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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

In partnership with the Department of Water Resources (DWR), the County of Tulare 
has undertaken the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study (TLB 
Study) to develop an integrated water quality and wastewater treatment program plan to 
address the drinking water and wastewater needs of disadvantaged communities in the 
Tulare Lake Basin, as appropriated by Senate Bill SBX2 1 (California Water Code 
§83002(b)(3)(D)) (see Appendix A). The objectives of the TLB Study are defined within 
the grant agreement as follows: 

 Develop a plan that provides rural, disadvantaged communities with a safe, clean 
and affordable potable water supply and effective and affordable wastewater 
treatment and disposal.  

 The plan will include recommendations for planning, infrastructure, and other 
water management actions, as well as specific recommendations for regional 
drinking water facilities, regional wastewater treatment facilities, conjunctive use 
sites and groundwater recharge, groundwater for surface water exchanges, 
related infrastructure, project sustainability, and cost sharing mechanisms. 

 Identify projects and programs that will create long-term reliability, while 
optimizing the ongoing operation and maintenance and management costs for 
small water and wastewater systems. 

The Tulare Lake Basin Study Area encompasses most of the four-county area, 
including Fresno, Kern, Kings, and Tulare Counties. The Tulare Lake Basin Study Area 
boundary is shown in Figure 1-1.  The TLB Study focused on the drinking water and 
wastewater needs of rural and unincorporated communities that meet the Proposition 
84 definition of “disadvantaged community”, which is a community whose median 
household income is 80 percent or less of the statewide median household income. The 
TLB Study includes community water systems, wastewater systems, and rural 
communities with private wells and septic systems. Approximately 354 of the 530 
communities identified within the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area are considered to be 
disadvantaged or severely disadvantaged. 

In order to meet the objectives of this Study, the following five tasks were performed, in 
accordance with the tasks outlined in the grant agreement from DWR (Appendix B): 

1. Baseline Data Gathering, Mapping, and Database Creation of Disadvantaged 
Communities in the Tulare Lake Basin   

2. Stakeholder Consultation and Community Outreach  

3. Selection of Pilot Projects and Studies to Develop Representative Solutions to 
Priority Issues 

4. Implementation of Pilot Project Stakeholder Process to Develop Studies and 
Representative Solutions to Priority Issues 
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5. Preparation of Final Report  

Database 

The County of Tulare and project team developed a database of all disadvantaged 
communities in the Tulare Lake Basin. The project team coordinated with other local, 
state, and federal agencies as well as appropriate organizations to collect existing data 
and create the database. The project team utilized Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS) to map the location of disadvantaged communities in the Tulare Lake Basin and 
other available and relevant data in order to identify regional challenges and 
opportunities.  

The database is a collection of information from PolicyLink, CDPH, Self-Help 
Enterprises, County of Fresno, and County of Tulare, Carolina Balazs, Provost & 
Pritchard GIS data resources, as well as other sources. The database has been 
reviewed to evaluate the water quality and supply source issues as well as wastewater 
treatment and disposal issues within the Study Area. The database will continue to be 
maintained and updated by the County of Tulare after completion of this Study. 

Based on the database collected for this Study, there are 354 disadvantaged 
communities (DACs) identified within the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area, of which 201 
are severely disadvantaged communities (SDACs). Collectively, disadvantaged and 
severely disadvantaged communities are referred to as DACs.  Many water and 
wastewater systems serving these DACs face challenges meeting drinking water and 
wastewater regulations. Disadvantaged communities within the Study Area are shown 
in Figure 1-2 through Figure 1-5. 

Approximately 196 of the 354 DACs in the Study Area had water quality data available. 
Of those DACs with water quality data available, approximately 89  were considered to 
have a water quality issue, based on an exceedance of a drinking water maximum 
contaminant level (MCL) of a primary constituent more than one time between 2008 and 
2010. While not all of these systems were in violation of a drinking water regulation, an 
exceedance indicates there may be a potential issue. Many communities (approximately 
96) also rely on a single source of water supply, typically a single well. This puts the 
system at risk if that well were to fail. Communities with the various water quality and 
supply issues are presented in Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-4. 

Stakeholder Process 

The County of Tulare established a basin-wide Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC) comprised of community representatives, as well as regulatory and 
funding agency representatives and other organizations that work on and are familiar 
with disadvantaged community water and wastewater needs. The SOAC worked with 
the project team to identify priority issues, potential pilot projects, and review project 
recommendations. 

The project team also conducted outreach to community representatives, including 
residents and local water board members that were the subject of individual pilot 
projects. These community representatives assisted the project team in confirming the 
viability of the proposed solutions. 
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In order to ensure that each pilot project was developed with input from stakeholders, a 
separate Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Group (PSAG) was convened for each of 
the four pilot studies. Each group was comprised of members of impacted communities, 
regulatory and funding agencies, local water or wastewater providers, and other 
agencies and organizations as appropriate, in order to provide input and 
recommendations to the project team. 

Project Focus and Goals 

The main goals of the Study were: (1) to provide useful information and tools that can 
function as a roadmap or guidelines for multiple audiences, and (2) to provide 
recommendations for legislation, funding opportunities, and other support that Federal, 
State, and local agencies can provide to address the water and wastewater issues in 
the Study Area.  

The information presented in this study includes descriptions of actual community 
efforts toward solving water supply, water quality, wastewater treatment and disposal, 
and/or system efficiency challenges. The information may also include 
recommendations for other communities to consider regarding: 

a) Steps toward solving remaining existing water supply and wastewater collection 
or treatment challenges, 

b) Identifying obstacles interfering with solving remaining existing water supply and 
wastewater collection or treatment challenges, and 

c) Steps toward minimizing or mitigating future water supply and wastewater 
collection or treatment issues. 

Identification of Issues and Potential Solutions 

In consultation with the SOAC, the project team utilized the database to identify 
common problems associated with providing safe, reliable water and wastewater 
services to disadvantaged communities. Using this list of common problems, the project 
team worked with the SOAC to identify priority issues facing disadvantaged 
communities in the Tulare Lake Basin. From the list of common issues that was 
developed, five (5) priority issues were identified through the SOAC. The five priority 
issues included: 

 Lack of funding to offset increasingly expensive operations and maintenance 
costs in large part due to lack of economies of scale; 

 Lack of technical, managerial, and financial (TMF) capacity by water and 
wastewater providers; 

 Poor water quality; 

 Inadequate or unaffordable funding or funding constraints to make 
improvements; and 

 Lack of informed, empowered, or engaged residents. 
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The project team developed a list of potential solution sets or alternatives to address 
each of the priority issues identified. Using the list of potential alternatives to address 
the identified priority issues, the SOAC selected a final roster of representative pilot 
projects and studies that are the focus of this Final Report. Four (4) pilot studies were 
selected, including: 

1. Management and Non-Infrastructure Solutions to Reduce Costs and Improve 
Efficiency; 

2. Technical Solutions to Improve Efficiency and Reduce Operation & Maintenance; 

3. New Source Development; and 

4. Individual Household Treatment. 

Four Pilot Projects 

The project team further developed and evaluated the possible solutions recommended 
under each of the four (4) pilot studies identified. Recommendations and roadmaps for 
each pilot study were developed in consultation with the Pilot Project Stakeholder 
Advisory Groups as well as pilot specific Community Review groups. Full reports of the 
four pilot studies are included in Books 2-5 of this Final Report. 

Recommendations developed for each of the four pilot studies include the following: 

 A description of the particular problem being addressed; 

 A description of the solution(s) recommended by the pilot project; 

 Funding opportunities available to implement the recommended solutions; 

 A discussion of steps that may be taken to ensure long-term sustainability of the 
implemented solution;  

 Identification of any obstacles or barriers to implementation of the recommended 
solution; and  

 Recommendations for how to eliminate those obstacles or barriers. 

Once the community review meetings and pilot studies were completed, the project 
team evaluated the success of the pilot in relation to the objectives set forth by DWR.  
The success of each pilot was evaluated based on: Community participation and input, 
community response to solutions presented, anticipated sustainability of solutions 
presented, Pilot Project Stakeholder Group surveys, and Project Team debriefing. 

Funding Opportunities 

State regulators and funders can begin encouraging solutions to drinking water and 
wastewater needs by providing educational material as well as funding opportunities. 
Existing funding opportunities and proposed drinking water legislation are presented in 
this study. Traditional drinking water funding programs include the Safe Drinking Water 
State Revolving Fund (SDWSRF), Proposition 50, Proposition 84, Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) Integrated Regional Water Management Program (IRWM), 
Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), and United States Department 
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of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development.  Some wastewater funding opportunities 
include the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF), the Small Community 
Wastewater Grant program (SCWG), Community Development Block Grant Program 
(CDBG), and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development.    

Conclusions and Recommendations 

In order to meet the objectives of this study, baseline data was gather, stakeholder 
consultation and community outreach was conducted, priority issues were identified, 
pilot studies were developed to address those priority issues, and this Final Report was 
prepared to document the process and develop recommendations for a plan to 
implement solutions identified through the pilot studies. 

Each of the pilot studies evaluated various solution types and alternatives to help 
address the different water and wastewater issues identified for the Study Area. 
However, there were barriers identified through various stakeholder efforts that make 
implementation of such alternatives challenging. The purpose of the recommendations 
presented in this Final Report is to provide a plan to address the priority issues and 
barriers identified through the stakeholder processes and pilot studies. Implementation 
of the recommendations discussed herein would enable water and sewer service 
providers in rural, disadvantaged communities to provide safe, clean and affordable 
potable water supply and effective and affordable wastewater treatment and disposal. 

Summary of Findings 

Upon completion of the Study, several major successes of the project were noted: 

 A comprehensive inventory of DACs has been prepared and included in this 
Report; 

 A “roadmap” or set of decision trees was developed to guide communities and 
funding agencies through some critical steps to selecting an appropriate 
alternative for their specific issues and situation; 

 Expanded the awareness of communities related to water and wastewater 
related issues within the Tulare Lake Basin; 

 Identification and agreement from a diverse array of local stakeholders of priority 
issues common to communities throughout the Study Area, and various 
obstacles and barriers to addresses those issues;  

 Development of recommendations for local service providers, local agencies, 
various regulatory and funding agencies, as well as the Legislature to help 
overcome those obstacles and barriers so that the priority issues afflicting DACs 
within the Study Area can be adequately addressed; 

 Compilation and storage of Tulare Lake Basin Study data in a location accessible 
to the public (Tulare County website); and 

 Distribution of Final Report and four pilot studies, including availability on the 
Tulare County website. 
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For communities that are interested in pursuing any of the alternatives presented in this 
Study, action is recommended in addition to the plan recommendations below. To 
implement an alternative, communities should work on the following: 

 Prepare a Self Assessment of the existing infrastructure, capacity, demands, and 
items that may impact any of the items (see Appendix K) 

 Seek funding to conduct a feasibility study to evaluate alternatives 

 Prepare a Technical, Managerial, and Financial Assessment (see Appendix L) 

 Consider the impact to consumers (cost per connection) 

 Consider the impact to water system (revenues versus expenses) 

 Confirm that the solution will satisfy regulatory requirements 

Plan Recommendations 

Tulare County and the project team were tasked with preparing a plan to address the 
drinking water and wastewater needs of rural, disadvantaged communities in the Tulare 
Lake Basin. Through the SOAC process and in consultation with the database 
developed through this Study, several priority issues were identified as the major 
challenges faced by rural disadvantaged communities in the Study Area. Four pilot 
projects were selected which sought to identify solutions to those priority issues, funding 
opportunities that are available to implement the recommended solutions, steps to 
insure long-term sustainability of an implemented solution, and identification of 
obstacles and barriers to implementation of a recommended solution, and a proposal for 
how to eliminate those obstacles or barriers. Those recommendations related to funding 
opportunities, long-term sustainability, and overcoming obstacles and barriers that are 
in the way of implementing solutions to the priority issues that have been identified, are 
the basis for the plan to address the drinking water and wastewater needs of DACs in 
the Study Area. Implementation of the recommendations presented herein will set the 
stage to resolve the priority issues that are faced by DACs in the Tulare Lake Basin. 
These recommendations therefore serves as a plan to address the drinking water and 
wastewater needs of rural, disadvantaged communities in the Tulare Lake Basin. 

Because various state, federal, and local agencies are involved directly in the provision 
of drinking water and wastewater services, or provide regulatory oversight of drinking 
water and wastewater systems, this plan describes various recommendations on how 
the appropriate agencies at various levels can help the region to address the water and 
wastewater needs of DACs. Recommendations were developed to facilitate and 
encourage potential solutions aimed at addressing the priority issues that were 
identified. Seven (7) main categories of recommendations were identified, as follows: 

1. Improve Local Technical, Managerial and Financial Capacity 

2. Improve Operation and Maintenance Funding 

3. Improve Water Supply Quality and Reliability 

4. Improve Funding for Disadvantaged Communities 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Executive Summary 

 

Department of Water Resources  ES-7 | P a g e  

5. Improve Disadvantaged Community Awareness and Participation 

6. Improve Land Use Planning to Minimize Creation of New Water/Wastewater 
Issues 

7. Develop and Maintain Information on DAC Water/Wastewater Needs 

Complete recommendations are presented in Section 12 of this Final Report. A 
summary of the recommendations is provided below. 

Recommendation Lead Agency/Entity 

Improve Local TMF Capacity 

Priority Issue: Lack of Technical Managerial and Financial Capacity by Water and Wastewater 
Providers 

1. Enhance Internal Awareness 

A. Ensure that the specifics regarding existing infrastructure are 
known. The location, size, condition, and depth of private well or 
septic system facilities should be known by the property owner 
and maintained in a database by the County. Private well or septic owner 

B. Ensure that specifics regarding existing water or wastewater 
system infrastructure are known. The location, size, condition, 
and capacity of facilities should be known and records 
maintained by the community services management personnel. 

Water or wastewater 
system owner 

C. Conduct a review of fiscal resources annually and determine 
the necessary levels of reserves for replacement and 
maintenance of all infrastructure. 

Water or wastewater 
system owner 

2. Provide Assistance and Training 

A. Attend training programs and convince other staff and board 
members to attend training programs. 

Water or wastewater 
system owner 

B. Establish a resource clearinghouse at the County level. County Administrative 

C. Consider providing regular Special District Board training 
opportunities, including leadership training, ethics training and 
"office hours" for basic legal assistance. County Counsel 

D. Maintain a database of information related to private wells 
and septic systems, including the location, size, condition, and 
depth of facilities. 

County Environmental 
Health and/or Resource 
Management Agencies 

E. Fund and develop an education campaign throughout the 
Tulare Lake Basin region to educate board members, operators, 
and residents on the water issues that are faced by 
communities in the area and the promising solutions and tools 
developed through this Study in order to address the major 
challenges that local water and wastewater systems face. CDPH, SWRCB 

F. CDPH in coordination with RCAC and Self-Help Enterprises 
will be providing targeted board training for several communities 
in the Study Area. If this program is successful, it is 
recommended that this program be expanded and continued to 
other targeted groups of communities. CDPH, RCAC, SHE 

G. Improve operator certification process by providing more 
frequent testing, and offering tests in more locations. CDPH 
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Recommendation Lead Agency/Entity 

H. Provide resources to update the Decision Trees developed 
through this Study in the future, to accommodate any changes 
in the funding or implementation process, and to make them 
more accessible and useful tools.  DWR 

I. Develop operator training programs at local community 
colleges to address the lack of licensed water and wastewater 
operators. Local Community Colleges 

3. Encourage Sharing of Resources to Build TMF Capacity 

A. Attend  Integrated Regional Water Management Planning 
group meetings and consider becoming an “Interested Party” or 
“Member” of an IRWMP group 

Water or wastewater 
system owner or manager 

B. Set  up Evaluate a structure (MOU, JPA, CSA, CSD, 
contract, etc.) to share operators, billing system, and other 
services and resources and information among neighboring 
communities. 

Water or wastewater 
system owner or manager 

C. Establish an organization whose primary focus is to 1) 
provide the organization, structure, and capacity needed to 
support development and funding of sustainable and affordable 
shared solutions, 2) represent and integrate disadvantaged 
communities into local and regional planning processes, 
including IRWMPs, and 3) provide direct management and 
operations of DAC water systems when needed or not being 
implemented by other interested parties. 

County, non-profit 
organization, association, 
task force, or other regional 
entity, including one or 
more new special district 
type regional entity(ies). 

Improve O&M Funding 

Priority Issue: Lack of Funding to Offset Increasingly Expensive Operations and Maintenance 
Costs in Large Part due to Lack of Economies of Scale 

1. Reduce Costs 

A. Project alternatives should be analyzed to minimize ongoing 
costs. If O&M costs cannot be supported, other alternatives 
should be pursued. 

Local water and wastewater 
providers 

B. Alternatives such as sharing common resources or forming 
joint governmental agencies to share costs should be evaluated 
to determine if O&M costs could be reduced through shared 
resources. 

Local water and wastewater 
providers  

C. Provide increased funding for capital improvements for water 
(or wastewater) related projects when it would allow for reduced 
O&M costs over the long term. Funding agencies 

D. Develop water conservation policies and promote the use of 
energy efficient equipment upgrades, such as energy-efficient or 
solar powered pumps. CDPH, SWRCB, DWR 

2. Increase Revenues 

A. Evaluate water and sewer rates at least every five years and 
when any major improvements are constructed, and modify as 
appropriate to achieve the necessary financial resources for 
annual operations and reserves. 

Local water and/or 
wastewater providers 
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Recommendation Lead Agency/Entity 

B. Each local service provider (water or wastewater) should 
develop a single rate structure (which may include different 
categories, such as residential, commercial, and industrial), and 
no exceptions should be made to that structure. 

The water or wastewater 
system owner 

C. Seek funding to install or replace water meters. The 
replacement meters should be capable of being read remotely 
(if the system size or agreements with neighboring systems 
support it). Local water system provider 

D. Establish appropriate connection fees for any new 
connections. 

The water or wastewater 
system owner. 

E. Consider a transitional funding program to assist with O&M 
costs on a temporary basis. 

State agencies and the 
legislature 

3. Provide Assistance, Training, and Information 

A. Develop  an O&M plan that includes the types of ongoing 
O&M costs needed, O&M servicing and parts replacement 
schedule, and amount needed for O&M fund reserve to help the 
community plan ahead to address covering O&M adequately.  

The water or wastewater 
system owner. 

B. Provide technical assistance trainings in establishing new 
user rates and billing systems. 

CDPH, County Counsel, 
Technical Assistance 
providers 

Improve Water Supply Quality and Reliability 

Priority Issues: Poor Water Quality, Inadequate Supply Reliability, Inadequate Existing 
Infrastructure, and Insufficient Quantity of Water 

1. Prevent Worsening of Problems 

A. Do not allow new connections if the service capacity is not 
confirmed. This may require imposition of a moratorium. 
Developing appropriate connection fees, as recommended 
above, is necessary to provide a means to ensure that capacity 
can be made available for planned new connections. 

Water or wastewater 
system owner 

B. [See Recommendations under "Improve Land Use Planning 
to Minimize Creation of New Water/Wastewater Issues] County 

C. Improve Groundwater Management Planning to address 
declining water levels and increased water quality contaminant 
levels, as well as ways the two trends exacerbate each other.  State of California 

D. Reconsider and/or clarify the interpretation of a well site 
control zone with a 50-foot radius, as referred to in Title 22, 
Chapter 16, Article, Section 64560 of the California Regulations 
Related to Drinking Water.  CDPH 

E. Consider ways to encourage and provide funding to sewer 
communities that rely on individual septic systems that are 
failing or are on inadequately sized lots. SWRCB, RWQCB 

F. Allow fire flow to be provided by dual systems in rural 
communities and/or allow construction of water distribution 
systems to meet domestic supply requirements without (or 
lessened) fire flow requirements.  

County Fire, County Board 
of Supervisors, Funding 
Agencies 
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Recommendation Lead Agency/Entity 

2. Encourage Shared Solutions to Reduce Vulnerability 

A. Provide new legislation and funding opportunities to 
encourage and promote the development of regional 
cooperation, partnerships, and consolidation of services. 

