 
the north side, and rock slope protection of unknown length on the south side. 
 
While on site, significant concrete cracking, concrete deterioration, guardrail damage, undermining of the 
stair supports and bluff erosion was observed (All Figures). The stairs were viewed from above (Figure 1 
& Figure 6), as well as from the beach (Figure 2). It is our assumption that the deterioration of the stairs 
has likely been caused by exposure to the surrounding environment and natural elements, such as wind, 
wave impact, and salt water.  
  
At the time of the observation, the stairs were damaged and in poor condition, and we consider their 
current state to be a concern for public use. The concrete stairs and upper slab appeared to be reinforced 
with rebar; however, the size, spacing, and grade of rebar is unknown. Due to the extent of cracking, the 
reinforcing steel may be subject to potential corrosion. The integrity of the concrete may also be 
compromised, affecting the overall stability and safety of the stairs and upper slab.  
 
The condition of the wood guardrails varied with some sections being completely unusable. Multiple 
guardrail posts were cracked and failing at their connections to the concrete (Figure 4), compromising 
their ability to resist lateral forces and presenting a safety hazard to users. These deteriorated 
connections increase the risk of the guardrails detaching from the stairs under minimal force, posing a 
significant fall hazard. 
 
Rock slope protection (RSP) and a gabion rock wall appeared to be used for earth retention both 
underneath and immediately adjacent to the stairs. Portions of the RSP were mixed with a cementitious 
material to create a composite element. Severe erosion was observed below the composite RSP element 
on the south side of the stairs, causing the RSP element to cantilever, or remain suspended, over the 
adjacent ground (Figure 5). It is our opinion that the RSP was not intended for a cantilever condition and 
should be replaced or properly supported. The undermining of the RSP creates a significant hazard, 
potentially leading to sudden failure, which could pose a safety risk and further exacerbate the erosion 
issues.  
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In conclusion, it is our opinion that the stairs should be removed and/or replaced due to the potential risks 
associated, as explained in this memorandum.  
 
Please note, these findings and opinions are based upon a visual observation of the immediate area 
around the referenced beach access stairs. No analyses, for vertical or lateral forces, were performed. 
The above opinions are based on our professional experience in the field of structural engineering. These 
opinions, conclusions, and recommendations may be revised, as necessary, if and when additional 
information becomes available.  
 
This observation memorandum, and the opinions and findings herein, may not be construed as a 
warranty or guarantee of the structure’s existing capacity or its performance under future events or 
circumstances.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact my office if you have any further questions.  
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ian Shoebridge, SE 
Principal Engineer 
(805) 545-0010 x 116  
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1203 Main St., Morro Bay, CA 93442 
     phone  805-570-7499 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 4, 2025 

TO: Patrick Faverty 

FROM: Ken Jarrett 

SUBJECT: Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The San Simeon Community Service District (District) provides water to the unincorporated 
community of San Simeon located within San Luis Obispo County on State Highway 1 along 
California’s Central Coast. The existing land use of this District consists of residential 
(23.7 acres), commercial retail (26.3 acres), and vacant land (51.5 acres). The District manages 
two primary production wells that pump from the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin and a 
third well (located on the Hearst Pico Creek Stables that is used for emergency purposes.1 
Additional water supply facilities operated by the District include a reverse osmosis treatment 
unit that is used during periods of high chloride concentrations that occur from saltwater intrusion 
within the groundwater basin, a 150,000-gallon storage reservoir, and a side stream recycled 
water treatment system (Pheonix 2018). Under its Water License (License 12272, Permit 12465), 
the District has the right to a maximum production of 140 acre-feet per year (AFY) from Pico 
Creek underflow with a maximum 7-day average extraction rate of 0.27 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) (121 gallons per minute).  

In the 1980s, water production levels exceeded the District’s water rights permit and a building 
moratorium was established to limit water use. Since that time, several efforts have been made to 
reduce annual production levels, which in recent years have averaged between 70- and 80-AFY. 
Because of the success of water conservation efforts, the District seeks to update its Master Plan 
(Pheonix 2018).2 As part of this process, the District commissioned Akel Engineering Group, Inc. 
(Akel Engineering), to assess the system-wide water supply to determine the amount of water that 
is available for new development (Akel Engineering 20223; Attachment A) and commissioned 
Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists to assess the instream flows of Pico Creek and 
the stream flow needs of sensitive species to help inform pumping operations that are protective 

1 The third well can only be operated 5 days per year per the Division of Drinking Water permit and is not 
included in the District’s firm capacity. 
2 Phoenix Civil Engineering, Inc. 2018. San Simeon CSD master plan—potable water, wastewater, 
recycled water and road network improvement plan. Prepared by Phoenix Civil Engineering, Inc., Santa 
Paula, California, for San Simeon Community Services District, San Simeon, California. 
3 Akel Engineering (Akel Engineering Group, Inc.). 2022. System-wide water supply assessment: 
addendum to 2018 master plan. Prepared by Akel Engineering Group, Inc., Fresno, California, for San 
Simeon Community Services District, San Simeon, California. 
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of environmental resources (Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 2024 4; Attachment 
B). This technical memorandum summarizes the findings of both reports and includes 
recommendations for minimizing impacts to sensitive species from District operations and 
monitoring environmental conditions related to pumping. 
 
Representatives of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the California Coastal 
Commission reviewed and commented on drafts of the Pico Creek Stream Flow Management 
Plan (this technical memorandum) and the Pico Creek Instream Flow Study (Stillwater Sciences 
and Cleath-Harris Geologists 2024 ). Agency comments have been addressed in this technical 
memorandum and the updated Pico Creek Instream Flow Study included in Attachment B. A 
summary of comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the California 
Coastal Commission and responses to those comments are provided in Attachment C. 
 

2 WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 

On behalf of the District, Akel Engineering assessed the water supply sufficiency to the projected 
water demands by evaluating the impact of the District’s water demands on the water supplies 
through 2045 (Akel Engineering 2022). For the period from 2001 through 2020, annual water 
usage for San Simeon ranged from 72.4 AFY to 112.3 AFY; however, after the District 
implemented water conservation measures in 2009, water use declined to levels ranging between 
73.2 AFY and 90.5 AFY for the period from 2010 through 2020. Projections of water demand 
were included in the supply estimate based on development information for a combination of 
residential and non-residential land use types including future developments on the District’s 
Water Sewer Waitlist. Projected water demand is estimated to reach a total of 112.2 AFY by 2045 
with approximately 34.2 AFY for residential and 78.0 AFY for commercial water demand. 
 
The sustainable yield of groundwater was evaluated for the District in the 2014 Cleath-Harris 
Groundwater Availability Study for the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin,5 which assessed 
various well production levels. The concern with groundwater pumping from the Pico Creek 
Valley Groundwater Basin is the potential for saltwater intrusion, which can lead to high 
concentrations of chloride. Cleath-Harris (2014) found that saltwater intrusion increased 
significantly with both increased well production volumes and with increased length of drought, 
as follows. 80 AFY was identified as less likely to lead to saltwater intrusions until the second 
year of a severe drought; 110 AFY was identified as sustainable during a combination of normal 
wet and dry years, but intrusions would likely occur in some typical drought cycles; and 140 AFY 
led to saltwater intrusion during either a single dry year or multiple dry years. With the reverse 
osmosis system operating, the District could extract the full 140 AFY permitted under their 
existing water rights to produce 112 AFY of potable water (the reverse osmosis system’s 
rejection rate is approximately 20%). 
 
Comparing the groundwater sustainable yields of 112 AFY and projected water demands of 
112.2 AFY by 2045, the water supply from the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin is 0.2 AFY 
deficient to serve the estimated system-wide demand under normal water year conditions. 

 
4 Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc. 2024. Pico Creek Instream Flow Study. Prepared 
by Stillwater Sciences, Morro Bay, California and Cleath-Harris Geologists, San Luis Obispo, California, 
for San Simeon Community Services District, San Simeon, California. 
5 Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc. 2014. Groundwater Availability Study: Pico Creek Valley Groundwater 
Basin, 2014 Update. Prepared by Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc., San Luis Obispo, California for San 
Simeon Community Services District, San Simeon, California. 
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Additionally, in a single dry year or consecutive dry years, the projected demand is expected to 
exceed the system supply in the 25-year window assessed (2020 to 2045). In normal water years, 
the 0.2-AFY supply deficiency may be resolved by implementing permanent water conservation 
actions, but in dry years, the District will likely be required to implement water conservation 
actions and procedures, such as declaring drought and calling for short-term water use reductions 
to address potential water shortages. 
 

3 INSTREAM FLOW STUDY 

As previously noted, the District also commissioned Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris 
Geologists (2022) to evaluate instream flows in Pico Creek and assess aquatic habitat conditions 
and the potential influence of the District’s groundwater pumping operations on stream flow in 
lower Pico Creek. Habitat conditions for special status aquatic species were assessed over a range 
of stream flows within lower Pico Creek, where the creek flows over the groundwater basin and 
stream flow is most likely to be influenced by groundwater pumping. Of the sensitive aquatic 
species found in Pico Creek, steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) are the most vulnerable to changes 
in stream flow. Aquatic habitat conditions were evaluated at 4.10, 1.56, 0.86, 0.35, 0.14 and 
0.11 cfs, and results from this study indicate that during stream flows of 1.56 cfs or less, aquatic 
habitat in lower Pico Creek is sensitive to changes in stream flows. Reductions in flow when 
stream flow is at 1.56 cfs or less leads to reduced habitat quantity and quality for juvenile 
steelhead in lower Pico Creek. 
 
Individual pump tests were conducted for each of the District’s two groundwater wells to assess 
the connection between the District’s groundwater pumping operations and stream flows.  A slight 
(~0.10-cfs) decrease in surface flow was observed during the pump test for Well #1 (refer to 
Figure 26 in Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 20244), which pumps water from 
shallower in the groundwater basin compared to Well #2 (Figure 1). No decrease in surface flow 
was observed during the pump test for Well #2 (refer to Figure 27 in Stillwater Sciences and 
Cleath-Harris Geologists 20244), which pumps water from deeper in the groundwater basin and 
below an impermeable clay layer separating the deeper section of the groundwater basin from the 
stream flow in lower Pico Creek (Figure 1). The decrease in flows observed during the pump test 
at Well #1 was likely in part due to daily evapotranspiration of phreatophyte/riparian vegetation 
that increases during the daylight hours and decreases as daily light fades. Additional pump tests 
would be required to relate the stream flow reductions directly to groundwater pumping versus 
evapotranspiration; however, the amount of streamflow reduction is expected to be ≤0.1 cfs 
which is approaching the range of error for surface flow monitoring equipment. Pumping from 
the deeper well (Well #2) would minimize the potential for operations to influence surface flows. 
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Figure 1. Cross section of Pico Creek Groundwater Basin and San Simeon Community Service 
District’s wells. SSCSD = San Simeon Community Service District, from  Stillwater Sciences and 
Cleath-Harris Geologists (2024). 
 
 

4 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Stillwater Sciences recommends the following actions to protect aquatic resources in lower Pico 
Creek. 
 

4.1 Operations Management 

Stillwater Sciences recommends that the District pump only from Well #2—the deep well—when 
stream flows are approximately 2 cfs or less, i.e., no pumping should occur at Well #1—the 
shallow well—when flows are less than 2 cfs. Surveys of steelhead habitat within lower Pico 
Creek indicate aquatic habitat is sensitive to changes in stream flows at 1.56 cfs. To protect 
steelhead, use of Well #1 should be restricted when stream flows are less than 2 cfs, which is 
slightly greater than the threshold of 1.56 cfs reported in the instream flow study (Stillwater 
Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 20244) where aquatic habitat quality starts to decline. 
Pumping at Well #2 from deeper in the groundwater basin and below the impermeable clay layer 
is expected to have little to no influence on surface flow conditions.  
 

District Well #2 
production zone 

District Well #1 
production zone 

District Well #1  District Well #2  
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4.2 Long-term Monitoring 

Long-term monitoring in association with the Stillwater Sciences’ operational recommendations 
will be important to informing and managing the District’s groundwater pumping operations. 
Stillwater Sciences recommends that the District conduct ongoing stream flow monitoring using a 
real-time stage recorder that provides multiple, daily water stage level readings. A site-specific 
stage-discharge rating curve should be developed and maintained to allow for converting water 
stage level to stream flow. Values observed from this monitoring should be used to alert the 
District to switch off Well #1 and pump only from Well # 2 when the 2-cfs threshold is triggered. 
In addition to stream flow monitoring, the following environmental monitoring measures and 
assessments are recommended to ensure environmental impacts are avoided during the District’s 
pumping operations. 

• Monitor for potential fish stranding for at least 2 years by conducting direct observation
surveys in pool habitat as surface flows become disconnected (i.e., when stream flows are
0.25 cfs or less). If stranding is observed, monitoring should be continued.

• Monitor seasonal water quality conditions (temperature, dissolved oxygen, and salinity)
in the Pico Creek lagoon at multiple water depths to assess water quality conditions and
thermal stratification as it relates to District pumping operations. Record observations of
lagoon mouth status (i.e., open or closed) during the seasonal monitoring efforts.

• Monitor wetland and riparian habitat conditions using remote sensing indicators of
groundwater-dependent ecosystem health, such as the normalized difference vegetation
index and the normalized difference moisture index.

• Monitor groundwater elevation at District wells and compare to daily rainfall amounts
reported for the San Luis Obispo County rain gage (#764) and stream flows recorded for
the real-time stage recorder levels to assess surface flow loss to groundwater basin
recharge.

• Assess surface loss to groundwater basin recharge by installing a pressure transducer near
the upstream end of Pico Creek where it flows over the groundwater basin to determine
when surface flows first occur during the onset of the rainy season (fall/early winter) and
determine how long until surface flows increase near the downstream end Pico Creek
(downstream of Pico Creek Road).

4.3 Annual Reporting 

Results from the long-term monitoring will be summarized annually in a report provided to the 
Technical Advisory Committee. The annual report will include the following information to assist 
in ongoing evaluation of District operations in the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin: 

1. Summary of District pumping operations in relation to stream flows near a real time stream
gage, especially for the range of between 0 and 3 cfs, including the number of days and the
rate of extraction;

2. Summary of fish stranding observations;
3. Summary of groundwater elevation monitoring, daily rainfall data, and stream flows as

they relate to the onset of the rainy season;
4. Summary of Pico Creek lagoon water quality monitoring results; and
5. Results of vegetation monitoring.
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Attachment A 

System-Wide Water Supply Assessment 

NOTE: Attachment A - System-Wide Water Supply Assessment (2022) has
 been superceded. The updated System-Wide Water Supply Assessment 

(2025) is included in this Comprehensive Analysis of San Simeon 
Community Services District as a separate exhibit.
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Cover photo: Riffle habitat in Pico Creek at approximately 4 cfs in January 2022 (top left), pool 
with stage level monitoring equipment (top right), California red-legged frog observed in Pico 
Creek (bottom left), and riffle habitat in Pico Creek dry in April 2022 (bottom right). 
 

mailto:ken@stillwatersci.com


Final Report  Pico Creek Instream Flow Study 
 

 
February 2025  Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 

ii 

Table of Contents 
 

1 BACKGROUND ..................................................................................................................... 1 

2 INTRODUCTION................................................................................................................... 3 
2.1 Special Status Species .................................................................................................. 4 

2.1.1 Steelhead ............................................................................................................... 4 
2.1.2 Tidewater goby ...................................................................................................... 6 
2.1.3 California red-legged frog ..................................................................................... 7 

2.2 District Pumping Operations........................................................................................ 8 
2.3 Goals and Objectives of Study ................................................................................... 10 
2.4 Study Area ................................................................................................................. 10 

3 METHODS ............................................................................................................................ 11 
3.1 Technical Advisory Committee ................................................................................. 11 
3.2 Habitat Typing ........................................................................................................... 11 
3.3 Water Surface Level and Temperature Monitoring ................................................... 14 
3.4 Riffle Habitat Assessment.......................................................................................... 16 
3.5 Dry and Intermittent Stream Segment Mapping ........................................................ 16 
3.6 Lagoon Habitat .......................................................................................................... 16 
3.7 Surface Water/Groundwater Connectivity ................................................................. 17 
3.8 Wetland and Riparian Habitat Conditions ................................................................. 17 

4 RESULTS .............................................................................................................................. 18 
4.1 Habitat Typing ........................................................................................................... 18 
4.2 Water Surface Level and Temperature ...................................................................... 20 

4.2.1 Stage discharge ratings ........................................................................................ 25 
4.2.2 Water temperatures.............................................................................................. 26 

4.3 Riffle Habitat Conditions ........................................................................................... 28 
4.4 Wet and Dry Stream Channel Mapping ..................................................................... 36 
4.5 Surface Water/Groundwater Connectivity ................................................................. 39 

4.5.1 Lagoon habitat ..................................................................................................... 42 
4.6 Wetland and Riparian Habitat Conditions ................................................................. 45 

5 CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................................................... 47 

6 LONG-TERM MONITORING ........................................................................................... 49 

7 REFERENCES ...................................................................................................................... 49 
 
  



Final Report  Pico Creek Instream Flow Study 
 

 
February 2025  Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 

iii 

Tables 
Table 1.  Habitat types to be used in mapping for the Pico Creek instream flow study. .........................13 
Table 2.  Stream flow measurements in Pico Creek downstream of the Pico Creek Road bridge. .........25 
Table 3.  Results of Pico Creek riffle habitat assessment for BMI production and juvenile  

steelhead passage conditions observed during surveys conducted between January 14  
through  April 28, 2022. ...........................................................................................................29 

Table 4.  Salinity tolerance levels for riparian species observed in Pico Creek and other  
regionally common riparian species. ........................................................................................46 

 
 
Figures 
Figure 1.  Study Area. .................................................................................................................. 2 
Figure 2.  Hypothetical hydrograph showing seasonal flow variation within Pico Creek  

along with typical district pumping production volumes, and life history timing  
of steelhead. ................................................................................................................. 4 

Figure 3.  Monthly average groundwater well production and average well depth from  
District wells during 2017 through 2021. .................................................................... 8 

Figure 4.  Cross section of Pico Creek groundwater basin and District pumps from  
Cleath-Harris. .............................................................................................................. 9 

Figure 5.  Three-tiered habitat mapping classification system adapted from Hawkins  
et al. and McCain et al.. ............................................................................................. 12 

Figure 6.  Study Area showing pressure transducer locations and pump test stream flow 
monitoring locations. ................................................................................................. 15 

Figure 7.  Relative frequency of habitat types in the Study Reach. ........................................... 19 
Figure 8.  Dominant substrate by habitat type in the Study Reach. ........................................... 19 
Figure 9.  Average percent of fish cover within the Study Area. ............................................... 20 
Figure 10.  Pool depths in Pico Creek with depth thresholds for CRLF breeding and  

juvenile steelhead rearing. ......................................................................................... 21 
Figure 11.  Looking upstream at pool where PT1 was installed on: March 30, May 9,  

June 13, and July 12, 2022. ....................................................................................... 22 
Figure 12.  Looking upstream at pool where PT2 was installed on: March 30, April 15,  

May 9, and June 13, 2022. ........................................................................................ 23 
Figure 13.  Looking upstream at pool where PT3 was installed on: March 30, April 15,  

May 9, and June 13, 2022. ........................................................................................ 24 
Figure 14.  Estimated stream flow in Pico Creek based on stage discharge rating curve for  

PT1. ........................................................................................................................... 25 
Figure 15.  Pool depth and water temperature monitored at PT1................................................. 26 
Figure 16.  Pool depth and water temperature monitored at PT2................................................. 27 
Figure 17.  Pool depths and water temperature monitored at PT3. .............................................. 27 
Figure 18.  Riffle habitat at PPT1* showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead  

passage at 4.10 cfs and 1.56 cfs, BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead passage  
at 0.86 cfs, and no BMI habitat or juvenile steelhead passage at 0.11 cfs. ............... 30 

Figure 19.  Riffle habitat at PPT1 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead  
passage at 0.86 cfs, BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead passage at 0.35 cfs  
and 0.11 cfs, and no BMI habitat or juvenile steelhead passage at 0.05 cfs. ............ 31 

Figure 20.  Riffle habitat at PPT2 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead  
passage at 1.56 cfs and 0.86 cfs, BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead passage  
at 0.35 cfs, and no BMI habitat or juvenile steelhead passage at 0.14 cfs. ............... 32 

Figure 21.  Riffle habitat at PPT6 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead  
passage at 4.10 cfs, BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead passage at 1.56 cfs  



Final Report  Pico Creek Instream Flow Study 
 

 
February 2025  Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 

iv 

and 0.86 cfs, and no surface flow when flows measured downstream were  
0.35 cfs of less. .......................................................................................................... 33 

Figure 22.  Riffle habitat at PPT8 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead  
passage at 1.56 cfs and 0.86 cfs, BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead  
passage at 0.35 cfs and no surface flow when flows measured downstream  
were 0.14 cfs. ............................................................................................................ 34 

Figure 23.  Riffle habitat at PPT9 showing suitable BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead 
passage at 0.86 cfs, 0.35 cfs, and 0.14 cfs, and and no surface flow when  
flows measured downstream were 0.05. ................................................................... 35 

Figure 24.  Pico Creek dry segment locations observed during surveys conducted during  
March through June 2022. ......................................................................................... 37 

Figure 25.  Pico Creek longitudinal elevation profile showing extent of intermittent stream  
flows in relation to groundwater wells along the Study Reach. ................................ 38 

Figure 26.  Pico Creek stream flow and PT1 sensor depths during April 16, 2022 pump  
test at District Well #1. Pumping volume on April 16, 2022 was 90,284 gallons, 
which is equivalent to a rate of 0.42 cfs. ................................................................... 40 

Figure 27.  Pico Creek stream flow and PT1 sensor depths during April 23, 2022 pump  
test at District Well #2. Pumping volume on April 23, 2022 was 108,834 gallons, 
which is equivalent to a rate of 0.45 cfs. ................................................................... 40 

Figure 28.  Pico Creek pressure transducer depths and daily well production during  
April 2022. ................................................................................................................ 41 

Figure 29.  Average daily ground water level measured at District wells #1 and #2 and  
daily rainfall amounts during late-fall/winter of 2020/2021. .................................... 41 

Figure 30.  Average daily ground water level measured at District wells #1 and #2 and  
daily rainfall amounts during late-fall/winter 2021/2022. ......................................... 42 

Figure 30.  Upstream end of Pico Lagoon on March 30, April 15, April 28, and July  
12, 2022. .................................................................................................................... 43 

Figure 31.  Pico Creek Lagoon sensor depths during April 16, 2022 pump test at District  
Well #1. ..................................................................................................................... 44 

Figure 32.  Pico Creek Lagoon sensor depths during April 23, 2022 pump test at District  
Well #2. ..................................................................................................................... 44 

 



Final Report  Pico Creek Instream Flow Study 
 

 
February 2025  Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 

1 

1 BACKGROUND 

The San Simeon Community Services District (District) conducted an Instream Flow 
Management Study in Pico Creek to assess the relationship between the District’s groundwater 
pumping operations and sensitive aquatic habitat in Pico Creek. Results from this study will be 
included in an Addendum to the existing District Master Plan (Phoenix 2018), based on the 
requirements of Urban Water Management Plans.  
 
Operation of the District’s groundwater wells may affect the distribution and/or behavior of 
sensitive aquatic species in stream sections where streamflow is affected by groundwater 
pumping and groundwater infiltration. Sensitive species that occur in Pico Creek include 
federally threatened south-central California coast steelhead (anadromous Oncorhynchus mykiss), 
tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), and California red-legged frog (Rana draytoni) 
(National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS] 2013, Rathburn et al. 1993). 
 
The Pico Creek watershed drains a 15-square-mile area of the southern Coast Range in San Luis 
Obispo County. Originating from the flanks of the Santa Lucia Mountains, Pico Creek transitions 
from mountainous headwater terrain (maximum elevation approximately 3,400 feet [ft] above 
mean sea level) to lower gradient valley depositional areas before draining to the Pacific Ocean 
approximately 4 miles north of the town of Cambria. Pico Creek is divided into two subbasins 
with their headwaters in the Santa Lucia Mountains: North Fork Pico Creek and South Fork Pico 
Creek (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Study Area. 
 
 
 

Pressure Transducer location 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

Similar to other Coast Range watersheds, Pico Creek naturally exhibits seasonal surface flow and 
extensive intermittent reaches due to highly variable patterns of precipitation and the complex 
geology of the region (NMFS 2013). The highest flows in Pico Creek generally occur during the 
winter in response to high-intensity rainfall when stream flows typically increase, peak, and 
subside rapidly. This hydrologic attribute is characteristic of a “flashy” hydrograph, whereby a 
rapid increase in discharge occurs over a relatively short period with a quickly developed peak 
discharge in relation to normal baseflow. During the summer, extensive portions of Lower Pico 
Creek and North Fork Pico Creek frequently go dry, as would have occurred under natural 
conditions (NMFS 2013).  
 
Stream flows provide many critical functions throughout the year, which support important fish 
development stages, maintain suitable water quality conditions in the lagoon, and support 
essential geomorphic processes. Figure 2 shows the timing of important development stages for 
steelhead along with the seasonal flow pattern for Pico Creek and the monthly average District 
production volumes. Descriptions of steelhead and other special status aquatic species found in 
Pico Creek are provided below.  
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Figure 2. Hypothetical hydrograph showing seasonal flow variation within Pico Creek along 

with typical district pumping production volumes, and life history timing of steelhead 
(Shapovalov and Taft 1954).  

 
 

2.1 Special Status Species 

Special status aquatic species that occur in Pico Creek include two federally listed fish species 
including steelhead and tidewater goby, and one federally listed amphibian, California red-legged 
frog (CRLF).  
 

2.1.1 Steelhead 

Steelhead found in the Pico Creek watershed belong to the South-Central California Coast 
Distinct Population Segment (DPS), which includes steelhead populations that inhabit coastal 
stream networks from the Pajaro River (San Benito County) south to, but not including, the Santa 
Maria River (NMFS 2013). Within this DPS, the population of steelhead in the Pico Creek 
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watershed has been identified as a Core 2 population, which means they have: (1) a high priority 
for recovery actions, (2) a known ability or potential to support viable populations, and (3) the 
capacity to respond to recovery actions. Although Core 2 populations are generally smaller and 
may have less diverse and complex threats than Core 1 populations, both Core 1 and Core 2 
populations are the principal focus of NMFS recovery actions for the DPS (NMFS 2013). NMFS 
(2013) lists Pico Creek as one of the “best preserved and protected” streams in the region. The 
only threat rated as “high” for Pico Creek is the frequent channel drying within the mainstem and 
North Fork Pico Creek, which NMFS reports is natural but can be exacerbated by groundwater 
extraction and surface water diversions (NMFS 2013).  
 
Steelhead is the anadromous form of O. mykiss, in which juveniles rear in freshwater rivers and 
creeks, migrate to the ocean to mature to adults, and return to freshwater rivers and creeks to 
spawn. Adult steelhead generally leave the ocean to return to their natal streams from December 
through March and spawn in late winter or spring (Figure 2) (Meehan and Bjornn 1991, Behnke 
1992). Female steelhead construct redds in suitable gravels (0.39–1.18 inches in diameter [Moyle 
2002]), often in pool tailouts and heads of riffles, or in isolated patches in cobble-bedded streams. 
Steelhead eggs incubate in the redds for 3–14 weeks, depending on water temperatures 
(Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Barnhart 1991). After hatching, young steelhead remain in the gravel 
for an additional two–five weeks while absorbing their yolk sacs, and then emerge in spring or 
early summer as fry (Figure 2) (Barnhart 1991). 
 
After emergence, steelhead fry utilize shallow, low-velocity habitats, typically found along 
stream margins and in low-gradient riffles (Hartman 1965, Fontaine 1988). As fry grow and 
improve their swimming abilities in late summer and fall, they increasingly show a preference for 
higher water velocity and deeper mid-channel areas near the thalweg (the deepest part of the 
channel) in locations with cover (Hartman 1965, Everest and Chapman 1972, Fontaine 1988). 
Locations with high water velocity and cover likely provide juvenile steelhead resting locations 
while they watch for drifting invertebrates being carried by flow. Aquatic invertebrates comprise 
a key item in the diet of juvenile steelhead.  
 
Juvenile steelhead typically rear in freshwater for two to three years before outmigrating to the 
ocean as smolts (NMFS 2013). The duration of time juveniles spend in freshwater appears to be 
related to growth rate, with larger, faster-growing members of a cohort smolting earlier (Peven et 
al. 1994). Steelhead in areas with warm water temperatures, where feeding and growth are 
possible throughout the winter, may require a shorter period in freshwater before smolting, while 
steelhead in colder, more northern, and inland streams may require three or four years before 
smolting (Roelofs 1983). Juvenile steelhead outmigration typically occurs from March through 
June (Figure 2). Monitoring efforts in San Luis Obispo Creek documented the majority of 
juvenile steelhead outmigration from March through May, along with a smaller secondary 
migration occurring during the fall (Spina et al. 2005).  
 
Habitat requirements for different age classes of juvenile steelhead are relatively similar, except 
that as fish grow, they require more space for foraging and cover. Age 0+ steelhead use shallow-
water and low-velocity habitats, such as stream margins and low-gradient riffles to meet their 
energetic demands and to escape predators (Hartman 1965, Moyle 2002). Older juvenile 
steelhead (age 1+/2+), because of their larger size, have higher energetic demands and require 
deeper, more complex pools, and large rocky substrate or in-channel wood for cover while 
feeding (Hartman 1965, Fontaine 1988, Spina 2003). 
 
Nearly all elements of juvenile steelhead rearing habitat are strongly influenced by instream 
flows, which affect rearing habitat area, the depth and volume of pools, connectivity between 
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habitat types, water velocity, and water temperatures. Streamflow also dictates the quantity of 
drifting invertebrates that reach feeding steelhead (Harvey et al. 2006), with higher summer flows 
allowing steelhead to better maintain feeding rates during periods of higher water temperatures 
when metabolic demands are greater (Krug et al. 2012). During periods of low flows and high air 
temperatures that can occur from the late spring through early fall, water temperature and food 
availability are critical environmental factors for rearing juvenile steelhead. In general, 
temperatures less than 20°C are considered suitable for rearing steelhead (Hayes et al. 2008); 
however, in locations near their southern extent, steelhead have been reported to have optimal 
performance at temperatures over 24°C (Verhille et al. 2016). In streams along the central 
California coast, deep pool habitat (>1.5 ft) with sufficient instream cover likely provides critical 
over-summer refuge habitat for juvenile steelhead in intermittent streams (Spina 2003). 
 
In some central California coast watershed, seasonal lagoons have also been shown to provide a 
critical role in supporting steelhead populations by providing important juvenile steelhead rearing 
habitat. Juvenile steelhead that rear in lagoon habitat over the summer have been shown to have 
rapid growth rates compared to growth in upstream locations (Hayes et al. 2008). Larger 
steelhead that reared in seasonal lagoon habitat in Scott Creek (Santa Cruz County), for example, 
were found to account for over 80% of the returning adult population (Bond et al. 2008). In some 
cases, lagoons have the potential to contribute to the majority of steelhead smolt produced in 
small coastal watersheds (Smith 1990).  
 
During studies conducted in Pico Creek, downstream of Pico Creek Road, during 1992–1993 
Rathburn et al. (1993) reported observations of juvenile steelhead during the spring throughout 
Pico Creek and in the lagoon. By late June, juvenile steelhead were primarily found in isolated 
pools and the lagoon. In July, the channel was dry upstream of the District wells (Rathburn et al. 
1993).  
 

2.1.2 Tidewater goby 

Tidewater goby are federally listed as endangered and designated as a species of special concern 
by the State of California. They are endemic to the California coast, mainly in small lagoons and 
near stream mouths in the uppermost brackish portion of larger bays (Moyle 2002, USFWS 
2005). Tidewater goby have been observed in high abundance in Pico Creek lagoon; however, 
critical habitat for tidewater goby is not designated in the watershed. Critical habitat is designated 
nearby in Little Pico Creek to the north and in San Simeon Creek to the south (USFWS 2013).  
 
Tidewater goby are small fish that are adapted to estuarine/lagoon environments. The species is 
considered short‐lived (generally for one year), highly fecund (females produce 300–500 eggs per 
batch and spawn multiple times per year) and disperse infrequently via marine habitat but have no 
dependency on marine habitat for their life cycle (Swift et al. 1989, Lafferty et al. 1999). 
Reproduction is generally associated with the closure and filling of the estuary (late spring to 
fall), typically beginning in late April or May and continuing into the fall, although the greatest 
numbers of fish are usually produced in the first half of this time period. Breeding occurs in slack 
shallow waters of seasonally disconnected or tidally muted lagoons, estuaries, and sloughs. Males 
dig burrows vertically into sand 4 to 8 inches deep and defend the burrows until hatching (SCR 
Project Steering Committee 1996). Their diet consists mainly of small animals, usually mysid 
shrimp (Mysidopsis bahia), gamarid amphipods (Gammarus roeseli), and aquatic insects, 
particularly chironomid midge (Diptera: Chironomidae) larvae (Swift et al. 1989, Swenson 1997, 
Moyle 2002). Tidewater goby have been documented in high numbers in Pico Creek Lagoon and 
the lower few hundred meters of stream when surface flows are present (Rathburn et al. 1993). 
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The USFWS (2013) states that habitat characteristics required to sustain the tidewater goby’s life 
history processes include:  
 

Persistent, shallow (in the range of approximately 0.3 to 6.6 ft), still-to-slow-
moving lagoons, estuaries, and coastal streams with salinity up to 12 ppt, which 
provide adequate space for normal behavior and individual and population 
growth that contain one or more of the following: (a) Substrates (e.g., sand, silt, 
mud) suitable for the construction of burrows for reproduction; (b) Submerged 
and emergent aquatic vegetation, such as pondweed (Potamogeton pectinatus), 
widgeongrass (Ruppia maritima), bulrush (Typha latifolia), and sedges (Scirpus 
spp.), that provides protection from predators and high flow events; or (c) 
Presence of a sandbar(s) across the mouth of a lagoon or estuary during the late 
spring, summer, and fall that closes or partially closes the lagoon or estuary, 
thereby providing relatively stable water levels and salinity. 

 

2.1.3 California red-legged frog 

California red-legged frog (CRLF) are federally listed as threatened and are a California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Species of Special Concern. The species’ range occurs 
from south of Elk Creek in Mendocino County to Baja California, with isolated remnant 
populations occurring in the Sierra foothills, from sea level to approximately 8,000 ft (Stebbins 
1985, Shaffer et al. 2004). Most CRLF populations are currently largely restricted to coastal 
drainages on the central coast of California. Critical habitat for CRLF is excluded from Pico 
Creek under a conservation easement (USFWS 2010). 
 
CFLF habitat includes wetlands, wet meadows, ponds, lakes, and low-gradient, slow-moving 
stream habitat. Breeding generally occurs from December through April in aquatic habitats 
characterized by still or slow-moving water with deep pools (usually 1.6 ft deep or greater) and 
emergent and overhanging vegetation (Jennings and Hayes 1994). CRLF egg masses contain 
between 2,000 and 5,000 eggs (USFWS 2002). Breeding sites can be ephemeral or permanent; if 
ephemeral, inundation is usually necessary into the summer months (through July or August) for 
successful metamorphosis. However, locations that dry out after successful metamorphosis occurs 
can be beneficial to CRLF because it helps prevent invasive predators such as bullfrogs 
(Lithobates catesbeianus) from becoming established (USFWS 2010). Eggs require 
approximately 20-22 days to develop into tadpoles, and tadpoles require 11 to 20 weeks to 
develop into juveniles capable of surviving in upland habitats (Bobzien et. al. 2000; Storer 1925; 
Wright and Wright 1949, as cited in USFWS 2002). CRLF eggs and tadpoles require daily 
average water temperatures <23°C (73.4°F) (USFWS 2002). 
 
Although some adults may remain resident year-round at favorable breeding sites, others may 
disperse overland up to one mile or more (Fellers and Kleeman 2007). Movements may be along 
riparian corridors, but many individuals move directly from one site to another without apparent 
regard for topography or watershed corridors (Bulger et al. 2003). CRLF sometimes enter a 
dormant state during summer or in dry weather (aestivation), finding cover in small mammal 
burrows, moist leaf litter, root wads, or cracks in the soil. However, CRLF frogs in coastal areas 
are typically active year-round because temperatures are generally moderate (USFWS 2002, 
Bulger et al. 2003). 
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2.2 District Pumping Operations  

The District provides water services to the unincorporated town of San Simeon through the 
operation of two groundwater wells located along lower Pico Creek, with a third well located on 
the Hearst Pico Creek Ranch that provides additional capacity during emergency drought 
conditions (Figure 1) (Cleath-Harris Geologists 2014). The Hearst Corporation also operates two 
wells along lower Pico Creek as part of the Hearst Pico Creek Stables, which provide irrigation 
and water to livestock at an average of 10-acre feet per year (AFY). The District has a water 
rights license issued by the California State Water Resources Control Board to extract up to 140-
AFY from the Pico Creek Valley groundwater basin; however, average annual production 
averages between 70- and 80-AFY. Groundwater extraction typically increases during the spring 
and peaks during the summer due to the influx of tourists to the community of San Simeon during 
this time (Figure 3). 
 

 
Figure 3. Monthly average groundwater well production and average well depth from District 

wells during 2017 through 2021. 
 
 
Average monthly groundwater extraction ranges from 5.28 AF during the winter up to 8.44 AF a 
month during the summer (based on data collected between 2017–2021) (Figure 3), which is 
equivalent to daily average rates of 0.09 cfs and 0.14 cfs, respectively. Both wells are equipped 
with pumps that produce about 325 gallons per minute (0.72 cfs). However, water rights for the 
District limit groundwater extraction rates to a maximum daily average rate of 0.27 cfs.  
 
Groundwater levels within the Pico Creek Valley groundwater basin generally become saturated 
after the first rain event in the winter (Cleath-Harris Geologists 2014) and begin to decrease in 
early spring until groundwater levels reach a minimum elevation during the fall months (Figure 
3). The groundwater basin has been defined in earlier investigations. A map prepared of the 
alluvial deposits (1986 and updated in 2014) show that the alluvium beneath the stream channel 
adjacent to the District wells is shallower than where the wells are located. The base of the basin 
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sediments also rises upstream, with the bedrock contact above mean sea level upstream of the 
Hearst Upper Well (Figure 4). 
 
A previous pumping test (performed February 17, 2006) demonstrated that there is drawdown in 
the shallower well when the deeper well is pumped. However, the test did not show a flattening 
of the groundwater level indicating a recharge boundary, such as when a stream inflow boundary 
is encountered. The flow in the creek was not monitored during the previous test.  
 
Well #1 produces water from aquifers at depths of 15–47 ft. Well #2 produces water from the 
deepest sand and gravel beds in the basin from depths of 50–60 ft. There is a clayey bed 
(aquitard) in the groundwater basin beneath the District's wells at depths from approximately 26 
to 36 ft below ground. Where present, the aquitard inhibits downward groundwater movement 
from the shallower sand and gravels to the deeper sand and gravel layers. However, there are 
areas in the basin where sand and gravels extend from the surface to bedrock and no aquitard is 
present (e.g., near the Hearst Upper well) (Figure 4). 
 
Test hole logs indicate that the main aquitard is not fully extensive over the basin. Therefore, the 
semi-confined deeper aquifer can be indirectly recharged from stream flow in the adjacent stream 
channel, as well as directly recharged from Pico Creek upstream of the Hearst Main Well (Figure 
4).  
 

 
Figure 4. Cross section of Pico Creek groundwater basin and District pumps from Cleath-Harris 

(2014).  
 
 
District pumping operations are expected to have the greatest potential influence on aquatic 
habitat when surface flows are low. With a maximum daily average groundwater pumping rate of 
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0.27 cfs, District pumping operations are not expected to influence habitat conditions during 
precipitation driven events when high migratory flows for steelhead likely occur. District 
pumping operations are also not expected to influence habitat conditions in lower Pico Creek 
during the summer months when the stream channel is dry, which is expected to occur frequently 
even under natural conditions (NMFS 2013). However, District pumping operations may 
potentially influence habitat conditions during relatively low flows (<5 cfs) that occur after the 
rainy season. During the spring, as surface flows are declining from 3 cfs to 1 cfs, and eventually 
drying up completely, critical life stages of sensitive aquatic species may be using lower Pico 
Creek. Juvenile steelhead are potentially rearing within the lower watershed or migrating as 
smolts downstream to the lagoon and ocean before the stream dries up (as described in Section 
2.1.1). CRLF are potentially using this area to develop from eggs and tadpoles prior to 
metamorphosis into juveniles capable of surviving out of water (as described in Section 2.1.3). 
This spring period is therefore the most critical for understanding the potential for District 
pumping operations to influence surface flows and conditions for sensitive aquatic species.  
 

2.3 Goals and Objectives of Study 

The goal of the instream flow study is to inform District Master Plan as it relates to sensitive 
aquatic species that occur in lower Pico Creek. The study objective is to evaluate the relationship 
between aquatic habitat for sensitive species and District pumping operations in lower Pico 
Creek. 
 
Results from this study will be used to (1) assess how District pumping operations might affect 
the biological needs of steelhead, CRLF, and tidewater goby in lower Pico Creek, (2) evaluate 
District pumping operations to identify constraints and opportunities to contribute towards 
meeting the biological needs of special status aquatic species in lower Pico Creek, and (3) 
identify long-term monitoring needs to ensure District pumping operations in the Pico Creek 
watershed minimize any potential impacts to special status aquatic species due to alterations in 
surface flows from groundwater pumping. 
 

2.4 Study Area 

The Study Area included lower Pico Creek where it flows over the Pico Creek Valley 
groundwater basin and where District pumps are located. A single Study Reach was established 
on Pico Creek within the Study Area and focused on the area most likely to be influenced by the 
District’s groundwater pumping. The Study Reach began at the upstream end of the lagoon and 
extended 0.83 miles upstream to the confluence of the North and South Fork Pico Creek, 
overlapping with the Pico Creek Valley groundwater basin (Figure 1).  
 
Stream flow data is limited for Pico Creek; however, surface flows within the Study Reach 
generally sustain steady baseflows during the winter months after the groundwater basin 
recharges following the first significant rain event. Flows begin to recede after the rainy season as 
the groundwater level recedes, typically during late spring (Figure 2). By early summer, surface 
flows typically cease and the channel remains dry through the fall until the groundwater basin 
refills.  
 
The section of Pico Creek within the Study Area likely serves as a migratory corridor for 
steelhead, with adult spawning and juvenile rearing limited to the upper watershed where year-
round flows are found. Modeling by Boughton and Goslin (2006) suggests similar historic use of 
Pico Creek by steelhead based on high potential over-summer habitat for juvenile steelhead 
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predicted in the North Fork and South Fork of Pico Creek and “low potential” within Pico Creek 
downstream of the confluence (which was the researchers’ lowest designation of habitat quality 
and assigned to intermittent reaches). 
 

3 METHODS 

3.1 Technical Advisory Committee 

This project engaged stakeholders through the creation of a Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC). The TAC includes individuals from CDFW. The TAC met regularly to assist and advise 
the project team in the instream flow assessment activities described in Section 3.2 through 
Section 3.7. The methods described here reflect input from the TAC received on March 3, 2022 
and October 5, 2022. 
 

3.2 Habitat Typing 

Surveys to characterize physical habitat conditions within the Study Reach were conducted at the 
beginning of the study. Habitat mapping was conducted when flows were near winter baseflow 
conditions to facilitate the evaluation of habitat composition while distinct habitat unit breaks 
were expected to be most apparent. Habitat mapping was conducted following methods 
developed by Hawkins et al. (1993), McCain et al. (1990), and Flosi et al. (2010), which uses a 
three-tiered habitat mapping classification system to assist in the identification of individual 
habitat units in the field. Level III categories are adopted from McCain et al. (1990). Figure 5 
shows the relationship among the three levels.  
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Figure 5. Three-tiered habitat mapping classification system adapted from Hawkins et al. 

(1993) and McCain et al. (1990). 
 
 
The Study Reach was divided into individual habitat units that were designated a habitat type 
(e.g., riffle, run, pool) using the habitat types described in Table 1. Each habitat unit was 
separately identified where the unit length was at least equal to one to two times the active 
channel width (McCain et al. 1990, Flosi et al. 2010), or if the unit was otherwise distinctive. The 
team recorded the length of each habitat unit using a hip chain, which was referenced back to a 
known starting point or landmark. The mapping was contiguous, with each habitat unit abutted to 
the next unit. Each distinct habitat unit was numbered consecutively in an upstream direction, 
beginning at the downstream end of Study Reach. Habitat types used for reach characterization 
are listed in Table 1. Data from the habitat mapping were used to characterize the Study Reach 
and establish appropriate study sites.  
 

Channel 
Geomorphic Unit 

Slow Water 

Non-turbulent 

Turbulent 

Fast Water 

Dammed Pool 

Scour Pool 

Fall 
Cascade 
Chute 
Rapid 
Riffle – Low/High 
gradient 

Glide 
Run 
Step-run 
Pocket Water 
Sheet 

Level I                     Level II                               Level III 

Convergence 
Mid-channel 
Lateral 
Trench 
Plunge 

Debris 
Beaver  
Landslide 
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Table 1. Habitat types to be used in mapping for the Pico Creek instream flow study (Adapted 
from McCain et al. 1990, Armantrout 1998, Payne 1992, McMahon et al. 1996, and Hawkins et 
al. 1993). 
I. Fast Water:  Riffles, rapid, shallow stream sections with steep water surface gradient. 

 A. Turbulent: 
Channel units having swift current, high channel roughness (large 
substrate), steep gradient, and non-laminar flow and characterized by 
surface turbulence. 

  

1. Fall: Steep vertical drop in water surface elevation. Generally not modellable. 

2. Cascade: Series of alternating small falls and shallow pools; substrate usually bedrock 
and boulders. Gradient high (more than 4%). Generally not modellable. 

3. Chute:  Narrow, confined channel with rapid, relatively unobstructed flow and 
bedrock substrate.  

4. Rapid: Deeper stream section with considerable surface agitation and swift current; 
large boulder and standing waves often present. Generally not modellable. 

5. Riffles: 

Shallow, lower-gradient channel units with moderate current velocity and 
some partially exposed substrate (usually cobble). 
• Low gradient—Shallow with swift flowing, turbulent water. Partially 

exposed substrate dominated by cobble. Gradient moderate (less than 
4%). 

• High gradient—Moderately deep with swift flowing, turbulent water. 
Partially exposed substrate dominated by boulder. Gradient steep (greater 
than 4%). Generally not modellable. 

 B. Non-turbulent: 
Channel units having low channel roughness, moderate gradient, laminar 
flow, and lack of surface turbulence. 

  1. Sheet:  Shallow water flowing over smooth bedrock. 

  2. Run / Glide: Shallow (glide) to deep (run) water flowing over a variety of different 
substrates. 

  3. Step Run A sequence of runs separated by short riffle steps. Substrates are usually 
cobble and boulder dominated. 

  4. Pocket Water: Swift flowing water with large boulder or bedrock obstructions creating 
eddies, small backwater, or scour holes. Gradient low to moderate. 

II. Slow Water: Pools; slow, deep stream sections with nearly flat-water surface gradient. 

 A. Scour Pool: Formed by scouring action of current. 

  

1. Trench: Formed by scouring of bedrock. 
2. Mid-channel:  Formed by channel constriction or downstream hydraulic control. 
3. Convergence Formed where two stream channels meet. 

4. Lateral: Formed where flow is deflected by a partial channel obstruction (streambank, 
rootwad, log, or boulder). 

5. Plunge: Formed by water dropping vertically over channel obstruction. 
 B. Dammed Pool: Water impounded by channel blockage. 

  

1. Debris: Formed by rootwads and logs. 

2. Beaver: Formed by beaver dam. 

3. Landslide:  Formed by large boulders. 

4. Backwater: Formed by obstructions along banks (Recorded as a comment or note to 
mapping). 

5. Abandoned 
Channel: 

Formed along main channel, usually associated with gravel bars (Not part of 
the main active channel – Recorded as a comment or note to mapping). 



Final Report  Pico Creek Instream Flow Study 
 

 
February 2025  Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 

14 

The following information was gathered during the habitat typing survey: 
• Habitat unit number, 
• Habitat unit type, 
• Habitat unit length, 
• Average width, 
• Maximum pool depth, 
• Substrate composition (two most dominant substrate types), 
• Fish cover type, and 
• Suitable CRLF breeding habitat based on depth (>1.6 ft) and emergent or overhanging 

vegetation for egg deposition (Jennings and Hayes 1994). 
 
All habitat data were entered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and checked for quality control. 
Analytical tasks included a description of existing stream habitat and conditions including the 
frequency of pool, riffle, and run habitat. Habitat type composition was calculated using the 
individual unit lengths as well as the number of representative habitat units. The substrate 
composition for the streambed was presented along with the average stream width, average pool 
depths, and available fish cover. Physical habitat conditions were summarized based on percent 
habitat composition (e.g., riffle, run, pool) within the Study Reach. 
 