The Legislature and state 
drinking water regulatory 
agencies 

Improve Funding for DACs 

Priority Issue: Inadequate or Unaffordable Funding or Funding Constraints to Make 
Improvements 

1. Improve Scoring Criteria and Guidelines 

A. Consider changes on Category E (insufficient source water 
capacity or delivery capability) project rankings, to make it 
easier to get funding for that category of projects. 

California Department of 
Public Health 

B. Continue the Pre-Planning and Legal Entity Formation 
Assistance Program. Consider creation of similar programs for 
wastewater for areas currently on septic. 

State Drinking Water SRF 
administering agency and 
the State Water Board. 

C. Continue the Consolidation Incentive Program, however, 
modify the system so that large systems do not obtain benefits 
that are significantly out of proportion to the benefits provided by 
consolidation. CDPH 

D. Consider ways to close the gap – communities cannot apply 
for funding until they have a significant water quality or supply 
issue. Once initial funding is awarded, it can take several years 
to fully implement a solution through various phases and 
funding steps. CDPH, SWRCB 

E. Streamline the process for payment of claims for state-
funded projects, so that local water providers can receive more 
timely reimbursement. 

CDPH, DWR, SWRCB 
(funding agencies) 

F. Require privately owned systems to conform to all 
requirements of publicly owned systems in order to receive 
public funding assistance. CDPH 

G. Create more funding sources to address needs of 
communities with private wells and state smalls (fewer than 15 
connections) as well as communities on individual septic 
systems. Funding needs may include testing of individual wells 
or septic infrastructure, facilitation of community meetings to 
understand the problem and evaluate alternatives, etc. 

State Water Board, DWR, 
Regional Water Board and 
other state agencies and 
the legislature 

2. Target Outreach and Technical Assistance 

A. IRWM groups should organize pre-application and grant 
application workshops or training opportunities for DACs, as 
well as prepare and distribute outreach and educational 
materials to DACs as funding from DWR is made available.   IRWM groups 

B. IRWMs should cultivate and develop DAC technical 
assistance resources and develop strategies and policies to 
address structural and funding barriers within IRWMs to help 
ensure that DAC water needs and projects can be represented 
within IRWMs and other planning efforts. 

IRWM groups and the TLB 
IRWM JPA 
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Recommendation Lead Agency/Entity 

C. [See recommendations above for County technical 
assistance programs to Improve Local TMF Capacity and 
Improve O&M Funding] County 

D. Conduct grant application workshops or training. This may be 
similar to the CFCC Funding Fairs, but provided on a more local 
level to encourage participation. CFCC, CDPH, SWRCB 

Improve DAC Awareness and Participation 

Priority Issue: Lack of Informed, Empowered, or Engaged Residents 

1. Provide Community Outreach and Engagement 

A. Provide the community as much information as possible and 
opportunity to provide input early on in the process.  

Local water or wastewater 
providers 

B. Attempt to use mail, phone or in-person outreach to DACs as 
much as possible; email and website should be utilized, but are 
not sufficient on their own.  IRWMPs 

C. Consider utilizing local non-government organizations 
(NGOs) or community-based organizations (CBOs) to aid in 
outreach and updating contact information of local DACs. IRWMPs 

D. Include community engagement in project budgets and 
standard approved scopes of work for project development at 
both the planning and construction phase.  

CDPH, DWR, SWRCB, 
other funding agencies 

Improve Land Use Planning to Minimize Creation of New Water/Wastewater Issues 

Priority Issue: Lack of Vision and Integrated Planning to Develop Solutions 

1. Restricting Permits for Development 

A. County planning departments should require any new 
development near an existing system to connect to the existing 
system and help bring the existing system into compliance, 
rather than permit the creation of a new system.  

County Planning 
Department and/or CDPH, 
SWRCB 

B. Require and actively support investment in bringing existing 
systems into compliance and developing long-term sustainable 
and affordable solutions before and as part of permitting growth 
in communities where the existing water system cannot 
accommodate growth due to inadequate drinking or wastewater 
infrastructure. County Health Department 

C. In cases where there is a moratorium on connecting to a 
PWS, the county should not issue permit to drill a private well on 
a property within the district boundary.  County Health Department 

D. Only issue building permits for new private wells where 
adequate supply and quality is confirmed to be available. This 
may include installation of a viable treatment system (POU or 
POE) with acceptable maintenance service. County Health Department 

E. Provide enforcement action when people do not obtain a 
permit for drilling of a new well or installation of a septic system. County Health Department 

2. Planning and Zoning 

A. All Counties shall identify areas where new growth will be 
directed based on the existence of a public water and sewer 
governance and infrastructure. 

County Planning 
Department 
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Recommendation Lead Agency/Entity 

B. Only  zone for residential development where there is safe 
and reliable water, except in situations where there are plans to 
provide safe and reliable drinking water, and additional growth 
may create more economies of scale and bring a greater rate 
payer base that will allow for a solution to be funded. 

County Planning 
Department 

C. The water quality from private wells shall be analyzed and 
any contaminants exceeding water quality standards should be 
disclosed upon sale of a property.  Legislature 

D. Clarify conflicting policies. For example, the requirement for 
counties to allow farm labor housing is inconsistent with the 
requirement to provide safe drinking water (in areas where 
water quality is poor).  Federal Agencies 

Develop & Maintain Information on DAC Water/Wastewater Needs 

Priority Issue: Lack of Information on DACs 

1. Improve Data Collection 

A. Tulare County will continue to update and maintain the 
database that was developed through this Study. 

Tulare County (Lead), 
Fresno, Kern, and Kings 
Counties  

B. County should track progress with respect to the priority 
issues identified in this Study. The current condition should be 
clearly identified. Monitor and measure the success of this 
Study through implementation of recommendations, relative 
condition of drinking water supplies, and condition of 
wastewater service. 

Tulare County (Lead), 
Fresno, Kern, and Kings 
Counties (local data 
stewards) 

C. Improve  data collection, reporting, and management for 
private wells and state small systems and private domestic wells 
so that the water supply issues faced by these state smalls and 
private wells can be better documented, understood, and 
progress tracked.  County 

2. Improve Data Management and Accessibility 

A. Improve the County Environmental Health Department 
responsibilities, fee authorities, and requirements to permit and 
monitor on-site systems.  (There was a frequent observation 
that records for on-site systems were non-existent – i.e. 
Plainview, Rodriquez Labor Camp). 

County Environmental 
Health Department 

B. Develop a centralized reporting and data management 
system so that water supply related data can be shared and 
coordinated among agencies. For example, well logs retained 
by DWR can be correlated with water quality information 
retained by CDPH. CDPH, DWR, SWRCB 

C. Disclosure of water quality data – Require disclosure of water 
quality on sale of property. In areas where there is a Public 
Water System, this may be in the form of recent Consumer 
Confidence Reports. For properties with private wells, this would 
be laboratory reports for samples collected from the private well.  Legislature 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Information 

The County of Tulare received a California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
grant executed in May 2011, which was appropriated through Senate Bill SBx2 1 
(Perata, 2008) (Refer to Appendix A and B). This appropriation was the result of 
disadvantaged community leaders in the region raising the visibility of local water and 
wastewater challenges, and advocating for funding to develop more sustainable and 
affordable approaches to solving disadvantaged community water and wastewater 
issues in the Tulare Lake Basin. The goal of the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged 
Community Water Study (TLB Study) was to develop an overall plan to address water 
needs including recommendations for planning, infrastructure, and other water 
management actions, as well as specific recommendations for regional drinking water 
treatment facilities, regional wastewater treatment facilities, conjunctive use sites and 
groundwater recharge, groundwater for surface water exchanges, related infrastructure, 
project sustainability, and cost-sharing mechanisms.  The plan was intended to identify 
projects and programs that will create long-term reliability and regulatory compliance, 
while optimizing the on-going operation and maintenance (O&M) and management 
costs for small water and wastewater systems. As the culmination of the TLB Study, 
recommendations are provided for legislation, funding opportunities, and other support 
that Federal, State, and local agencies can provide to help facilitate this plan.   

The County of Tulare Administrative Office managed the TLB Study in conjunction with 
a team of consultants, pursuant to State of California, Natural Resources Agency, 
Department of Water Resources Grant Agreement Number 4600009132 (Grant), to 
develop an integrated water quality and wastewater treatment program plan to address 
the drinking water and wastewater needs of disadvantaged communities in the Tulare 
Lake Basin. 

The objectives of the Study were defined within the grant agreement as follows: 

 Develop a plan that provides rural, disadvantaged communities with a safe, clean 
and affordable potable water supply and effective and affordable wastewater 
treatment and disposal.  

 The plan will include recommendations for planning, infrastructure, and other 
water management actions, as well as specific recommendations for regional 
drinking water facilities, regional wastewater treatment facilities, conjunctive use 
sites and groundwater recharge, groundwater for surface water exchanges, 
related infrastructure, project sustainability, and cost sharing mechanisms. 

 Identify projects and programs that will create long-term reliability, while 
optimizing the ongoing operation and maintenance and management costs for 
small water and wastewater systems. 

The County of Tulare contracted with Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group to prepare 
the plan. Provost & Pritchard led a team of consultants, including Keller Wegley 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Introduction 

 

Department of Water Resources  2 | P a g e  

31%

30%

14%

25%

Water Systems with Issues

Water Supply Issues

Water Quality Issues

Both Water Supply and 
Quality Issues

No Issues Identified

Consulting Engineers, Self-Help Enterprises, Community Water Center, and 
McCormick, Kabot, Jenner & Lew (project team or consultant team). The TLB Study 
focuses on unincorporated communities within the Tulare Lake Basin (Study Area) that 
are classified as disadvantaged communities. A 
disadvantaged community is defined as a 
community whose median household income is 
80 percent or less of the statewide median 
household income. The Study Area 
encompasses most of the four-county area, 
including Fresno, Kern, Kings, and Tulare 
Counties, and is generally rural in nature with 
much of the population widely dispersed 
throughout the region. The Tulare Lake Basin 
Study Area boundary is shown in Figure 1-1.  
Approximately 354 of 530 identified communities 
within the Tulare Lake Basin are disadvantaged or severely disadvantaged. The 
estimated population within these 354 communities is approximately 280,0001.  Figure 
1-2 through Figure 1-5 show the disadvantaged communities within the Study Area.    

These communities may face a 
variety of source water issues, 
including (1) poor water quality, 
(2) insufficient water supply, and 
(3) unreliable water system 
infrastructure. A source water 
quality issue, as defined in this 
study, is considered to be a 
single maximum contaminant 
level (MCL) exceedance of a 
primary constituent within the 
three year period from 2008 
through 2010. This does not 
necessarily constitute a formal 

violation, but is an indication that the system may be in jeopardy of having violations in 
the future and should be evaluated further. Evaluation of MCL exceedances was used 
to get a better understanding of where identified issues were present based on 
geography, community size, and other factors. Exceedance of maximum contaminant 
levels for arsenic, nitrates, and uranium are common in the Tulare Lake Basin Study 
Area.   

                                            

 

1 Database information that was collected and analyzed for the TLB Study originated from multiple sources.  Refer to Section 13 - References. 

DACs
67%

Non-DACs
33%

Communities in the Tulare Lake Basin
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Insufficient water supply, as described in this study, is considered to be a characteristic 
of a water system with only one (1) active water supply well (e.g., no backup source). 
Communities with surface water as their single source of supply can also be vulnerable 
depending on the reliability of the surface water source and of backup systems 
integrated into the surface water treatment plant. 

Additionally, the general depth to 
groundwater in the Tulare Lake Basin 
continues to decline, a condition known 
as overdraft.  In 2009, the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) performed a 
comprehensive evaluation of groundwater 
supplies in the Central Valley (USGS, 
2009).  The Central Valley was divided 
into four regions: Sacramento, Delta and 
Eastside Streams, San Joaquin Basin, 
and Tulare Basin.  The USGS found that 
the Tulare Basin had the highest rate of 
groundwater overdraft of any region, and 
that fifty seven percent of groundwater 
pumping in the Central Valley occurs in 
the Tulare Basin.  Groundwater storage in 
the Tulare Basin declined at a steady rate 
between 1962 and 2004.  The total loss in 
storage due to un-replenished water 
stores was estimated to be 68 million 
acre-feet, which equates to an overdraft 
of about 1.6 million acre-feet/year.   

The impacts of utilizing deeper groundwater, as necessitated by overdraft conditions, 
may include higher pumping costs and different constituents to be evaluated for 
treatment prior to distribution as a potable water source.  For some communities, 
particularly those on private wells that are often utilizing more shallow aquifers, water 
supplies may dry up and require investment in constructing new sources or deepening 
of wells. These costs may be significant and may leave communities and households 
without water at all for some extended period if not proactively addressed. 

Unreliable water system infrastructure is also a challenge for disadvantaged 
communities in the Study Area. Many systems have old and failing equipment and 
pipelines, lack of funds to proactively maintain their system, and lack of redundancy of 
system components. Systems with such limited reliability are more susceptible to 
system failures that may lead to emergency situations, where immediate repairs or 
replacement are necessary in order to deliver safe drinking water to customers. 

In addition to the water supply issues faced by DACs in the Study Area, communities 
may also face issues with their wastewater. Wastewater challenges include reliance on 
septic systems that may be failing or are potentially contaminating the groundwater, 
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failing or insufficient sewer collection systems, or wastewater treatment systems that 
are not capable of meeting the limitations set forth in the facility’s Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs).   

Many disadvantaged communities with water supply or water quality issues have 
applied for and received funding for improvements to mitigate these problems. Report to 
the Legislature, Senate Bill X2 1 (2011), attached in Appendix C, provides a list of 
some recently funded projects in the region.  Systems that have received funding for 
water system capital improvements are usually on their way to resolving their water 
supply issues. While there are cases where the funded improvements resolve some, but 
not all of the system’s water supply issues, a system with a funded project should be on 
the path toward the goal of delivering safe, sufficient, and sustainable potable water.  

1.2 Overview of TLB Study 

In order to meet the objectives of the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community 
Water Study, the following five tasks were performed, in accordance with the tasks 
outlined in the grant agreement from DWR (Appendix B): 

1. Baseline Data Gathering, Mapping, and Database Creation of Disadvantaged 
Communities in the Tulare Lake Basin.  Data was gathered to form a database 
including information such as: community name and profile (population, 
connections, median household income, etc.); identified water (quality and 
supply) or wastewater problems; location; community water or wastewater 
provider; community representatives; status of eligibility for funding under 
existing government funding programs; and date last updated. 

2. Stakeholder Consultation and Community Outreach. The project team consulted 
with stakeholders, including representatives of disadvantaged communities 
throughout the life of the project. The community representatives were involved 
in the development of solutions to address their water and wastewater problems. 
The feedback from stakeholders and community representatives was critical to 
the success of the project because the community members have a unique 
understanding of the problems facing their community. Since they will be 
impacted by the solutions generated by the pilot projects, it was important that 
communities have buy-in and understand what will be needed to implement, 
operate, and maintain any solutions to ensure that the recommendations can be 
successfully implemented. 

3. Selection of Pilot Projects and Studies to Develop Representative Solutions to 
Priority Issues. In consultation with the Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC), the consultants utilized the database to identify common 
problems associated with providing safe, reliable water and wastewater services 
to disadvantaged communities that could be effectively explored by further study, 
alternative solution development, and pilot projects. Using this list of common 
problems, the project team worked with the SOAC to identify the priority issues 
facing disadvantaged communities in the Tulare Lake Basin. For each priority 
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issue identified through the stakeholder process, the project team developed 
potential solutions. Based on the list of potential solutions, and in consultation 
with the SOAC, the project team generated four representative pilot projects to 
further evaluate.  

4. Implementation of Pilot Project Stakeholder Process to Develop Studies and 
Representative Solutions to Priority Issues. In consultation with the Pilot Project 
Stakeholder Advisory Group (PSAG) assembled for each pilot project, as well as 
Community Review Groups assembled for specific community outreach, the 
project team further developed and evaluated the possible solutions developed 
related to each of the four pilot projects. For each pilot project, the project team 
worked with the corresponding PPSAG and community review group(s) to 
develop final recommendations.  Those recommendations are incorporated in 
this Final Report, and include the following: 

a. A description of the particular problem(s) being addressed and 
identification of specific communities facing that problem in similar settings 
throughout the Tulare Lake Basin, for which these recommendations may 
also be applicable; 

b. A description of the solutions recommended by the pilot project and any 
other lessons learned over the course of the study or project; 

c. Funding opportunities available to implement the recommended solutions, 
including the preparation of funding applications when possible; 

d. A discussion of steps that may be taken to ensure long-term sustainability 
of the implemented program for the Tulare Lake Basin; and 

e. Identification of any obstacles or barriers to implementation of the 
recommended solution and suggestions for how to eliminate those 
obstacles or barriers. 

5. Preparation of Final Report for submittal to DWR.  The project team prepared this 
Final Report incorporating the results of each representative pilot project.  Since 
various State, Federal, and local agencies are involved directly in the provision of 
drinking water and wastewater services, or provide regulatory oversight of 
drinking water and wastewater systems, this Final Report includes 
recommendations on how the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community 
Water Plan can be integrated into these existing planning and funding processes 
and disseminated to the appropriate agencies. This Report also makes 
recommendations on how State, Federal, and local agencies can provide funding 
and other resources and support to assist communities with implementing the 
solutions presented in each of the pilot projects.  This Final Report will be 
reviewed by the SOAC before finalizing the Report and submitting to the 
Department of Water Resources. 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Introduction 

 

Department of Water Resources  11 | P a g e  

1.3 Definition of Terms 

1.3.1 Types of Organizations 

County Service Area (CSA): The County Service Area Law created in the 1950’s allows 
residents or county supervisors to initiate the formation of a County Service Area. A 
CSA is authorized to provide a wide variety of services, including extended police 
protection, fire protection, park and recreation facilities, libraries, low power television 
and translation facilities and services. CSAs also may provide other basic services such 
as water service and garbage collection if they are not already performed on a 
countywide basis. A CSA may span all unincorporated areas of a county or only 
selected portions. 

Community Services District (CSD): A community services district is an entity formed by 
residents of an unincorporated community, which is authorized to provide a wide variety 
of services, including water, garbage collection, wastewater management, security, fire 
protection, public recreation, street lighting, ambulance services, and graffiti abatement. 
A CSD may span unincorporated areas of multiple cities and/or counties. A CSD may 
form bonds, or form an improvement district for the purpose of issuing bonds, as any 
City or County might do. Any bond issuance or other long-term debt will require a 2/3rds 
majority approval of registered voters residing within the CSD. 

County Water District (CWD): This type of district establishes rules and regulations for 
the sale, distribution, and use of water. The district also stores and conserves water for 
present or future beneficial use, and is authorized to run recreational facilities, sanitation 
facilities, and fire protection. 

Farm Labor Camp (Labor Camp): Residential facilities provided chiefly by government 

agencies for migratory or seasonal farm labor. 

Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Group: An IRWM Group is a local 

group of agencies and communities dedicated to regionally managing the water 

resources in its area, including coordinating projects to maximize regional benefits to 

the groundwater and surface water resources. 

Irrigation District: An agency that manages the irrigation waters within its boundaries, 

including water deliveries, canals, and pipelines. 

Joint Powers Authority (JPA): The Joint Exercise of Powers Act allows public agencies, 
ranging from federal government to the smallest special district, to enter into an 
agreement with each other to jointly exercise a common power. 

Mutual Water Company: A mutual water company is a privately owned, public utility, 
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). MWCs are most 
commonly formed as general corporations or as nonprofit mutual benefit corporations, 
although other structures are sometimes used for tax or other reasons. 
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Principal Act: The principal act of a special district is the law that enables a district of 
that type to form and gives it authority to operate. Each special district type (for 
example, flood control, public utilities, or community services districts) has its own 
principal act. (See Special Act definition) 

Public Utility District (PUD): This district type maintains the infrastructure for public 
service and provides public utility service such as electricity, natural gas, sewer, waste 
collection, wholesale telecommunications, water, etc., to the residents of that district. 