3.3 Water Surface Level and Temperature Monitoring  

To assess habitat conditions for juvenile steelhead rearing, CRLF breeding, and CRLF over-
summer rearing as surface flows recede, water depth and water temperature were monitored in 
three pool habitat locations within the upper, middle, and lower sections of the Study Reach. 
Hobo pressure transducers were placed within three deep pools (≥3 ft), that provide rearing 
habitat for juvenile steelhead and CRLF breeding. A fourth pressure transducer was installed 
above the stream to compensate for changes in barometric pressure. Locations monitored with 
pressure transducers (PT’s) are shown on Figure 2 and Figure 6 and include the following 
locations: 

• PT1 located near the District groundwater wells, upstream of the lagoon;  
• PT2 located approximately halfway between the lagoon and the confluence of North Fork 

Pico Creek and South Fork Pico Creek; and 
• PT3 located downstream of the confluence North Fork Pico Creek and South Fork Pico 

Creek at the upstream end of the Pico Creek groundwater basin. 
 
Data were collected during the spring through early summer to assess habitat conditions prior to 
desiccation. Monthly site visits were conducted to download pressure transducer data and 
measure water surface levels. Photos were taken of each pool where pressure transducers were 
installed and of the adjacent riffles. When surface flows were present, discharge was measured 
within at least one location in the Study Reach. A stage discharge rating curve was fit to the 
pressure transducer data to estimate stream flow over the course of the study period.  
Pressure transducers recorded water stage level and water temperatures at 15-minute intervals.  
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Figure 6. Study Area showing pressure transducer locations (PT1, PT2, and PT3) and pump test stream flow monitoring locations. 
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Water surface levels and water temperature data monitored using pressure transducers within pool 
habitats were evaluated to identify locations within the Study Reach where suitable habitat for 
steelhead and CRLF exists, and at which flows suitable habitat begins to diminish. Data collected 
from the water surface level and water temperature level monitoring effort were plotted against 
depth and temperature thresholds required to support suitable juvenile steelhead rearing and 
CRLF breeding habitat to assess what flows provide suitable habitat within pools. A stage 
discharge rating curve was fit to the pressure transducer data to estimate stream flows throughout 
the study period. Water elevation data from the pressure transducers were reviewed during the 
period when pump tests were conducted to assess changes in pool habitat that may be influenced 
by ground water pumping.  
 

3.4 Riffle Habitat Assessment 

Benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) production and juvenile steelhead passage conditions were 
assessed within riffle habitat during each survey. Photo points were established at a minimum of 
five riffle locations and photographed during each survey. Observations of suitable BMI 
production in riffles were noted during each survey to assess food production and invertebrate 
drift into the upstream end of pool habitat where juvenile steelhead are likely to feed. Suitable 
BMI production was determined in riffles based on estimated water velocity of ≥1.0 ft/second and 
inundation of median substrate particles (D50) per Orth and Maugham 1983, Gore et al. 2001, and 
Taylor et al. 2009. Fish passage conditions for juvenile steelhead were assessed by measuring 
water depths within each riffle where photo points occur. Water depths of 0.4 ft or greater within 
the thalweg of riffle crests were considered suitable for juvenile passage based on CDFW 2017. 
BMI production and juvenile steelhead passage conditions were referenced to discharge 
measurements collected during each site visit.  
 
Observations from the riffle assessments were evaluated to understand the amount and 
distribution of suitable BMI habitat within the Study Reach and the stream flows required to 
support BMI production and juvenile steelhead passage. Photos collected from the riffle 
assessment were assessed to help characterize BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead passage 
conditions over a range of flows.  
 

3.5 Dry and Intermittent Stream Segment Mapping  

To help understand where suitable habitat for steelhead and CRLF occurs as stream flow recedes, 
surface flow conditions within the Study Reach were monitored during each site visit. Surface 
flow conditions were monitored by mapping dry and intermittent stream sections during each site 
visit. GPS coordinates of the upstream and downstream extent of each dry section were recorded 
during each site visit to document when and where surface flow become intermittent as flows 
receded. Data from the dry and intermittent stream segment mapping were analyzed to describe 
the seasonal pattern of declining surface flows. Results were compared to the water surface level 
monitoring data collected within pool locations to assess the ability of isolated pools to retain 
water without input from surface flows. 
 

3.6 Lagoon Habitat 

Pico Creek lagoon was monitored during the study to assess how aquatic habitat for sensitive 
species that use the lagoon may change as stream flow in Pico Creek recedes. Changes in lagoon 
size during the study were assessed by monitoring the upstream extent of the lagoon. The 
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upstream extent of the lagoon was recorded during each site visit using handheld GPS and 
representative photos of the upstream section of the lagoon were collected. A pressure transducer 
was installed within the lagoon as part of the Surface Water/Groundwater Connectivity 
assessment described below (Section 3.7). 
 
Locations of the upstream end of the lagoon were mapped to show changes in lagoon extent over 
the course of the study. Habitat conditions within the Pico Creek lagoon were assessed based on 
changes in the lagoon extent during the study period and changes in lagoon stage levels during 
the pumping tests. Pressure transducer data from the lagoon were assessed for elevation changes 
during the study period with and during the pumping tests to evaluate the potential influence from 
District pumping operations on lagoon habitat. 
 

3.7 Surface Water/Groundwater Connectivity 

Assessments of the relationship between groundwater extraction and surface flows were 
conducted to assess stream flow loss during groundwater pumping at each of the two main 
District Wells. Pumping tests were performed at each of the two District wells in conjunction 
with the water surface level monitoring discussed above (Section 3.4). Groundwater extractions 
during the pumping tests were maximized to the extent possible based on water availability and 
storage capabilities. Pumping tests were performed on weekends when maximum demand 
typically occurs and the longest duration of pumping could occur. Separate pumping tests were 
run for each of the two main District wells. All of the water produced during the pumping tests 
was used to replenish the District reservoir that was drained to a minimum level prior to the 
testing in order to maximize the duration of the test; none was discharged to waste, per direction 
from the District. 
 
During these tests, Pico Creek stream flow was monitored to observe evidence of stream flow 
depletion due to pumping from the District wells. Stream flow monitoring points were established 
upstream of the wells near PT1 and downstream of the wells just upstream of the lagoon (Figure 
6). Measurements were collected at each steam flow monitoring point just before pumping began 
and then approximately every 15 to 30 minutes throughout the pump test. In addition, the stage 
levels at PT1, PT2, PT3, and the lagoon level were monitored during these tests to assess the 
potential influence of groundwater pumping on pool and lagoon habitat.  
 
This study also assessed the relationship between rainfall events and groundwater elevations 
during the onset of the rainy season to better understand groundwater recharge. Average 
groundwater levels recorded at the District wells were compared to daily rainfall totals reported 
for the San Simeon rain gage (#764) operated by the County of San Luis Obispo.  
 

3.8 Wetland and Riparian Habitat Conditions 

Wetland and riparian habitat conditions were assessed in the Study Area by reviewing maps of 
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs), Google Earth imagery, and trends in remote sensing 
indices of vegetation health. Trends in Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) and 
Normalized Difference Moisture Index (NDMI) were taken from the GDE Pulse 2.2 web 
application (TNC 2024b). NDVI and NDMI are both derived from Landsat data which has a 
resolution of approximately 100 ft. NDVI and NDMI data were analyzed for the following time 
periods (which were available on the Pulse 2.2 site): 
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• 1985-2023 
• 2009-2023 
• 2014-2023 
• 2019-2023 

 
An assessment of dominant riparian species within the Study Area was conducted to further 
evaluate potential impacts on riparian vegetation health from District pumping operations. 
Dominant riparian species within the Study Area were identified from recent aerial imagery and 
photographs collected during habitat typing (Section 3.2) and riffle habitat assessment surveys 
(Section 3.4). The assessment was expanded to include additional riparian species identified to 
have a high potential to occur within the Study Area based on regional plant lists (CNPS SLO 
2024). The assessment focused on groundwater elevations and salinity ranges monitored from 
1978 through 2014 which covers years when water extractions were at historic highs for the basin 
(CHG 2014). Groundwater depths and salinity levels were compared to the groundwater 
threshold for phreatophytes (plants that depend on groundwater for water supply) and salinity 
tolerance levels of riparian species observed or likely to occur within the Study Area.  
 

4 RESULTS 

4.1 Habitat Typing 

Stream habitat typing was conducted throughout the Study Reach on January 14, 2022, beginning 
at the upstream end of the lagoon and extending approximately 0.83 miles upstream. The Study 
Reach is dominated by pool habitat (both mid-channel and lateral scour pools were observed), 
followed by riffle habitat and run habitat (Figure 7). Substrate withing pool habitat was 
predominantly sand while the riffle and run habitats were dominated by cobble and gravel 
substrates, respectively (Figure 8). The majority of the channel (43%) contained no cover for fish. 
The dominant cover type was overhanging vegetation followed by boulder (Figure 9).  
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Figure 7. Relative frequency of habitat types (by length) in the Study Reach. 
 
 

 
Figure 8. Dominant substrate by habitat type in the Study Reach.  
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Figure 9. Average percent of fish cover within the Study Area.  
 
 

4.2 Water Surface Level and Temperature 

Pressure transducers were installed in Pico Creek on March 15, 2022, when stream flow was 0.35 
cfs. Water levels in pools were generally stable until surface flows became disconnected, at which 
point pool depths began to decrease quickly. Pool depths showed a quick response to rain events 
that occurred in late March and in late April. The April rain event occurred after stream flows had 
become disconnected in the upper section of the Study Reach, when water depths at the pools 
where PT2 and PT3 were located began to drop. Following the April rain event, water levels in 
these locations briefly rose by approximately 0.5 ft but then began dropping almost immediately 
(Figure 10). Photos of each pool where pressure transducers were installed are shown in Figures 
11–13. 
 
The downstream pool monitored with a pressure transducer (PT1) had stable pool depths later 
into the year compared to the upper pools, with water depths remaining stable until early June 
before levels began dropping. Suitable depths for CRLF breeding and juvenile steelhead rearing 
remained at this location until early July (Figure 10). Water depths within pools at the upper end 
of the Study Reach (PT2 and PT3) were generally stable during March and April with the 
exception of a few spikes following rain events, then began to decrease in depth by late April 
(Figure 10). In these locations, water depths were suitable for CRLF breeding habitat until late 
May. Because the pressure transducers were not installed in the deepest part of the pools, PT2 and 
PT3 were out of the water by late May before the pools dried up. Both pools were observed to be 
completely dry during the next site visit, which occurred on June 13, 2022, and the pools no 
longer provided suitable habitat for juvenile steelhead.  
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Figure 10. Pool depths in Pico Creek with depth thresholds for CRLF breeding and juvenile 
steelhead rearing.  
* Note, pressure transducers were installed outside of the thalweg to prevent unit 
movement or loss during storm events and were installed above the stream bed to reduce 
sediment fouling of equipment, which resulted in Pressure transducers being 1.0 ft to 1.5 ft 
above the max pool depth. 

 

PT2 and PT3 pools dry 
on 6/13/2022 site visit 

PT2 and PT3 out of water  
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Figure 11. Looking upstream at pool where PT1 was installed on: (A) March 30 (0.86 cfs), (B) May 9 (0.05 cfs), (C) June 13 (0.0 cfs), and (D) 

July 12, 2022 (0.0 cfs).  

A B 

C D 
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Figure 12. Looking upstream at pool where PT2 was installed on: (A) March 30 (0.86 cfs), (B) April 15 (0.14 cfs), (C) May 9 (0.05 cfs), and (D) 

June 13, 2022 (0.0 cfs).  

A 

C 

B 

D 
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Figure 13. Looking upstream at pool where PT3 was installed on: (A) March 30 (0.86 cfs), (B) April 15 (0.14 cfs), (C) May 9 (0.05 cfs), and (D) 

June 13, 2022 (0.0 cfs). 

C D 

A B 
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4.2.1 Stage discharge ratings  

Stream flow was measured throughout the study and ranged from 4.10 cfs on January 14, 2022, to 
0.00 cfs on June 13, 2022 (Table 2). A stage discharge rating curve was applied to the pressure 
transducer stage levels collected at PT1 using the flow measurements collected after PT1 was 
installed in Pico Creek (March 13, 2022, and after). Estimated stream flow in Pico Creek at PT1 
was less than 1.0 cfs for most of the monitoring period, with the exception of a brief spike in 
stream flow following a large rain event (>1.0 inches of precipitation) in late March 2022 (Figure 
14). 
 
Table 2. Stream flow measurements in Pico Creek downstream of the Pico Creek Road bridge. 

Date Stream Flow (cfs) Notes 
01/14/2022 4.10 Flow measured before pressure transducers were installed 
2/8/2022 1.56 Flow measured before pressure transducers were installed 
3/15/2022 0.35 Pressure transducers installed 
3/30/2022 0.86  
4/15/2022 0.14  
4/28/2022 0.11 Outlier, removed from rating curve 
5/9/2022 0.05  
6/13/2022 0.00  

 
 

 
Figure 14. Estimated stream flow in Pico Creek based on stage discharge rating curve for PT1. 
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4.2.2 Water temperatures  

Ambient temperature was recorded on PT1, PT2, and PT3 during the study. All three pools where 
pressures transducers were installed provided suitable water temperatures for steelhead and CRLF 
until the pools became dry. Stable and cool water temperatures were recorded on the PTs until 
pool depths began to decrease. As pool depths decreased, water temperatures became more 
responsive to the daily fluctuations in air temperature. The downstream end of the Study Reach 
remained wet later into summer than pools at the upstream end of the Study Reach. Water 
temperatures recorded at PT1, which remained under water throughout the study, never exceeded 
suitable levels for steelhead or CRLF (Figure 15) while water temperatures recorded at PT2 and 
PT3 remained suitable for steelhead and CRLF until they became dry in late May (Figure 16 and 
Figure 17). 
 

 
Figure 15. Pool depth and water temperature monitored at PT1.  
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Figure 16. Pool depth and water temperature monitored at PT2.  
 

 
Figure 17. Pool depths and water temperature monitored at PT3.  
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4.3 Riffle Habitat Conditions 

Observations from the riffle assessments were evaluated to understand what flows supported 
productive BMI habitat and passage conditions for juvenile steelhead within the Study Reach. 
Suitable conditions to support BMI production in riffles were observed at all riffles assess when 
flows ranged from 4.10 cfs to 0.86 cfs. At flows of 0.35 cfs, suitable conditions to support BMI 
production in riffles were observed at most riffles assessed while a few riffles no longer 
supported BMI production. When flows were below 0.35 cfs, no suitable habitat for BMI 
production was observed at any of the riffles assessed (Table 3). Photos showing riffle conditions 
over a range of flows are included in Figures 18–23. 
 
Flows that provide passage for juvenile steelhead likely occur throughout the Study Reach at 
flows of 4 cfs and greater. Suitable conditions for juvenile steelhead were observed at all riffles 
assessed at 4.10 cfs and at most riffles assessed at 1.56 cfs. At 0.86 cfs, conditions to support 
juvenile steelhead passage were observed at just over half of the riffles assessed. When flows 
were at 0.35 cfs and below, conditions did not provide passage for juvenile steelhead at any of the 
riffles assessed (Table 3). 
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Table 3. Results of Pico Creek riffle habitat assessment for BMI production and juvenile steelhead passage conditions observed during surveys 
conducted between January 14 through April 28, 2022. Note, surveys were conducted through July 12, 2022 but conditions no longer supported BMI 

production or juvenile fish passage after the April 15, 2022 survey. 

Location 
Jan. 14, 2022 

(4.10 cfs) 
Feb. 8, 2022 

(1.56 cfs) 
March 30, 2022 

(0.86 cfs) 
March 15, 2022 

(0.35 cfs) 
April 15, 2022 

(0.14 cfs) 
April 28, 2022 

(0.11 cfs) 

Habitat 
unit 

number 
PPT# 
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13 1* Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No 
15 1 -- -- -- -- Yes Yes Yes No No No No No 
17 2 -- -- Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No 
29 3 -- -- -- -- Yes Yes Yes No No No No No 
33 4 -- -- -- -- Yes No No No No No Dry Dry 
35 5 -- -- -- -- Yes Yes No No No Dry No Dry 
37 6 Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Dry Dry No No Dry Dry 
40 7 -- -- -- -- Yes Yes No No Dry Dry Dry Dry 
46 8 -- -- Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Dry Dry Dry Dry 
50 9 -- -- -- -- Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

-- indicates location was not assessed on the specified date. Photo points were established on March 15, 2022; however, some locations were photographed during earlier 
surveys conducted at higher flows during January and February 2022. 
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Figure 18. Riffle habitat at PPT1* showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead passage at 4.10 cfs (A) and 1.56 cfs (B), BMI habitat but 

no juvenile steelhead passage at 0.86 cfs (C), and no BMI habitat or juvenile steelhead passage at 0.11 cfs (D). 

A B 

C D 
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Figure 19. Riffle habitat at PPT1 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead passage at 0.86 cfs (A), BMI habitat but no juvenile 

steelhead passage at 0.35 cfs (B) and 0.11 cfs (C), and no BMI habitat or juvenile steelhead passage at 0.05 cfs (D). 

A B 

C D 
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Figure 20. Riffle habitat at PPT2 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead passage at 1.56 cfs (A) and 0.86 cfs (B), BMI habitat but 

no juvenile steelhead passage at 0.35 cfs (C), and no BMI habitat or juvenile steelhead passage at 0.14 cfs (D).  

A B 

C D 
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Figure 21. Riffle habitat at PPT6 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead passage at 4.10 cfs (A), BMI habitat but no juvenile 

steelhead passage at 1.56 cfs (B) and 0.86 cfs (C), and no surface flow when flows measured downstream were 0.35 cfs of less (D). 

A B 

C D 
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Figure 22. Riffle habitat at PPT8 showing suitable BMI habitat and juvenile steelhead passage at 1.56 cfs (A) and 0.86 cfs (B), BMI habitat but 
no juvenile steelhead passage at 0.35 cfs (C) and no surface flow when flows measured downstream were 0.14 cfs.  

B A 

C D 
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Figure 23. Riffle habitat at PPT9 showing suitable BMI habitat but no juvenile steelhead passage at 0.86 cfs (A), 0.35 cfs (B), and 0.14 cfs (C), 

and and no surface flow when flows measured downstream were 0.05 (D). 

A B 

C D 
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4.4 Wet and Dry Stream Channel Mapping 

Observations of the stream channel drying out within the Study Reach were observed early in the 
study. The first observation of disconnected stream flow was observed during March 15, 2022 
when a short segment within the middle of the Study Reach (at PPT6) was dry. Following a 
substantial rain event (1.44 inches) on March 28, 2022, surface flows were observed throughout 
the entire Study Reach. By April 15, 2022 dry stream channel segments were observed in two 
sections within the upper half of the Study Reach and both sections were dry again on April 28, 
2022, even after a 0.40 inch rain event occurred on April 21, 2022. On May 9, 2022 the upper 
half of the Study Reach had no surface flow and water was limited to a few isolated pools. On 
June 13, 2022, the upper half of the Study Reach was completely dry with no surface flow and no 
water in isolated pools upstream of the Pico Creek Bridge to the confluence of North Fork and 
South Fork Pico Creek (Figure 24 and Figure 25). No surface flow was observed throughout the 
Study Reach on July 12, 2022 but a few small isolated pools were observed between Pico Creek 
Road and the lagoon. 
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Figure 24. Pico Creek dry segment locations observed during surveys conducted during March 

through June 2022. 
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Figure 25. Pico Creek longitudinal elevation profile showing extent of intermittent stream flows in relation to groundwater wells along the 

Study Reach. 

6 
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4.5 Surface Water/Groundwater Connectivity 

Pump tests were conducted on April 16, 2022 at Well #1 which pumps from depths of 15–47 ft 
and on April 23, 2022 at Well #2 which pumps from depths of 50–60 ft. The volume of water 
pumped from the shallow well (Well #1) was 90,284 gallons and occurred over an 8-hour period 
(equivalent to a rate of 0.42 cfs). The volume of water pumped from the deep well (Well #2) was 
108,834 gallons and occurred over a 9-hour period (equivalent to a rate of 0.45 cfs). 
 
Stream flow during the pump tests at the upstream monitoring point was about half the rate at the 
downstream monitoring point. Stream flow measurements fluctuated during the tests up to 
roughly 0.20 cfs during testing at Well #1 and by roughly 0.05 cfs during testing at Well #2. 
However, the overall trend when the shallow well (Well #1) was pumped shows stream flows 
decrease by approximately 0.1 cfs at the upstream monitoring point while stream flow at the 
downstream monitoring point increased by approximately 0.1 cfs (Figure 26). The increase in 
flow observed downstream of the wells may be due to bank storage-drainage from the shallow 
aquifer into the stream channel. Stream flow at the upstream monitoring point of the deep well 
(Well #2) shows a decrease in stream flow of approximately 0.04 cfs, and no detectable trend in 
stream flow was observed at the downstream monitoring point (Figure 27). The sensor depth at 
PT1 for both tests declined by approximately 0.05 ft during pumping and then recovered after 
pumping ceased (Figure 26 and Figure 27). However, the fluctuation in sensor depth observed at 
PT1 during the pump tests were similar to the daily fluctuations observed during days when 
District well production was more than half the amount during the pump tests (Figure 28, see 
daily fluctuations for PT1 on 4/07/2022 and 4/25/2022 when daily well production was around 
30,000 gallons).  
 
Based on the daily fluctuations in sensor depths at all three PT sensors monitoring points, the 
drop in stage level observed at PT1 during the pump tests is likely in part due to 
evapotranspiration of phreatophyte/riparian vegetation that increases during the daylight hours 
and decreases as daily light fades. Steep declines in sensor depths observed at PT2 and PT3 began 
to occur in mid-April, which coincides with the timing when disconnected surface flow was 
increasing. A sharp increase in sensor depth occurred at PT2 on April 24, 2022 and at PT3 on 
April 23, 2022 (Figure 28), which are shortly after a 0.4 inch rain event occurred on April 21, 
2022 that likely reconnected surface flow and refilled pool habitat (Figure 10). Overall, the 
degree of stream flow impacts adjacent to the District wells resulting from groundwater 
extractions could not be distinguished from the more evident evapotranspiration demand impact.  
Additional pump tests would be required to isolate stream flow reductions resulting from 
groundwater extractions versus evapotranspiration; however, the amount is expected to be ≤0.1 
cfs which is approaching the range of error for surface flow monitoring equipment. 
  
Groundwater levels respond to the first substantial rain event (i.e., daily total rainfall amounts 
>1.0 inches) of the rainy season. During the winter of 2020/2021groundwater levels increased 
slightly following several early season rainfall events, which produced less than 0.5inches of rain 
based on daily rainfall totals; however, the first substantial rain event occurred on January 27, 
2021 of nearly 7 inches lead to an immediate increase in groundwater levels (Figure 29). In 
October 2021, the first rain event of the season was just over 1.5 inches and the following day 
groundwater levels increased from approximately 2.5 ft up to approximately 5.5 ft (Figure 30).  
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Figure 26. Pico Creek stream flow and PT1 sensor depths during April 16, 2022 pump test at 

District Well #1. Pumping volume on April 16, 2022 was 90,284 gallons, which is 
equivalent to a rate of 0.42 cfs. 

 
 

 
Figure 27. Pico Creek stream flow and PT1 sensor depths during April 23, 2022 pump test at 

District Well #2. Pumping volume on April 23, 2022 was 108,834 gallons, which is 
equivalent to a rate of 0.45 cfs. 
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Figure 28. Pico Creek pressure transducer depths and daily well production during April 2022.  
 

 
Figure 29. Average daily ground water level measured at District wells #1 and #2 and daily 

rainfall amounts during late-fall/winter of 2020/2021. 
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Figure 30. Average daily ground water level measured at District wells #1 and #2 and daily 

rainfall amounts during late-fall/winter 2021/2022. 
 
 

4.5.1 Lagoon habitat 

The wetted area of the lagoon remained relatively stable throughout the study. The upstream end 
of the lagoon begins at the end of a gravel bar with the channel quickly dropping in elevation as it 
enters the lagoon (Figure 29).  
 
Water levels recorded in the lagoon showed minor fluctuations (<0.05 ft) on a regular basis each 
day. These daily fluctuations appear to be correlated with ocean tide heights, as increased sensor 
depths were generally recorded at high tides while reduced depths were generally recorded at low 
tides (Figure 29 and Figure 30). Lagoon depths showed a temporal pattern with increased depths 
in the morning and decreased depths in the afternoon, which suggests evapotranspiration 
influences lagoon water levels as well.  
 