Special Act: Special acts are laws that the Legislature passes to address the specific 
needs of a community and establishes a district to address those needs. These specific 
districts (rather than district types) are uniquely created by the Legislature. (See 
Principal Act definition) 

Special District: Special districts are a form of local government created by a local 
community to meet a specific need (for example water or sewer service). When 
residents or landowners want new services or higher levels of existing services, they 
can form a district to pay for and administer those services. 

Stakeholder Oversight Advisory Committee (SOAC): The Stakeholder Oversight 
Advisory Committee was formed in September 2011 to primarily direct the development 
of this Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study. The SOAC assisted 
the project team in identifying priority issues, determining selection criteria and selecting 
pilot studies, and reviewing the draft report and recommendations. 

Water District: A water district is a district that performs at least one of three specific 
duties: water delivery, waste disposal (sanitation), and flood control and water 
conservation. A water special district can be created either by forming under a general 
water district act or through a special act of the Legislature. 

1.3.2 Definition of Water Systems 

The following are definitions from Title 22 California Code of Regulations, related to 
various categories of water systems. The emphasis of this study is on small water 
systems, state small water systems, and community water systems. Non-community 
water systems, non-transient non-community water systems, and transient non-
community water systems do exist within the study area, but are not a focus of this pilot 
study. A decision tree, published by the California Department of Public Health, 
illustrating the classification of water systems as defined below, is presented as Figure 
1-6.  The decision tree provides a visual depiction of the terms defined herein. 

Constructed Conveyances: Any manmade conduit such as ditches, culverts, waterways, 
flumes, mine drains or canals. 

Community Water System (CWS): A public water system that serves at least 15 service 
connections used by yearlong residents or regularly serves at least 25 year long 
residents of the area served by the system. 

Non-Community Water System (NCWS): A public water system that is not a community 
water system. A NCWS can serve either a transient or a non-transient population (see 
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Non-Transient Non-Community Water System and Transient Non-Community Water 
System) 

Non-Transient Non-Community Water System (NTNC): A public water system that is 
not a community water system and that regularly serves at least 25 of the same persons 
over 6 months per year. This may include local schools or hospitals with their own water 
system. 
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Figure 1-6. Decision Tree for Classification of Water Systems (CDPH) 
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Public Water System (PWS): A system for the provision of water for human 
consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances that has 15 or more 
service connections or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out 
of the year.  

Small Water System (SWS): A community water system, except those serving 200 or 
more service connections, or any non-community or non-transient non-community water 
system. 

*It is noted that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) uses a different 
definition for small public water systems as follows: Public water systems with fewer 
than 1,000 service connections and a population served of less than 3,300.  

State Small Water System (SSWS): A system for the provision of piped water to the 
public for human consumption that serves at least five, but not more than 14, service 
connections and does not regularly serve drinking water to more than an average of 25 
individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year. 

Transient Non-Community Water System (TNC): A non-community water system that 
does not regularly serve at least 25 of the same persons over six months per year.  

1.3.3 Other Definitions 

Affordability Level: CDPH considers 1.5% of the Median Household Income (MHI) as 
the affordability level for water service for disadvantaged communities. With a MHI of 
$30,000, this would equate to $450, or $37.50 per month. 

Affordability thresholds set by other organizations and used in other studies range from 
1.5% to 3% of the MHI. For the purposes of this study, a threshold of 1.5% of the MHI is 
used. 

Disadvantaged Community (DAC):  A community whose median household income is 
80 percent or less of the statewide median household income. For the purposes of this 
study, the American Community Survey (ACS) for 2006-2010 was used. The California 
Median Household Income (MHI) for 2006-2010 was $60,883. A DAC is therefore a 
community whose MHI for the 2006-2010 ACS dataset is $48,706 or less. 

Economy of Scale: The increased efficiencies inherent in providing services or 
delivering products by increasing the number of units over which the fixed costs are 
spread. Often operational efficiency is improved with increasing scale, leading to lower 
variable and overall costs. 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo): A local agency formation commission 
(LAFCo) is an independent commission working within the boundaries of each county to 
help control the borders of cities and special districts, to discourage sprawl and 
encourage orderly government. As part of this effort, LAFCo’s conduct sphere of 
influence assessments and municipal service reviews. The Knox-Nisbet Act of 1963 
established LAFCo’s in law.  
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Memorandum of Agreement (MOA): A memorandum of agreement (MOA) or 
cooperative agreement is a document written between parties to cooperatively work 
together on an agreed upon project or meet an agreed upon objective. The purpose of 
an MOA is to have a written understanding of the agreement between parties. The MOA 
can also be a legal document that is binding and hold the parties responsible to their 
commitment, or just a partnership agreement. 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): A memorandum of understanding (MOU) is a 
written agreement between two or more parties. This document is not as binding as a 
contract, but it outlines a commitment between the parties to work together toward a 
common goal. MOUs do not generally discuss the exchange of money. Instead, MOUs 
are helpful for organizations that want to formulate partnerships and exchange 
supportive services. A MOU is a more formal alternative to a “gentleman’s agreement”, 
but generally lacks the bind power of a contract. 

Non-Profit or Not-for-Profit: An entity that is exempt from taxes under United States 
Internal Revenue Code Section 501(c), 26 U.S.C. 501(c). 

Primary Drinking Water Regulations: National primary drinking water regulations 
(primary standards) are legally enforceable standards that apply to public water 
systems. Primary standards protect public health by limiting the levels of contaminants 
in drinking water. 

Proposition 218: Proposition 218, officially titled the “Right to Vote on Taxes Act”, was 
approved by California voters in 1996. It established additional substantive and 
procedural requirements and limitations on new and increased taxes, assessments, and 
property related fees and charges. When referred to in this Study, Proposition 218 
refers to the requirements associated with changes to fees and charges imposed by an 
agency for water or sewer service (water/sewer rates).  Prior to adopting or increasing a 
property-related fee or charge subject to Proposition 218 (such as a water or sewer rate 
increase), the agency must conduct a public hearing at which property owners can 
protest the rate change. The hearing must be held at least 45 days after the mailing of 
the notice of the proposed fee or change to record property owners. At the hearing, the 
agency must consider all protests against the proposed fee or charge; however, when 
evaluating whether the number of protests defeats the imposition or increase of the fee 
or charge, only written protests are counted. “If written protests against the proposed 
fee or charge are presented by a majority of owners of the identified parcels, the agency 
shall not impose the fee or charge.” (California Constitution, Article XIIID, § 6, 
Subdivision (a), Part (2).) If a majority (50% plus one) of owners or renters (utility rate 
payers) do not submit a written protest, the fee or charge proposed can be imposed. 

Receivership: Whenever the [State Department of Public Health] determines that any 
public water system is unable or unwilling to adequately serve its users, has been 
actually or effectively abandoned by its owners, or is unresponsive to the rules or order 
of the department, the department may petition the superior court of the county within 
which the system has its principal office or place of business for the appointment of a 
receiver to assume possession of its property and to operate its system upon such 
terms and conditions as the court shall prescribe. The court may require, as a condition 
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to the appointment of the receiver, that a sufficient bond be given by the receiver and be 
conditioned upon compliance with the orders of the court and the department, and the 
protection of all property rights involved. The court may provide, as a condition of its 
order, that the receiver appointed pursuant to the order shall not be held personally 
liable for any good faith, reasonable effort to assume possession of, and to operate, the 
system in compliance with the order (California Statutes Related to Drinking Water, 
Health & Safety Code, Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 4, Article 9, §116665). 

Secondary Drinking Water Regulations: National secondary drinking water regulations 
(secondary standards) are non-enforceable guidelines regulating contaminants that may 
cause cosmetic effects (such as skin or tooth discoloration) or aesthetic effects (such as 
taste, odor, or color) in drinking water. EPA recommends secondary standards to water 
systems but does not require systems to comply. 

Severely Disadvantaged Community (SDAC): A community whose median household 
income is 60 percent or less of the statewide median household income. For the 
purposes of this study, the American Community Survey for 2006-2010 was used. The 
California Median Household Income (MHI) for 2006-2010 was $60,883. A SDAC is 
therefore a community whose MHI is $36,530 or less, per the 2006-2010 ACS dataset. 

Operator Certification Levels: (Distribution System Operators: D1-D5; Treatment Plant 
Operators: T1-T5) 

Operator certification helps protect human health and the environment by establishing 
minimum professional standards for the operation and maintenance of public water 
systems. In 1999, EPA issued operator certification program guidelines specifying 
minimum standards for certification and recertification of the operators of community 
and non-transient non-community public water systems. These guidelines are 
implemented through State operator certification programs.  

The California Regulations Related to Drinking Water, Title 22 Code of Regulations, 
Chapter 15 Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring Regulations, Article 2 General 
Requirements describes the classification of water treatment facilities and distribution 
systems.  

Water treatment facilities are classified pursuant to Table 64412.1-A of the California 
Code of Regulations. 

Table 1-1. California Code of Regulations Table 64413.1-A - Water Treatment Facility 
Class Designations 

Total Points Class 

Less than 20 T1 

20 through 39 T2 

40 through 59 T3 

60 through 79 T4 

80 or more T5 
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The calculation of total points for a water treatment facility is described in the California 
Code of Regulations, and depends on the water source, water quality, and treatment 
method. 

Distribution systems are classified pursuant to Table 64413.3-A of the California Code 
of Regulations. 

Table 1-2. California Code of Regulations Table 64413.3-A - Distribution System 
Classifications 

Population Served Class 

1,000 or less D1 

1,001 through 10,000 D2 

10,001 through 50,000 D3 

50,001 through 5 million D4 

Greater than 5 million D5 
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2 BACKGROUND 

2.1 Characteristics of the Tulare Lake Basin 

2.1.1 Geographical Boundaries 

The Tulare Lake Basin comprises the drainage area of the San Joaquin Valley south of 
the San Joaquin River. The Tulare Lake Basin Study Area (Study Area) includes all of 
Kings and Tulare counties and most of Fresno and Kern counties. The geographic 
boundary of the Study Area is illustrated in Figure 1-1.  

According to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Tulare Lake Basin (Basin Plan), the 
Basin encompasses approximately 10.5 million acres, of which approximately 3.25 
million acres are in federal ownership. Kings Canyon and Sequoia National Parks and 
substantial portions of Sierra, Sequoia, Inyo, and Los Padres National Forests are 
included in the Basin. Valley floor lands (i.e., those having a land slope of less than 200 
feet per mile) make up slightly less than one-half of the total basin land area. The 
maximum length and width of the Basin are about 170 miles and 140 miles, 
respectively. The valley floor is approximately 40 miles in width near its southern end, 
widening to a maximum of 90 miles near the Kaweah River (Tulare Lake Basin Plan, 
Second Edition, 2004). 

Significant geographic features include the southern half of the San Joaquin Valley, the 
Temblor Range to the west, the Tehachapi Mountains to the south, and the southern 
Sierra Nevada to the east.  The Tulare Basin has mild winters and hot dry summers. 
Despite transient Tule marsh areas, the area is dry and the valley summer heat is 
intense. 

2.1.2 Land Use 

Urban development is generally confined to the foothill and eastern valley floor areas. 
Major concentrations of population occur in or near the metropolitan areas of 
Bakersfield, Fresno, Porterville, Hanford, Tulare, and Visalia. The Basin is one of the 
most important agricultural centers of the world. Industries related to agriculture, such 
as food processing and packaging (including canning, drying, and wine making), are 
prominent throughout the area. Producing and refining petroleum lead non-agricultural 
industries in economic importance (Tulare Lake Basin Plan, Second Edition, 2004). 

According to the California Water Plan, Update 2005, the Tulare Lake region is one of 
the nation’s leading areas in agricultural production with a wide variety of crops on 
about million acres. The largest river is the Kings River, which flows west from the 
Sierra Nevada near the northern border of the region. The California Aqueduct extends 
the entire length of the west side of the region, delivering water to State Water Project 
(SWP) and Central Valley Project (CVP) contractors in the region and exporting water 
over the Tehachapi Mountains to Southern California. Significant rivers in the region 
include the Kings, Kaweah, Tule and Kern rivers, which drain into the valley floor of this 
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hydrologically closed region. The Kings and Tule rivers historically terminated at the 
Tulare Lake, which was once the largest freshwater lake in the western United States. 
The Kern River historically terminated in two small lakes, Kern Lake and Buena Vista 
Lake. These lakes have been dry for many decades, and the waters that once fed them 
were long ago diverted for irrigation, such that the lake bottom lands are now heavily 
farmed. No significant rivers or creeks drain eastward from the Coast Ranges into the 
valley (California Water Plan, 2005). 

The State and federal government agencies own about 30 percent of the land in the 
region, including about 1.7 million acres of national forest, 0.8 million acres of national 
parks and recreation areas, and 1 million acres of land managed by the U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management. The region’s foothills border Kings Canyon and Sequoia National 
Parks and the Sierra National Forest. Privately owned land totals about 7.4 million 
acres. Irrigated agriculture accounts for more than 3 million acres of the private land, 
while urban areas take up over 350,000 acres. Other agricultural lands and areas with 
native vegetation represent an additional 1.4 million acres in the region (California 
Water Plan, 2005). 

The climate and soils of the Tulare Lake region contribute significantly to the 
tremendous agricultural production of the farm lands and to the diversity of crops grown. 
Counties in the Tulare Lake region represent three of the top five agricultural counties in 
the state, as measured by total value of production. More than 250 varieties of crops 
and farm commodities are produced in the region. While cotton was the number one 
crop in many past years, grapes have recently outpaced cotton in terms of gross 
production receipts. More than 10 percent of the irrigated acreage in California and 
about 12 percent of the 3 million irrigated acres in the region is planted in alfalfa. Alfalfa 
acreage in the region has been rising in recent years in response to the needs of the 
expanding dairy industry. Tulare County, in the heart of the region, is currently the 
nation’s richest dairy county. Deciduous and citrus trees are the main agricultural crops 
in the lower foothills, and livestock grazing and timber harvesting occur in the higher 
elevation areas (California Water Plan, 2005). 

2.1.3 Water Supply 

Urban water use accounts for about 5 percent of the total applied water in the Tulare 
Lake region. Until recently, many of the communities in the region have not used water 
meters, and customers are charged a flat rate for water use. However, urban 
communities are gradually working toward the installation of water meters as funding 
allows (California Water Plan, 2005). 

The region receives most of its surface water runoff from four main rivers that flow out of 
the Sierra Nevada, which are the Kings, Kaweah, Tule, and Kern rivers. The 
development and use of water from these rivers has played a major role in the history 
and economic development of the region. Major water conveyance facilities in the 
region include the California Aqueduct, the Friant-Kern Canal, and the Cross Valley 
Canal. Water diversions from the San Joaquin River at Friant Dam are also a significant 
supply source for all uses in the Tulare Lake region. The water districts in the region 
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have developed an extensive network of canals, channels, and pipelines to deliver 
water supplies to customers. Water storage facilities and conveyance systems control 
and retain most of the surface water runoff from the watersheds in the region, except in 
extremely wet years when floodwaters may flow out of the region to the San Joaquin 
River. During flood years, excess water flows down the north fork of the Kings River 
toward Mendota Pool and on to the San Joaquin River. In the wettest years, Kings River 
floodwaters reach the normally dry Tulare Lake via the south fork of the river. Excess 
runoff from the Kaweah and Tule rivers might also flow into Tulare lakebed, flooding 
low-lying agricultural fields. This excess surface water is managed to the maximum 
extent for use in artificial groundwater recharge. In the rare event water leaves the 
basin, it is because the absorptive capacity of the groundwater systems in the region 
has been exceeded. Floodwater can also occasionally be diverted from the Kern River 
intertie into the California Aqueduct for use in other SWP service areas (California 
Water Plan, 2005). 

Groundwater has historically been important for both urban and agricultural uses in the 
Tulare Lake region. Groundwater pumped from the basin’s aquifers account for about 
33 percent of the region’s total annual water supply, and also account for 35 percent of 
all groundwater use in the state. Additionally, the region’s groundwater supply 
represents about 10 percent of the state’s overall developed water supply for 
agricultural and urban uses. Most towns and cities along the east side of the valley, 
including Fresno, Visalia and Bakersfield, rely primarily on groundwater. Bakersfield 
occasionally obtains supplemental water from local surface water and some imported 
SWP water. Fresno, Visalia, Bakersfield, and other cities also have groundwater 
recharge programs to help ensure that groundwater will continue to be a viable water 
supply in the future. On the valley’s western side, smaller cities like Avenal, Huron, and 
Coalinga rely on imported surface water from the San Luis Canal to meet municipal 
demands. This surface water is of better quality than the local groundwater supplies on 
the western side, which often have poor water quality (California Water Plan, 2005). 

In addition to the recharge programs employed by some valley cities, extensive 
groundwater recharge programs (known as water banks) are also operated by water 
districts and agencies, which have stored significant amounts of surplus water 
underground for future use and exchanges through water banking programs. For more 
than 100 years, water users throughout the region have used conjunctive use to 
maximize the water supply and maintain the groundwater basins (California Water Plan, 
2005). 

Due to the closed nature of the Tulare Lake Basin, there is little subsurface outflow. 
Thus, salts accumulate within the Basin due to importation and evaporative use of the 
water. The paramount water quality problem in the Basin is the accumulation of salts. 
This problem is compounded by the overdraft of ground water for municipal, agricultural, 
and industrial purposes, and the use of water from deeper formations and outside the 
basin which further concentrates salts within remaining ground water (Tulare Lake 
Basin Plan, Second Edition, 2004). 
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According to California’s Groundwater – Bulletin 118, Update 2003, the aquifers are 
generally quite thick in the San Joaquin Valley subbasins with groundwater wells 
commonly exceeding 1,000 feet in depth. The maximum thickness of freshwater-
bearing deposits (4,400 feet) occurs at the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley. 
Typical well yields in the San Joaquin Valley range from 300 gpm to 2,000 gpm with 
yields of 4,000 gpm possible. The smaller basins in the mountains surrounding the San 
Joaquin Valley have thinner aquifers and generally lower well yields averaging less than 
500 gpm. 

Groundwater Quality 

In general, groundwater quality throughout the region is suitable for most urban and 
agricultural uses with only local impairments. The primary constituents of concern are 
high TDS, nitrate, arsenic, and organic compounds (Bulletin 118, Update 2003). 

The areas of high TDS content are primarily along the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley and in the trough of the valley. High TDS content of west-side water is due to 
recharge of stream flow originating from marine sediments in the Coast Range. High 
TDS content in the trough of the valley is the result of concentration of salts because of 
evaporation and poor drainage. In the central and west-side portions of the valley, 
where the Corcoran Clay confining layer exists, water quality is generally better beneath 
the clay than above it. Nitrates may occur naturally or as a result of disposal of human 
and animal waste products and fertilizer. Areas of high nitrate concentrations are known 
to exist near the town of Shafter and other isolated areas in the San Joaquin Valley. 
High levels of arsenic occur locally and appear to be associated with lakebed areas. 
Elevated arsenic levels have been reported in the Tulare Lake, Kern Lake and Buena 
Vista Lake bed areas. Organic contaminants can be broken into two categories, 
agricultural and industrial. Agricultural pesticides and herbicides have been detected 
throughout the valley, but primarily along the east side where soil permeability is higher 
and depth to groundwater is shallower. The most notable agricultural contaminant is 
DBCP, a now-banned soil fumigant and known carcinogen once used extensively on 
grapes. Industrial organic contaminants include TCE, DCE, and other solvents. They 
are found in groundwater near airports, industrial areas, and landfills (Bulletin 118, 
Update 2003). 

Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 

California drinking water regulations specify primary standards and secondary 
standards for water contaminants. The primary standard MCLs are health based 
standards. These standards are considered necessary for the immediate and long term 
protection of human health.  Secondary MCLs are consumer acceptance contaminant 
levels.  Secondary standards relate to the aesthetics of the water and include such 
parameters as turbidity, color, odor and total dissolved solids.   This study focuses on 
compliance with primary standards, which represent the minimum standard for human 
consumption.  Some contaminants are considered to be acute contaminants because 
they can have an immediate effect on health. Other contaminants are chronic, meaning 
that their effect is cumulative over a long period of time.   
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A database of the communities in the Tulare Lake Basin study area was evaluated to 
determine those community water systems that have exceeded a primary drinking water 
maximum contaminant level (MCL). It was found that arsenic, nitrates and uranium are 
the most common contaminants of concern for drinking water in the Study Area. More 
discussion of the water quality is discussed in the Database section of this report, and 
within the pilot studies. 