The magnitude and timing of daily fluctuations in the lagoon water levels appeared similar during 
the pump tests compared to days when pumping was reduced. The fluctuation observed in lagoon 
water levels appears to be the result of tidal activity and evapotranspiration. No impact to the 
lagoon due to pumping was evident during the test. 
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Figure 31. Upstream end of Pico Lagoon on March 30 (A), April 15 (B), April 28 (C), and July 12, 2022 (D). 

A B 

C D 
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Figure 32. Pico Creek Lagoon sensor depths during April 16, 2022 pump test at District Well #1. 
 
 

 
Figure 33. Pico Creek Lagoon sensor depths during April 23, 2022 pump test at District Well #2. 
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4.6 Wetland and Riparian Habitat Conditions 

The TNC (2024a) dataset identifies 15 acres of GDEs in the Study Reach mapped in two 
polygons along Pico Creek. The first is located in the downstream section of the Study Area from 
the Highway 1 bridge to roughly 300 feet downstream of the Pico Creek Bridge and another 
section of the creek approximately 800 feet long just upstream of the horse stables (TNC 2024a). 
There is a narrow strip of riparian vegetation between these two mapped GDE polygons that is 
not included in the GDE map but could be linked to groundwater.   
NDMI and NDVI of the two GDE polygons are relatively stable through time. Between 1985 and 
2023 there were some declines in NDVI on the edges of the mapped GDEs but this is likely an 
artifact of land use changes coupled with limitations of the measurement technique rather than 
changes to groundwater. Because the pixel size from Landsat is large relative to the riparian zone 
width, the upstream GDE is only two pixels wide, in places. Areas of decline in NDVI or NDMI 
corresponded to areas where the NDVI pixels included both mapped GDEs as well as adjacent 
fields. The long-term stability of the NDVI and NDMI of mapped GDE polygons suggests that 
the GDEs likely remain connected to groundwater despite changes to groundwater levels.  

Recent Google Earth imagery of the unmapped narrow strip of vegetation between the mapped 
GDEs shows a mixture of green vegetation and vegetation without leaves. Based on this analysis, 
it is not possible to assess whether the imagery captures a mix of dormant and regrowing 
vegetation or if some of the vegetation in this reach is dying. A study coupling groundwater 
measurements, modeling results, lidar topography, and field assessment of vegetation could 
address uncertainty in the strip pf vegetation between the mapped GDEs, but given that it is a 
narrow strip of vegetation often bordering farmland, any changes to vegetation could be from a 
variety of sources. Given the stability of vegetation health indicated by the NDVI and NDMI 
analysis and the relatively small area between the mapped GDE units, this additional study is not 
warranted at this time. However, ongoing monitoring of the mapped GDEs is recommended. 
Dominant species of the riparian corridor within the Study Area include various willow species 
(Salix spp.), black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), California sycamore (Platanus racemosa), 
and white alder (Alnus rhombifolia). All are known phreatophytes in the region and can tolerate 
low to moderate levels of salinity (Table 4). In California, phreatophytes are estimated to have a 
30 ft depth-to-groundwater threshold, except for species with documented deeper root systems 
(e.g., Quercus agrifolia) (The Nature Conservancy 2021).  
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Table 4. Salinity tolerance levels for riparian species observed in Pico Creek and other regionally 
common riparian species. 

Scientific name Common name 
Maximum salinity 

(ppt)1 
California  

phreatophyte2 
Observed dominant species 
Alnus rhombifolia white alder 8.7 Yes 
Platanus racemosa California sycamore 7.8 Yes 
Populus trichocarpa black cottonwood 2.2 Yes 
Salix exigua sandbar willow 8.7 Yes 
Salix lasiandra var. lasiandra Pacific willow 6.7 Yes 
Salix lasiolepis arroyo willow 18.4 Yes 
Salix sitchensis Sitka willow 7.0 Yes 
Regionally common riparian plant associates3 
Acer macrophyllum bigleaf maple <1.0 No 
Acer negundo box elder 11.4 Yes 
Aesculus californica  California buckeye 3.3 No 
Eucalyptus globulus blue gum 10.8 Yes 
Frangula californica subsp. 
californica coffee berry <2.0 

No 

Morella californica Pacific wax myrtle 18.5 No 
Pinus radiata Monterey pine 18.5 No 
Quercus agrifolia coast live oak <2.0 Yes 
Salix laevigata  red willow 4.3 Yes 
Umbellularia californica California bay 9.8 No 
1 Derived from the CalFlora plant tolerance soil salinity data analysis.  
2 The Nature Conservancy 2021; California Plant Rooting Depth Database, Plant Rooting Depth Database | 

Groundwater Resource Hub 
3 Probable plant associates per regional riparian lists https://cnpsslo.org/resources/finding-plants-in-the-wild/ 
 
 

Groundwater levels monitored at the District groundwater wells during 1978 through 2014 
remained above sea level during most years with a few exceptions. Groundwater levels dropped 
below sea level (down to -0.88 ft) during four out of six years between 1984 and 1990 which 
corresponds to a period of peak District pumping when annual extraction volumes were often 
over 120 AFY (CHG 2014). Based on the range of groundwater levels observed and the ground 
elevations within the riparian corridor, that range from approximately 9 ft at the downstream end 
of the Study Area to 35 ft at the upstream end (Figure 25), the 30 ft depth-to-ground threshold is 
met throughout most of the Study Area. Within the upstream end of the Study Area where ground 
elevations within the riparian corridor range from 30 to 35 ft, the groundwater basin is also higher 
in elevation and water levels are expected to be higher.  
 
Salinity levels recorded during groundwater monitoring that occurred from 1984 through 2014 
indicated maximum chloride concentrations remained below 1,000 mg/l except for February 2014 
when concentrations of 1,068 were recorded. The 2014 study indicated under the maximum 
diversion rate CSD is permitted, saltwater intrusion events could occur every drought cycle and 
produce chloride concentrations up to 1,000 mg/l (equivalent to 1 ppt salinity). However, this 
resulting chloride concentration is below the documented salinity tolerance of the observed 
dominant riparian species along Pico Creek and most regionally common riparian species 
vegetation along Pico Creek. With the exception of bigleaf maple, which has a salinity tolerance 
of <1 ppt, all other riparian species have salinity tolerance of <2 to 18.5 ppt (Table 4). Based on 
these results no impacts on dominant riparian species are anticipated under the current or future 
District pumping operations. 
 

https://www.groundwaterresourcehub.org/where-we-work/california/plant-rooting-depth-database/
https://www.groundwaterresourcehub.org/where-we-work/california/plant-rooting-depth-database/
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

Pico Creek follows the northern side of the groundwater basin over much of the Study Reach. 
The basin sediments are highly permeable and allow for percolation of stream flow when it 
occurs, particularly upstream of the Pico Creek Road Bridge. As the inflow from the watershed 
declines, the groundwater level also declines and typically by early summer the water in the 
stream bed dries up. The stream channel, near where the District wells are located, has a longer 
duration of water presence than this upstream recharge area, but still dries by mid-summer. The 
lagoon at the mouth of Pico Creek has water year-round. 
 
Changes in surface flow observed during the pump test were primarily attributed to daily 
evapotranspiration. District pumping operations may influence surface flows in Pico Creek 
around the section near the District pumps (i.e., downstream of the Pico Creek Road Bridge) but 
the degree of influence could not be distinguished from the evapotranspiration demands. Of the 
two main District wells, Well #1, which pumps water from shallower in the groundwater basin 
layer, is expected to have the most influence on surface flows and Well #2, which pumps from 
the deeper groundwater basin layer, is expected to have the least influence on surface flows. 
Additional monitoring in the lagoon would be needed to evaluate if any changes in lagoon water 
depth are occurring due to pumping versus other natural factors, such as tidal influence or 
evapotranspiration. However, the level of lagoon water depth fluctuation observed during this 
study appeared to be minimal (<0.05 ft). Additional monitoring of water quality conditions in the 
lagoon would be needed to evaluate the potential effects of pumping operations on habitat quality 
in the lagoon. 
 
In the absence of District pumping operations, the lower reach of Pico Creek within the Study 
Area potentially provides migratory and rearing habitat for steelhead in the winter and spring 
when surface flows occur. Migration conditions for steelhead within the Study Area are expected 
to be supported under current District pumping operations. Adult steelhead passage, which 
requires high flows associated with precipitation events, is not likely to be influenced by the 
District’s maximum daily average pumping rate of 0.27 cfs. Juvenile steelhead passage conditions 
assessed in riffle habitat during this study indicate passage for juvenile steelhead occurs at flows 
of approximately 4 cfs and greater, which is also not likely to be to be influenced by District 
pumping operations due to the limited capacity of the District wells and the maximum daily 
average pumping rate of 0.27 cfs. While steelhead migration flows are precipitation driven, 
surface flows lost during groundwater basin recharge at the on-set of the rainy season could lead 
to reductions in the already short migration periods. Based on observations of groundwater levels 
and rainfall data, basin recharge likely occurs rapidly after the first substantial rain event of the 
season and is not expected to affect steelhead migration. However, additional monitoring is 
needed to better understand the relationship between basin recharge and rainfall events and how 
they relate to stream flow conditions in Pico Creek.  
 
This study did not directly assess the relationship between the amount of steelhead habitat and 
magnitude of surface flows, and instead focused on patterns of District Operations and steelhead 
life history. Observations of BMI habitat and juvenile migration conditions in riffles and juvenile 
steelhead rearing habitat conditions in pools were made during distinct flow events. At low 
stream flows, habitat in lower Pico Creek is sensitive to changes in surface flows, particularly 
when flows are at or below 1.5 cfs. Results of the surface water monitoring and riffle habitat 
assessments found habitat for juvenile steelhead is abundant at stream flows of 1.52 cfs based on 
abundant suitable BMI habitat and juvenile migration conditions in riffles habitat and abundant 
pool habitat greater than 1.5 ft deep which supports juvenile steelhead rearing. When stream 
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flows were at 0.86 cfs or less, habitat was disconnected with limited passage in riffles for juvenile 
steelhead, and at 0.35 cfs BMI habitat was substantially reduced. A small reduction in flow when 
stream flow is less than 1.52 cfs, even by a small amount (e.g., 0.1 cfs) would reduce the quantity 
and quality of juvenile steelhead habitat in lower Pico Creek by reducing food availability from 
BMI, migration conditions, and pool depth.  
 
Pools in the Study Area provide suitable water depth and temperature for rearing juvenile 
steelhead when surface occurs. Once surface flows cease, pools quickly dry up and become 
unsuitable for juvenile steelhead. During this study, conditions in pool habitat appeared suitable 
for steelhead rearing until around July, at which time surface flows ceased and nearly all wetted 
habitat in the Study Reach went dry. Since pool habitat remains suitable after surface flows cease 
temporarily, District pumping operations increases the risk of steelhead stranding and desiccation 
in isolated pool habitat that remains wetted after surface flows cease. 
 
In summary, based on pumping capacity, District pumping operations have the potential to reduce 
the amount and quality of juvenile steelhead rearing habitat within Study Area at flows of around 
1.5 cfs or less. District pumping operations will not influence aquatic habitat in Pico Creek after 
the channel has gone dry.  
 
In addition to steelhead, the Study Area provides abundant suitable breeding habitat for CRLF 
with many pool locations observed with habitat conditions that remained suitable through the 
CRLF breeding season. In isolated pools that remain wet after surface flows cease, District 
pumping operations are likely to increase the rate at which pool habitat dries out, leading to egg 
desiccation or tadpole stranding. Suitable habitat for CRLF breeding is located within the Pico 
Creek lagoon and excavated ponds near the lagoon just upstream of the Highway 1 Bridge. 
Remote sensing suggests that groundwater dependent vegetation in the Study Reach is relatively 
stable and healthy. Small changes are confined to the edges of the mapped vegetation patches and 
are likely due to edge effects of the Landsat imagery rather than real changes to vegetation. A 
more detailed understanding of riparian vegetation and wetlands in this reach could be explored 
with a detailed field study, but based on the stable remote sensing indices, this does not appear to 
be warranted at this time.  
 
Key conclusions of this study are listed below: 

• The degree to which District pumping operations impact surface flows could not be 
determined from the pump tests due to daily evapotranspiration demand. 

• District pumping operations may impact surface flows in Pico Creek, but surface flow 
reductions would likely be ≤0.1 cfs.  

• Pumping from the deeper well (Well #2) is expected to have less influence on surface 
flows compared to pumping from the shallower well (Well #1) 

• District pumping operations are not expected to influence adult steelhead migration in Pico 
Creek due to the magnitude of flow required to support adult steelhead passage. 

• District pumping operations are not expected to influence juvenile steelhead migration in 
Pico Creek due to the magnitude of flow required to support juvenile steelhead passage. 

• At low stream flows, habitat in lower Pico Creek is sensitive to changes in surface flows, 
particularly when flows are at or below 1.5 cfs and stream flow reductions when flows are 
in this range lead to reduced habitat quantity and habitat quality for juvenile steelhead 

• District pumping operations that occur after surface flows cease may affect juvenile 
steelhead and CRLF rearing in isolated pools by decreasing pool water levels or speeding 



Final Report  Pico Creek Instream Flow Study 
 

 
February 2025  Stillwater Sciences and Cleath-Harris Geologists 

49 

up the process by which pools dry out increasing the risk of stranding for juvenile 
steelhead and CRLF tadpoles.  

• District pumping operations are not expected to impact aquatic habitat once the channel 
within the Study Area goes dry, which happens for extended periods of most years during 
summer and fall.  

• District pumping operations do not appear to be affecting or reducing habitat conditions 
within the lagoon. 

• District pumping operations do not appear to be affecting or reducing habitat conditions for 
tidewater goby.  

• District pumping operations do not appear to be affecting or reducing riparian vegetation.  
 

6 LONG-TERM MONITORING  

The following long-term monitoring efforts are suggested to ensure District pumping operations 
are minimizing impacts to sensitive aquatic species in Pico Creek: 

• Monitor stream flow in Pico Creek near the District wells to develop a long-term record of 
stream flows in the watershed in relation to District pumping operations. 

• Monitor isolated pool habitat within the Study Area to assess the risk of juvenile steelhead 
stranding in relation to District pumping operations. 

• Monitor groundwater elevation at District wells and compare elevations to daily rainfall 
and stream flow levels to assess surface flow loss to groundwater basin recharge. 

• Monitor water quality profiles in the lagoon, to assess water quality conditions and thermal 
stratification to assess influence of pumping. 

• Monitor when the lagoon mouth opens/closes and how that relates to flows to assess 
potential project effects on lagoon passage for steelhead. 

• Continued assessment of wetland and riparian habitat conditions using remote sensing 
indicators of GDE health including NDVI and NDMI.  
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Table C-1. Responses to comments received on the Pico Creek Instream Flow Study and the Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan. 

Comment 
# 

Agency 
Name Agency Comment Response 

1 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Is District pumping negatively impacting habitat, and 
can an instream flow management plan allow for 

more development in San Simeon? 

The instream flow study concluded that the San Simeon Community 
Service District’s (District’s) pumping from Well #1—the shallow 

well—during sensitive flows (~2 cubic feet per second [cfs]) could have 
a negative impact to aquatic habitat; however, pumping from Well #2—

the deep well—during sensitive flows is not likely to impact aquatic 
habitat because Well #2 draws from deeper in the groundwater table and 

is located beneath a partial clay barrier. Water supply and demand 
projections through the year 2045 were assessed in the System-wide 
Water Supply Assessment (Akel Engineering 2022). That assessment 

concludes that the District could resolve a small projected supply 
deficiency of 0.2 acre-feet per year (AFY) in normal water years by 

implementing water conservation actions, but the District will be 
required to implement water conservation actions and procedures, such 

as a declaring drought and calling for short-term water use reductions, to 
address potential water shortages in dry years. The Pico Creek Instream 
Flow Management Plan has been revised to include a summary of the 

findings from the System-Wide Water Supply Assessment. 

2 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

How much more development? Not answered. 

The District evaluated water supply and demands through the year 2045 
through a System-wide Water Supply Assessment Report (Akel 

Engineering 2022) that includes a summary of the findings from this 
assessment in the Pico Creek Instream Flow Management Plan. 

3 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

There is no analysis of sensitive wetland or riparian 
plants or other species that might have been 

considered and decided to leave out of the analysis. 

The Pico Creek Instream Flow Study has been updated to include a 
wetland and riparian habitat assessment of the Study Area. The 
assessment included reviewing maps of groundwater-dependent 

ecosystems, Google Earth imagery, and trends in remote sensing indices 
of vegetation health. 

4 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

There are no findings related to agricultural activities 
that could be affected by pumping. The report does 
note, however, that the Hearst Corporation operates 

two wells along lower Pico Creek as part of the 
Hearst Pico Creek Stables, which provide irrigation 
and water to livestock at an average of 10-acre feet 

per year (AFY) 

Assessing how the Hearst Corporation’s wells influence surface flows is 
outside the scope of this study. However, the annual 10 AFY extraction 

for these wells was included in the 2014 groundwater modeling that 
evaluated the effects from groundwater extraction by the District and the 
Hearst wells on the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin. Results of the 

groundwater modeling show that the District wells could produce the 
maximum permitted amount of 140 AFY without impacting water 

quality at the Hearst Pico Creek Stables.  
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Comment 
# 

Agency 
Name Agency Comment Response 

5 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

How might Hearst Corporation well operation affect 
District pumping and stream flows 

The annual extraction volume for the Hearst Corporation’s wells is 10 
AFY and is not expected to have a noticeable effect on surface flows. 

6 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

It was unclear where the stream flow measurements 
were taken. 

Stream flow measurements were generally measured near pressure 
transducer PT1 (just downstream of the Pico Creek Road bridge). During 
the pump tests, stream flows were measured at two locations including 
one near the pressure transducer PT1 location and one just upstream of 

Pico Creek lagoon. 

7 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Is the instream flow report saying the aquifer is fully 
recharged every year? 

According to the Groundwater Availability Study (Cleath-Harris 
Geologists 2014), the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin is recharged 

each year. 

8 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Are there more wells in the drainage basin than those 
noted? Are the District wells the only ones doing 

significant pumping? 

Aside from the District’s wells, only two other wells that are operated by 
the Hearst Corporation are located in the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater 
Basin, and they are limited to a combined annual volume of 10 AFY. The 

District’s wells are the only ones doing significant pumping. 

9 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Habitat mapping was done in January; is there any 
data from later in the year? Or would there be any 

expected difference? 

Habitat mapping in January delineated stream habitat types (e.g., pool, 
riffle, run) based on physical channel features (e.g., channel gradient, 

hydraulic control, substrate size classes), and habitat-type designations 
are not expected to change throughout the year. The quality of the habitat 
is expected to change at different stream flow levels throughout the year. 
How habitat quality changes under different flows was a key focus of the 

Pico Creek Instream Flow Study and included surveys from January 
through July over a range of flow conditions. 

10 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

The report notes rearing steelhead habitat declines at 
0.86 cfs, but how do you know that it didn’t start at 

higher flows that you didn’t measure prior to 3/30/22 
(above 0.86 cfs but below 1.56 cfs measured on 

2/8/22)? Is BMI production the criteria for this? Is 
this why a 2cfs threshold is later recommended for a 

management trigger? 

The Pico Creek Instream Flow Study found that habitat quality declined 
somewhere between 1.56 cfs and 0.82 cfs based on a decrease in juvenile 
steelhead passage conditions; however, the exact flow within this range 

where habitat quality declines is unknown. To protect habitat conditions, 
it was assumed that habitat quality declined near the upper end of this 
range at 1.56 cfs, which was the basis for a 2-cfs threshold included in 

the Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan. Benthic 
macroinvertebrate (or BMI) habitat conditions showed a decline between 

flows 0.82 cfs and 0.35 cfs. 
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11 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

How did the rain event on April 21 impact the 
drawdown levels in the second well test? 

The rain event is not expected to have influenced the second well test 
because Well #2 pumps from deeper underground and is partially 

separated from the upper groundwater layer by the clay barrier. The rain 
event on April 21 produced 0.40 inch of rainfall and led to increased 

surface flows in the upper section of the study area where surface flows 
had become intermittent approximately 10 days earlier based on the 

sensor depths recorded at pressure transducers PT2 and PT3. However, 
farther downstream near the District’s wells, surface flows remained 

constant before, during, and after the rain event based on sensor depths 
recorded at pressure transducer PT1. 

12 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Is seawater intrusion an issue for the wells or the 
habitats? Would water extraction make this potential 

management issue worse? 

Sea water intrusion was assessed in the System-wide Water Supply 
Assessment (Akel Engineering 2022), which concluded:  

 
at a production of 110 AFY, intrusions would not be 
expected during a combination of normal wet and dry 
years, but in some typical drought cycles. Therefore, the 
sustainable yield of Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin 
for the District is 110 AFY without water filtering 
facilities.   

 
With the District's reverse osmosis system, the sustainable yield is 

increased to 112 AFY. Additional details have been added to the Pico 
Creek Stream Flow Management Plan. 

13 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

What water year type was 2022? What might other 
water year types affect in terms of pumping 

recommendations/timing? Would the 2cfs threshold 
recommendation change? 

Rainfall during 2021–2022 was roughly half of the average rainfall for 
San Simeon with 13.19 inches recorded at County Gauge #764 versus the 

24-inch average. Under different water year types, the 2-cfs threshold 
would not change; however, the frequency and duration of the 2-cfs 
threshold would likely increase in wetter years and decrease in dryer 

years. 

14 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Will management include other wells in the area, or 
only pertain to the 2 district wells? The District’s wells are the only well that will be managed. 
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15 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

How is daily well production determined? Just on 
dynamic demand? How does it compare the pumping 

regime tested? 

The District has limited water storage, so production is fairly dynamic. 
Peak demand occurs in the summer after the stream channel has become 
dry. For the Pico Creek Instream Flow Study, pump tests were conducted 

in the spring when surface flow was still present but at lower levels, 
which were expected to be more responsive to the District’s pumping. 

16 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Can we get more data on what happens to flow when 
pump 2 (deeper well) is operated for long periods? 

Effects on groundwater levels? A previous pumping 
test (performed February 17, 2006) demonstrated that 

there is drawdown in the shallower well when the 
deeper well is pumped. 

Extended pump tests are not feasible for because of the limited water 
storage capacity. 

17 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

What is the estimated maximum water supply that 
could be extracted from the district pumps if these 

limitations were in effect? What level of assurance to 
development could be provided, especially in case of 

successive drought years? 

The management recommendations included in the Pico Creek Stream 
Flow Management Plan are not expected to change the amount of water 

extracted from the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater Basin but may extend 
the amount of time surface flows are present by pumping from Well #2,  

beneath the clay layer. Results from the System-wide Water Supply 
Assessment (Akel Engineering 2022) indicate that water supply from the 
District’s wells is sustainable at 112 AFY during normal and dry years 

but during successive dry years and periods of drought, water 
conservation measures would likely be needed to meet future water 

demands. A summary of the findings from this assessment have been 
added to the Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan. 

18 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Is the recommendation to operate stage monitoring 
continually going forward to observe the 2cfs 

threshold at the well #1/2? 2 years of fish stranding 
observations is not exactly long-term monitoring. Is it 

possible to readjust the threshold upon stranding 
observations? 

Stage monitoring is recommended to be ongoing for several years to 
observe the 2-cfs threshold and to develop a flow record for this 

watershed. Monitoring for fish stranding is proposed for at least 2 years 
with the intent of re-evaluating conditions after that time. If stranding is 
observed and appears to be related to the District’s operations, additional 

monitoring may be proposed, or the threshold may be revised. 
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19 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

The Coastal Act protects riparian habitat, and this is 
not limited to CRLF, tidewater gobies, and salmon. 
We would want more information on how riparian 

vegetation overall is influenced by stream drawdown. 
Is there evidence that intermittently dry areas are 

increased through pumping and exacerbating a lack 
of cover over the stream? 

The Pico Creek Instream Flow Study has been updated to include a 
wetland and riparian habitat assessment of the study area. The 

assessment included reviewing maps of groundwater-dependent 
ecosystems, Google Earth imagery, and trends in remote sensing indices 
of vegetation health. Ongoing monitoring of remote sensing indices of 

vegetation health is recommended. 

20 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

How are you accounting for uncertainty in 
precipitation years and flow/groundwater 

connections? 

Under different water year types, the 2-cfs threshold would not change; 
however, the frequency and duration when surface waters are in that 

range would likely increase in wetter years and decrease in dryer years. 

21 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Are there plans for well tests to be done during other 
times of the year? 