Groundwater Levels 

The general depth to groundwater in the Tulare Lake Basin continues to decline, a 
condition known as overdraft.  In 2009, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
performed a comprehensive evaluation of groundwater supplies in the Central Valley 
(USGS, 2009).  The Central Valley was divided into four regions: Sacramento, Delta 
and Eastside Streams, San Joaquin Basin, and Tulare Basin.  The USGS found that the 
Tulare Basin had the highest rate of groundwater overdraft of any region, and that fifty 
seven percent of groundwater pumping in the Central Valley occurs in the Tulare Basin.  
Groundwater storage in the Tulare Basin had declined at a steady rate between 1962 
and 2004.  The total loss in storage due to un-replenished water stores was estimated 
to be 68 million acre-feet, which equates to an overdraft of about 1.6 million acre-
feet/year. 

2.1.4 Population 

Urban development is generally confined to the foothill and eastern valley floor areas. 
Major concentrations of population occur in or near the metropolitan areas of 
Bakersfield, Fresno, Porterville, Hanford, Tulare, and Visalia. (Tulare Lake Basin Plan, 
Second Edition, 2004) 

The total population within the Study Area including cities and unincorporated areas is 
estimated to be about 2,240,000, based on Department of Finance data from 2011. 
Based on the database developed for this Study, there is a population of about 340,000 
within unincorporated areas in the Study Area, of which approximately 280,000 are 
within DACs. 

2.1.5 Income 

A disadvantaged community is a community whose median household income is 80 
percent or less of the statewide median household income. For the purposes of this 
study, the American Community Survey (ACS) for 2006-2010 was used. The California 
Median Household Income (MHI) for 2006-2010 was $60,883. A DAC is therefore a 
community who’s MHI for the 2006-2010 ACS dataset is $48,706 or less. 

A severely disadvantaged community is a community whose median household income 
is 60 percent or less of the statewide median household income. For the purposes of 
this study, the American Community Survey for 2006-2010 was used. The California 
Median Household Income (MHI) for 2006-2010 was $60,883. A SDAC is therefore a 
community whose MHI is $36,530 or less, per the 2006-2010 ACS dataset. 
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Due to the lower income levels generally found in the San Joaquin Valley, most 
communities in the Tulare Lake Basin Region meet the definition of a DAC. 
Approximately 354 of 530 (67%) identified communities within the Tulare Lake Basin 
are disadvantaged or severely disadvantaged. It should be noted that there are 
challenges with calculating the MHI for small communities that are less than a census 
tract. A technical assistance provider, such as Self-Help Enterprises may need to do 
door-to-door household surveys to get a more accurate characteristic of the community 
income level. In some cases, communities did not show up as disadvantaged based on 
census data alone, because the communities were too small and may be near higher 
income areas. Surveys have revealed them to be disadvantaged or severely 
disadvantaged. 

Figure 2-1 shows the average MHI for DAC, SDAC and Non-DAC communities in each 
county.  

Figure 2-1. Average Income by County 

 

DACs have many limiting characteristics beyond income level including: inability to 
achieve economies of scale; low revenues; 
small or nonexistent reserve funds; 
dependence on a single source of water or 
reliant on contaminated or inadequate 
backup sources; limited pool of 
informed/educated individuals; lack of 
equipment; lack of access to technology in 
an increasingly technological world; limited 
ability to hire paid staff or consultants; 
limited understanding of regional or state 
dialogue concerning water policy; and lack 
of office space and a secure location for 
board meetings, records storage and 
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computer equipment.  In addition to DACs, many rural schools were found to have 
similar problems with water infrastructure that were located within or near DACs.  These 
schools were included in the inventory process for the purposes of this Study, but the 
TLB Study focused on the issue of residential water supply and wastewater service. 

2.2 Legislative Authority 

In 2006, Proposition 84, The Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood 
Control, River and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2006 (Act), was established and 
incorporated into California Public Resources Code §75001-75009. Proposition 84 was 
the declaration of the people of California that protecting the state’s drinking water and 
resources is vital to the public health, the state’s economy, and the environment. The 
Act further declared that the state’s waters are vulnerable to contamination by 
dangerous bacteria, polluted runoff, toxic chemicals, damage from catastrophic floods 
and the demands of a growing population. Therefore, actions must be taken to ensure 
safe drinking water and a reliable supply of water for farms, cities and businesses, as 
well as to protect California’s rivers, lakes, streams, beaches, bays and coastal waters, 
for this and future generations.  

Through Proposition 84, the people of California further declared that it is necessary 
and in the public interest to do all of the following:  

1. Ensure that safe drinking water is available to all Californians by:  

a. Providing for emergency assistance to communities with contaminated 
sources of drinking water;  

b. Assisting small communities in making the improvements needed in their 
water systems to clean up and protect their drinking water from 
contamination;  

c. Providing grants and loans for safe drinking water and water pollution 
prevention projects;  

d. Protecting the water quality of the Sacramento – San Joaquin Delta, a key 
source of drinking water for 23 million Californians;  

e. Assisting each region of the state in improving local water supply reliability 
and water quality; and,  

f. Resolving water-related conflicts, improving local and regional water self-
sufficiency and reducing reliance on imported water.  

2. Protect the public from catastrophic floods by identifying and mapping areas 
most at risk, inspecting and repairing levees and flood control facilities, and 
reducing the long-term costs of flood management, reducing future flood risk and 
maximizing public benefits by planning, designing and implementing multi-
objective flood corridor projects.  

3. Protect the rivers, lakes and streams of the state from pollution, loss of water 
quality, destruction of fish and wildlife habitat.  
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4. Protect the beaches, bays and coastal waters of the state for future generations.  

5. Revitalize our communities and make them more sustainable and livable by 
investing in sound land use planning, local parks and urban greening.  

The Act further declares that the growth in population of the state and the impacts of 
climate change pose significant challenges (§75003.5). These challenges must be 
addressed through careful planning and improvements in land use and water 
management that both reduce contributions to global warming and improve the 
adaptability of our water and flood control systems. Improvements include better 
integration of water supply, water quality, flood control and ecosystem protection, as 
well as greater water use efficiency and conservation to reduce energy consumption. 

2.2.1 Drinking Water Regulations 

The Safe Drinking Water Act was originally passed by Congress in 1974 and amended 
in 1986 and 1996, to protect public health by regulating the nation’s public drinking 
water supply. The Safe Drinking Water Act affects every public water system (PWS) in 
the United States.  It is noted that any supplier delivering water for human consumption 
to less than 15 service connections or less than 25 regularly served persons is not 
considered to be a PWS, as defined by the Safe Drinking Water Act. The key provisions 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act are the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations, 
which are national health-based standards for drinking water to protect against both 
naturally occurring and man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking water. 
Early on, the Safe Drinking Water Act primarily focused on treatment as a means of 
protecting drinking water, but in 1996 the Act was amended to include source water 
protection, operator training, funding for water system improvements, and public 
information as important components of protection. 

Compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act at the federal and state levels requires 
public water systems, regardless of size, to have (1) adequate and reliable sources of 
water that either are or can be made safe for human consumption; and (2) the financial 
resources and technical ability to provide services effectively, reliably, and safely for 
workers, customers, and the environment. Small public water systems must meet the 
same requirements as larger utilities, but with fewer financial resources available to 
them due to their smaller customer base. The ability of users to cover system costs is 
further reduced in disadvantaged communities where household incomes are less, 
resulting in increased challenges to meet their financial responsibility.  Federal and state 
programs do provide these small public water systems with extra assistance, such as 
training and technical assistance, but operational subsidies are almost nonexistent and 
many small and disadvantaged community water systems continue to struggle to 
remain in compliance. 

A public water system that serves at least 15 service connections used by yearlong 
residents or regularly serves at least 25 year long residents is considered by CDPH as a 
Community Water System (CWS), and is regulated either by CDPH or the Local 
Primacy Agency (LPA). The EPA has designated CDPH as the Primacy Agency 
responsible for the administration and enforcement of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
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(SDWA) requirements in California. CDPH has adopted statutes and regulations to 
implement the requirements of the SDWA.  CDPH has regulatory responsibility over 
water systems including tasks such as issuance of operating permits, conducting 
inspections, monitoring for compliance with regulations and taking enforcement action 
to compel compliance when violations are identified. 

CDPH has delegated the drinking water program regulatory authority for small public 
water systems serving less than 200 service connections to 31 counties in California. 
The delegated counties (Local Primacy Agencies or LPAs) are responsible for 
regulating approximately 5,500 small public water systems statewide. CDPH retains the 
regulatory authority over water systems serving 200 or more service connections and 
any small water systems not delegated to an LPA.  

Kings County is the Local Primacy Agency under the California Department of Public 
Health in monitoring compliance for and in enforcing EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Act in 
that county. Communities in Kings County with less than 200 connections are therefore 
monitored by the Kings County Department of Public Health, Environmental Health 
Services.   

Tulare County has been the LPA responsible for regulating small public water systems 
in that county. However, as of July 1, 2014 Tulare County relinquished Local Primacy to 
CDPH, and will no longer serve as the LPA for that county.  

In Fresno and Kern Counties, CDPH maintains responsibility for regulating small public 
water systems.  

State Small Systems (systems with between 5-14 connections) and communities 
without PWSs are regulated by their respective county. Each county sets its own 
regulations regarding State Smalls, and the regulations vary by county. 

2.2.2 Wastewater Regulations 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) was created by the Legislature in 
1967, with the goal of ensuring the highest reasonable quality of waters of the State. 
The SWRCB allocates water rights, adjudicates water rights disputes, develops 
statewide water protection plans, establishes water quality standards, and guides the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB or Regional Boards) located in the 
major watersheds of the State.  There are nine (9) RWQCBs under the SWRCB. The 
RWQCBs develop and enforce water quality objectives and implementation plans to 
protect the beneficial uses of the State’s waters, recognizing local differences in climate, 
topography, geology, and hydrology. The Regional Boards develop “Basin Plans” for 
their hydrologic areas, issue waste discharge permits for wastewater treatment facilities, 
take enforcement action against violators, and monitor water quality.  

Together with the Regional Boards, the SWRCB is authorized to implement the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) in California. The objective of the Clean 
Water Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
the nation’s waters by preventing point and nonpoint pollution sources, providing 
assistance to publicly owned treatment works for the improvement of wastewater 
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treatment, and maintaining the integrity of wetlands. The Clean Water Act gives the 
EPA the authority to set effluent limits to ensure protection of the receiving water. 
Pollutants regulated under the Clean Water Act include priority pollutants, conventional 
pollutants such as biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended solids (TSS), 
fecal coliform, oil and grease, and pH, and non-conventional pollutants including any 
pollutants not identified as either conventional or priority. 

2.2.3 Changes to the Regulatory Setting 

As of July 1, 2014, the drinking water division of CDPH is operated under the SWRCB. 

The California Environmental Protection Agency and the California Health and Human 
Services Agency held a public meeting on January 15, 2014 to obtain input on the 
proposed transfer of the Drinking Water Program from the California Department of 
Public Health to the State Water Resources Control Board. 

The Drinking Water Reorganization Transition Plan was developed in March 2014, to 
describe the proposed transfer that is effective as of July 1, 2014.  
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/drinkingwater/docs/transition_plan_fullversion.pdf 

According to the Transition Plan, The Administration’s goal in transferring the Drinking 
Water Program is to align the state’s water quality programs in an organizational 
structure that:  

1. Consolidates all water quality regulation throughout the hydrologic cycle to 
protect public health and promote comprehensive water quality protection for 
drinking water, irrigation, industrial, and other beneficial uses;  

2. Maximizes the efficiency and effectiveness of drinking water, groundwater, and 
water quality programs by organizing them in a single agency whose primary 
mission is to protect water quality for beneficial uses including the protection and 
preservation of public and environmental health;  

3. Continues focused attention on providing technical and financial assistance to 
small, disadvantaged communities to address their drinking water needs;  

4. Consolidates financial assistance programs into a single state agency that is 
focused on protecting and restoring California water quality, protecting public 
health, and supporting communities in meeting their water infrastructure needs;  

5. Establishes a one-stop agency for financing water quality and supply 
infrastructure projects;  

6. Enhances water recycling, a state goal, through integrated water quality 
management; and  

7. Promotes a comprehensive approach to communities’ strategies for drinking 
water, wastewater, water recycling, pollution prevention, desalination, and storm 
water.  

The Drinking Water Program is responsible for enforcing the federal and state Safe 
Drinking Water Acts. The main responsibilities are to: (1) issue permits to drinking water 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/drinkingwater/docs/transition_plan_fullversion.pdf
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systems, (2) inspect water systems, (3) monitor drinking water quality, (4) set and 
enforce drinking water standards and requirements, and (5) award infrastructure loans 
and grants.  

Under the proposed transfer, Drinking Water Program regulatory staff would be 
organized under a new Division of Drinking Water within the State Water Board. 
Headquarters staff for the Division would be relocated to the CalEPA building with other 
State Water Board staff. The remainder of the staff would continue to be locally-based 
in district offices and would continue their close working relationships with water system 
personnel and other interested community groups. 

Federal law requires a single agency at the state level to carry out the federal Public 
Water System Supervision Program implementing the Safe Drinking Water Act. The 
Department of Public Health currently has been granted primacy for implementing the 
federal program. The Administration will work with U.S. EPA to ensure that the transfer 
of primacy from the Department of Public Health to the State Water Board occurs 
simultaneously with the transfer of the Drinking Water Division. 

2.3 Regulatory Setting 

2.3.1 Relevant Agencies  

Community water and wastewater systems within the Tulare Lake Basin are regulated 
by various different agencies, including the EPA, DWR, CDPH, SWRCB, RWQCB, and 
County Environmental Health Departments. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency: The United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) began operation on December 2, 1970, after President Nixon 
signed an executive order.  It was created to protect human health and the environment 
by writing and enforcing regulations based on laws passed by Congress.  The EPA 
uses the best available scientific information to develop and enforce federal regulations 
to reduce environmental risk.  When Congress passes an environmental law, EPA 
writes regulations that set national standards.  The EPA uses approximately half of its 
budget as grant funding for further environmental studies, environmental programs, 
non-profit organizations, and educational institutes. 

For many years, drinking water was not regulated, and raw sewage was discharged into 
rivers.  Hazardous materials would seep into the soils and the aquifers, contaminating 
the water.  With the birth of EPA came many new environmental laws, including the 
Water Resources Planning Act of 1977 and the Water Resources Research Act of 
1977.  The EPA sets the regulations for maintaining safe water supply and wastewater 
services. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was established in 1970 to 
consolidate into one agency a variety of federal research, monitoring, standard-setting, 
and enforcement activities to ensure environmental protection. Since its inception, EPA 
has been working for a cleaner, healthier environment for the American people. 
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EPA's purpose is to ensure that: 

 All Americans are protected from significant risks to human health and the 
environment where they live, learn and work; 

 National efforts to reduce environmental risk are based on the best available 
scientific information; 

 Federal laws protecting human health and the environment are enforced fairly 
and effectively; 

 Environmental protection is an integral consideration in U.S. policies concerning 
natural resources, human health, economic growth, energy, transportation, 
agriculture, industry, and international trade, and these factors are similarly 
considered in establishing environmental policy; 

 All parts of society -- communities, individuals, businesses, and state, local and 
tribal governments -- have access to accurate information sufficient to effectively 
participate in managing human health and environmental risks; 

 Environmental protection contributes to making our communities and ecosystems 
diverse, sustainable and economically productive; and 

 The United States plays a leadership role in working with other nations to protect 
the global environment. 

In order to accomplish these objectives, EPA: 

 Develops and enforces regulations; 

 Provides grants; 

 Studies environmental issues; 

 Sponsors partnerships; 

 Teaches people about the environment; and 

 Publish information. 

California Department of Water Resources: The California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) was created in 1956 when the Legislature passed a bill creating the 
DWR and charging it to plan, design, construct, and oversee the building of the nation’s 
largest state-built water development and conveyance system.   

DWR now serves to protect, conserve, develop, and manage much of California’s water 
supply including the State Water Project which provides water for 25 million residents, 
farms, and businesses. 

Together with other agencies and the public, DWR develops goals, and short-term and 
long-term actions to conserve, manage, develop, and sustain California’s watershed, 
water resources, and water management systems. DWR also works to prevent and 
respond to floods, droughts, and other catastrophic events that pose a threat to public 
safety, water resources, and the environment. 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Background 

 

Department of Water Resources  31 | P a g e  

California Department of Public Health: The California Department of Public Health 
(CDPH) is a subdivision of the California Health and Human Service Agency that works 
to promote healthy lifestyles and prevent disease, disability, and premature death.  
CDPH works to protect the public from unhealthy and unsafe environments by providing 
access to quality health service and producing data to evaluate public health status, 
strategies, and programs.   

CDPH receives funding from the state budget and the federal government that they 
disperse to local health-related entities to promote better health for Californians.  One of 
the entities that receive funding from CDPH is the Drinking Water System Fund.  This 
includes the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund and the implementation of 
sections of Proposition 84, the Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality, and Supply, Flood 
Control, River and Coastal Protection Act of 2006. 

As of July 1, 2014, the Drinking Water Program transitioned from the California 
Department of Public Health to the State Water Board.  

The California Department of Health was re-established in 2007 as a stand-alone 
department, after over three decades within the Department of Health Services, to be 
the lead entity in California providing core public health functions and essential services. 
Its mission is to optimize the health and well-being of the people in California, primarily 
through programs, strategies, and initiatives oriented to improve health at the 
community level. It achieves this mission through: 

 Promoting healthy lifestyles for individuals and families in their communities and 
workplaces;  

 Preventing disease, disability, and premature death and reducing or eliminating 
health disparities;  

 Protecting the public from unhealthy and unsafe environments;  

 Providing or ensuring access to quality community health services;  

 Preparing for, and responding to, public health emergencies;  

 Producing and disseminating data to inform and to evaluate public health status, 
strategies, and programs; and  

 Improving the quality of the workforce and workplace; and promoting and 
maintaining an efficient and effective organization.  

State Water Resources Control Board: The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) was created by the Legislature in 1967, with the goal of ensuring the highest 
reasonable quality of waters of the State. The SWRCB allocates water rights, 
adjudicates water rights disputes, develops statewide water protection plans, 
establishes water quality standards, and guides the Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards (RWQCB or Regional Boards) located in the major watersheds of the State.  
There are nine (9) RWQCBs under the SWRCB. The RWQCBs develop and enforce 
water quality objectives and implementation plans to protect the beneficial uses of the 
State’s waters, recognizing local differences in climate, topography, geology, and 
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hydrology. The Regional Boards develop “Basin Plans” for their hydrologic areas, issue 
waste discharge permits for wastewater treatment facilities, take enforcement action 
against violators, and monitor water quality.  

Together with the Regional Boards, the SWRCB is authorized to implement the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) in California. The objective of the Clean 
Water Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
the nation’s waters by preventing point and nonpoint pollution sources, providing 
assistance to publicly owned treatment works for the improvement of wastewater 
treatment, and maintaining the integrity of wetlands. The Clean Water Act gives the 
EPA the authority to set effluent limits to ensure protection of the receiving water. 
Pollutants regulated under the Clean Water Act include priority pollutants, conventional 
pollutants such as biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended solids (TSS), 
fecal coliform, oil and grease, and pH, and non-conventional pollutants including any 
pollutants not identified as either conventional or priority. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board: Each of California's nine regional water quality 
control boards is required to formulate and adopt a basin plan for all areas within its 
region. The basin plans must conform with statewide policy set forth by the legislature 
and by the State Water Resources Control Board. Basin plans consist of designated 
beneficial uses to be protected, water quality objectives to protect those uses, and a 
program of implementation needed for achieving the objectives {California Water Code, 
Section 13050(j)}. 

The RWQCBs develop and enforce water quality objectives and implementation plans 
to protect the beneficial uses of the State’s waters, recognizing local differences in 
climate, topography, geology, and hydrology. The Regional Boards develop “Basin 
Plans” for their hydrologic areas, issue waste discharge permits for wastewater 
treatment facilities, take enforcement action against violators, and monitor water quality. 

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board is the RWQCB that has 
jurisdiction over the Tulare Lake Basin. The Central Valley Region includes about 40% 
of the land in California and stretches from the Oregon border to the Kern County/Los 
Angeles County line. It is bound by the Sierra Nevada Mountains on the east and the 
Coast Range on the west. The Region is divided into three basins: the Sacramento 
River Basin, the San Joaquin River Basin, and the Tulare Lake Basin. The basin plan 
that covers the Study Area is the Water Quality Control Plan for the Tulare Lake Basin.  

Fresno County Environmental Health: The Fresno County Environmental Health 
department provides a wide variety of public health services including regulating and 
permitting retail food facilities, hazardous material facilities, water well construction, 
substandard rental housing, public swimming pools, and solid waste sites.  This 
department works to respond to complaints from the public about unsanitary or 
unhealthy conditions at public facilities regulated by the department. 

It is the responsibility of the Fresno County Environmental Health department to issue 
well construction permits to licensed well drillers for the construction of new water wells 
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and the reconstruction of existing water wells located in the unincorporated areas of 
Fresno County. 

Kern County Environmental Health: The Kern County Environmental Health department 
was established in 1989 by the Board of Supervisors to provide a wide variety of public 
health services regarding food, land, water, hazardous waste, and solid waste. This 
department works to respond to complaints from the public about unsanitary or 
unhealthy conditions at public facilities regulated by the department. 

It is the responsibility of the Kern County Environmental Health department to ensure 
the public is supplied with a quantity of water adequate to meet the needs of the 
community and safe to drink.  The department staff evaluates permits to construct, 
reconstruct, and destroy water wells within the county.  The department also ensures all 
backflow prevention assemblies are routinely tested to maintain the safety and integrity 
of the public water supply. 

Kings County Environmental Health: The Kings County Environmental Health Services 
department is one of four divisions of the Kings County Department of Public Health.  
The goal of this department is to preserve and enhance the quality of life of the 
environment by working with the community to prevent, solve, or mitigate environmental 
health problems.  The department staff is responsible for carrying out community 
education relating to environmental health, and enforcing various statutes, regulations 
and ordinance. 

The Kings County Environmental Health Services department evaluates permits to 
construct, reconstruct, and destroy water wells within the county.  The department 
ensures that all wells are disinfected before being put into use to maintain safe drinking 
water for the community.   

Tulare County Environmental Health: The Tulare County Environmental Health Services 
division regulates retail food sales, hazardous waste storage and disposal, inspects 
contaminated sites, and monitors public water systems.  By monitoring the public water 
systems, this department protects and reduces the degradation of groundwater.  The 
goal of this department is to protect Tulare County’s residents and guests by ensuring 
the environment is kept clean and healthy. 

The department has a Tulare County Environmental Health Water Surveillance Program 
to ensure there is a safe, potable water supply provided to the community.  This 
surveillance includes the inspection, sampling, and evaluation of the small public water 
systems within the county. 

Tulare County has been the LPA responsible for regulating small public water systems 
in that county. However, as of July 1, 2014 Tulare County relinquished Local Primacy to 
CDPH, and will no longer serve as the LPA for that county.  

2.3.2 Existing Regulations 

California drinking water regulations specify primary standards and secondary 
standards for water contaminants. The primary standard maximum contaminant levels 
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(MCLs) are health based standards. These standards are considered necessary for the 
immediate and long term protection of human health.  Secondary MCLs are consumer 
acceptance contaminant levels.  Secondary standards relate to the aesthetics of the 
water and include such parameters as turbidity, color, odor and total dissolved solids.   
This study focused on compliance with primary standards, which represent the 
minimum standard for human consumption.  Some contaminants are considered to be 
acute contaminants because they can have an immediate effect on health. Other 
contaminants are chronic, meaning that their effect is cumulative over a long period of 
time.   

Compliance for constituents that are chronic contaminants is determined on a running 
annual average.  For example, a violation of the arsenic water quality standard is 
determined by the running average of 12 consecutive months (or four quarters) of 
sampling.  A single quarterly or monthly sample which exceeds the MCL, does not in 
itself cause a violation of the standards.  For nitrate, perchlorate and coliform, which are 
acute contaminants, an initial exceedance must be confirmed by a second sample.  If 
the average of those two samples is in exceedance of the water quality standard, then 
the system is in violation.  The term ‘exceedance’ used in this report implies that at least 
one sample for a single contaminant from a single source reported a constituent at a 
level above the MCL. 

The most common primary MCL exceedances seen in the TLB Study Area were for 
arsenic, nitrates and uranium.  Most arsenic in groundwater in the TLB is naturally 
occurring and comes from the dissolution of arsenic containing sediments. Until the 
1950s, arsenic was also a major component of agricultural insecticide. Anthropogenic 
(resulting from the influence of human beings) arsenic sources are not considered a 
significant source of contamination in the TLB Study Area.  

The EPA has classified arsenic as a human carcinogen, based primarily on skin cancer 
risks. Some people who drink water containing arsenic in excess of the MCL over many 
years may experience skin damage or circulatory system problems, and may have an 
increased risk of cancer. The current USEPA and California drinking water MCL for 
arsenic is 10 µg/L (ppb). The current MCL was effective in 2008.  The previous MCL 
was 50 µg/L. 

Nitrate (NO3) is one of the major anions in natural waters and its background or natural 
levels in the TLB Study Area are believed to be well below the drinking water standard. 
However, according to basic information about nitrates in drinking water presented on 
the EPA website (http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/nitrate.cfm), 
and the report, Addressing Nitrate in California’s Drinking Water (also known as the 
Harter Report - http://groundwaternitrate.ucdavis.edu), localized groundwater nitrate 
concentrations in the TLB are believed to be elevated due to leaching and oxidation of 
nitrogen from fertilizer application, dairies, feed lots, food processing wastes and/or 
septic systems and leach fields.  Nitrate is of great concern because it is an acute 
contaminant. 

Nitrate converted to nitrite in the body causes two chemical reactions that can lead to 
adverse health effects: induction of methemoglobinemia, and the potential formation of 

http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/nitrate.cfm
http://groundwaternitrate.ucdavis.edu/
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carcinogenic nitrosamides and nitrosamines.  Infants, especially less than one year of 
age, who drink water containing nitrate in excess of the MCL may quickly become 
seriously ill, and if untreated, may die from methemoglobinemia.  Methemoglobinemia is 
a medical condition in which high nitrate levels interfere with the capacity of the infant’s 
blood to carry oxygen; symptoms include shortness of breath and blueness of the skin.  
Elevated nitrate concentrations may also affect the oxygen-carrying ability of the blood 
of pregnant women and the elderly.  The current California drinking water MCL for 
nitrate is 45 mg/L as NO3.  The USEPA drinking water MCL for nitrate is 10 mg/L as N.  
The federal and state standards are equivalent when reported in the same units.  
Although nitrate has acute health effects, there have been no documented incidences of 
acute nitrate health effects in the TLB (CDPH pers comm.)   

Uranium is a naturally-occurring radioactive element found at low levels in virtually all 
rock, soil, and water.  About 99 percent of the uranium ingested in food or water will 
leave a person’s body in feces, and the remainder will enter the blood.  Intakes of 
uranium exceeding drinking water standards can lead to increased cancer risk, liver 
damage, or both. 

In addition to the water treatment issues faced by DACs in the Tulare Lake Basin, many 
communities also face issues with their wastewater.  The wastewater issues may stem 
from the community relying on failing septic systems or wastewater treatment systems 
that are not capable of meeting applicable effluent limitations.  Thirty eight DAC 
communities in the study area have their own wastewater treatment facility (WWTF).  Of 
the 38 wastewater treatment facilities, 25 (65.8%) are listed as having a violation of their 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) waste discharge requirements (WDRs) 
in the three year period from 2008 to 2010. All 38 treatment systems discharge to land 
in some form – percolation, evaporation, and/or leachfields.  Most WDRs contain 
limitations on the discharge to land for biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total 
suspended solids (TSS), and electrical conductivity (EC) although other limitations may 
be included depending on local requirements such as the Basin Plan.  Depending on 
how the accumulated solids are disposed of – land application, landfill, composting, etc. 
– there will be limits on allowable metals content in the solids. 

2.3.3 Upcoming Regulations 

Total Coliform Rule 

The existing Total Coliform Rule (TCR) regulations will remain in effect until March 31, 
2016.  Starting on April 1, 2016, water systems must comply with the revised TCR 
requirements.  The basic monitoring requirements will remain the same but the new 
regulation links monitoring frequency to water quality and system performance by: 

 Providing criteria that well-operated small systems must meet to qualify and stay 
on reduced monitoring; 

 Requiring increased monitoring for high-risk small systems with unacceptable 
compliance history; and 
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 Requiring some new monitoring requirements for seasonal systems such as 
campgrounds and some state and national parks. 

The new regulation establishes a health goal and a MCL for E. Coli and eliminates the 
MCL for coliform, replacing it with a treatment technique for coliform that requires 
assessment and corrective action. 

The revised rule establishes a health goal of zero for E. Coli, a more specific indicator of 
fecal contamination and potentially more harmful pathogens than total coliform.  Many 
of the organisms detected by total coliform methods are not of fecal origin and do not 
have direct public health implication. 

Under the new treatment technique for coliform, total coliform serves as an indicator of 
a potential pathway of contamination into the distribution system.  A water system that 
exceeds a specified frequency of total coliform occurrence must conduct an assessment 
to determine if any sanitary defects exist and, if found, correct them.  In addition, under 
the new treatment technique requirements, a water system that incurs an E. Coli MCL 
violation must conduct an assessment and correct any sanitary defects found. 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane 

There is currently no California or federal MCL for 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP).  The 
State has developed a public health goal for TCP of 0.0007 µg/L and is in the process of 
developing an MCL.  The public health goal is based on carcinogenic effects observed 
in animals. TCP has been used as a solvent and degreasing agent and in the synthesis 
of other compounds such as epichlorohydrin and certain polymers.  TCP also occurs as 
a byproduct in the production of chemicals and certain pesticides (Telone II).  Pesticide 
use appears to be the origin of most of the contamination throughout the TLB.  

As of 2011, CDPH had identified 336 drinking water sources with TCP levels of 0.005 
µg/L or higher.  Most of the reported detections resulted from sampling required by the 
State’s Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR) that was in effect from 
January 2001 through December 2003.  The rule did not require that systems with fewer 
than 150 service connections perform the monitoring and systems that tested early in 
the UCMR period used analytical techniques with detection limits significantly higher 
than the current detection limit of 0.005 µg/L. Of the 336 identified contaminated 
sources, approximately 186 are located within the TLB study area.  Because the 
smallest water systems were exempt from the rule and some of the systems that did 
comply used methods with high detection limits, it is anticipated that many more 
sources are contaminated than have been identified.  There also appears to be a clear 
pattern of contamination where rural water systems located in agricultural areas 
(predominately DACs) are at greater risk of contamination than urban water systems.  

CDPH anticipates releasing a draft MCL for TCP for public comment in 2014.  Until 
then, utilities with contaminated sources face the challenges of not knowing what MCL 
they will need to comply with and not being provided with any guidance on best 
available treatment technologies (BATs) to remove TCP from the water.  BATs are only 
identified when the MCL is established.  Based on treatment research to date, only 
granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment will be feasible for TCP removal at most 
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water systems.  This regulatory uncertainty is of greatest concern for water systems that 
are currently faced with the need to treat for one or more other contaminants (e.g. 
arsenic).  These utilities are being forced to take corrective action for one contaminant, 
often involving installation of treatment, knowing that they may need to modify their new 
treatment process within a few years to comply with the upcoming TCP regulation. 

Hexavalent Chromium (Chromium-6) 

On August 23, 2013 CDPH proposed a 10 µg/L MCL for chromium-6 for public 
comment.  Public comments were due by October 11, 2013.  It is likely a final rule for 
the chromium-6 MCL will not be complete until 2014.  CDPH estimates that there are 78 
water systems in the state with less than 1,000 service connections that will need to 
treat for chromium-6.  It is not known how many of these water systems are in the study 
area. Chromium-6 occurs in drinking water as a result of both natural and anthropogenic 
sources.  Many anthropogenic sources have been identified including the manufacture 
of metal plating, paint pigments, and wood preservatives and leaching from hazardous 
materials sites.  It is likely that most of the chromium-6 found in TLB drinking water is 
from naturally occurring deposits. 

Chromium-6 has been widely detected throughout the state.  Approximately one-third of 
all drinking water wells monitored as part of the CDPH UCMR regulation had levels of 
chromium-6 in excess of the 1 µg/L detection limit.  Most detections occurred in Los 
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Fresno Counties.  Similarly to TCP, water systems 
smaller than 150 service connections were exempt from the UCMR chromium-6 
monitoring.  However, unlike TCP, agricultural activity is not expected to be a significant 
source of chromium-6 contamination and therefore, the UCMR monitoring results 
should better represent the chromium-6 occurrence and distribution of levels in DAC 
water systems.  Table 2-3 summarizes CDPH monitoring results from 2000 through 
November 13, 2012.  The table shows that the majority of detections were at levels 
below 5 µg/L and 86% of detections were at levels below 10 µg/L.  Within the TLB study 
area, the highest level detected was 34.6 µg/L at the East Niles CSD in Kern County.  In 
general, the TLB accounts for a large percentage of the overall number of detections, 
but most detections were in the lower ranges with almost 90% falling into the 1 – 5 µg/L 
range. 
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Table 2-1. Chromium-6 Peak Detections in Drinking Water Sources (2000-2012) 

Peak Level (µg/L) No. of Sources No. of TLB Sources 

1 – 5 1,596 690 

6 - 10 496 71 

11 - 20 247 7 

21 - 30 66 2 

31 - 40 17 1 

41 - 50 5 0 

> 50 4 0 

CDPH has determined that there are three best available technologies for chromium-6: 
reduction/coagulation/filtration, weak base anion exchange, and reverse osmosis.  
CDPH estimates that the annualized treatment (capital and O&M) costs would be 
approximately $300,000 for water systems serving less than 1,000 service connections.  
CDPH estimates it will cost an additional $500 annually for increased monitoring 
associated with the new MCL. 

Waste Discharge Requirements 

The RWQCB has begun requiring some WDR permit holders to comply with a nitrate 
discharge limitation of the treated wastewater of 10 mg/L.  The nitrate limitation is 
designed to limit nitrate entering the groundwater.  This limitation could have a 
significant impact on the WDR permitted wastewater treatment plants because most of 
these plants were not designed to meet a nitrate limitation of 10 mg/L.  The existing 
plants would need to be upgraded to provide nitrification and denitrification to meet a 10 
mg/l nitrate limit. Nitrification is a two step process where ammonia is converted to 
nitrites, and then nitrites are oxidized (oxygen is added) to form nitrate nitrogen. In 
denitrification, nitrates are then reduced to nitrites, and then the nitrites are reduced to 
nitrogen gas. (Reduction is the opposite of oxidation, meaning oxygen is removed.) 
Reduction of nitrites may create ammonia by a few bacteria organisms, but most of 
them carry the reduction the end product of nitrogen gas, which escapes into the 
atmosphere, thus reducing the nitrate content of the treated wastewater. 

2.4 Existing Land Use and Planning Policies 

In understanding the context of current land use policies of the four counties, it is 
important to understand their history leading to today.  Urban areas of each of the four 
Counties --Fresno, Kern, Kings, and Tulare, all essentially began (some as long ago as 
the mid-19th century) as small agricultural service centers that grew proportionately with 
the expansion and growth of agri-business.  Many of these towns and rural service 
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centers thrived due to their proximity to early stage routes and subsequently the 
Southern Pacific Railroad.  Early development in Kings County and western Tulare 
County was particularly constrained by the expanse of the old Tulare Lake.  Nearly all of 
Kings County’s Cities and communities were established outside the shores of the 
historic lake (the lakebed itself, now being farmed). Later, water control and delivery 
technologies allowed the vast rich, alluvial plains of the central valley area of these 
counties to be effectively farmed year round free of seasonal flooding. In present day, 
while cities in the four counties vary in size quite remarkably, from the Fresno/Clovis 
metropolitan area with over 600,000 population2 (5th largest in the State of California), to 
rural villages and hamlets of just a few hundred residents, the area is still quite 
dependent on its agricultural heritage as agriculture remains the mainstay of the 
economies of the four counties. 

Aside from some affluence within individual cities, the unincorporated areas of the four 
counties struggle with many of the social challenges that result from some of the lowest 
average individual and household incomes and highest unemployment rates in the 
state. Consequently, each of the four counties’ land use and water service polices make 
clear the delicate balance (fine line) between protecting and preserving agriculture 
resources which are vital not only to the well-being of the area but also to the State, 
nation and the world, while also trying to allow degrees of other types of economic 
development they know are necessary to maintain and support a better quality of life. 

Appendix E contains a compendium of the goals, policies, objectives and 
implementation strategies excerpted from the four County General Plans related to 
water resources or services for land use development. 

Below is a summary of the Counties’ approaches to water resources and services 
needed to support land use development based upon their most currently adopted 
goals, policies, objectives and implementation strategies presented in Appendix E. The 
policy approaches consider a variety of attributes related to the provision of water 
services, some to a greater extent than others, including: 

 Water Supply System (wells and delivery)  

 Municipal Service Reviews 

 Water Quality Control  

 Sustainability of Supply (groundwater vs. surface water) 

 Enhancing Supply 

 Conservation / Reuse 

                                            

 
2 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metropolitan_Fresno#Cities, website accessed 2-14-14, referencing the following source: "January 

2010 Cities Ranked by Size, Numeric and Percent Change" (Adobe Reader). California Department of Finance. Retrieved May 7, 

2010. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metropolitan_Fresno#Cities
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1/2009-10/documents/E-1_2010-Press_Release.pdf
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1/2009-10/documents/E-1_2010-Press_Release.pdf
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California_Department_of_Finance
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 Reducing Demand 

 Storm Drain / Flood Control 

 Waste Water System (collection, treatment, disposal) 

 Fire Protection 

 Agriculture 

 Urban Development / “Smart Growth” (communities vs. rural) 

 Financing 

 Education 

 Emergencies/Contingencies 

2.4.1 Fresno County 

NOTE TO READER: The pertinent water resource and service policies of the current 2000 
Fresno County General Plan are summarized immediately below.  However, the County of 
Fresno is expected to adopt an update to 2000 General Plan in early 2014.   Therefore, 
following the summary of the 2000 General Plan will be a summary synopsis of the pertinent 
implications of policy changes pertaining to water resources and services if they are adopted as 
currently drafted in the proposed General Plan Update. 

Two key goals of the current Fresno County General Plan is the timely development of 
public facilities to maintain adequate levels of service to meet the needs of existing and 
future development, and, specifically, to assure the availability of an adequate and safe 
water supply for domestic3 and agricultural consumption.  

These goals are supported by a variety of policies and implementation programs 
directing that prior to approvals, new project proponents shall demonstrate adequate 
supply of water is available to support their development and that the development can 
“pay its own way” and will construct the necessary infrastructure to deliver that supply; 
this policy applies to sewer and stormwater facilities as well.  

Fresno County also promotes engaging in efforts and supporting others in, retaining 
existing and maximizing import of flood, surplus or other available water supplies for 
recharge or banking beyond immediate service needs.  The County supports use of 
surface water and water transfers to further reduce groundwater table reductions and 
maintain flexibility in meeting supply requirements.  New development as well as 
agricultural operations are required and/or encouraged to utilize reclaimed water where 
possible and feasible, water conservation technologies, methods and practices, and 

                                            

 
3 This term applies to all non-agricultural  water consumption – whether by residential, commercial, industrial or public facility 

uses, and including fire flow. 
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adopt cost-effective urban best water conservation management practices updated by 
the California Urban Water Agencies, CA DWR or other appropriate agencies.  