Groundwater pumping is expected to have the highest influence on 
surface flows near the end of the rainy season as surface flows decrease. 
The pumping test during the Instream Flow Study occurred in the spring 
when surface flows in Pico Creek were near 0.30 cfs, which is ideal for 
detecting an influence of groundwater pumping on surface flows. The 
generally higher flows during the winter would make the influence of 

groundwater pumping less apparent because a small proportion of 
surface flow is being affected and the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater 
Basin is generally full during the winter. Flows during the summer and 

fall are infrequent, making it difficult to target a flow lower than 0.3 cfs. 

22 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Is there work on the water quality and/or salinity of 
the lagoon through the season? 

Water quality monitoring of Pico Creek lagoon was added to the Pico 
Creek Stream Flow Management Plan. 

23 
California 

Coastal 
Commission 

Agree that a real time stream gage would benefit 
management and building a long- term record Comment noted. 
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1 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that the IFS and Plan include an 
analysis of impacts from pumping to all special-

status species that may to occupy Pico Creek, 
including but not limited to those listed above 

(steelhead, tidewater goby, and CRLF). CDFW 
recommends that the IFS identify the biological 

thresholds for each life history stage that are modeled 
for flow and that the study include field-verifying 

modeled thresholds to calibrate the model and assess 
the model’s accuracy and precision. In addition to 

steelhead, the biological thresholds for other species 
could be field verified. CDFW recommends that the 
Plan focus on incorporating field verification of the 

modeled results and avoiding impacts to special-
status species. 

In fall 2022, Stillwater Sciences met with the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to discuss the watershed and best approaches 
to address key questions. Based on that consultation, it was determined 

that prior to conducting a detailed Instream Flow Incremental 
Methodology (IFIM), the highest priority was understanding general 

flow patterns in perennial/intermittent reaches, how pumping influences 
surface flows, how steelhead use the section of creek where the District’s 

pumping is most likely to influence surface flow conditions, and what 
flows are most sensitive to the influence of the District’s pumping. 

Results of this assessment suggest that the District’s pumping operations 
have a small influence on surface flows, and habitat conditions are 
sensitive to changes in surface flows around approximately 1.5 cfs. 

Based on the current water extraction plans, Stillwater Sciences believes 
that the information obtained is sufficient to develop water use 

management recommendations for Pico Creek.  

2 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that the IFS and Plan include an 
analysis of impacts from pumping to all special-

status species that may to occupy Pico Creek, 
including but not limited to western pond turtle 
(Emys marmorata) and two-striped garter snake 

(Thamnophis hammondii) and the California Rare 
Plant Rank 1B.1 Monterey pine (Pinus radiata). 

The Pico Creek Instream Flow Study Report has been updated to include 
a wetland and riparian habitat assessment of the study area. The 
assessment included reviewing maps of groundwater-dependent 

ecosystems, Google Earth imagery, and trends in remote sensing indices 
of vegetation health, which appears to be relatively stable and healthy 
and therefore is not likely to be impacted by the District’s pumping 

activities. Based on this assessment, impacts to western pond turtle, two-
striped garter snake, and Monterey pine are not likely to occur. Ongoing 
monitoring of wetland and riparian habitat conditions and water quality 
monitoring of Pico Creek lagoon have been proposed in the Pico Creek 

Stream Flow Management Plan and will help evaluate conditions for 
these species as they relate to future District pumping operations. 

3 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

In addition to analyzing impacts to specific species, 
CDFW recommends that the IFS and Plan identify, 
analyze, and monitor impacts to riparian, wetland, 
and other ecosystems that may result from project 

related diversion and pumping  

The Pico Creek Instream Flow Study has been updated to include a 
wetland and riparian habitat assessment of the study area. The 

assessment included reviewing maps of groundwater-dependent 
ecosystems, Google Earth imagery, and trends in remote sensing indices 
of vegetation health, which appear to be relatively stable and healthy and 

therefore are not likely to be impacted by the District’s pumping 
activities.  
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4 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that the IFS and Plan include a 
detailed description of the water rights and water 

entitlements that would pertain to their approval and 
related projects and address any applications or 
change petitions that may be filed. CDFW also 

recommends that the analysis include information on 
how related development projects may affect surface 
and subsurface water levels, and whether and to what 

extent additional well pumping or construction of 
additional wells will be necessary. CDFW 
recommends including specific triggers for 

evaluating changes to surface flow and subsurface 
water levels, and monitoring wetland and riparian 
habitats that would be affected by these changes 

Current water rights are summarized in the Pico Creek Stream Flow 
Management Plan and the Pico Creek Instream Flow Study Report, 

including annual amounts and maximum extraction rates. No changes to 
water rights or building additional wells is proposed by the District.  

5 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends addressing other activities, in 
addition to municipal use, that may require well 

pumping, and including information on whether there 
is or will be infrastructure available to provide 

recycled water for certain uses. The incorporation of 
recycled water use may allow pumping operations to 

be minimized during certain times of the year. 

A summary of the findings from the System-wide Water Supply 
Assessment conducted by Akel Engineering (2022) have been added to 

the Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan.  

6 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW encourages monitoring that will better 
understand how well extraction, including the time of 
year and quantity extracted, may effect surface flows, 
in order to determine how to avoid impacts to aquatic 

species 

The focus of this study was to monitor conditions to understand how 
groundwater pumping by the district may affect surface flow in order to 
determine how to avoid impacts to aquatic species. Ongoing stream flow 

monitoring is included as a recommendation to better understand flow 
conditions in the watershed.  
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7 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that the IFS field-verify any 
modeling results and that instream flow be 

determined based on the biological needs of sensitive 
species (e.g., by life history stage, time of year, and 
with consideration to food production, temperature, 
and bioenergetics). CDFW recommends that the IFS 

analyze these flow requirements and develop 
measures to avoid or minimize stranding and 

mortality of aquatic species and incorporate these 
measures into the Plan to determine their 

effectiveness 

In fall 2022, Stillwater Sciences met with CDFW to discuss the 
watershed and best approaches to address key questions. Based on that 

consultation, it was determined that prior to conducting a detailed IFIM, 
the highest priority was understanding general flow patterns in 

perennial/intermittent reaches, how pumping influences surface flows, 
how steelhead use the section of creek where District pumping is most 
likely to influence surface flow conditions, and what flows are most 
sensitive to the influence of the District’s pumping. Results of this 

assessment suggest that the District’s pumping operations have a small 
influence on surface flows, and habitat conditions are sensitive to 

changes in surface flows around approximately 1.5 cfs. Based on the 
current water extraction plans, Stillwater Sciences believes that the 
information obtained is sufficient to develop water use management 

recommendations for Pico Creek. 

8 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that Standard Operation 
Procedures described within CDFW’s Instream Flow 
website (Instream Flow Program Documents (ca.gov) 

be considered for the IFS. 

See previous comment. 

9 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

A longer-term study on stream flows that 
incorporates all water-year types would be useful for 

determining instream flow impacts from well 
pumping. Stream flows throughout the majority of 

the study were less than 1.56 cfs, including in March 
and April when precipitation generally leads to 

higher flows.  

This study assessed conditions from January through June. While most 
flows assessed during this study were below 1.56 cfs, habitat conditions 

were suitable for juvenile steelhead rearing at 1.56 cfs based on 
productive benthic macroinvertebrate habitat and juvenile passage 

conditions observed. Habitat conditions didn’t begin to have reduced 
quality until flows decreased below 1.56 cfs. Therefore, assessing 
conditions at flows greater than 1.56 cfs is not likely to change the 

conclusions of the Instream Flow Study. 
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10 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

According to the IFS, flows below this point [1.56 
cfs] may lead to reduced quality and quantity of 
rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. If pumping 

operations follow the recommendations made in the 
IFS and Plan, use of Well #1 may be greatly limited. 
Given that Well #2 may therefore be the primary well 

from which water is pumped, CDFW recommends 
that additional data be provided to evaluate the 

impacts of pumping solely or predominately from 
Well #2 on surface flows during different times of 
year and under different stream flow conditions. If 
the depth from which water is pumped within these 

wells will vary, it will be important in informing 
pumping operations to understand the impacts to 

surface flows at varying pumping depths. 

Well #1 produces water from aquifers over a depth range of 15-47 feet. 
There is a clayey bed (aquitard) in the basin where the District wells are 

located that is between about 26 and 36 feet depth. Well #2 produces 
water from a fairly confined depth range of 50 to 60 feet located in the 
deepest sand and gravel beds in the Pico Creek Valley Groundwater 

Basin and below the clay bed (aquitard). Pump tests performed during 
use of Well #2 found no detectable influence on surface flows during the 
study. The pump test targeted a time that balanced greatest water demand 

when surface flows were still present in Pico Creek. Conducting 
additional pump tests later in the summer would not allow for surface 

flow monitoring because Pico Creek goes dry in the summer conversely, 
conducting pump tests during periods with higher flows, such as in the 
winter, would make detecting small changes (~0.1 cfs) in surface flows 

more difficult.  

11 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

According to the IFS, “groundwater” (which could be 
subsurface flow) extraction typically increases during 

the summer due to the influx of tourists. Increased 
water demand and pumping operations on Pico Creek 
during this timeframe coincide with the time of year 

during which flows are expected to be below 1.56 cfs 
and are likely to have an effect on juvenile steelhead. 
Summertime survival is critical for rearing juvenile 

steelhead and any impacts to habitat/pool availability 
during this time could have impacts on survival. In 
addition, a reduction in flows due to groundwater 
extraction may result in impaired fish movement 
through critical riffles, as these riffles become a 
barrier due to shallow conditions. Reductions in 

stream flows and pool depth due to pumping 
operations during the summer, when groundwater is 
needed most, could lead to several factors impacting 
steelhead such as stranding/mortality of steelhead, 

reduced steelhead mobility through shallow or 
dewatered riffle habitat, increased competition for 
limited habitat as pools dry, as well as increased 

water temperature and decreased dissolved oxygen 
levels 

Lower Pico Creek is an intermittent stream that naturally goes dry in the 
spring and remains dry until the first significant rain event occurs in the 

fall or winter season. District pumping during the summer is not expected 
to influence aquatic habitat conditions because the channel is dry. 
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12 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that the IFS address potential 
impacts to adult steelhead and their spawning habitat 

due to District pumping operations.  

The section of Pico Creek within the study area likely serves as a 
migratory corridor for steelhead; adult spawning and juvenile rearing is 
limited to the upper watershed that has year-round flows . Flows that are 
high enough to support adult steelhead migration (estimated to be above 
10 cfs) are not likely to be influenced by the District’s pumping, which is 

limited to a maximum daily average rate of 0.27 cfs. In addition, the 
Instream Flow Study Report was updated to include information on 

groundwater recharge and monitoring groundwater elevations in relation 
to rainfall events and stream flows during the onset of the rainy season 

was added as a long-term monitoring recommendation. 

13 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends that the IFS and Plan include 
monitoring of water quality parameters such as 

temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen, etc., in the 
lagoon 

Water quality monitoring of Pico Creek lagoon was added to the Pico 
Creek Stream Flow Management Plan. 

14 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

CDFW recommends field verification of the modeled 
results for water quality within habitats that are 
important for steelhead and other special status 

species using the Pico Creek watershed.  

In fall 2022, Stillwater Sciences met with CDFW to discuss the 
watershed and best approaches to address key questions. Based on that 

consultation, it was determined that prior to conducting a detailed IFIM, 
the highest priority was understanding general flow patterns in 

perennial/intermittent reaches, how pumping influences surface flows, 
how steelhead use the section of creek where District pumping is most 
likely to influence surface flow conditions, and what flows are most 
sensitive to the influence of the District’s pumping. Results of this 

assessment suggest that the District’s pumping operations have a small 
influence on surface flows, and habitat conditions are sensitive to 

changes in surface flows around approximately 1.5 cfs. Based on the 
current water extraction plans, Stillwater Sciences believes that the 
information obtained is sufficient to develop water use management 

recommendations for Pico Creek. 

15 

California 
Department 
of Fish and 

Wildlife 

DFW recommends consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service for potential impacts to federal 
listed terrestrial and freshwater species and with the 

National Marine Fisheries Service for potential 
effects to steelhead and its critical habitat.  

Stillwater assumes the District will coordinate with all agencies as 
appropriate. 
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California Coastal Commission 
Coastal Development Permit

CDP 3-19-0020

1.1
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CCC Coastal Development Permit
 Existing plant is exposed to many coastal 

hazards (flooding, wave action, storms, 
erosion, liquefaction, etc.)

⎯ Hazards will get worse with future climate change and sea 
level rise

 Treatment plant must be moved inland by 
2029 to avoid hazards 

 Coastal Hazards Response Plan (CHRP) must 
address:

⎯ Agency and public coordination and input

⎯ Treatment technology alternatives (incl. outfall)

⎯ Preferred relocation site

⎯ Relocation plan with mechanism, cost, and timing
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CDP 3-19-0020: Special Condition 3
“The Response Plan shall, at a minimum, identify a preferred inland site or sites for District wastewater 
treatment functions, including evaluating alternative wastewater treatment options in-lieu of building a 
new inland WWTP (including the construction of an inland package plant or plants, the possibility of 
combining services with other nearby existing WWTPs, and similar alternatives), and shall provide details 
regarding the mechanisms, costs, funding options, and timing for potential relocation and for full 
restoration of the existing WWTP site. Expected costs to purchase land for a relocated plant, to 
decommission the existing plant and to restore the site, to upgrade any relocated wastewater treatment 
functions to include water recycling (including addressing the potential for joint satellite facilities and/or 
collaborations with nearby communities and wastewater service providers for water recycling) must be 
included. The Response Plan shall provide a detailed evaluation of whether the use of the WWTP outfall 
can be eliminated and the outfall removed as part of moving wastewater functions to a more inland 
location. Any costs associated with new and/or upgraded outfall pipelines, pumps, and/or lift stations 
deemed necessary (including rerouting of sewer pipes to a relocated plant, etc.) shall also be included. 
The Response Plan shall include a timeline of potential major relocation events, including expected 
timeframes for land acquisition, planning, permitting, design, construction and eventual operation of a 
relocated plant or alternative wastewater treatment solutions that avoid the significant coastal hazards 
that threaten the existing WWTP as identified in the Commission-adopted findings for this CDP.”
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Public Input02

• We received 226 votes on 
alternatives sites via letters 
and surveys.

• Public input identified Sites 
A and J (w/i SSCSD) and 
Hearst and Cambria 
(outside SSCSD) for 
analysis. 

• SSCSD and CCC identified 
Warren for analysis. 
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Coastal Hazard Assessment3
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3.0 Coastal Hazards Overview
1.  Coastal Hazards:

• Coastal Flooding
• Dynamic water levels
• Fluvial flooding

• Shoreline Erosion
• Bluff Retreat

2. USGS Coastal Storm Modeling 
System (CoSMoS)

3.  Sea Level Rise (OPC, 2018)
• Medium High Risk Aversion Scenario 

(0.5% Probability)
• 0.8 ft by 2030, 1.6 ft by 2050, 3.3 ft 

by 2070, 6.6 ft by 2100
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3.1 Flood Hazards
Coastal Flooding Fluvial Flooding
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3.2 Shoreline Erosion

• Majority of infrastructure is atop
 coastal bluffs

• Alternative sites are not vulnerable
 to shoreline erosion

• Existing WWTP will be subject to SLR
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3.3 Bluff Retreat
• Largely connected to shoreline

 erosion

• Typically, episodic and event-based with
 variability due to site-specific conditions

• CoSMoS 6.6 ft of SLR: Bluff retreat is
 approximately 85 - 90 feet from existing
 bluff edge

• Alternative sites are not vulnerable
 to bluff retreat

• Existing WWTP will be subject to SLR
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3.4 Coastal Hazard Summary

• The alternative sites are not exposed to shoreline erosion, bluff 

retreat, or coastal flooding for the SLR scenarios evaluated (up to 

6.6 ft SLR by 2100).

• A site-specific fluvial analysis of the Arroyo Del Juan Padre Creek 

should be carried out if Sites H or I are moved forward for 

consideration.
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4.0 Wastewater Treatment Discussion

1

2 05

San Simeon WDR 
Permit

Wastewater Treatment 
Technologies and Costs

Alternative Sites and 
Costs3

Ocean Outfall 
Discussion4
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WWTP Alternative 
Technologies 

04

• WWTP Alternative Technologies

• Conventional Activated Sludge (CAS), Membrane Bioreactor 

(MBR), Constructed Wetlands

• General comparison, cost, space requirements

• Sewage and Treated Effluent Conveyance requirements to 

specific WWTP locations

• Pipeline alignments, costs

• Effluent Disposal Options

• Ocean outfall considerations
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WWTP Design Criteria

Parameter Units Avg. Monthly Avg. Weekly Max. Daily

BOD5

mg/l 30 45 90
Ib/d 50 75 150

TSS
mg/l 30 45 90
Ib/d 50 75 150

pH std units Inst. min. - max. (6-9)

Oil and Grease
mg/l 25 40 75
Ib/d 42 67 125

Settleable Solids ml/l 1 1.5 3
Turbidity NTU 75 100 225

Parameter Units Design Criteria
Avg. WWTP Influent Flow (ADWF) MGD 0.2
Peak Wet Weather Flow (PWWF) MGD 0.45
Influent BOD5 mg/l 300
Influent TSS mg/l 300
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Conventional Activated Sludge

• Simple, proven technology (current WWTP)

• Moderate space requirements (0.45 acres)

• Open tanks (odor potential)

X
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Membrane Bioreactor

• High quality effluent

• Compact design (0.2 acres)

• Tanks can be completely enclosed
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Constructed Wetlands

• Variable quality effluent

• Can provide additional wildlife habitat

• Very large space requirement (10-20 acres)
• Alternative not further evaluated based on infeasible space 

requirements
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WWTP Capital and Operating Costs

Cost Item/WWTP CAS MBR

Construction Cost $1.9M $9.0M

Capital Cost* $3.4M $15.7M

O&M Cost $4.30/1,000 gpd $5.48/1,000 gpd

Capital NPW $3.0M $13.8M

O&M NPW $4.3M $6.5M

Total 20-YR NPW $7.3M $20.3M
*Includes 30% contingency, 20% engineering design, 25% land, easement, and permitting
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Potential WWTP Locations
3
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Sewer Forcemain and Treated Effluent Pipeline Alignments

• New lift station at location of 
existing WWTP

• Forcemain connecting lift 
station to relocated WWTP

• Treated effluent pipeline 
connecting WWTP to 
existing ocean outfall

• Forcemain and effluent 
pipeline share a common 
alignment

WAR

WAR
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Conveyance System Capital and Operating Costs

Item/WWTP Location A J H-1 H-2 CAM WAR

Alignment Length (ft) 5,400 5,400 5,800 8,600 22,000 28,000

Construction Cost $1.2M $1.2M $1.3M $1.7M $3.7M $4.6M

Capital Cost $2.1M $2.1M $2.3M $3.0M $6.5M $8.1M

Capital NPW $1.9M $1.9M $2.1M $2.7M $5.8M $7.2M

O&M NPW $1.0M $1.0M $1.1M $1.4M $3.1M $3.9M

Total 20-YR NPW $2.9M $2.9M $3.2M $4.1M $8.9M $11.1M
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Relocated WWTP Capital and Operating Costs

WWTP Location

20-YR Capital and O&M NPW

CAS & 
Conveyance

MBR & 
Conveyance

A $10.7M $25.1M

J $10.7M $25.1M

H-1 $10.9M $25.4M

H-2 $11.9M $26.3M

CAM $16.6M $31.1M

WAR $18.8M $33.2M
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Ocean Outfall Considerations
4
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Ocean Outfall Considerations

San Vicente Ocean Outfall

• Approx. 2,500 feet

• Uninterruptible Effluent Disposal 

• Secondary Effluent [reduced treatment cost]
• Still allows for production of Recycled Water

Outfall Considerations
• Recycled Water Market Reliability

• 100% guaranteed disposal, no spills
• Recycled water infrastructure (PS, purple pipe)

• Permitting w/o Outfall

• Treatment Requirements w/o Outfall

• Failsafe Storage

• 90-day storage w/o Outfall (3-5 acres)

• Percolation Disposal

• Location
• Impact to Water Supply

• Separation Requirements
• Public Safety
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Alternative Sites and 
Environmental Screening

5

1. SSCSD Sites 
2. Regional Possibilities s
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5.1  Alternative Sites
SSCSD Alternative Sites 
Within SSCSD

 Alternative A

 Alternative J

Outside of SSCSD

 Hearst Property 

 Cambria CSD Brine Pond

 Warren Property
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5.2 Environmental Screening
GIS and Literature / Database Research (Partial)
1. California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW)

2. Sensitive Biological Resources (SLO Co GIS)

3. National Wetland Inventory (NOAA)

4. Coastal Hazards (CoSMoS)

5. Cultural Resources (SLO Co GIS)

6. Agricultural Resources (SLO Co GIS, CA Dept. of Conservation FMMP)

7. Land Use (SLO Co GIS)
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5.3a Biological Resources
Alternative Sites
• Alt. A
• Alt. J
• Hearst (1)

CNDDB

Sensitive Biological 
Resources

Primary Biological Concerns

• Stream and Riparian Habitat
• Steelhead
• California red-legged frog
• Special-Status Plant Species
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5.3b Biological Resources
Alternative Sites
• Cambria CSD (2)
• Warren Property (3)

CNDDB

Sensitive Biological 
Resources

Primary Biological Concerns

• Stream and Riparian Habitat
• Steelhead
• California red-legged frog
• Special-Status Plant Species
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5.4 Cultural Resources
Alternative Sites
• Alt. A
• Alt. J
• Hearst Property (1)
• Cambria CSD (2)
• Warren Property (3)

Known Archeological 
Sensitive Area

• Alt. A
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5.5 Agricultural Resources
Alternative Sites

• Alt. A
• Alt. J
• Hearst Property (1)
• Cambria CSD (2)
• Warren Property (3)

Primary Agricultural Concerns

• Prime Soils
• Local Prime Soils
• Williamson Act
• Grazing Lands
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5.6 Land Uses
Alternative Sites

• Alt. A
• Alt. J
• Hearst Property (1)
• Cambria CSD (2)
• Warren Property (3)
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5.7  Environmental Screening Summary
Screening 

Criteria
Site A Site J Hearst Property Warren 

Property
Cambria CSD

Coastal hazards

Currently safe 
from coastal 
hazards, Pico 
Creek will flood 
with SLR

Safe from 
coastal hazards

Safe from 
coastal hazards

Safe from 
coastal hazards

Safe from 
coastal hazards

Public access 
and recreation

Not currently 
used, little to 
no potential 
use

Not currently
used, little to
no potential
use

Not currently
used, little to 
no potential 
use

Not currently 
used, little to 
no potential 
use

Not currently 
used, little to 
no potential 
use

Visual 
resources

No existing 
resources,
plant would
be shielded

No existing
resources, 
plant would 
be shielded

No existing
resources, 
plant would 
be shielded

No existing
resources, 
plant would 
be shielded

No existing
resources, 
plant would 
be shielded
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5.7  Environmental Screening Summary
Screening 

Criteria
Site A Site J Hearst Property Warren 

Property
Cambria CSD

Cultural 
resources

Known 
archaeological 
sensitivity area

No known 
archeological 
sensitivity

No known 
archeological 
sensitivity

No known 
archeological 
sensitivity

No known 
archeological 
sensitivity

Biological 
resources

Pico Creek, 
riparian area, 
sensitive 
habitat

No significant 
resources on 
site

No significant 
resources 
outside Creek 
areas

No significant 
resources 
outside Creek 
area

No significant 
resources on 
site

Agricultural 
resources

Contains 
"farmland of 
local potential"

Contains 
"farmland of 
local potential"

Contains 
"farmland of 
local potential"

Contains 
"farmland of 
local potential"

No agricultural 
resources
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5.7  Environmental Screening Summary
Screening 

Criteria
Site A Site J Hearst Property Warren 

Property
Cambria CSD

Land use 
compatibility

Residential 
Multi-Family, 
Commercial 
Retail

Residential 
Multi-Family

Agriculture Agriculture, 
Recreation

Agriculture

Surrounding 
land uses

Open space to 
north, east, and 
west; 
residential to 
south

Residential to 
south and west; 
open space to 
east; District 
office to north

Open space to 
north, east, 
south; potential 
residential or 
open space to 
west

Open space on 
all sides

Open space on 
all sides 
(campground 
to west)

Proximity to 
existing

infrastructure

Within existing 
service 
boundaries of 
SSCSD

Within existing 
service 
boundaries of 
SSCSD

Adjacent (east)
to existing 
SSCSD service

3 miles south 
of existing 
SSCSD

3 miles south 
of existing 
SSCSD
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5.7  Environmental Screening Summary
Screening 