Groundwater quality management and safe wastewater disposal is supported by 
policies to install public wastewater treatment in communities experiencing repeated 
septic system failures and lack of sufficient area for replacement septic systems, and to 
limit growth in and/or expansion of communities not served by a public wastewater 
collection and treatment system. 

Draft Fresno General Plan Update (2014): 

The Draft Fresno County General Plan Update (2014) is a comprehensive, long-term 
framework for the protection of the county’s agricultural, natural, and cultural resources 
and for development in the county. Designed to meet State general plan requirements, 
it outlines policies, standards, and programs and sets out plan proposals to guide day-
to-day decisions concerning Fresno County’s future. 

The Vision Statement for the Draft Fresno County General Plan Update is expressed as 
follows: 

This General Plan sets out a vision reflected in goals, policies, programs, and 
diagrams for Fresno County for the period 2000 to 2020 and beyond. This plan 
carries forward major policies that have been in place since the mid-1970s, but 
expands and strengthens them to meet the challenges of the 21st century.  

The County sees its primary role to be the protector of prime agricultural lands, 
open space, recreational opportunities, and environmental quality, and the 
coordinator of countywide efforts to promote economic development. 

The guiding principles of the proposed Draft Fresno County General Plan Update Vision 
are described by the following “themes”: 

GROWTH ACCOMMODATION 

The plan is designed to accommodate population growth through the year 2020 
consistent with the California Department of Finance projection of 1.1 million by 
2020 (November 1998). This represents an additional population of 
approximately 344,000. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

The plan seeks to promote job growth and reduce unemployment through the 
enhancement and expansion of its traditional agricultural economic base and 
through the diversification of its economic base, and expanding such business 
clusters as information technology, industrial machinery, and tourism. 

AGRICULTURAL LAND PROTECTION 

The plan seeks to protect its productive agricultural land as the county’s most 
valuable natural resource and the historical basis of its economy through 
directing new urban growth to cities and existing unincorporated communities 
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and by limiting the encroachment of incompatible development upon agricultural 
areas. 

URBAN-CENTERED GROWTH 

The plan promotes compact growth by directing most new urban development to 
incorporated cities and existing urban communities that already have the 
infrastructure to accommodate such growth. This plan assumes over 93 percent 
of new population growth and new job growth will occur within incorporated city 
spheres of influence and seven 7 percent would occur in unincorporated areas 
while allowing for the orderly development of existing rural residential areas. 
Accordingly, this plan prohibits designation of new areas as Planned Rural 
Community, and restricts the designation of new areas for Rural Residential, and 
re-designation of land for Rural Residential development while allowing for the 
orderly development of existing rural residential areas. 

SERVICE EFFICIENCY 

The plan provides for the orderly and efficient extension of infrastructure such as 
roadways, water, wastewater, drainage, and expansion services to support the 
county’s economic development goals and to facilitate compact growth patterns. 
The plan supports development of a multi-modal transportation system that 
meets community economic and freight mobility needs, improves air quality, and 
shifts travel away from single-occupant automobiles to less polluting 
transportation modes. 

RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The plan supports the expansion of existing recreational opportunities and the 
development of new opportunities, particularly along the San Joaquin and Kings 
Rivers, in the foothills, and in the Sierras, for the employment of county residents 
and to increase tourism as part of the county’s diversified economic base. 

RESOURCE PROTECTION 

The plan seeks to protect and promote the careful management of the county’s 
natural resources, such as its soils, water, air quality, minerals, and wildlife and 
its habitat, to support the county’s economic goals and to maintain the county’s 
environmental quality. 

HEALTH AND SAFETY PROTECTION 

The plan seeks to protect county residents and visitors through mitigation of 
hazards and nuisances such as geological and seismic hazards, flooding, 
wildland fires, transportation hazards, hazardous materials, noise, and air 
pollution. 

Health and Well Being: The plan seeks to promote the health and well-
being of its residents, recognizing that the built environment affects 
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patterns of living that influence health. The plan seeks to ensure long-term 
conservation of agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive 
landscapes; encourage walking and biking and provide linked transit 
systems; promote greater access to healthy foods and produce, 
particularly fresh locally -grown produce; and create community centers 
that provide access to employment, education, business, and recreation. 

Enhanced Quality of Life: The plan strives throughout all its elements to 
improve the attractiveness of the county to existing residents, new 
residents, and visitors through increased prosperity, attractive forms of 
new development, protection of open space and view corridors, promotion 
of cultural facilities and activities, efficient delivery of services, and 
expansion of recreational opportunities. 

Affordable Housing: The plan seeks to assure the opportunity for 
adequate and affordable housing for all residents in Fresno County. While 
directing most new growth to cities, the plan also seeks to provide for the 
maintenance of existing housing and for new construction in designated 
areas within the unincorporated area of the county. 

2.4.2 Kern County 

The Introduction of the Kern County General Plan states its purpose is intended to fulfill 
the following objectives: 

 Encourage economic development that creates jobs and capital investments in 
urban and rural areas that benefits residents, businesses, and industries, as well 
as ensuring future governmental fiscal stability while encouraging new 
development to utilize existing infrastructure and services wherever feasible in 
the County’s urban areas. 

 Adopt policies and goals that reflect the County’s on-going commitment to 
consult and cooperate with federal, State, regional, and local agencies to plan for 
the long term future of Kern County. 

 Ensure the protection of environmental resources and the development of 
adequate infrastructure with specific emphasis on conserving agricultural areas, 
discouraging unplanned urban growth, ensuring water supplies and acceptable 
quality for future growth, and addressing air quality issues. 

 Revise the County’s General Plan to reflect ongoing activities, changes in laws 
and regulations, and demographic characteristics of the community to ensure 
that the interests of the County in the health, safety, and welfare of residents and 
visitors are reflected in current policies and goals. 

 Maintain compliance with the provisions of State Planning and Zoning Laws as 
they relate to General Plan requirements. 

The General Plan goals promote development/urban growth patterns where adequate 
facilities exist, or can be provided at costs equitably distributed among beneficiaries. 
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The County also intends that assured water supplies be available in quantity and quality 
appropriate to the needs of all users--whether residential, commercial, industrial, or 
agricultural.  The County supports the efficient and cost-effective delivery of water and 
other services by designating area for urban development within or adjacent to areas 
with adequate supply/facility capacity and means of delivery/service. 

Kern County’s implementation strategies acknowledge the close connection of these 
goals and objectives to carefully administered Capital Improvement Programs (CIP) and 
close coordination and collaboration with other public or private water or other utility 
providers to assure long term sustainability of services.  

2.4.3 Kings County 

Kings County’s overarching land use policy is to direct urban growth within the “Urban 
Fringe” areas to cities for annexation, and accommodate new unincorporated growth 
within the four “Community Districts” that are served by special districts. “Rural 
Interface” areas will continue to exist as small pockets of urban uses and will remain 
limited to the extent of previously established residential uses. The County believes 
centralized and focused growth in established urban areas will ensure that growth does 
not occur beyond the planned service range of water and sewer service providers. Of 
the eight bulleted objectives of the Kings County General Plan, the following three (3) 
are the most supportive of water management: 

 Promote and concentrate residential, commercial and industrial growth within the 
Community Plan areas of Armona, Home Garden, Kettleman City and Stratford; 

 Protect water, natural lands, agriculture, prime soils, native plant and animal 
habitat, threatened and endangered species, fishing, energy, mineral, and 
archeological, cultural and historical resources throughout the County; 

 Establish open spaces throughout the County that promote the preservation of 
agriculture and scenic resources and provide outdoor recreation; 

Growth beyond these areas can present severe environmental and public health 
problems as well as costly service delivery problems. Increased coordination between 
the County, the cities, and community districts will avoid inefficient growth, while 
encouraging logical and orderly expansion of city and community district services while 
avoiding environmental and public health problems. Urban land use designations within 
these areas establish the development densities and intensities of the various land use 
types. A Consistency Matrix between the General Plan Land Use Designations and the 
County Zone Districts must be achieved. Land Use Designations identify areas 
allocated for a particular land use while the associated Zone District defines what land 
uses may take place on that particular parcel designated for a land use by the General 
Plan. 

Kings County has a strongly stated goal to beneficially use, efficiently manage, and 
protect water resources while developing strategies to capture additional water sources 
that may become available to ensure long term sustainable water supplies for the 
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region. This goal is supported by Objectives and Policies directed to maintaining and 
protecting existing supplies, conserving and reusing water to the extent feasible.   

2.4.4 Tulare County 

The Tulare County overarching land use policy is based upon five (5) values adopted by 
the Board:  

1. The beauty of the County and the health and safety of its residents will 
be protected and enhanced. 

2. The County will create and facilitate opportunities to improve the lives of 
all County residents. 

3. The County will protect its agricultural economy while diversifying 
employment opportunities. 

4. Every community will have the opportunity to prosper from economic 
growth. 

5. Growth will pay its own way providing sustainable, high quality 
infrastructure and services. 

The Tulare County General Plan focuses new growth into the County’s Urban 
Development Boundaries, Hamlet Development Boundaries, Mountain Service Centers, 
and Corridors while encouraging economic development and protecting and facilitating 
the development of the County’s extensive agricultural, scenic, cultural, historic, and 
natural resources. 

Like the other three counties, Tulare County intends that new development contribute its 
proportionate fair share of the costs of providing infrastructure improvements required to 
serve the project but also states clearly that the County will generally give priority to the 
maintenance and upgrading of County-owned and operated facilities and services to 
existing development in order to prevent deterioration of existing levels of service.  

Tulare County also clearly states that three (3) criteria must be met before any new 
development can be approved: 1) Applicant can demonstrate that all required 
infrastructure will be installed and adequately funded, 2) Improvements are consistent 
with adopted County infrastructure plans and standards, and 3) Funding mechanisms 
are assured to maintain, operate and upgrade the facilities throughout the life of the 
project.  

2.4.5 Comparative Assessment of the Four Adopted County General Plans  

One common conclusion that can be drawn from each of the four County General Plans 
is that they each intend, by various goals, policies, and implementation strategies, to 
prohibit new development unless sufficient documentation can be presented to show 
there is an adequate, long-term supply of water available to support the development, 
and if not, that the development must be able to “pay its own way” to assure the supply 
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and delivery capacity (funding for infrastructure construction, operation and 
maintenance) to sustain it. 

This type of policy position is fairly common throughout California now, and has been 
gaining stronger policy attention since the early 2000’s; including but not limited to such 
actions as: in 2006 (AB 1881) with the enactment of updated water efficient landscape 
requirements; in the 2010 updated Urban Water Master Planning Act; followed by the 
passage in 2011 of SB 610 requiring new development to provide a Water Supply 
Assessment; and most recently in 2013 the Update of the California Water Plan. 

Of the four counties, Kings County seems to have the most definitive and clearly stated 
approach by identifying where the growth can occur based on the existence of an 
independent governing entity, i.e. City or service districts that are responsible for the 
supply and delivery infrastructure for both water and sewer.  Kings County goes so far 
as to say explicitly that non-agricultural development should be annexed into these 
districts/cities.  

All four of the counties have a three-tier hierarchy of Goals, Objectives/Policies; and 
Implementation Strategies or Programs, with some minor variation in the labeling or 
terminology.  For instance, Kings County has Goals, Objectives and Policies while Kern 
and Fresno Counties have Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures/Programs.  
Organizationally, Fresno, Kern and Kings Counties’ Goals, Objectives/Policies, 
Implementation Strategies/Programs all flow sequentially by Goal and Objectives/ 
Policies.  However, although Tulare County has the same essential three tiers, the 
implementation measures are contained in a separate standalone subsection, called 
Work Plan Implementation Measures at the end of each topical area.  The Work Plan is 
formatted as a matrix, listing the various implementation measures in the far left column 
and associated policies it will implement in the next column; commonly one 
implementation measure is applicable to several policies. (Please refer to Appendix E) 

Each of the counties use the term “encourage” frequently either in their Goals or in their 
Policies/Objectives.  While this reads well or in a positive light, the sense of commitment 
to enforce the “encouragement” ultimately comes down to individual discretionary 
actions which may or may not fully enforce all policies of the General Plan and to some 
extent the ability of the Counties to fund needed capital improvements related to water 
and sewer services.  Consequently each County has its own track record of success in 
achieving their water management/service goals.  

2.4.6 Other Water Management Plans and Programs 

Other critical tools companion to the General Plan that are critical to documenting 
baseline conditions, forecast projected growth and water supply and demand, and 
support self-sustaining development include: Urban Water Management Plans, 
Agricultural Water Management Plans, Integrated Regional Water Management Plans, 
and Municipal Service Reviews.  

In addition to some changes in the Urban Water Management Planning Act, Governor 
Schwarzenegger in his 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan determined that for California 
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to continue to have enough water to support its growing population, it needs to reduce 
the amount of water each person uses per day (Per Capita Daily Consumption, which is 
measured in gallons per capita per day). This reduction of 20 percent per capita use by 
the year 2020 is supported by legislation passed in November 2009 SB X7-7 
(Steinberg). SB X7-7 has amended and repealed some sections of the Water Code and 
may affect reporting requirements under the Urban Water Management Planning Act 
and other government codes. 

2.5 Existing Studies Associated with the Tulare Lake Basin 

Several other studies have been published in recent years related to drinking water in or 
near the Tulare Lake Basin. This section provides a brief summary of some of the 
relevant studies that have been completed. These studies were not necessarily used as 
references for this project, but may have been utilized for general information, as a 
resource for data, and to verify concepts or data assumptions. 

2.5.1 Kings Basin Water Authority Disadvantaged Community Pilot Project Study 
(Provost & Pritchard, 2013) 

The “Kings Basin Water Authority Disadvantaged Community Pilot Project Study” 
(KBWA Study) was commissioned to study the Kings Basin area, which overlaps much 
of the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area. The KBWA Study area included most of Fresno 
County, and portions of Kings and Tulare Counties.  The Kings Basin Water Authority 
contracted with Provost & Pritchard to conduct the KBWA Study.  

The objectives of the KBWA Study included:  

1. Develop a comprehensive inventory of all disadvantaged communities and their 
water-related needs, initiate first-time intentional outreach to all identified DACs, 
and integrate contact info into the Kings Basin IRWMP mailing lists;  

2. Engage and integrate DACs effectively into the Kings Basin IRWMP by 
developing Subregion groups to conduct integrated regional water management 
planning to address priority DAC needs within the Kings Basin IRWMP; and  

3. Develop conceptual [pilot] project descriptions and cost estimates to include in 
the Kings Basin IRWMP master project list and facilitate partnerships between 
DACs and other IRWMP Members and Interested Parties. 

The KBWA Study resulted in five Pilot Project Reports, which helped 12 communities 
and involved more than 40 DACs. 

The KBWA Study also provided recommendations on how other regional groups may 
be successful at approaching and engaging DACs in the IRWMP process. Some of the 
recommendations developed included staffing a Regional DAC Coordinator; using non-
government organizations or community-based organizations for outreach and DAC 
contacts; providing technical and/or financial support for DACs to prepare funding 
applications; considering DAC characteristics when reviewing funding applications; 
including an inventory of private well communities in the scoping of future DAC studies; 

http://www.water.ca.gov/urbanwatermanagement/docs/sbx7_7_2009.pdf
http://www.water.ca.gov/urbanwatermanagement/docs/sbx7_7_2009.pdf
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as deemed beneficial utilizing non-email forms of communication to DACs; and, 
conducting pre-application and grant application workshops or trainings. 

2.5.2 Addressing Nitrate in California’s Drinking Water (Harter Report, 2012) 

“Addressing Nitrate in California’s Drinking Water”, often referred to as the “Harter 
Report” in reference to its primary author, was written in response to the 2008 passage 
of Senate Bill SBx2-1. SBx2-1 required the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) to prepare a report to the legislature to improve the understanding of the 
causes of [nitrate] ground water contamination, identify potential remediate solutions 
and funding sources to recover costs expended by the State to clean up or treat 
groundwater, and ensure the provision of safe drinking water to all communities (Harter 
Report, 2012). The University of California was contracted to prepare the report with a 
focus on the nitrates in the groundwater of the Tulare Lake Basin and a portion of the 
Salinas Valley. 

2.5.3 Communities that Rely on Contaminated Drinking Water (SWRCB Report, 2012) 

“Communities that Rely on Contaminated Groundwater” is a report written in response 
to Assembly Bill (AB) 2222, which required the SWRCB to submit a report to the 
legislature that identifies: communities in California that rely on contaminated 
groundwater as a primary source of drinking water; the principal contaminants and 
constituents of concern; and potential solutions and funding sources to clean up or treat 
groundwater; or, provide alternative water supplies (SWRCB Report 2012). The report 
identifies 682 communities with contaminated groundwater as their primary source and 
focuses on groundwater quality, not necessarily the quality of water served to the 
populations within the identified communities. Due to the limited availability of data, the 
report does not discuss private water supplies or systems not regulated by the State. 
The proposed solutions in the report fall into three categories: pollution prevention, 
cleanup, and provision of safe drinking water through alternative water supplies or 
treatment. 

2.5.4 Assessing Water Affordability: A Pilot Study in Two Regions of California 
(Christian-Smith et al, 2013) 

“Assessing Water Affordability: A Pilot Study in Two Regions of California” explored the 
affordability of water in both urban and rural regions using multiple methods of measure. 
The urban region studied was the Sacramento metropolitan area, and the rural area 
studied was the Tulare Lake Basin. According to AB 685, “every human being has the 
right to safe, affordable, and accessible water adequate for human consumption, 
cooking, and sanitary purposes.”  “Assessing Water Affordability” concluded that 
affordability may differ when different forms of measure are used.  

”Assessing Water Affordability”, which defined affordability as 2 percent of the median 
household income, explored three (3) different measures of calculating water service 
affordability. The first measure of calculating water affordability took the average 
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monthly water bill divided by the median household income within the boundary of each 
water system. In areas where safe drinking water is not provided by the water purveyor, 
a monthly replacement cost to account for the purchase of bottled or vended water  was 
included in the monthly costs. The second measure of calculation used the average 
monthly water bill divided by the median household income of each census block. This 
method helped account for socio-economic heterogeneity throughout the water system. 
The third measure to the average monthly water bill for each household and divided by 
2 percent. This method showed the number of households that spend more than 2 
percent of their income on water services. In both regions, using the third measure 
resulted in a higher percentage of households paying an unaffordable rate for water 
service.  “Assessing Water Affordability” therefore concluded that, although water rates 
may be affordable within the boundaries of a water system based on traditional 
calculations, there may be individual users within that boundary for whom water rates 
are not affordable.   
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3 DATABASE 

3.1 Database Summary 

There are approximately 354 disadvantaged communities (DACs) within the Tulare 
Lake Basin Study Area. Of these 354 DACs, approximately 201 are severely 
disadvantaged communities 
(SDACs).  Table 3-1 through 
Table 3-4 list the disadvantaged 
communities within each county. 
The water and sewer systems in 
these unincorporated 
communities throughout the 
Tulare Lake Basin vary in size, 
from those with individual water 
wells and onsite septic systems, 
to community systems serving 
more than 2,000 connections. The 
number of connections as 
discussed in this Study is 
generally based on the number of 
residential units that receive service from a water system.  The majority (80%) of the 
communities range in size from less than 15 connections to 200 connections, although 

a large percentage (84%) of the 
overall population lives in 
communities with greater than 200 
connections.  

Many water systems serving these 
DACs face challenges related to 
the quality of their water and/or the 
number of supply sources 
available. The water quality primary 
constituent MCL exceedances 
reported in these communities 
include coliform bacteria, arsenic, 
nitrate, uranium, fluoride, 
dibromochloropropane (DBCP), 

perchlorate, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), and disinfection by-products such as 
trihalomethanes. Based on the database information collected and analyzed, arsenic, 
nitrate, and uranium are the contaminants of greatest concern in the region since those 
constituents had the greatest number of exceedances reported.  Coliform exceedances 
are also common, but coliform is readily treatable as discussed and documented in the 
Technical Solutions pilot study.  
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Table 3-1. List of Disadvantaged Communities in Fresno County 

NAME COUNTY Type PopEst 

ALHAMBRA 1 MOBILE HOME PARK FRESNO SDAC 50 

ALKALI FLATS FRESNO SDAC 100 

BAR 20 PARTNER FRESNO SDAC 60 

BERAN WAY FRESNO DAC 100 

BIOLA FRESNO SDAC 1,200 

BRITTEN FRESNO SDAC 89 

BRITZ/COLUSA FRESNO SDAC 106 

BRITZ/FIVE POINTS SYSTEM FRESNO SDAC 150 

BURREL FRESNO DAC 16 

CALWA FRESNO DAC 227 

CAMDEN TRAILER PARK FRESNO SDAC 100 

CANTUA CREEK FRESNO SDAC 342 

CARUTHERS FRESNO DAC 2,103 

CENTENNIAL APARTMENTS FRESNO DAC 100 

CENTERVILLE FRESNO DAC 14 

CINCO FARMS FRESNO DAC 30 

CLARIN APARTMENTS FRESNO SDAC 100 

CLOVER MOBILE HOME PARK FRESNO SDAC 50 

COIT GINNING COMPANY FRESNO SDAC 90 

COMMUNITY 152 FRESNO SDAC 877 

COMMUNITY 168 FRESNO SDAC 69 

COMMUNITY 173 FRESNO SDAC 49 

COMMUNITY 178 FRESNO SDAC 148 

COMMUNITY 180 FRESNO DAC 59 

COMMUNITY 186 FRESNO SDAC 59 

COMMUNITY 190 FRESNO DAC 178 

COMMUNITY 192 FRESNO DAC 33 

COMMUNITY 197 FRESNO DAC 49 

COMMUNITY 204 FRESNO SDAC 66 

COMMUNITY 206 FRESNO SDAC 56 

COMMUNITY 214 FRESNO DAC 42 

COMMUNITY 215 FRESNO DAC 53 

COMMUNITY 216 FRESNO SDAC 63 

COMMUNITY 218 FRESNO DAC 60 

COMMUNITY 219 FRESNO DAC 49 

COMMUNITY 227 FRESNO SDAC 35 

COMMUNITY 235 FRESNO DAC 72 

COMMUNITY 236 FRESNO DAC 35 
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NAME COUNTY Type PopEst 

COMMUNITY 241 FRESNO SDAC 165 

COMMUNITY 2489 FRESNO DAC 59 

COUNTRY VIEW ALZHEIMER CENTER FRESNO DAC 100 

DALEVILLE FRESNO SDAC 138 

DATE STREET FRESNO SDAC 22 

DEL REY FRESNO DAC 950 

DOUBLE L MOBILE RANCH PARK FRESNO SDAC 80 

DOUBLE L NEIGHBORHOOD FRESNO SDAC 70 

DOYAL'S MOBILE HOME PARK FRESNO SDAC 22 

DWS PARTNERS FRESNO SDAC 16 

EASTON FRESNO DAC 1,966 

EASTON ESTATES WATER COMPANY FRESNO DAC 371 

EL PORVENIR FRESNO SDAC 230 

ELM COURT FRESNO SDAC 40 

FARM 1 FRESNO SDAC 50 

FARM 2 FRESNO SDAC 20 

FARM 3 FRESNO SDAC 20 

FARMING D FRESNO DAC 100 

FCSA #49 FRESNO DAC 450 

FELGER FARMS FRESNO SDAC 40 

FIVE POINTS RANCH FRESNO SDAC 130 

FIVE STAR RANCH FRESNO SDAC 120 

FRED RAU DAIRY FRESNO SDAC 80 

GEORGE COX WATER SYSTEM FRESNO DAC 40 

GOLDEN STATE TRAILER PARK FRESNO SDAC 50 

GRAVESBORO FRESNO SDAC 45 

GREEN ACRES MOBILE HOME ESTATE FRESNO DAC 300 

HACIENDA FRESNO SDAC 2 

HARNISH FIVE POINTS INC FRESNO DAC 26 

HARRIS FARMS CAMP C #501-523 FRESNO SDAC 300 

HARRIS FARMS SOUTH #101-144 FRESNO DAC 160 

HERNDON WATER COMPANY FRESNO DAC 260 

HOULDING FARMS FRESNO SDAC 50 

KAMM RANCH COMPANY FRESNO SDAC 20 

KINGS PARK APARTMENTS FRESNO SDAC 120 

LA JOLLA FARMS FRESNO SDAC 30 

LANARE FRESNO DAC 300 

LATON FRESNO DAC 1,236 

LINDA VISTA FARMS FRESNO SDAC 40 
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MADDOX DAIRY FRESNO SDAC 50 

MALAGA FRESNO DAC 448 

MAYFAIR FRESNO DAC 1,300 

MILLBROOK MOBILE HOME VILLAGE FRESNO DAC 50 

MIRAMONTE FRESNO DAC 66 

MONMOUTH FRESNO DAC 120 

MURRIETA/WASHOE FRESNO SDAC 25 

OLD FIG GARDEN FRESNO DAC 290 

PAPPAS & CO (FARM HOUSING) FRESNO SDAC 50 

PARKLAND A.G. FRESNO SDAC 300 

PERRY COLONY FRESNO DAC 50 

PILIBOS BROTHERS RANCH FRESNO SDAC 35 

RAISIN CITY FRESNO SDAC 288 

RIVERBEND MOBILE HOME & RV PARK FRESNO DAC 200 

RIVERDALE FRESNO DAC 3,000 

RUBYS VALLEY CARE HOME FRESNO DAC 158 

SAN ANDREAS FARMS FRESNO SDAC 53 

SHADY ACRE TRAILER PARK FRESNO SDAC 50 

SHADY LAKES MOBILE HOME PARK FRESNO DAC 130 

SHAMROCK FARMING FRESNO SDAC 40 

SHASTA MOBILE HOME PARK FRESNO SDAC 20 

SOMMERVILLE RV PARK FRESNO SDAC 500 

STEVE MARKS CATTLE COMPANY FRESNO SDAC 25 

SUMNER PECK RANCH FRESNO SDAC 92 

SUNNYSIDE CONVALESCENT HOSP FRESNO SDAC 116 

SUNSET WEST MOBILE HOME PARK FRESNO DAC 239 

TERRA LINDA FARMS FRESNO DAC 40 

THE WILLOWS FRESNO DAC 10 

THREE PALMS MOBILEHOME PARK FRESNO DAC 202 

TODD'S TRAILER COURT FRESNO SDAC 50 

TRACT 1199 WATER SYSTEM FRESNO DAC 39 

TRANQUILLITY FRESNO DAC 820 

VAQUERO FARMS FRESNO SDAC 70 

VIKING TAILER PARK FRESNO DAC 80 

WATERTEK-METROPOLITAN FRESNO SDAC 60 

WEST PARK FRESNO DAC 250 

WESTRIDGE FRESNO SDAC 30 

WILLIAM HOPKINS WATER SYSTEM FRESNO DAC 25 

WOODWARD BLUFFS MHP FRESNO DAC 300 
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ZONNEVELD DAIRY FRESNO SDAC 141 

 

Table 3-2. List of Disadvantaged Communities in Kern County 

NAME COUNTY Type PopEst 

AGBAYANI VILLAGE KERN DAC 100 

AIRPORT MUTUAL WATER SYSTEM KERN SDAC 280 

ALTA SIERRA KERN SDAC 100 

ARVIN KERN SDAC 14,713 

ARVIN LABOR CENTER KERN SDAC 720 

ATHAL KERN SDAC 150 

BELLA VISTA KERN SDAC 72 

BERKSHIRE KERN DAC 50 

BERRENDA MESA KERN SDAC 90 

BISHOP ACRES KERN DAC 60 

BLACKWELLS CORNER KERN SDAC 148 

BONANZA FARMS KERN SDAC 80 

BOULDER CANYON KERN SDAC 30 

BURLANDO HEIGHTS KERN DAC 85 

BUTTONWILLOW KERN SDAC 1,266 

CALDERS CORNER KERN DAC 261 

CANYON MEADOWS KERN SDAC 325 

CARRILLO WATER SYSTEM KERN DAC 37 

CASA LOMA WATER CO, INC. KERN SDAC 600 

CHEROKEE STRIP KERN DAC 132 

CLARK STREET COMMUNITY WELL KERN SDAC 25 

COMMUNITY 2751 KERN SDAC 165 

COMMUNITY 362 KERN DAC 36 

COMMUNITY 392 KERN DAC 594 

COMMUNITY 421 KERN SDAC 132 

COMMUNITY 427 KERN DAC 2,475 

COMMUNITY 477 KERN SDAC 132 

COMMUNITY 478 KERN SDAC 792 

COMMUNITY 493 KERN DAC 33 

COUNTRY ESTATES KERN DAC 364 

COUNTRYWOOD KERN SDAC 238 

CYPRESS CANYON KERN SDAC 50 

DE RANCHO Y MOBILE VILLA WATER KERN DAC 200 

DIRKSEN KERN DAC 53 
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DUSTIN ACRES KERN DAC 764 

EAST NILES KERN DAC 24,900 

EDMUNDSON ACRES KERN SDAC 550 

EL ADOBE POA, INC KERN SDAC 330 

EL RITA KERN DAC 43 

ERSKINE CREEK WC KERN SDAC 2,500 

FORD CITY KERN DAC 4,422 

FRAZIER PARK KERN DAC 2,834 

FRONTIER TRAIL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC, 
INC. KERN DAC 40 

FULLER ACRES KERN SDAC 571 

GLENNVILLE KERN DAC 198 

GREENFIELD COUNTY WD KERN DAC 8,400 

HAVILAH KERN SDAC 79 

HILLVIEW ACRES KERN SDAC 35 

HUNGRY GULCH KERN DAC 30 

JUNIPER HILLS KERN SDAC 177 

KEENE KERN DAC 50 

KERN VALLEY MUTUAL WATER KERN SDAC 100 

KERNVALE KERN SDAC 52 

KERNVILLE KERN DAC 1,536 

LAKE ISABELLA KERN SDAC 500 

LAKE OF THE WOODS KERN DAC 953 

LAKELAND KERN DAC 473 

LAKEVIEW RANCHOS KERN DAC 59 

LAMONT KERN SDAC 13,858 

LEBEC KERN DAC 1,285 

LINNS COURT KERN DAC 60 

LONG CANYON KERN SDAC 197 

LOST HILLS KERN DAC 1,991 

LOWER BODFISH KERN SDAC 2,037 

MCKITTRICK KERN DAC 146 

METTLER KERN SDAC 157 

MEXICAN COLONY KERN SDAC 320 

MIRASOL COMPANY WATER SYSTEM KERN SDAC 30 

MITCHELLS CORNER KERN SDAC 32 

MOUNTAIN MESA KERN SDAC 1,015 

MTN. SHADOWS KERN SDAC 115 

OAK KNOLLS MUTUAL WATER COMPANY KERN SDAC 100 

OILDALE KERN DAC 26,000 
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ONYX KERN SDAC 924 

OPAL FRY AND SON KERN DAC 50 

PANAMA ROAD PROPERTY OWNERS 
ASSOCIATION KERN SDAC 50 

PARADISE COVE LODGE KERN DAC 150 

PINEBROOK KERN SDAC 100 

POND KERN DAC 48 

PONDEROSA PINE KERN SDAC 93 

POPLAR AVE COMMUNITY KERN DAC 30 

R.S. MUTUAL WATER COMPANY KERN SDAC 25 

RAINBIRD VALLEY KERN SDAC 188 

REEDER TRACT KERN DAC 500 

RIVERKERN KERN SDAC 336 

RIVERNOOK MHP KERN DAC 220 

SAN JOAQUIN ESTATES KERN DAC 220 

SHADY LANE MOBILE PARK KERN SDAC 30 

SHAFTER FARM LABOR CENTER KERN SDAC 300 

SHAFTER NORTH KERN SDAC 1,000 

SIERRA BELLA KERN SDAC 160 

SIERRA MEADOWS KERN DAC 60 

SKI WEST VILLAGE WATER SYSTEM KERN DAC 100 

SMITH CORNER KERN SDAC 544 

SON SHINE PROPERTIES KERN DAC 250 

SOUTH FORK WOMAN S CLUB, INC. KERN DAC 60 

SOUTH LAKE KERN DAC 1,096 

SOUTH TAFT KERN SDAC 1,062 

SPLIT MOUNTAIN KERN SDAC 333 

SQUIRREL MOUNTAIN VALLEY KERN SDAC 820 

TAFT HEIGHTS KERN DAC 1,802 

THOMAS LANE KERN DAC 132 

TRADEWINDS KERN SDAC 450 

TUPMAN KERN SDAC 153 

UPPER BODFISH KERN SDAC 591 

V.R. S TRAILER PARK KERN SDAC 30 

VALLEY ACRES KERN DAC 336 

VALLEY ESTATES KERN SDAC 275 

VALLEY VIEW ESTATES KERN SDAC 81 

VICTORY MWC KERN DAC 740 

WEST KERN CWD KERN DAC 16,800 

WEST MARICOPA KERN SDAC 125 
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WILSON ROAD KERN DAC 72 

WINI MUTUAL WATER COMPANY KERN DAC 7 

WOODY KERN DAC 116 

CHOATE STREET KERN SDAC 153 

 

Table 3-3. List of Disadvantaged Communities in Kings County 

NAME COUNTY Type PopEst 

COMMUNITY 259 KINGS DAC 66 

HALLS CORNER KINGS DAC 66 

STRATFORD KINGS DAC 1215 

LACEY COURTS MHP KINGS DAC 50 

LEMOORE MOBILE HOME PARK KINGS DAC 125 

ARMONA KINGS DAC 3239 

HAMBLIN KINGS DAC 240 

HARDWICK KINGS SDAC 40 

KETTLEMAN CITY KINGS SDAC 1500 

HOME GARDEN KINGS SDAC 1750 

EL DORADO MOBILE PARK KINGS SDAC 297 

 

Table 3-4. List of Disadvantaged Communities in Tulare County 

NAME COUNTY Type PopEst 

A & A  MHP TULARE DAC 200 

AKIN WATER CO. TULARE SDAC 50 

ALLENSWORTH TULARE SDAC 300 

ALPAUGH TULARE SDAC 1,000 

ALTA VISTA MHP TULARE SDAC 40 

BEVERLY-GRAND MUTUAL WATER TULARE SDAC 108 

BIG STUMP TRAILER PARK TULARE SDAC 175 

CALIFORNIA HOT SPRINGS TULARE DAC 75 

CAMERON CREEK COLONY TULARE SDAC 350 

CASILLAS WATER SYSTEM TULARE SDAC 30 

CENTRAL MUTUAL WATER CO TULARE SDAC 115 

CENTRAL VALLEY WC TULARE SDAC 462 

CENTRAL WATER CO. TULARE SDAC 170 

COMMUNITY 2512 TULARE DAC 16 

COMMUNITY 290 TULARE SDAC 69 

COMMUNITY 292 TULARE SDAC 158 
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COMMUNITY 330 TULARE SDAC 63 

COMMUNITY 332 TULARE SDAC 59 

COMMUNITY 340 TULARE SDAC 116 

COMMUNITY 342 TULARE SDAC 36 

COMMUNITY 415 TULARE DAC 50 

COMMUNITY 421 TULARE SDAC 33 

COUNTRY MANOR M.H.P. TULARE SDAC 250 

CUTLER TULARE SDAC 6,300 

DELFT COLONY TULARE SDAC 400 

DUCOR TULARE SDAC 411 

E PLANO TULARE SDAC 40 

EARLIMART TULARE SDAC 5,531 

EAST OROSI TULARE SDAC 426 

EAST PORTERVILLE TULARE SDAC 5,528 

EAST TULARE VILLA TULARE DAC 565 

EAST VANDALIA TULARE SDAC 63 

EL MONTE VILLAGE M.H.P. TULARE DAC 100 

EL RANCHO - TRACT 191 TULARE SDAC 124 

ELDERWOOD TULARE DAC 59 

EUCALYPTUS TRAILER PARK TULARE DAC 75 

FAIRWAYS TRACT MUTUAL TULARE SDAC 275 

FRIENDS RV PARK TULARE SDAC 24 

GLEANINGS FOR THE HUNGRY TULARE DAC 31 

GOLDEN KEY APARTMENTS TULARE DAC 48 

GOSHEN TULARE SDAC 2,794 

GRANDVIEW GARDENS TULARE SDAC 350 

GRIGGS STREET TULARE DAC 28 

HARTLAND TULARE SDAC 36 

HYPERICUM - DOG TOWN TULARE SDAC 132 

IVANHOE TULARE DAC 4,474 

JONES CORNER TULARE SDAC 339 

LA HOMEOWNERS WATER SYSTEM TULARE SDAC 92 

LAKE SUCCESS MOBILE LODGE TULARE SDAC 20 

LAKESIDE TRAILER PARK TULARE SDAC 500 

LEMON COVE TULARE DAC 150 

LINNELL FARM LABOR CENTER TULARE SDAC 896 

LONDON TULARE DAC 1,638 

LONE OAK TRACT TULARE SDAC 186 

LOPEZ LABOR CAMP TULARE DAC 50 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Database 

 

Department of Water Resources  59 | P a g e  

NAME COUNTY Type PopEst 

MADONNA TULARE DAC 70 

MATHENY TRACT TULARE SDAC 1,980 

MONSON TULARE SDAC 40 

MOONEY GROVE MOBILE MANOR TULARE DAC 170 

MOUNTAIN VIEW DUPLEXES TULARE SDAC 108 

MOUNTAIN VIEW M.H.P. TULARE DAC 44 

NORTH OF VISALIA TRACT TULARE DAC 15,998 

OAKIEVILLE TULARE DAC 231 

OROSI TULARE SDAC 7,318 

PAIGE-MOORE TRACT TULARE DAC 954 

PATTERSON TRACT TULARE DAC 550 

PINE FLAT TULARE DAC 110 

PIXLEY TULARE SDAC 3,500 

PLAINVIEW TULARE SDAC 800 

PLANO TULARE DAC 241 

POPLAR TULARE SDAC 2,200 

PORTERVILLE TRAILER PARK TULARE SDAC 80 

POSEY TULARE SDAC 79 

RANCHVIEW MOBILE ESTATES TULARE SDAC 495 

RICHGROVE TULARE SDAC 2,700 

RODRIQUEZ LABOR CAMP TULARE SDAC 150 

SEVILLE TULARE SDAC 400 

SHADY GROVE  M H P TULARE SDAC 137 

SHILOH WATER CO. TULARE SDAC 75 

SIERRA GLEN MOBILE HOME PARK TULARE DAC 22 

SIERRA SHADOWS MOBILE MANOR TULARE SDAC 75 

SOULTS TRACT TULARE DAC 100 

SOUTH LEMON COVE TULARE DAC 243 

SPIEGELBERG TULARE DAC 25 

SPRINGVILLE TULARE SDAC 1,300 

STRATHMORE TULARE SDAC 2,352 

STRATHMORE EAST TULARE SDAC 657 

SULTANA TULARE DAC 650 

SUNRISE MUTUAL WATER CO. TULARE DAC 140 

TAFOYA WATER SYSTEM TULARE DAC 1 

TEA POT DOME TULARE SDAC 25 

TERRA BELLA TULARE SDAC 2,340 

TEVISTON TULARE SDAC 300 

TIPTON TULARE SDAC 1,792 
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TIPTON BURNETT ROAD TULARE SDAC 50 

TONYVILLE TULARE DAC 250 

TOOLEVILLE TULARE SDAC 350 

TRACT 288 TULARE SDAC 110 

TRACT 396 TULARE DAC 188 

TRACT 92 TULARE SDAC 500 

TRACTS 24 - 41 TULARE DAC 393 

TRACTS 45 - 68 - 157 - 199 - 201 - 319 TULARE DAC 736 

TRAVER TULARE DAC 500 

TRICO OIL ACRES COLONIA TULARE DAC 89 

WAUKENA TULARE SDAC 99 

WELLS TRACT TULARE DAC 195 

WEST GOSHEN TULARE DAC 200 

WESTERN SKY M.H.P. TULARE DAC 108 

WILLIAMS TULARE DAC 180 

WOODLAKE TRAILER PARK TULARE DAC 53 

WOODVILLE TULARE SDAC 1,542 

WOODVILLE FARM LABOR CENTER TULARE SDAC 725 

YETTEM TULARE DAC 350 
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3.1.1 Water Quality and Supply 

There are approximately 216 DACs with water systems in the Study Area. 
Approximately 196 of the 216 DACs with water systems in the Study Area had water 
quality data available. Of those DACs with water quality data available, approximately 
89 reported more than one exceedance of a drinking water maximum contaminant level 
(MCL) between 2008 and 2010. An exceedance of an MCL does not always constitute a 
violation, but does indicate a potential issue. A breakdown of the water quality 
exceedances by contaminant is presented in the Technical Solutions pilot study.   