Criteria
Site A Site J Hearst Property Warren 

Property
Cambria CSD

Growth 
potential

Medium (7.05 
acres) w/
sensitive habitat 
& easements, 
limited growth 
potential

Small (0.45 
acres) with no 
growth 
potential

Very large (361 
acres) with 
growth 
potential

Very large (319 
acres) with 
growth 
potential

Large (96 acres) 
with growth 
potential

Landowner 
rights

Privately owned 
by resident, 
must be 
purchased/
leased by 
SSCSD

Privately owned 
by resident, 
must be 
purchased/
leased by
SSCSD

Privately owned 
by Hearst, 
must be 
purchased/
leased by
SSCSD

Privately owned 
by resident, 
must be 
purchased/
leased by
SSCSD

Owned/
operated by 
Cambria CSD, 
would need 
regional 
partnership

Economic 
feasibility (of 

WWTP)

Lowest cost 
alternative 
($11M-$25M)

Lowest cost 
alternative 
($11M-$25M)

Low cost 
alternative 
($11M-$26M)

Highest cost 
alternative 
($19M-$33M)

High cost 
alternative 
($17M-$31M)
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Alternative Analysis

Questions

1. Coastal Hazards
2. WWTP Technology and Cost
3. Environmental Screening 
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Survey Activity06

www.surveymonkey.com/r/SSCSD_CHRP2
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Next Steps06

1. Survey Compilation

2. Complete Fine Screening

3. Revised Draft CHRP

4. Preferred Alternative Selection

5. Stakeholder Meeting No. 3: Preferred Alternative 
(April 2023)   



45

Next Steps06

Thank you
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Backup Slides00
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2
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2
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Existing Wastewater Process
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

A

B

C

D
E

F
G

H

I

Conventional Activated Sludge Process
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Nitrification & Denitrification

Existing Treatment Process
• Nitrates are not regulated
• Ocean disposal

Updated Treatment Process
• Nitrate requirements are likely
• Nitrification/denitrification process
• Effluent discharge impacts 

treatment requirements

Recycled Water
• Nitrification reduces fertilizer costs
• Groundwater protection
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Process Option:  Activated Sludge (AeroMod) Process

Harmony Grove Water 

Reclamation Plan

• 180,000 gpd

• 1.5 acres

• Effluent storage

• Commercial & landscape 

irrigation

San Simeon Water 

Reclamation Plant (new)

• 200,000 gpd

• 0.75 acres

• Effluent storage w/o Outfall

• Possible landscape and 

agricultural irrigation
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Process Option:  Activated Sludge (AeroMod) Process
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Process Option:  Membrane Bio Reactor (MBR) Process

Woods Valley Water 
Reclamation Plan

• 75,000 gpd MBR

• 250,000 gpd AeroMod

• 1.0 acres

• GC Lake storage

• Commercial, landscape & 
agricultural irrigation

San Simeon Water 

Reclamation Plant (new)

• 200,000 gpd

• 0.50 acres

• Effluent storage w/o Outfall

• Possible landscape and 

agricultural irrigation

0.10 ac0.10 ac

0.25 ac
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Process Option:  Oxidation Ditch Activated Sludge Process

San Vicente Water 

Reclamation Plan

• 800,000 gpd

• 3.5 acres

• Effluent storage

• Commercial & landscape 

irrigation

San Simeon Water 

Reclamation Plant (new)

• 200,000 gpd

• 1.25 acres

• Effluent storage w/o Outfall

• Possible landscape and 

agricultural irrigation

1.25 ac
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Process Option:  Constructed Wetland Process

Typical Plant Layout

1. Plant Influent

2. Distribution Box

3. Aerated Lagoon

4. Aerated Lagoon

5. Anoxic Lagoon

6. Distribution Box

7. Wetlands

8. Screening

9. Chlorination

10. Dechlorination

11. Metering & 
Discharge

San Simeon 

• Significant Land Area

• Not considered viable 

for this project
Walnut Cove, North Carolina
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Potential Plant Locations

San Simeon Wastewater 

Collection System

• Tributary to Existing Site

• Pump Station to New Site

• Effluent Pipe to Disposal

• Proximity to Identified Sites

Previously Identified Sites

• Site A

• Sites B, C, D and E

• Sites H and I

• Site J

A

C D

E

H

I

B

J
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Potential Plant Locations or Effluent Uses

Other Sites or Uses

• Cambria WWTP
[4.25 miles]

• Morro Bay WWTP
[26 miles]

• Cayucos WWTP
[20 miles]

• Local Agricultural 
Uses

• Local Percolation 
Sites

• Questionnaire 
Reponses

• Collateral 
Requirements?
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San Simeon WDR Permit
1
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Permit Highlights

Facility Permitted Flow: 0.2 MGD ADWF

          0.45 MGD PWWF
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Permit Highlights

3.1 Discharge of treated wastewater at a location or 

in a manner other than as described in this Order 

at Discharge Points 001 and 002 is prohibited.
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Permit Highlights

3.3 The monthly average dry weather effluent flow at 

Discharge Point 001 must not exceed 0.2 million 

gallons per day (MGD).
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Permit Highlights

Parameter Units Average 
Monthly

Average 
Weekly

Average 
Daily

Instantaneous 
Minimum

Instantaneous 
Maximum

BOD5 mg/L 30 45 90

TSS mg/L 30 75 150

pH 6.0 9.0

Oil & 
Grease

mg/L 25 40 75

Settleable 
Solids

mL/L 1.0 1.5 3.0

Turbidity NTU 75 100 225

Critical Information
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Permit Highlights

4.3 Recycling Specifications/Discharge Point 002

 

 In 2012, the San Simeon Community Services 

District constructed its SSRWF to treat 

secondary-treated effluent to tertiary levels

 . . . for recycling purposes. This Order 

authorizes the Discharger to act as the 

producer of recycled (or reclaimed) water and 

to reuse recycled water onsite at the Facility.  

. . . The distribution and offsite reuse of 

recycled water produced by the Facility is 

subject to State Water Board Order No. WQ 

2016-0068-DDW, State Water Board General 

Water Reclamation Requirements for Recycled 

Water Use.
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Permit Highlights

2.6 Long-Term Planning and Implementation. 

 Federal regulations require NPDES permits to 

expire five years after their effective dates, after 

which the permit may be administratively 

extended prior to renewal. Planning and 

instituting measures to support long-term 

climate adaptation may span multiple permit 

terms. To incorporate proactive planning for the 

future and align with requirements of the

 Coastal Act, this Order includes requirements 

for the Discharger to identify and plan for 

Facility relocation away from the coastal zone.

The Regional Board Permit incorporates the 
requirements of the CCC Order.
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Permit Highlights

NOTE

Regional Board will issue a new permit for the relocated plant, 

incorporating the new treatment process, location, and discharge locations.  

Design must accommodate these new permit requirements, including 

increased treatment requirements not applicable to the existing plant. 
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1. Executive Summary 

Background – San Simeon Community Services District  
San Simeon is a small, primarily commercial village located in the County of San Luis Obispo (the “County”) 
and was developed to provide tourist/recreation services along the central coast. It provides food and 
lodging facilities for State Parks (Hearst Castle) visitors and tourists driving the scenic Highway 1 route 
between the City of San Luis Obispo and the Monterey Peninsula. San Simeon evolved from the 1940 sale of 
the area by W.R. Hearst to permit recreational development. Present uses are concentrated on the frontage 
roads along Highway 1. The area encompasses approximately 100 acres, surrounded on its East side by 
Hearst Ranch areas devoted to grazing. On the West are the bluffs and beach of the Pacific Ocean. 

The San Simeon Acres Community Services District was formed in 1961 and later renamed to the San 
Simeon Community Services District (SSCSD). The SSCSD was initially formed to provide street lighting, 
water, and street maintenance to San Simeon Acres.  

In the early 1980s, the San Luis Obispo Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) investigated several 
alternatives for reorganizing the SSCSD, including consolidation with the Cambria Community Services 
District (“CCSD”), incorporation, reorganization into a County Service Area (“CSA”)1, or, as it remains today, 
a Community Services District (“CSD”)2. The SSCSD currently provides water, sewer (added in 1964), road 
maintenance, street lighting, and hazardous weed abatement to its residents and associated businesses 
supporting transient visitors. 

The permanent population within the SSCSD is limited, as very little year-round residential development has 
occurred. Anticipated future growth could be in multiple family units to provide second homes or 
retirement units or to serve those working in the local businesses. Economic development is oriented to 
tourism and recreation. Motels, restaurants, and specialty retail shops serving visitors to the central coast 
have been developed. There is currently a development moratorium. 

The SSCSD has an annual expense budget of approximately $1.7M3 and total balance sheet assets of 
approximately $3.3M4. The SSCSD is governed by a five-member, elected Board of Directors. 

The current LAFCO jurisdictional boundary map is included in Figure 1 below.  

 

  

 
1 Principal Act Government Code §25210-25217.4 
2 Principal Act Government Code §61000-61250 
3 See Table 2 -SSCSD Proposed Budget 2026/27  
4 See Table 1 - SSCSD Balance Sheet 



 

 
County of San Luis Obispo – Comprehensive Analysis of San Simeon Community Services District  
Prepared by NBS – MayAugust 2026  2 

Figure 1. SSCSD Jurisdictional Boundary 
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Dissolution Summary 
On May 30, 2024, the SSCSD applied to LAFCO for the dissolution of the SSCSD (the “Dissolution 
Application”)5,6. Under the applicable State Government Code7, ““Dissolution” means the disincorporation, 
extinguishment, or termination of the existence of a district and the cessation of all its corporate powers, 
except as the commission may otherwise provide pursuant to Section 56886 or for the purpose of winding 
up the affairs of the district”. The Dissolution Application proposed the transfer all of SSCSD’s present active 
services to the County and involved the formation of a new County CSA. This would include transferring 
management, administration, operations, and financial responsibilities. There was no proposed change in 
the level of services to be provided in the affected territory. If LAFCO approved the application, then the 
SSCSD would be dissolved.  

LAFCO provided the SSCSD with a 30-day Review of Application for the Dissolution of the SSCSD (the 
“Application Response”)8. The Application Response outlined additional information that is required for 
LAFCO to fully evaluate the Dissolution Application and placed the application on hold. The hold period is 
intended to allow the County, SSCSD and other agencies time to fully identify the issues and potential 
impacts of alternatives.  

Goals and Approach 
The Dissolution Application proposes the County as the Successor Agency. This report is prepared to 
provide the additional detail requested in the Application Response in order for the SSCSD, LAFCO and the 
County to better identify the responsibilities, obligations and liabilities of the SSCSD and to evaluate the 
effects of any proposed changes. This report will also provide an analysis of other Potential Successor 
Agencies (“PSAs”),”) and service structures that might serve those PSAs, able to provide services to the San 
Simeon community together with the estimated impacts on the PSAs and the community itself.   

This report’s approach is to evaluate each service provided by the SSCSD. The evaluation includes an 
inventory of assets, an estimate of the assets’ condition, a review of the SSCSD’s current funding to provide 
the services, a list of the PSAs, costs associated with each PSA, impacts on the levels of service provided to 
the SSCSD community, costs for staffing and structure to continue to provide services, and estimated costs 
to transfer the service to a PSA.  

This report is intended to provide a high-level overview of key concerns, potential organizational structures, 
and investment priorities. The information assembled regarding required and recommended projects, and 
the associated cost estimates, provides a baseline to identify the key issues and plan for the continuation of 
services to the community.  

The execution of any outcome will be subject to the approval of the necessary funding (through taxes, 
assessments, rates, fees, charges, etc.) to accomplish the continued provision of service. All additional 
future funding will be based upon refined cost estimates which will support the proposed charges and will 
reflect the needs of the service provider. 

 
5 SSCSD Resolution #24-476 
6 LAFCO File number 2-R-24 
7 Government Code §56035 
8 Attached within Exhibit 21 
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Capital costs are expected to be similar, regardless of what form the successor agency takes. From this 
shared foundation, the engaged agencies will conduct additional review and continue detailed discussions 
to determine their recommendations for a path forward. Those recommendations will be subject to further 
review and discussion by the elected boards of the impacted agencies, as well as stakeholder vetting 
through the LAFCO process.  

Summary Findings 
The SSCSD is located in a remote area with no adjacent jurisdictions with the ability to provide local 
services. The CCSD is the closest9 non-adjacent local jurisdiction with the authority to provide local services. 
The and the County is the sole overlapping local jurisdiction with the authority to provide the local services.  

Upon considering the possible options, several potential outcomes exist for dissolution or reorganization of 
the SSCSD. Some outcomes are more viable than others, and this report does not explore outcomes which 
are considered unlikely or would require extraordinary steps, additional approvals, and further legal 
analysis. The two primary outcomes follow with a brief discussion of secondary outcomes.   

 
1. As The State of California (“State”) was considered as a PSA. Regardingproposed in the Dissolution 

Application, the SSCSD is reorganized with the concurrent establishment of a new County Service 
Area (the “New CSA”). The New CSA assumes responsibility for the provision of selected local 
services and is able to utilize additional revenue-raising authority provided under CSA law which 
may be required to maintain the levels of service. 

The County does have a number of well-run CSAs including CSA 1 - Nipomo Area, CSA 7/7A/7C - Oak 
Shores, CSA 10/10A - Cayucos Area, CSA 12 - Avila Beach Area, CSA 16 – Shandon, CSA 18 - San Luis 
Obispo Country Club Area, CSA 23 - Santa Margarita. These County CSAs evidence an existing, 
successful framework to provide critical services including water and sewer services10 and support 
the option to create the New CSA as the Successor Agency.  

a. NOTE: The New CSA may contract with CCSD or other parties for services as negotiated. 
b. NOTE: The New CSA will need to include State Parks within the CSA boundary11. 

 
2. The SSCSD is reorganized (consolidated) with the CCSD for the provision of local services.  

a. NOTE: This option may be impractical due to local governance issues associated with the 
distance between the communities, infrastructure limitations, and the need for CCSD 
approval. The scope of this analysis does not include detailed evaluation of the CCSD 
systems, capacity, infrastructure, or costs associated with CCSD system upgrades to provide 
services to SSCSD area. 

Both of the above outcomes will require LAFCO approval of a specific Plan for Service addressing the 
transfer of any assets, liabilities, revenues, obligations and service responsibilities together with a 
comprehensive funding plan to ensure the provision of services. A tax exchange agreement would also be 

 
9 Distance approximately 5 miles. 
10 https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/departments/public-works/committees-programs/county-service-areas 
11 LAFCO 30-day Response Letter, Attached within Exhibit 21  
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required as part of the dissolution process to determine the allocation of existing property tax revenues 
following dissolution. 

Secondary Outcomes 

Several other outcomes may be legally or theoretically possible but are not considered primary outcomes at 
this time due to complexity, limited precedent, or the need for extraordinary approvals. The following 
outcomes are recognized as possible but not developed further in this report. They include:  

1. Special legislation authorizing a unique service delivery or funding structure for the SSCSD 
community. 

2. Creation of a Joint Powers Authority if two or more public agencies agree to jointly provide or 
manage services. 

3. Privatization or contract operation by a private utility operator subject to regulatory approval, 
resolution of asset and liability issues, and a separate rate-setting process through the California 
Public Utilities Commission. 

4. Formation of a mutual water company12 for provision of water service only. This structure would 
require property-owner participation, transfer of water system assets, resolution of liabilities and 
obligations, and creation of a private governance structure. 

5. Creation of individual special purpose districts such as an independent Water District13 or a Sanitary 
/Sanitation District14. 

6. Creation of individual, standalone special purpose financing districts such as a Road Maintenance 
District15 or a Lighting and Landscaping District16.  

Transfer to the State of California (“State”) as a PSA. Specifically regarding the provision of water and sewer 
services, the State generally limits itself to setting standards, monitoring activities, and managing the State’s 
water resources. The State does, in certain very limited circumstances related to State owned and operated 
facilities, provide water and/or sewer services to private property associated with supporting State facilities 
in remote areas. The facts regarding SSCSD and its proximity and relationship to the Hearst Castle State Park 
may justify the State’s interest in considering this option. A specific determination by the State that SSCSD’s 
water and wastewater services are sufficiently connected to State operations will be required to pursue this 
option. Consultation with the State will inform the viability of this option as it is aan exceptionally rare 
occurrence.    

7. At this time,While the State is not considered to be a primary option to assume these local services. 
However, the State has enacted legislation which might provide State financial assistance to 

 
12 Corporations Code §14300 et seq 
13 County Water District - Water Code Div. 12, California Water District - Water Code Div. 13, Municipal Water District - Water 

Code Div. 20. All subject to LAFCO approval 
14 Sanitary District - Health & Safety Code, Division 6, County Sanitation Districts - Health & Safety Code, Division 5. All subject to 

LAFCO approval. 
15 Such as Benefit Assessment Act of 1982 - Government Code §54703 et seq. Subject to Prop 218 approval. 
16 Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 - Streets & Highways Code §22500 et seq. Subject to Prop 218 approval. 
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disadvantaged communities via the followingThe SSCSD’s potential participation in the following 
State financial assistance programs is not part of this report. 

a. 1. Assembly Bill 805  (2024) related to inadequate sewer systems. 
b. 2. Senate Bill 200  (2019) SAFER program related to inadequate water systems. 

The SSCSD’s potential participation in these State assistance programs is not part of this report. 

Upon considering all possible options, two agencies remained as viable PSAs and are further evaluated 
below. There are three options which allowLastly, the dissolution of option to do nothing must be 
addressed. If nothing is done, it is likely the SSCSD andwill eventually not be able to provide for the 
continuation of the local services provided by the SSCSD.  

1. The SSCSD is dissolved and the County assumes responsibility for the provision of local services 
within its unincorporated territory. 

a. NOTE: The County may contract with the CCSD for services as negotiated. 

 
2. The SSCSD is reorganized with the concurrent establishmentdue to some combination of a new 

County CSA (the “New CSA”). The New CSA assumes responsibility for the provision of local services 
and is able to utilize additional revenue-raising authority provided under CSA law which may be 
required to maintain the levels of service. 

a. NOTE: The New CSA my contract with CCSD for services as negotiated. 
b. NOTE: The New CSA will need to include State Parks within the CSA boundary17. 

 
3. The SSCSD is reorganized (consolidated) with the CCSD for the provision of local services.  

a. NOTE: This option may be impractical due to local governance issues associated with the distance 
between the areas.  
As stated above, The County can assume service responsibilities for the SSCSD with or without forming a 
CSA. The County does have a number of well-run CSAs including CSA 1 - Nipomo Area, CSA 7/7A/7C - Oak 
Shores, CSA 10/10A - Cayucos Area, CSA 12 - Avila Beach Area, CSA 16 – Shandon, CSA 18 - San Luis Obispo 
Country Club Area, CSA 23 - Santa Margarita. These existing County CSAs provide critical services including 
water and sewer services18 and support the option to create a new CSA as the Successor Agency.  

WATER & SEWER 

The SSCSD water and wastewater systems are functionally operational and in an overall good condition. 
However, they are at or beyond their anticipated service lives and require ongoing repairs to stay in service. 
To achieve long term serviceability, the systems require substantial capital reinvestment or replacement. 
Key system components, including wells, reservoir, distribution pipelines, wastewater collectionlack of 
funding, leadership, infrastructure, and the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), exhibit age-related 
deficiencies and regulatory constraints requiring certain near-term actions. The SSCSD faces a constrained 
set of practical options driven primarily by regulatory deadlines and aging infrastructure. The WWTP 
relocation requirement establishes a non-discretionary capital need in the near term.  

 
17 LAFCO 30-day Response Letter, Attached within Exhibit 21  
18 https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/departments/public-works/committees-programs/county-service-areas 
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8. For wastewater, regionalization with Cambria presents a potentially cost-competitive and 
operationally efficient solution, subject to successful interagency agreements and /or permitting.  
to operate its systems, etc. 

For water supply, no comparable regional solution exists, and reinvestment in the existing system is 
unavoidable regardless of long-term alternative selection. Desalination remains a strategic but longer-term 
and higher-risk option due to permitting and cost constraints. 

OTHER SERVICES 

Road maintenance may also present a significant cost if the roads are added into the County’s Maintained 
Road System. The impacts of the other services (Street Lighting, Hazardous Weed Abatement, Pico Stairway 
Maintenance, and General Administration) are negligible compared to the water and sewer issues.  

SUMMARY ACTION 

 

Summary Action 

Given these findings, the County, LAFCO, and potential successor agenciesPSAs (including the County, a new 
County Service Area, and/or CCSD) must evaluate successor service responsibilities, long-term liabilities, 
including the capital and regulatory commitments associated with either rebuilding SSCSD’s standalone 
systems or consolidating services regionally. This report provides the factual foundation for that discussion 
and evaluation. 
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2. Services and Assets 
The following local services and associated assets are included in this report.   

1. Water Service 
2. Sewer Service 
3. Road / Storm Drain Maintenance 
4. Street Lighting  
5. Hazardous Weed Abatement 
6. Pico Stairway Maintenance 
7. General Administration  

 

The SSCSD Balance Sheet and Preliminary Budget for FY 2026/27 are included below. 

Table 1. SSCSD Balance Sheet  

San Simeon CSD Balance Sheet 

Fixed Assets As of October 31, 2025 
1400 Fixed assets   
1420 Building and structures 279,580.67 

1480 Earthquake 2003 0.00 

1500 Equipment $0.45 

1500a Equip-PA System 7,591. 16  

1500b Equip-Muffin Monster 5,098.32 

Total for 1500 Equipment $12,689.93 

1540 Major Water Projects 0.00 

1560 Pipe bridge 29,497.00 

1580 Sewer plant 869,352.16 

1590 Sewer plant equipment 12,468.83 

1600 Water system 235,615.43 

1620 WWTP expansion 299,565.92 

1630 Tertiary Project 568,063.00 

1640 Wellhead Rehab Project 448,253.95 

1650 Walkway access projects 26,791.00 

1660 RO Unit 950,521.38 

1680 Generator 18,291.00 

Total for 1400 Fixed assets $3,750,690.27 

1450 Construction in Progress   
1670 Reservoir / Water Tanks 287,693.56 

Total for 1450 Construction in Progress $287,693.56 

1690 Accumulated depreciation -1,921,019.44 

Total for Fixed Assets $2,117,364.39 
Other Assets 
1830 Contingent liability reserve 0.00 

Total for Other Assets $0.00 

Total for Assets $3,327,956.12 
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Table 2. SSCSD Preliminary Budget FY 2026/27 
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Water Service 
Schaaf & Wheeler Consulting Civil Engineers (“Schaaf”) acting as a subconsultant to NBS prepared the 
Potable Water System Assessment Report dated May 4, 2026 (the “Schaaf Water Report”)19. The Schaaf 
Water Report is summarized below. Please refer to the Schaaf Water Report contained in Exhibit 32 for 
additional details.  

In 2025 the SSCSD engaged Akel Engineering Group to provide an updated System-Wide Water Supply 
Assessment to evaluate the impact of SSCSD water demands on water supplies and to analyze the 
sufficiency of water supply through the horizon year of 2045.  The SSCSD also retained Stillwater Sciences 
and Cleath-Harris Geologists in 2025 to prepare the Pico Creek Instream Flow Study. Those studies do not 
specifically address the infrastructure and obligations which are the focus of this report, but they are 
included as reference materials to inform planning discussions by the PSAs. 

SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

The SSCSD potable water system consists of two shallow groundwater wells (constructed 1952 and 1967) 
drawing from the Pico Creek–influenced basin; a treatment building with cartridge filtration (185 gpm) and 
reverse osmosis (266.5 gpm permeate); a partially buried 150,000-gallon concrete reservoir; and a gravity-
fed distribution network. The distribution network largely dates to the 1960s–1970s and is predominantly 
asbestos cement pipe (“ACP”). 

 
19 Attached within Exhibit 32 



 

 
County of San Luis Obispo – Comprehensive Analysis of San Simeon Community Services District  
Prepared by NBS – MayAugust 2026  11 

The SSCSD water system provides services to residential and commercial properties as well as water for fire 
protection throughout the community. An overview of the water system is shown below. 

Figure 2. SSCSD Water System Overview 

 

The SSCSD contracts with Fluid Resource Management (“FRM”) to operate the water system. FRM has been 
the contract operator for approximately 3 years, and thus, their knowledge of the system is limited to their 
experiences. 

CONDITION & USEFUL LIFE  

Schaaf reports that conversations with FRM indicate that the water supply system is in good condition 
overall. The only area of particular concern is the reservoir. Each component of the water system is 
summarized below with an estimate of its remaining useful life. With the exception of the reservoir, none of 
the existing facilities require immediate repair or replacement. 

Water Wells: The existing well equipment, piping, pumps, building, and electrical equipment are 
functioning and in good condition, with the only visible signs of distress being corrosion of certain exterior 
components which is common given the site’s proximity to the ocean. 

With proper maintenance and continued upkeep, Schaaf estimates that the wells and their appurtenances 
have 20 to 25 years of useful life remaining, with the following caveats:  

▪ Operators noted that the standby generator is not in good condition, and likely should be 
replaced.  

▪ Rotating mechanical equipment like pumps, typically has a replacement interval between 10 and 
15 years.  
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▪ Typically, shallow wells can have lifespans of 50 years or more, depending on the materials of 
construction. The two existing wells were constructed in 1952 and 1967. Though there are no 
indications of an imminent well failure, the two existing wells are past their typical expected 
lifespan, and it would be prudent to budget for their replacement. Schaaf & Wheeler also noted 
that the existing concrete well pedestals do not appear to conform to modern dimensions required 
by the California Division of Drinking Water (DDW).  

Water Filtration & Treatment: The primary treatment system employs cartridge filters and is in very good 
condition with approximately 10–15 years of useful life remaining. However there is supply-chain risk to 
secure replacement cartridge filters. On the occasion when the groundwater contains elevated chlorides, a 
different method is used. The water is treated using a Reverse Osmosis (“RO”) system. The RO system is in 
good condition with approximately 15-20 years of useful life remaining. 

Reservoir: The existing reservoir is the most critical item for immediate replacement and should be replaced 
as soon as possible.  

The existing water reservoir is located on Hearst property under an easement granted June 9, 1972 to 
SSCSD by the Hearst Corporation (“Hearst”). In a letter dated February 1, 2017, Hearst outlined preliminary 
terms for SSCSD and Hearst to negotiate a modification of the existing easement to accommodate 
relocation and expansion of the water reservoir capacity. That non-binding Letter of Intent (“2017 LOI”) 
noted requirements including but not limited to: a) conditions for maximum capacity and viewshed; and b) 
approvals by Hearst and California Rangeland Trust, including review by their own experts and lawyers.  The 
deadline for the 2017 LOI expired in December 2018 without completion of a formal agreement. The 
document does provide a roadmap to restart discussions to explore relocated and/or expanded use of 
Hearst property.             

Per SSCSD’s master planMaster Plan, the amount of required storage is 1.6 million gallons. This is necessary 
to maintain safe drinking water, meet Division of Drinking Water standards, and provide critical fire storage. 
The Master Plan was prepared by Phoenix Civil Engineering and adopted by the SSCSD board in 2018. The 
Master Plan includes analysis and phasing of capital improvements for potable water, wastewater, recycled 
water and road systems.  The fire suppression storage requirement was calculated based on California Fire 
Code. The Master Plan notes that in many communities such as this, the fire storage requirement exceeds 
the requirements for operational and emergency drinking water. The Master Plan contemplates 
replacement and expansion of water storage capacity through the phased installation of four storage tanks 
of 400,000 gallons each. In 2020, Phoenix Engineering delivered a set of 95% submittal plans to SSCSD for 
Phase 1 of the water system improvements. The plans included engineering for installation of the first water 
tank, and site construction for the second tank with installation scheduled for Phase 2. 

Distribution: FRM indicated no issues with the existing distribution system, however the Master Plan does 
indicate upsizing and/or replacement of the majority of the water system as well as the construction of 
several new pipelines to increase fire flow capacity of the system. Schaaf recommends budgeting for 
replacing at least 1% of the distribution system annually, though that timeline may need to accelerate 
depending on future conditions of the pipeline. By replacing 1% annually, pipeline replacement budgets can 
be aligned with an expected pipeline life of 100 years. This could be extrapolated to replacing 10% every 10 
years in order to make the replacement project meaningful in size. Although this may need to be 
accelerated drastically to prevent issues from the existing pipes exceeding their service life. 
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION - FIRE FLOW & REFILL 

The existing system is not capable of meeting the current fire flow demands of 6,000 GPM for 4 hours. 
Construction of a substantially increased reservoir would allow the existing system to meet a portion of the 
current fire flow requirements. However, without a water source capable of refilling the tank in the 
required 8 hours, the system will remain noncompliant. The lack of a total of 3,000 gallons per minute of 
well production and treatment capacity means that the water system is likely to remain noncompliant 
regardless of improvements made.  

If a water source capable of meeting the required fire flow replenishment rate were available, the 
treatment systems would need to be substantially upsized to accommodate the substantially increased flow 
with a minimum required capacity of 3,000 GPM. Schaaf recommends alternative fire protection strategies 
should be coordinated with the appropriate fire authority. 

IMPROVEMENT SCHEDULE PRIORITIES 

1. Reservoir – treat as near-term critical project;  
2. Wells – initiate phased replacement, prioritize generator replacement;  
3. Treatment – maintain and plan mid-life refurbishment over 10–20 years;  
4. Distribution – implement a programmatic replacement plan (≥1%/yr) including upsizing and hydrant 

additions as per the Master Plan. 

IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

The estimated costs to implement the improvements and equipment replacements identified above are 
shown in the table below. Note that costs are presented in May 2026 dollars and include a 30% hard 
construction cost contingency, a 15% allocation of estimated construction costs to fund engineering 
designs, permits and administration. Also included is a 30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund 
Successor Agency staffing efforts associated with planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the 
facilities, connections, survey etc. These costs do not include annual ongoing costs such as electricity, 
replacement parts, or other maintenance and operating expenses. 
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Table 3. SSCSD Preliminary Water System Rehabilitation Costs 

 

* Treatment System is not identified for immediate replacement - cost included to provide budgeting estimate. 

** Suggest replacement of distribution system at 1% equivalent annual rate to align with proposed design life of 
replacement system components. 

 

 

 

ALTERNATIVE WATER SERVICE OPTIONS 

Service from Cambria: It may be technically feasible to obtain water service from CCSD through the 
construction of a new transmission pump station and pipeline, running parallel to Highway 1 but the CCSD 
does not have sufficient water available to meet the current water demands within its existing service area. 
As of August 2025, there are a total of 676 single-family, multi-family, and commercial properties on the 
water waitlist for CCSD. Because CCSD does not currently have sufficient water to meet its own demand, it 
is not considered a viable alternative and is not considered further. 

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Replacement Well Drilling and Construction EA 2 $ 250,000.00 $ 500,000.00
Well Mechanical Equipment (Per Well) EA 2 $ 150,000.00 $ 300,000.00
Electrical Controls LS 1 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00
Standby Generator LS 1 $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ 1,300,000.00

Filter System Package LS 1 $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00
RO System Package LS 1 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ 500,000.00

Replacement Reservoir EA 4 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 5,000,000.00
Misc. Site Improvements LS 1 $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00

$ 5,300,000.00

Pipeline Replacement LF 10500 $ 500.00 $ 5,250,000.00
Hydrant Replacement EA 31 $ 5,000.00 $ 155,000.00
Misc. Pipeline Improvements LS 1 $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ 5,430,000.00
$ 12,530,000.00

$ 3,759,000.00
$ 1,879,500.00
$ 3,759,000.00

$ 21,927,500.00

Item

Distribution System**

Wells

Well Subtotal
Treatment System*

Treatment System Subtotal
Reservoir

Reservoir Subtotal

Distribution System Subtotal
Grand Subtotal

Construction Cost Contingency (30%)
Estimated Engineering and Administrative Costs (15%)

Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%)
Grand Total
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Desalination System: A seawater desalination system would provide the SSCSD with a locally controlled, 
drought-resilient water supply that is independent of imported water or groundwater basin constraints. 
However, it is a capital-intensive, energy-dependent, and operationally complex system that would be 
heavily scrutinized, particularly along the Central Coast. Key hurdles include: 

 Infrastructure limitations – Desalination is energy-intensive, it is not clear that there is sufficient 
electrical capacity to provide reliable power. 

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR. Furthermore, construction will 
require a coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission. Additional state and federal 
permitting would be required from CDFW, DDW, RWQCB, USACE, NOAA/NMFS, and local agencies. 
Typically, desalination projects require more than 20 permits. 

 Potential Public Opposition – Environmental watchdog groups concerned about coastal 
development and environmental impacts. 

 Timeline – Navigating the hurdles and challenges of constructing and permitting a desalination 
system for San Simeon is likely to take 10 or more years. 

 Additional environmental issues – The desalination plant will require preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), as well as coordination with Caltrans for potential 
encroachment into their ROW. Furthermore, construction may require a coastal development 
permit from the Coastal Commission. 

Ideally, the desalination system would have a capacity of 3,000 GPM to meet the required fire tank refill 
rate, but doing so will substantially oversize the system for regular operation. If constructed, a Desalination 
system should be sized to accommodate the maximum day demand, as identified in the Master Plan. Sizing 
for the maximum day demand will not allow for a fast enough tank refill, but it may be possible to 
coordinate with the fire marshal to develop alternative, acceptable methods of compliance such as 
additional fire storage. 

The estimated costs to construct a desalination system are shown in the table below. Note that costs are 
presented in May 2026 dollars and include a include a 30% hard construction cost contingency, a 15% 
allocation of estimated construction costs to fund engineering designs, standard permits and 
administration. Also included is a 30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund Successor Agency 
staffing efforts associated with planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the facilities, connections, 
etc. Lastly a 30% allocation of the force main and desalination plant cost is included for the special permits 
required specifically for desalination plants.  

These costs do not include costs associated with, rights-of-way, additional studies such as a required EIR, 
extending necessary electrical services to sites not currently supplied with sufficient electrical power, etc. 
These costs do not include annual ongoing costs such as electricity, replacement parts, or other 
maintenance and operating expenses. 
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Table 4. SSCSD Preliminary Desalination Plant Cost Estimate 

 

* Special Desalination Permitting applies to force main and Desal plant only.     

** Suggest replacement of distribution system at 1% equivalent annual rate to align with proposed design life of 
replacement system components.      

  

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

8-inch PVC C900 (Connection to (E) System) LF 200 $ 400.00 $ 80,000.00
Surge Valve Appurtenances LS 1 $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ 205,000.00

Property/Land Purcahse LS 1 $ 3,500,000.00 $ 3,500,000.00
Seawater Catchment LS 1 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00
Pre-treatment System LS 1 $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00
Reverse Osmosis System LS 1 $ 2,500,000.00 $ 2,500,000.00
Chemical Post-treatment LS 1 $ 550,000.00 $ 550,000.00
Brine Management System LS 1 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00
Power/Energy for Desalination Plant LS 1 $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00

$ 8,200,000.00

Replacement Reservoir EA 4 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 5,000,000.00
Misc. Site Improvements LS 1 $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00

$ 5,300,000.00

Pipeline Replacement LF 10500 $ 500.00 $ 5,250,000.00
Hydrant Replacement EA 31 $ 5,000.00 $ 155,000.00
Misc. Pipeline Improvements LS 1 $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ 5,430,000.00
$ 19,135,000.00

$ 2,521,500.00
$ 5,740,500.00
$ 2,870,250.00
$ 5,740,500.00

$ 36,007,750.00

Item
Forcemain Pipeline*

Pipeline Subtotal
Desalination Plant*

Desalination Plant Subtotal
Reservoir

Reservoir Subtotal
Distribution System**

Distribution System Subtotal

Estimated Engineering and Administrative Costs (15%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%)

Grand Total

Grand Subtotal
Special Desalination Permitting (30%)
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)
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Sewer Service 
Schaaf acting as a subconsultant to NBS prepared the Wastewater Collection and Treatment Assessment 
Report dated May 4, 2026 (the “Schaaf Sewer Report”)20. The Schaaf Sewer Report is summarized below.  

SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

SSCSD’s wastewater system collects wastewater from the community mostly through 6-inch vitrified clay 
pipe (“VCP”), which was largely constructed in the 1960s and 1970s. The system includes a collection 
system consisting of approximately 1.6 miles of predominantly 6-inch VCP gravity mains (one 8-inch to the 
headworks) with 29 manholes, and a WWTP located at 9245 Balboa Avenue. The WWTP provides the 
common stages of treatment. First, it passes through screening, then grit and sludge removal. After that, it 
enters the aeration basins, followed by final sedimentation and disinfection before being discharged to an 
ocean outfall. Wastewater operations are also contracted to FRM. The service area includes flows from the 
San Simeon community and California State Parks’ Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. The State Parks 
collection system includes a connection serving the Old Simeon area. Those flows are captured at the State 
Parks meter to SSCSD.  

Figure 3. SSCSD Sewer System Overview 

 

CONDITION & USEFUL LIFE 

Based on the age of the SSCSD wastewater collection and treatment system (60 + years), the components 
are near or past their design lifespan. However, with diligent maintenance and triage of maintenance items 
as they occur, operation of the system could continue indefinitely. Schaaf reports that conversations with 

 
20 Attached within Exhibit 32 
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FRM and field observations indicate that the wastewater system requires improvements to multiple items. 
The main concerns observed during Schaaf’s field visit: 

 Water infiltration into gravity system. 
 Reduced structural integrity in surrounding walls of existing treatment plant and in basins. 
 Repair of the Ocean Outfall21. 

 

Collection System: The VCP collection system is beyond a typical service life and exhibits wet-weather 
inflow & infiltration. Schaaf recommends a collection system rehabilitation be performed over 
approximately 10 years with the following considerations: 

 Conducting CCTV inspections for all pipelines would provide a more accurate assessment of their 
condition. This would show any major infiltration into the pipeline that needs repair or replacement 
as a majority of the system is past its service life. 

 As stated in the Master Plan, an option for extending the life of the pipelines is to install a Cured-in-
Place piping (CIPP) liner throughout. 

The Master Plan notes there are a total of four pipelines identified for upsizing. The pipelines would be 
upsized to 8-inch PVC pipe and one 10-inch PVC for the pipeline to the headworks vault. 

FRM staff observed a significant increase in wastewater influent to the treatment plant during the wet 
season and visually confirmed water infiltration into manholes during system checks. Based on these 
observations and staff input, most manholes appear to be in satisfactory condition with an estimated 
remaining life of 5 to 10 years. However, the manholes showing signs of infiltration should be repaired or 
replaced as soon as possible. Schaaf recommends conducting video inspections of all manholes to identify 
any additional structures requiring repair or replacement. 

WWTP: The WWTP shows structural cracking, staining, corrosion of aeration piping and perimeter fencing, 
and corrosion on other exposed equipment. Given the age and poor condition of much of the core WWTP 
infrastructure, Schaaf estimates it has exceeded its designed useful life, though continued operation is 
clearly possible through diligent monitoring and repairs.  

Ocean Outfall: Per the J.F. Brennan Company, Inc.’s (“Brennan”) outfall Inspection performed on 8/5/25 
(the “Brennan Report”)22, the ocean outfall is in poor to serious condition. Heavy deterioration and 
unsupported sections of pipe were discovered which require ballast repairs as soon as possible.  

PERMITTING 

Coastal Development Permit CDP 3-19-0020 the (the “CDP”)23 limits improvements at the existing site to 
critical maintenance and requires relocation of the WWTP by July 11, 2029 (the “expiration date”). The CDP 
provides for potential modification of the expiration date subject to submission of documentation showing 
significant and diligent progress towards meeting the relocation requirement. This is the primary driver of 
near-term capital planning. Per the CDP requirements, the existing treatment plant requires relocation 
immediately. As such, the SSCSD should budget for the plant relocation as soon as possible. In order to 
avoid a wholesale reconfiguration of the collection system, it is assumed that a below-grade sewage pump 

 
21 Per the Brennan Report - Attached within Exhibit 32 
22 Attached within Exhibit 32 
23 Attached within Exhibit 43 
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station would be installed at the headworks of the existing treatment plant to convey the sewage to the 
replacement treatment plant. As discussed later in this report, the fastest feasible timeline for replacement 
of the wastewater treatment plant is 5 to 10 years. The CDP requires planning for relocation of wastewater 
treatment functions and states that planning should include an analysis of alternatives involving the 
construction of a package plant or combining services with other existing WWTPs.24 

It should be noted that the Central Coast Regional Water Board Order R3-2022-0003 permits 0.2 MGD 
average dry-weather and 0.45 MGD peak wet weather flows. Historical flows (2019–2025) range ~0.058–
0.088 MGD AAF with peaks up to ~0.379 MGD. The WWTP is operating within this permit envelope. 

PLANT RELOCATION 

In 2008, Rincon Consultants, Inc. (“Rincon”) reviewed and developed alternate locations in San Simeon for 
the relocation of the existing WWTP. Their report used multiple criteria to screen potential properties that 
would meet the needs of a relocated WWTP. The list of criteria from the report included: 

 Size: areas approximately one-acre or greater in size. 
 Topography: Flat or gently sloping topography considered and not steep slopes or on or near 

coastal bluffs. 
 Land Use Designations and Zoning: County of San Luis Obispo North Coast Area Plan and Coastal 

Zone Land Use Ordinance were considered. 
 Sensitive Receptors: potential impacts to neighboring properties resulting from construction and 

operation of the WWTP, including odor, noise and obstruction of ocean views. 
 Visibility: where general visibility was limited, including visibility from roads, residences or hotels, 

and the beach. 
 Important Farmland: the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program (FMMP) was referenced to determine the presence of Prime or Unique Farmland and with 
the intent of avoiding those areas. 

 Biological Resources: areas not supporting sensitive habitat or special-status plant and animal 
species were considered. 

 Cultural Resources: consideration was given to areas that have been previously disturbed, as the 
areas are not likely to contain important cultural resources. 

 

Rincon located nine potential sites, labeled A through I with the map shown in Figure 4 below. 
ReviewingAfter reviewing the criteria for all nine potential sites and, Rincon rejected seven of them. The 
remaining two potential sites, D and E, were deemed satisfactory with the caveat of possibly requiring an 
amendment to the North Coast Area Plan to change the land use designation to Public Facility and a zone 
change. 

In 2021, SSCSD engaged Dudek to provide consulting services for preparation of a Coastal Hazards Response 
Plan (“CHRP”) as a condition of the WWTP CDP. The CHRP was intended to evaluate alternatives for 
relocation of wastewater treatment functions, including the identification of a preferred inland site or sites, 
the evaluation of a package plant treatment system, and the possibility of combining services with other 
nearby existing WWTPs. The CHRP was also intended to provide details of costs, funding and timing for 
relocation and restoration of the existing site. The Dudek effort was paused at the draft stage in 2023. 

 
24 Per CDP Special Condition 3 – Attached within Exhibit 4  



 

 
County of San Luis Obispo – Comprehensive Analysis of San Simeon Community Services District  
Prepared by NBS – MayAugust 2026  20 

SSCSD records indicate the work was put on hold for multiple reasons, including organizational instability at 
the board and administrative levels; community division and uncertainty over potential inland sites; and 
lack of funding for the remaining work.  A 2023 public presentation for stakeholder input was the only 
deliverable finalized by Dudek. 

This Dudek presentation included preliminary cost estimates for construction and operation of a 
replacement WWTP. The analysis included conventional activated sludge (“CAS”) and a package plant, 
identified as a membrane bioreactor (“MBR”). Dudek’s construction estimates included contingencies of 
30% construction, 20% engineering design, and 25% land, easement and permitting. The estimated capital 
cost for a package plant in 2023 was $15.7M.  Additional capital costs of $2.1M to $8.6M were estimated 
for a new conveyance system from the existing plant to the new treatment location. The combined WWTP 
and conveyance costs presented for a package plant range from $17.8M to $23.8M.  The Dudek cost 
estimates are provided for WWTP and conveyance only and do not include rehabilitation and replacement 
costs for the existing collection system.  

Dudek provided the presentation for community discussion of alternatives in March 2023.  District records 
do not include any recording or minutes of that workshop.  Anecdotal information indicates that the 
community was divided on potential locations for wastewater treatment within existing SSCSD boundaries, 
and the concept of WWTP relocation on Hearst property was the preferred alternative among residents. 

The San Simeon community proposed an updated LOI with Hearst to include discussion of WWTP relocation 
near the water reservoir.  The 2017 LOI from Hearst referenced treatment of existing wastewater flows 
from Hearst properties in Old San Simeon noted as 3,000-5,000 gpd and requested additional capacity up to 
15,000 gpd for future potential construction. Pursuing this location as an alternative would require Hearst 
preliminary agreement and negotiation of terms with as well as approvals from Hearst, California Rangeland 
Trust and other stakeholders.  

The Rincon study was conducted in 2008 and, with the Dudek presentation providing additional information 
in 2023, with additional discussion held during the intervening years.  The site analysis should be updated to 
evaluate current conditions and potentially expand the suitability criteria.  
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Figure 4. SSCSD Potential WWTP Relocation Site Map (prepared 2008) 

 

IMPROVEMENT SCHEDULE 

1. WWTP - immediately begin siting, CEQA/permitting, design, and delivery of a replacement facility. 
The fastest feasible replacement timeline is 5 to 10 years. 

2. Ocean Outfall – immediate repairs to ballast and pipe25. 
3. Service Area - formalize a new wastewater service agreement with State Parks, meter any external 

flows, and confirm the practical service area boundary. 
4. Piping and associated manholes - rehabilitate at a rate of 10% of per year over a 10-year horizon 

with piping repairs and manhole sealing prioritized by infiltration and capacity needs. 

IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

The estimated costs to implement the equipment replacements identified above are shown in the table 
below. Note that costs are presented in May 2026 dollars and include a include a 30% hard construction 
cost contingency, a 30% allocation of estimated construction costs to fund engineering designs, permits and 
administration. Also included is a 30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund Successor Agency 
staffing efforts associated with planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the facilities, connections, 
etc. These costs do not include costs associated with rights-of-way, studies, extending necessary electrical 
services to sites not currently supplied with sufficient electrical power, etc.  

 
25 Per Brennan Report - Attached within Exhibit 32 
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Table 5. SSCSD Preliminary WWTP Replacement Cost Estimate  

 

* Extents and total costs of outfall improvement is unknown and cannot be fully understood until more 
detailed design is evaluated. 

ALTERNATIVE SEWER SERVICE OPTION 

Considering the permitting restrictions requiring the WWTP to be re-sited by July 11, 2029, there are two 
potential wastewater treatment alternatives; 1) relocating the WWTP within the SSCSD (estimated above) 
or, 2) provide a connection to CCSD for treatment. No other local municipalities or wastewater service 
providers exist in proximity to the SSCSD. 

Connection to CCSD: The connection to CCSD would require SSCSD to route sewage to CCSD’s WWTP. 
CCSD’s average annual flows are well below the design flow given by the General Order26. SSCSD’s average 
wet weather flow according to the Master Plan is 81,900 gallons per day (gpd) or about 0.082 MGD. Taking 
CCSD’s inflows into account, the CCSD WWTP would likely be able to accommodate this small increase of 
daily wastewater inflow. Detailed negotiations with CCSD are required to verify the feasibility and 
acceptability of this connection. 

  

 
26 General Order No. R3-2020-0020 

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Pipeline Rehabilitation (CIPP) LF 8500 $ 250.00 $ 2,125,000.00
Pipe Replacement LF 1200 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200,000.00
Manhole Rehabilitation EA 29 $ 7,500.00 $ 217,500.00

$ 3,542,500.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 6,730,750.00

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Influent Pump Station LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00
Piping to New WWTP LS 1 $ 750,000.00 $ 750,000.00
Package Treatment System LS 1 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 1,250,000.00
Outfall Improvements* LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00
Misc. Improvements LS 1 $ 250,000.00 $ 250,000.00
Real Estate Aqcuisition LS 1 $ 1,250,000.00 $ 1,250,000.00

$ 5,500,000.00
$ 1,650,000.00
$ 1,650,000.00
$ 1,650,000.00

$ 10,450,000.00
$ 17,180,750.00

Item
Collection System

Collection System Subtotal
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Collection System Grand Total

Item
Wastewater Treatment Plant and Appurtenances

Treatment System Subtotal
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%)

Treatment System Greand Total
Collection and Treatment System Grand Total
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HYDRAULICS TO CCSD 

The elevation profile between SSCSD and CCSD is not flat. Figure 5 below shows the elevation profile across 
the span. Schaaf prepared cost estimates for two conveyance configurations using a 6-inch force main 
(single and dual pump stations).  

 

Figure 5. SSCSD Hydraulics to CCSD 

 
 

For the single pump station configuration, a station would be constructed at the SSCSD WWTP plant head 
works, and pump through a dedicated force main to the connection point on Exotic Garden Rd. Schaaf 
anticipates that sufficient power would be available at the SSCSD WWTP to serve the anticipated 20 
horsepower pumps. The dual pump station option would include a pump station at the SSCSD WWTP and a 
second pump station near San Simeon Creek Bridge. While sufficient power is present at the SSCSD WWTP, 
it is unlikely that sufficient electrical service exists at the midpoint. A new electrical service should be 
planned at the second pump station site.  

COSTS TO CONNECT TO CCSD 

Connecting to CCSD’s WWTP will require pump station(s) as outlined above. It also requires coordinating 
with Caltrans and CCSD to know where trenching will occur on Highway 1 and within the city limits of 
Cambria. These kinds of costs are difficult to estimate without further contact and coordination with these 
entities.  

The costs of the two pump station alternatives are shown in Tables 6 and 7. Note that costs are presented 
in May 2026 dollars and include a include a 30% hard construction cost contingency, a 30% allocation of 
estimated construction costs to fund engineering designs, permits and administration. Also included is a 
30% allocation of estimated project costs to fund Successor Agency staffing efforts associated with 
planning, negotiations, and execution of siting the facilities, connections, etc. These costs do not include 
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costs associated with rights-of-way, studies, extending necessary electrical services to sites not currently 
supplied with sufficient electrical power, etc. 

Table 6. SSCSD Costs to Connect to CCSD Single Pump Station 

 

* Extents and total costs of outfall improvement is unknown and cannot be fully understood until more detailed 
design is evaluated. 

 

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Pipeline Rehabilitation (CIPP) LF 8500 $ 250.00 $ 2,125,000.00
Pipe Replacement LF 1200 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200,000.00
Manhole Rehabilitation EA 29 $ 7,500.00 $ 217,500.00

$ 3,542,500.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 6,730,750.00

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Lift Station - Civil LS 1 $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00
Lift Station - Electrical LS 1 $ 550,000.00 $ 550,000.00
20 HP Pumps, 2 Each Installed LS 1 $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00
Flow Meter LS 1 $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00
Diesel Generator LS 1 $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00
6-inch Force Main LF 12000 $ 200.00 $ 2,400,000.00
6-inch Gravity Pipe via Trenching LF 1100 $ 300.00 $ 330,000.00
AC Repaving SY 2000 $ 150.00 $ 300,000.00
Outfall Improvements* LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00

$ 5,540,000.00
$ 1,662,000.00
$ 1,662,000.00
$ 1,662,000.00

$ 10,526,000.00
$ 17,256,750.00

Item
Collection System

Collection System Subtotal
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Collection System Grand Total

Item
Single Pump Station Configuration

Single Pump Station Subtotal
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Single Pump Station Grand Total
Collection and Single Pump Station Grand Total
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Table 7. SSCSD Costs to Connect to CCSD Dual Pump Station 

 

* Extents and total costs of outfall improvement is unknown and cannot be fully understood until more detailed 
design is evaluated. 

 
Considering the above, the single pump option is likely the most viable option. 

  

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Pipeline Rehabilitation (CIPP) LF 8500 $ 250.00 $ 2,125,000.00
Pipe Replacement LF 1200 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200,000.00
Manhole Rehabilitation EA 29 $ 7,500.00 $ 217,500.00

$ 3,542,500.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 1,062,750.00
$ 6,730,750.00

Units Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost

Lift Station 1 - Civil LS 1 $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00
Lift Station 1 - Electrical LS 1 $ 375,000.00 $ 375,000.00
6 HP Pumps, 2 Each Installed LS 1 $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00
Diesel Generator LS 1 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00
Lift Station 2 - Civil LS 1 $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00
Lift Station 2 - Electrical LS 1 $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00
12 HP Pumps, 2 Each Installed LS 1 $ 225,000.00 $ 225,000.00
Flow Meter LS 2 $ 50,000.00 $ 100,000.00
Diesel Generator LS 2 $ 100,000.00 $ 200,000.00
6-inch Force Main LF 9100 $ 200.00 $ 1,820,000.00
6-inch Gravity Pipe via Trenching LF 4000 $ 300.00 $ 1,200,000.00
AC Repaving SY 2000 $ 150.00 $ 300,000.00
Real Estate Aqcuisition LS 1 $ 500,000.00 $ 500,000.00
Outfall Improvements* LS 1 $ 1,000,000.00 $ 1,000,000.00

$ 6,980,000.00
$ 2,094,000.00
$ 2,094,000.00
$ 2,094,000.00

$ 13,262,000.00
$ 19,992,750.00

Item
Collection System

Collection System Subtotal
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Collection System Grand Total

Item
Dual Pump Station Configuration

Dual Pump Station Subtotal
Construction Cost Contingency (30%)

Estimated Engineeering and Administrative Costs (30%)
Successor Agency Staffing Costs (30%) 

Dual Pump Station Grand Total
Collection and Dual Pump Station Grand Total
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ADDITONALThe single pump option is obviously the most economical option. However, the dual pump 
system cost information is provided in recognition that a single pump system may not be adequate due to 
the complications of distance and elevation changes. Further engineering study will be required to 
determine the adequacy of any solution.  
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Schaaf identified a number of additional hurdles and estimate it is likely to take 5-10 years to resolve them. 
It is important to note that the costs of addressing the hurdles listed below are not included in this study.  

 Interagency agreements and coordination – Negotiating terms and operational aspects including 
pricing structure, priority of service definitions, and agreement clauses will require time.  

 Environmental limitations – This will require preparation of an EIR as well as coordination with 
Caltrans for potential encroachment into their ROW. Furthermore, construction may require a 
coastal development permit from the California Coastal Commission. 

 

CCSD’s feasibility study from MKN & Associates discusses a transmission main from CCSD’s Emergency 
Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP) to San Simeon’s WWTP to dispose of brine through the SSCSD’s 
existing ocean outfall. This could be part of the overarching consolidation of SSCSD and CCSD systems. 
Construction of this transmission main is not included in the cost estimates shown herein and could 
substantially increase the project costs expected to be covered by CCSD. Some efficiencies could also be 
realized with a combined effort versus design and construction of separate wastewater and brine 
connections.  

Legacy Agreement: The SSCSD had a fifty-year agreement with California State Parks to serve  Hearst Castle 
Visitor’s Center and a portion of San Simeon State Beach. Old San Simeon Village (Hearst Ranch houses, 
Hearst Ranch Winery and Sebastian’s Deli) also discharges wastewater through a connection to the State 
Parks system. These flows are included in the total volume metered at State Parks’ connection to the SSCSD 
collection system. The agreement allowed a wastewater capacity total of 50,000 gpd to be treated by the 
SSCSD’s WWTP. The agreement recently expired in 2021 and a new agreement and billing arrangement are 
needed for wastewater services for the Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. Though a formal 
agreement isn’t in place, SSCSD continues to receive and treat sewage from the Hearst San Simeon 
Historical Monument. This inflow is discharged into the SSCSD sewer system at a manhole near the 
intersection of Highway 1 and Pico Ave. Given the previous agreement, and current accommodations, 
Schaaf recommends that any selected alternative continue to provide sewer treatment services to the 
Hearst San Simeon Historical Monument. 

Hearst’s 2017 LOI estimates wastewater volume from Old San Simeon in the range of 3,000 – 5,000 gpd. 
The LOI requests continuation of services and agreement to accommodate a future increase up to 15,000 
gpd. The Successor Agency should consider Hearst’s requested future capacity in negotiations and address 
terms around how that capacity could be reserved, guaranteed and priced.   
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Road Maintenance 
The roads within the SSCSD are maintained by the California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”), the 
County and, the SSCSD, and private property owners. The SSCSD road maintenance is funded by ad valorem 
property taxes27. The SSCSD Proposed Budget for FY 2026/27 lists the total annual estimated costs to be $0. 
NBS notes the SSCSD paid an invoice to Wilber Construction Inc. dated 5/3/2024 for $34,950.00 for seven 
asphalt patches. It is unclear where in the SSCSD the work was performed.  

There are fourfive options available for ongoing road maintenance for the roadways currently maintained 
by SSCSD.  

1. If the property owners want the roads upgraded to County standards, they can petition the County 
to include the roads into the County Maintained Road System under the County’s Cooperative Road 
Improvement Program28. The program requires the roads to be brought up to County standards 
prior to acceptance for ongoing maintenance and provides a vehicle to fund the required 
improvements as well as engineering and project management to complete the improvements. This 
program is fully funded by the property owners, including administrative costs.  

2. If a CSD is formed, the CSD may fund road maintenance services to the desired level.  

2.3. The property owners might establish a maintenance funding instrument without application into 
the County Maintained Road System. This may include a CSA (with road maintenance authority), a 
special assessment district or a special tax district administered by the County. Any special district 
will be fully funded by the property owners, including administrative costs and subject to the 
policies, practice and approval of the County.  

3.4. The property owners can cooperatively and privately maintain the roads. 

4.5. These roads can become unmaintained public roads and there will be no public road maintenance 
performed. 

Road maintenance does not necessarily require a successor agency and may be addressed at a future date. 
The figure below shows the roadways and the associated maintenance agency. 

 

 
27 SSCSD Plan for Services pg. 6, Attached within Exhibit 21 
28 https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/departments/public-works/services/programs-outreach/cooperative-road-improvement-

program 
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Figure 6. SSCSD Road Maintenance – Responsible Agency 
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APPURTENANT STORM DRAINS 

The SSCSD road maintenance efforts include the maintenance of appurtenant storm drains. The SSCSD does 
not separately track its storm drain costs. The storm drain plan is included in the figure below.A storm drain 
plan was located and is included in the figure below. Figure 7 identifies storm drain sections located in 
public roadways as “District maintained.” No supporting record of SSCSD storm drain ownership or 
maintenance has been located, and there is contradictory information on this point. There is also no record 
of SSCSD costs associated with the maintenance of any storm drains. This issue requires additional research.  

Figure 7. SSCSD Storm Drain Plan 
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Street Lighting 
The SSCSD provides street lighting services which are currently funded by ad valorem property taxes29. 
There are approximately 40 streetlights in the SSCSD which are owned and maintained by PGE.  
DistrictSSCSD records indicate an average annual electric expense of $10,000 for street lighting.  

Figure 8. SSCSD Streetlights 

 

 
29 SSCSD Plan for Services pg. 6 , Attached within Exhibit 21 
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Weed Abatement 
The DistrictSSCSD has authority to enforce weed abatement on undeveloped parcels within the District. The 
costs of abatement, if unpaid by the property owner, are subject to a lien against the parcel.  

Pico Stairway Maintenance 
The Pico Stairway is a local beach access stairway and viewing area located at the coastal termination of 
Pico Avenue. This facility is maintained by the SSCSD as part of a California Coastal Commission (the “CCC”) 
permit to operate the wastewater treatment plant. This arrangement is complicated by the fact that this 



 

 
County of San Luis Obispo – Comprehensive Analysis of San Simeon Community Services District  
Prepared by NBS – MayAugust 2026  34 

facility is situated upon private property with no recorded easement. The facility is in disrepair as noted by 
the Ashley & Vance Engineering, Inc. Observation Memo dated June 27, 2024 (the “Observation Memo”)30. 
The SSCSD has placed several signs warning the public that the stairway is unusable and dangerous. The 
Observation Memo concludes that the facility should be removed and/or replaced. The SSCSD does not 
have a cost estimate for this work. The CCC issued an enforcement warning on January 16, 202431 outlining 
the history, violations, required resolution and enforcement remedies which include various fines.  

Based solely on a visual inspection of the Pico Stairway and not considering underlying structural issues, the 
stairway is generally usable and is being used for beach access. However, given the structural 
considerations, conditions may change rapidly given environmental factors. 

General Administration (District Office) 
The SSCSD’s office space is located at 111 Pico Avenue. APN 013041005 consisting of 0.35 acres. The SSCSD 
lists its Building and Structures Fixed assets as having a balance sheet value of approximately $280k32. The 
building size is approximately 400 SqFt33. 

Other Assets/Equipment/Improvements 
The SSCSD does not own any other material assets beyond those listed above34. 

 
30 Attached within Exhibit 54 
31 Attached within Exhibit 43 
32 SSCSD Balance Sheet Comparison as of October 31, 2025, Attached within Exhibit 1 
33 Per Google Earth estimation - Construction and condition is unknown. 
34 SSCSD Balance Sheet Comparison as of October 31, 2025, Attached within Exhibit 1 
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3. Obligations and Additional Issues 

Debt Obligation 
The SSCSD secured a $500k loan for rehabilitation of its water wells from the United States Department of 
Agriculture (the “USDA”). The loan is dated September 23, 2013, with a term not to exceed 40 years. The 
annual interest rate is 2.75%. The SSCSD pledged its water rate revenue to repay the loan and makes semi-
annual payments of $10,345 on each March 23 and September 23. The current balance outstanding is 
approximately $416k35. The loan’s Reserve Requirement is $20,690 and the SSCSD maintains this fund 
balance36. 

Additional Issues 
The SSCSD is navigating the following special circumstances which merit mention in this report. 

FUNDING NEEDS EXCEED CURRENT RATE CAPACITY 

This report identified several projects required to achieve and/or maintain regulatory compliance as well as 
numerous additional projects that are necessary for ongoing operations. The total cost for priority projects 
alone will create significant rate increases if funded within standard financing timelines of 40 years or less. 

San Simeon has a low median household income and is identified by State agencies as a disadvantaged 
community. This status provides eligibility for certain types of state funding as well as priority scoring in 
grant opportunities. The combination of a small, rural disadvantaged community requiring investment in 
utility infrastructure puts San Simeon in a competitive position for funding to support needed projects.   

However, several standards need to be met before applying for grants, loans or other supplemental 
funding. These standards include a stable governing agency, significant progress towards project 
engineering and permitting, and sufficient funding through customer rates to complete the project.   
Identifying and obtaining supplemental funding should be a priority once a successor agency is established, 
stabilizing rates are approved, and defined projects are advanced to the point of funding qualification. 

CAVALIER SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

The SSCSD entered into a Settlement Agreement with Cavalier Inn & V&H Holdings37 (collectively “Cavalier”) 
on August 31, 2022 (the “Settlement Agreement”). The SSCSD holds approximately $680k38 of capacity fee 
deposits for Cavalier. The Settlement Agreement acknowledges Cavalier is in Position No. 1 of the Hook-up 
Waiting List and that Cavalier has a vested contractual right and entitlement to water and sewer service 
capacity. The Settlement Agreement and associated issues should be reviewed by any PSA’s Counsel to 
determine which obligations and/or liabilities may follow to the PSA. This information may also inform 
requirements (capacities) for service when estimating the required infrastructure for the water and sewer 
systems.  

 
35 Per Oct 31, 2025 Balance Sheet Acct: 2520, Attached within Exhibit 1 
36 In account 1017c, Attached within Exhibit 1 
37 Attached within Exhibit 43  
38 Balance of $678,999 in account 1017f, Attached within Exhibit 1 
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PIPE BRIDGE 

The SSCSD utilizes a pipe bridge on to convey water and sewer service across the Arroyo Del Padre Juan. 
There are a few issues with the pipe bridge. Needed maintenance repairs are completed but the bridge 
should be re-evaluated and routinely monitored due to the ongoing effects of the coastal environment. 
Approximately two years ago, a major rain event deposited a large number of tree limbs just above the pipe 
bridge. The property owner (Cavalier) required the SSCSD to obtain an easement prior to accessing the 
debris for removal. The easement is not yet recorded and the debris removal work remains to be 
performed. In the intervening time, the number and location of limbs has shifted.  The remaining limbs may 
be a threat to the pipe bridge structure during another heavy rain event. The situation should be reviewed 
and addressed. 

STATE PARKS (HEARST CASTLE) 

The SSCSD provides the California Department of Parks and Recreation’s facility Hearst Castle (“State 
Parks”) with sewer services. There is no current sewer service agreement with State Parks. Documentation 
of all property outside the SSCSD boundary and discharging wastewater to SSCSD should be performed so 
that the actual service area can be determined. This need to determine the service area boundary is also 
noted in Section 4 of LAFCO’s Application Response. Section 4 also notes that if a CSA is selected as the 
PRAsuccessor agency, a new CSA boundary will need to include affected/served State Park (or other) areas. 

Table 8. SSCSD Summary of Obligations & Issues 

Obligation / 
Issue Key Facts Implication for PSA Immediate Action 

USDA Water 
Well Loan 

Original $500k (2013, 
2.75%); current balance ≈ 

$416k; semi-annual 
payments $10,345; reserve 

requirement $20,690. 

Debt and covenants 
transfer to successor; 

pledge of water revenues 
must be honored. 

Confirm payoff schedule; 
maintain reserve; 

disclose in reorganization 
terms. 

Cavalier 
Settlement & 

Capacity 
Deposits 

$679k held in capacity fees; 
#1 on hookup list; vested 

rights to water/sewer 
capacity. 

May drive the sizing of 
replacement or regional 

facilities; legal obligations 
follow successor. 

Counsel review; 
memorialize obligations 
in PSA agreements/rate 

studies. 

Pipe Bridge Over 
Arroyo Del Padre 

Juan 

Debris upstream; easement 
pending; immediate repairs 

completed. Needs eval, 
replacement estimate 

~$0.66–$0.70M. 

Shared water/sewer risk; 
coastal permitting; 

potential emergency 
repairs. 

Secure easement; 
remove debris; plan 

replacement with CCC 
noticing. 

State 
Parks/Hearst 
Castle Service 

Flows received without 
current agreement; historic 
allowance up to 50,000 gpd 

expired in 2021. 

Must formalize service 
boundary, cost recovery; 
include State Parks in CSA 

boundary if applicable. 

Negotiate new 
agreement; document 

actual service area. 
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4. RECOMMENDED NEAR-TERM ACTIONS 
NBS recommends the following actions to be completed by the SSCSD in the next 6-18 months.  
 

1. Continue Cal-WARN agreement with County of San Luis Obispo Public Works. 
2. Continue operating the CSD throughout the LAFCO proceedings. 
3. Cooperatively define service structures with amenable PSA (County, CSA, CCSD) and jointly prepare 

LAFCO submittals, including boundary adjustments to include State Parks if required.  
o See the Services Summary Tables below for an outline of the services, options, estimated 

costs, timelines, and key risks.  
4. As existing funding allows: 

o Execute interim outfall ballast repair (~$150k). 
o Negotiate and adopt a formal wastewater service agreement with State Parks. 
o Evaluate current status of debris behind pipe bridge. Secure pipe bridge access easement; 

remove debris; evaluate replacement schedule and funding. 
 
The following additional actions should be undertaken as soon as practicable once a PSA has established 
authority to proceed. 
 

1. Select preferred wastewater path (local replacement vs. regional conveyance) and initiate 
CEQA/permitting accordingly. 

o Start WWTP siting, zoning/plan amendments (if needed), OR advance CCSD intertie 
preliminary design and MOUs. 

o Apply to CCC for time extension to complete relocation of WWTP. 
o Perform legal review of Cavalier Settlement obligations and review the SSCSD 

capacity/connection policies and planning requirements. 
o Authorize collection system CCTV and prioritize a rehabilitation plan to reduce 

inflow/infiltration. 
2. Begin phased water reservoir replacement project definition and fire authority coordination on 

alternative fire protection strategies. 
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Services Summary Tables 
Table 9. SSCSD Water Service Options and Costs Summary 

Option Scope / Notes 
Capex 
(Appx) Timeline 

Permits / 
Agreements Key Risks 

Reinvest in 
SSCSD 
System 

Replace reservoir 
(critical) and upsize; 
well replacement + 
standby generator; 
cartridge/RO with 

mid-life rehab. 

$21.9M, 
excl. addtl. 

power. 

Phased approach, 
near-term 

incremental 
reservoir 

replacement; long 
term funding 

requirements to 
meet priorities. 

DDW 
coordination; 
fire authority 

strategy; 
CEQA for 

tank & 
mains. 

Fire flow non-
compliance 

without source 
upgrade; 

supply-chain for 
filters. 

Local 
Seawater 

Desalination 

New SWRO plant 
sized to maximum 

day demand; 
intake/discharge; 
power upgrades; 

not fire compliant. 

$36.0M, 
excl. addtl. 

power. 

≥10 years 
(permitting-
intensive). 

Multiple 
State/Federal 

permits + 
CEQA/EIR. 

Permitting, high 
ongoing energy 

cost; 
environmental 
scrutiny; public 
opposition risk. 
Fire flow non-

compliance 
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Table 10. SSCSD Sewer Service Options and Costs Summary 

Option Scope / Notes Capex (Appx) Timeline 
Permits / 

Agreements Key Risks 

Replace / 
relocate 
WWTP in 

SSCSD 

Site, permit, design, 
and construct 
replacement 
WWTP; add 

headworks pump 
station; rehab 

collection 
(CIPP/upsizes); 
repair outfall. 

$17.2M, WWTP 
replacement, 

Collection rehab. 
 
 

5–10 
years. 

CEQA; CDP 
compliance; 

RWQCB Order 
R3-2022-
0003; site 

zoning/plan 
amendments 

as needed. 

CDP relocation 
deadline vs 

delivery time; 
land 

acquisition; 
power 

extension; 
construction in 
coastal zone. 

Convey to 
CCSD 

WWTP 
(regional 

treatment) 

New force main (~5 
miles) with pump 
station(s) to CCSD 

headworks; 
decommission/repu
rpose SSCSD WWTP; 

rehab collection, 
coordinate service 

to State Parks. 

Single PS: $17.3M; 
Dual PS: $20.0M;  
Collection rehab. 

5–10 
years. 

EIR; Coastal 
Dev. Permit; 

Caltrans 
encroachment
; interagency 
agreement 
(capacity, 

pricing, 
curtailment, 

term). 

Mid-point 
power 

availability; 
public 

acceptance; 
additional 

AWTP/ brine 
line concepts 

not included in 
cost. 
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Table 11. SSCSD Other Services, Options and Costs Summary 

Service 
Current Provider / 

Ownership 
Annual Cost 

(Budget) Funding Source PSA Requirements 

Road 
Maintenance / 
Storm Drains 

Shared: Caltrans, 
County, SSCSD, 

private 

Cost 
dependent 
on selected 

solution 

Ad valorem 
property tax, or 
other depending 
on service level. 

None or adopt maintenance 
program; coordinate roles; 

continue storm-drain 
upkeep. 

Street Lighting 
Approx. 40 lights 

owned/maintained 
by PG&E 

$10,000/yr 
Ad valorem 

property tax or 
other 

Maintain PG&E service; 
ensure continued funding. 

Weed 
Abatement 

SSCSD Authority 
for undeveloped 

parcels within 
District 

Pass through 
when powers 

exercised 

Actual cost 
levied to parcels 

serviced 
Ensure program continuity.  

Pico Stairway 

Facility on private 
property; SSCSD 
maintenance per 

CCC permit 

No estimate 
available; 

CCC 
enforcement 

active. 

N/A (capital 
TBD) 

Resolve property 
rights/easement; coordinate 

removal or replacement; 
address CCC enforcement to 

avoid fines. 

General 
Administration 
(District Office) 

111 Pico Ave (APN 
013041005); ~400 
sf building; book 

value ~$280k 

N/A (asset 
value) N/A 

Decide on 
disposition/continued use; 

account for asset transfer at 
dissolution. 
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5. Exhibits 

Exhibit 1) Combined Financial Informationand LAFCO Documents 
a) SSCSD FY 2025/26 Preliminary Budget 
b) SSCSD Financial Summary as of October 31, 2025 
c) SSCSD Audited Financials FY 2023/24 

Exhibit 2) Combined LAFCO documents 
a)d) SSCSD Resolution of Application for Dissolution 
b)e) SSCSD Application for Dissolution (Includes Plan for Services) 
c)f) LAFCO 30-day Review Letter 

Exhibit 3)Exhibit 2) Combined Utility Studies 
a) Schaaf Water Report  
b) Schaaf Sewer Report  
c) Brennan Report  

Exhibit 4)Exhibit 3) Combined Obligations, Agreements & Misc. Information 
a) USDA Loan Agreement 
b) Cavalier Settlement Agreement 
c) Wilbur Construction Invoice 
d) 1972_Easement Agreement & Deed Hearst Corporation 
e) Hearst LOI 2-1-17 Final Executed 

Exhibit 5)Exhibit 4) Additional Supporting Information Vol. 1 
a) Akel Water Report 
b) Ashley Vance Pico Stairs Observation Letter  
c) CCC Pico Stairs Enforcement Warning Letter  
d) Coastal Development Permit 3-19-0020 

Exhibit 5) Additional Supporting Information Vol. 2 
a) Pico Creek Stream Flow Management Plan for Dissolution report 
b) Dudek FINAL_SHM NO.2_CHRP PPPrez Mar 8_2023  
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