Limited reliable water supply is also a concern within the region, since many 
communities only have a single source of water supply, usually from groundwater. 
Based on the database information available, approximately 96 out of the 354 DACs in 
the Study Area have a single supply source. Communities that rely on a single water 
source are especially vulnerable to drought and other water supply challenges, as well 
as changes in water quality. An entire community can go from having safe drinking 
water to not having access to safe water or not having water at all with the failure of a 
single source. 

The communities with the various water supply and quality issues are illustrated on the 
maps shown as Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-4. Table 3-5 through Table 3-8 identify 
the disadvantaged communities with water systems, and those that have water supply 
or water quality issues. As noted, these systems are not all in violation of water quality 
standards. A list of compliance orders for the Fresno, Visalia and Tehachapi Districts of 
CDPH are presented in Appendix D. 

3.1.2 System Consolidations 

Through the course of this Study, it was found that several water systems had been 
consolidated into other larger systems. For the purposes of this Study, a community in 
which the water system had consolidated was still considered to be a community, 
although a separate water system no longer exists. The consolidated systems were 
identified by the project team based on either knowledge of a project that had been 
implemented, or research and field visits. The list of consolidated systems may not be 
complete, but shows some significant improvement in consolidating small water 
systems in recent years. Figure 3-5 through Figure 3-7 show the DAC water systems 
that have been assumed to be consolidated in Fresno, Kern, and Tulare County, 
respectively. No consolidations were identified in Kings County, although there are 
consolidation projects currently in progress. 



K I N G S

K I N G S
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

F R E S N O

F R E S N O
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y
T U L A R E

T U L A R E
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

BAR 20 PARTNER

LINDA VISTA FARMS

SUNSET WEST MHP

ZONNEVELD DAIRY

SHADY LAKES MHP

MALAGA

CARUTHERS

RIVERDALELANARE

SOMMERVILLE
RV PARK

GEORGE COX
WATER SYSTEM

RIVERBEND MOBILE
HOME & RV PARK

GREEN ACRES MOBILE
HOME ESTATE

THREE PALMS MHP

RUBYS VALLEY CARE HOME

PAPPAS & CO (FARM HOUSING)

TERRA LINDA FARMS

FARMING D

BRITZ/FIVE
POINTS SYSTEM

HARRIS FARMS SOUTH #101-144

HARRIS FARMS CAMP C #501-523

STEVE MARKS CATTLE COMPANY

SUMNER PECK RANCH

HOULDING FARMS

SAN ANDREAS FARMS

BRITZ/COLUSA

FIVE STAR RANCH

PILIBOS BROTHERS RANCH

COIT GINNING COMPANY
FARM 3

FARM 2

FARM 1

TRANQUILLITY

FCSA #49

RAISIN CITY
FRED RAU DAIRY

DOYAL'S MOBILE HOME PARK

CENTRAL WATER CO.

WATERTEK-
METROPOLITAN

ELM COURT

KINGS PARK APARTMENTS

TRACT 1199
WATER SYSTEM

SUNNYSIDE CONVALESCENT HOSP

VIKING TAILER PARK

DOUBLE L MOBILE
RANCH PARK

Minkler

Orosi

Easton

Riverdale LatonLanare

Cantua Creek

Lemoore Station

Armona

Goshen

Caruthers

Sunnyside

West Park

Del Rey

Ivanhoe

Cutler

Traver

Biola Old Fig Garden

Waukena

Calwa

Patterson Tract

Woodville

West Goshen

London

Stratford

Seville

Raisin City

Mayfair

Monson
Three Rocks

Tarpey Village

Tranquillity

Sultana

Grangeville

Bowles

Matheny

Home Garden

Malaga

East Tulare Villa

East Orosi

Yettem

Hardwick

Linnell Camp

Delft Colony

Fresno

Visalia

Clovis

Tulare

Hanford

Lemoore

Dinuba

Selma

Sanger

Reedley

Coalinga

Corcoran

Kerman

Mendota

Fowler

Avenal

Parlier

Kingsburg

Huron

Orange Cove
San Joaquin

Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA

0 2 4 6Miles

Tulare Lake Basin
Disadvantaged Community

Water Study
FRESNO COUNTY

Communities
DAC and SDAC Communities

With A Single Active Water Source
Or *Water Quality Issues

286 W. Cromwell Ave.
Fresno, CA 93711-6162
(559) 449-2700

Legend
Tulare Lake Basin

County

*Source Exceeded MCL for either Arsenic,
Uranium, Nitrate or Half Nitrate (2008-10)

1 Active Water Source Identified

City

Community (Non-Incorporated)

Major Road

Highway / Interstate

Major Canal

5/23/2014 : V:\Clients\Tulare County - 1399\139911V1-Tulare Lake Basin Water Study\GIS\Map\Pilot Management NonInf\single_srce_mcl_viol_fresnoco.mxd

DRAFT

Kings
Co. Tulare

Co.

Kern
Co.

Fresno Co.

MAP
VIEW

EXTENT

*Source exceeded MCL in one or more samples collected from
 2008-2010.  Source status is AU (Active Untreated), CU
 (Combined Untreated), AT (Active Treated), or CT (Combined
 Treated).  Considered as delivered water.  Communities with raw
 water samples  that exceeded MCL are shown if no samples exist
 for the source codes listed above.

FIGURE 2-1





K E R N
K E R N

C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

T U L A R E  C O U N T YT U L A R E  C O U N T YK I N G S  C O U N T YK I N G S  C O U N T Y

LOST HILLS

POPLAR AVE
COMMUNITY

OILDALE

EAST NILES

ARVIN

VALLEY VIEW ESTATES

LEBEC

LAKEVIEW
RANCHOS

KERNVALE

CANYON MEADOWS

BELLA
VISTA

CLARK STREET COMMUNITY WELL

GLENNVILLE

METTLER

V.R. S TRAILER PARK
WINI MUTUAL WATER COMPANY

VICTORY MWC

LAKE OF THE WOODS

RAINBIRD
VALLEY

BISHOP ACRES

CALDERS CORNER

R.S. MUTUAL WATER COMPANY

HUNGRY GULCH

MOUNTAIN MESA
VALLEY ESTATES

SOUTH
LAKE

EL ADOBE POA, INC

REEDER TRACT

WILSON ROAD

OPAL FRY AND SON

AGBAYANI VILLAGE
SIERRA MEADOWS

PARADISE COVE LODGE

MIRASOL COMPANY WATER SYSTEM

SOUTH FORK WOMANS
CLUB, INC.

DE RANCHO Y MOBILE VILLA WATER

POND

PANAMA ROAD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION LAMONT

GREENFIELD COUNTY WD

UPPER BODFISH

TRADEWINDS

FULLER ACRES

SON SHINE
PROPERTIES

BONANZA FARMS

LOWER BODFISH
ERSKINE CREEK WC

ATHAL

Rosedale

Weldon

Lebec

Onyx

Bear Valley Springs

Lake Isabella

Kernville

Stallion Springs

Bodfish

Golden Hills

Oildale

Pine Mountain Club

Lost Hills

Lamont

Buttonwillow

Wofford Heights

Valley Acres

WeedpatchDerby Acres
Dustin Acres

Frazier Park

McKittrick

Lake of the Woods

Greenacres

Ford City

Greenfield

South Taft

Fellows

Fuller AcresTupman

Idlewild
PoseyRichgrove

Mettler

Panorama Heights

Smith Corner

Rodriguez Camp

Cherokee Strip

Edmundson Acres

Taft

Shafter

Bakersfield

Delano

Wasco

Arvin

Tehachapi

McFarland

Maricopa

Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA

0 2 4 6Miles

Tulare Lake Basin
Disadvantaged Community

Water Study
KERN COUNTY

Communities
DAC and SDAC Communities

With A Single Active Water Source
Or *Water Quality Issues

286 W. Cromwell Ave.
Fresno, CA 93711-6162
(559) 449-2700

Legend
Tulare Lake Basin

County

*Source Exceeded MCL for either Arsenic,
Uranium, Nitrate or Half Nitrate (2008-10)

1 Active Water Source Identified

City

Community (Non-Incorporated)

Major Road

Highway / Interstate

Major Canal

5/23/2014 : V:\Clients\Tulare County - 1399\139911V1-Tulare Lake Basin Water Study\GIS\Map\Pilot Management NonInf\single_srce_mcl_viol_kernco.mxd

DRAFT

Kings
Co.

Tulare
Co.

Kern
Co.

Fresno Co.

MAP
VIEW

EXTENT

*Source exceeded MCL in one or more samples collected from
 2008-2010.  Source status is AU (Active Untreated), CU
 (Combined Untreated), AT (Active Treated), or CT (Combined
 Treated).  Considered as delivered water.  Communities with raw
 water samples  that exceeded MCL are shown if no samples exist
 for the source codes listed above.

FIGURE 2-2





K I N G S

K I N G S
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

F R E S N O

F R E S N O
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

T U L A R E

T U L A R E
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

K E R NK E R N
C O U N T YC O U N T Y

ARMONA

HARDWICK

LEMOORE MOBILE
HOME PARK

SHAMROCK FARMS STRATFORD

KETTLEMAN CITY

HOME GARDEN

LACEY COURTS MHP

Pixley

Woodville

Allensworth

Teviston

Ivanhoe

Earlimart

Tipton

Cutler

Traver

Alpaugh

Patterson Tract

Visalia

Tulare

Avenal

Hanford

Delano

Lemoore

Corcoran

Coalinga

Exeter

Kingsburg

Huron

Dinuba

Farmersville

Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA

0 2 4 6Miles

Tulare Lake Basin
Disadvantaged Community

Water Study
KINGS COUNTY

Communities
DAC and SDAC Communities

With A Single Active Water Source
Or *Water Quality Issues

286 W. Cromwell Ave.
Fresno, CA 93711-6162
(559) 449-2700

Legend
Tulare Lake Basin

County

*Source Exceeded MCL for either Arsenic,
 Uranium, Nitrate or Half Nitrate (2008-10)

1 Active Water Source Identified

City

Community (Non-Incorporated)

Major Road

Highway / Interstate

Major Canal

5/23/2014 : V:\Clients\Tulare County - 1399\139911V1-Tulare Lake Basin Water Study\GIS\Map\Pilot Management NonInf\single_srce_mcl_viol_kingsco.mxd

DRAFT

Kings
Co.

Tulare
Co.

Kern
Co.

Fresno Co.

MAP
VIEW

EXTENT

*Source exceeded MCL in one or more samples collected from
 2008-2010.  Source status is AU (Active Untreated), CU
 (Combined Untreated), AT (Active Treated), or CT (Combined
 Treated).  Considered as delivered water.  Communities with raw
 water samples  that exceeded MCL are shown if no samples exist
 for the source codes listed above.

FIGURE 2-3





T U L A R E  C O U N T Y

T U L A R E  C O U N T Y

K I N G S

K I N G S
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

F R E S N O

F R E S N O
C O U N T Y

C O U N T Y

PINE FLAT

LAKE SUCCESS MOBILE LODGE

TRAVER

EAST OROSI
OROSI

SEVILLEYETTEM

IVANHOESUNRISE MUTUAL
WATER CO

TOOLEVILLE

WOODVILLE
FARM LABOR
CENTER

WOODVILLE

WEST GOSHEN

TIPTON

PIXLEY

EL RANCHO - TRACT 191

GLEANINGS FOR THE HUNGRY

SOULTS TRACT

RODRIQUEZ LABOR CAMP

SPRINGVILLE
BEVERLY-GRAND MUTUAL WATER

STRATHMORE EAST

GRANDVIEW GARDENS

HALLS CORNER

SULTANA

TEVISTON

HARTLAND

SPIEGELBERG

TEA POT DOME

FRIENDS RV PARK

LAKESIDE TRAILER PARK

WILLIAMS
CASILLAS WATER SYSTEM

SIERRA GLEN MOBILE HOME PARK

TRACT 77

LEMON COVE

CENTRAL WATER CO.

EL MONTE
VILLAGE M.H.P. LOPEZ LABOR CAMP

SHILOH WATER CO.

MOUNTAIN VIEW M.H.P.

GOLDEN KEY APARTMENTS

SHADY GROVE  M H P
MOUNTAIN VIEW DUPLEXES

A & A  MHP
E PLANO

EARLIMART

CUTLER

POPLAR

DUCOR

STRATHMOREPLAINVIEW

EAST TULARE VILLA

TRACT 288

Pixley

Woodville

Orosi

Springville

Allensworth

Teviston

Terra Bella

Ivanhoe

Earlimart

Tipton

Cutler

Strathmore

Traver

Alpaugh Ducor

Patterson Tract

Visalia

Tulare

Hanford

Porterville

Dinuba
Selma

Corcoran

Reedley

Delano

Fowler

Exeter

Lindsay

Parlier

Woodlake

Kingsburg

Farmersville

Orange Cove

Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA

0 2 4 6Miles

Tulare Lake Basin
Disadvantaged Community

Water Study
TULARE COUNTY

Communities
DAC and SDAC Communities

With A Single Active Water Source
Or *Water Quality Issues

286 W. Cromwell Ave.
Fresno, CA 93711-6162
(559) 449-2700

Legend
Tulare Lake Basin

County

*Source Exceeded MCL for either Arsenic,
Uranium, Nitrate or Half Nitrate (2008-10)

1 Active Water Source Identified

City

Community (Non-Incorporated)

Major Road

Highway / Interstate

Major Canal

5/23/2014 : V:\Clients\Tulare County - 1399\139911V1-Tulare Lake Basin Water Study\GIS\Map\Pilot Management NonInf\single_srce_mcl_viol_tulareco.mxd

DRAFT

Kings
Co.

Tulare
Co.

Kern
Co.

Fresno Co.

MAP
VIEW

EXTENT

*Source exceeded MCL in one or more samples collected from
 2008-2010.  Source status is AU (Active Untreated), CU
 (Combined Untreated), AT (Active Treated), or CT (Combined
 Treated).  Considered as delivered water.  Communities with raw
 water samples  that exceeded MCL are shown if no samples exist
 for the source codes listed above.

FIGURE 2-4





DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Database 

 

Department of Water Resources  66 | P a g e  

Table 3-5. List of Disadvantaged Communities with Water Systems in Fresno County 

System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

BAR 20 PARTNER 1000079 SDAC 60 15 0 Y 

FCSA #39 A&B 1000471 DAC 100 41 0 
 BIOLA CSD 1010049 SDAC 1200 206 2 
 BRITZ/COLUSA 1009023 SDAC 106 29 1 
 BRITZ/FIVE POINTS SYSTEM 1009179 SDAC 150 33 1 
 CAMDEN TRAILER PARK 1000238 SDAC 100 25 2 Y 

FCSA #32/CANTUA CREEK 1000359 SDAC 342 78 2 
 CARUTHERS CSD 1010039 DAC 2103 672 4 Y 

CINCO FARMS 1009206 DAC 30 9 0   

COIT GINNING COMPANY 1009131 SDAC 90 31 1 
 COUNTRY VIEW ALZHEIMER 

CENTER 1000430 DAC 100 2 1 
 DEL REY CSD 1010035 DAC 950 240 5 
 DOUBLE L MOBILE RANCH 

PARK 1000248 SDAC 80 37 1 Y 

DOYAL'S MOBILE HOME 
PARK 1000405 SDAC 22 15 1 

 DWS PARTNERS 1009176 SDAC 16 5 0   

EASTON ESTATES WATER 
COMPANY 1000018 DAC 371 106 2 

 FCSA #30/EL PORVENIR 1000019 SDAC 230 51 2 
 ELM COURT 1000277 SDAC 40 14 1 
 FARM 1 

 
SDAC 50 18 1 

 FARM 2 
 

SDAC 20 8 1 
 FARM 3 

 
SDAC 20 8 1 

 FARMING D 1009147 DAC 100 38 1 
 FCSA #49/ FIVE POINTS 1000546 DAC 450 46 1   

FELGER FARMS 1009215 SDAC 40 12 0   

FIVE POINTS RANCH 1009020 SDAC 130 37 2 
 FIVE STAR RANCH 1000175 SDAC 120 22 1 
 FRED RAU DAIRY 1009120 SDAC 80 24 1 Y 

GEORGE COX WATER 
SYSTEM 1000407 DAC 40 20 1 

 GREEN ACRES MOBILE 
HOME ESTATE 1000229 DAC 300 112 1 

 HARNISH FIVE POINTS INC 1009077 DAC 26 8 0   

HARRIS FARMS CAMP C 
#501-523 1009027 SDAC 300 77 1 

 HARRIS FARMS SOUTH 
#101-144 1009028 DAC 160 41 1 
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System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

HOULDING FARMS 1009051 SDAC 50 15 1 
 KAMM RANCH COMPANY 1009143 SDAC 20 3 0   

KINGS PARK APARTMENTS 1000295 SDAC 120 40 1 Y 

LA JOLLA FARMS 1000493 SDAC 30 10 1 
 LANARE CSD 1000053 DAC 300 120 2 Y 

LATON CSD 1010020 DAC 1236 331 3 
 LINDA VISTA FARMS 1000445 SDAC 40 26 1 Y 

MADDOX DAIRY 1009177 SDAC 50 15 0   

MALAGA COUNTY WATER 
DISTRICT 1010042 DAC 448 448 6 Y 

MURRIETA/WASHOE 1009013 SDAC 25 10 0   

PAPPAS & CO (FARM 
HOUSING) 1009006 SDAC 50 13 1 

 PILIBOS BROTHERS RANCH 1009035 SDAC 35 15 1 
 FCSA #43/RAISIN CITY 1000551 SDAC 288 64 1 
 RIVERBEND MOBILE HOME 

& RV PARK 1000426 DAC 200 46 1 
 RIVERDALE PUD 1010028 DAC 3000 930 2 Y 

RUBYS VALLEY CARE HOME 1000200 DAC 158 1 1 
 SAN ANDREAS FARMS 1009258 SDAC 53 16 1 
 SHADY LAKES MOBILE 

HOME PARK 1000244 DAC 130 56 1 Y 

SOMMERVILLE RV PARK 1000439 SDAC 500 1 1 Y 

STEVE MARKS CATTLE 
COMPANY 1009214 SDAC 25 24 1 

 SUMNER PECK RANCH 1009232 SDAC 92 28 1 
 SUNNYSIDE 

CONVALESCENT HOSP 1000366 SDAC 116 3 1 Y 

SUNSET WEST MOBILE 
HOME PARK 1000378 DAC 239 162 2 Y 

TERRA LINDA FARMS 1009222 DAC 40 3 1 
 THREE PALMS 

MOBILEHOME PARK 1000299 DAC 202 101 2 
 TRACT 1199 WATER 

SYSTEM 1000075 DAC 39 13 1 
 TRANQUILLITY ID 1010030 DAC 820 326 2 Y 

VAQUERO FARMS 1009172 SDAC 70 17 1 Y 

VIKING TRAILER PARK 1000454 DAC 80 48 1 
 WATERTEK-METROPOLITAN 1000057 SDAC 60 29 1 Y 

WESTRIDGE 1009034 SDAC 30 9 0 
 WILLIAM HOPKINS WATER 

SYSTEM 1000354 DAC 25 12 0 
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System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

WOODWARD BLUFFS MHP 1000298 DAC 300 167 1 
 ZONNEVELD DAIRY 1000369 SDAC 141 34 2 Y 
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Table 3-6. List of Disadvantaged Communities with Water Systems in Kern County 

System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

AGBAYANI VILLAGE WATER 
SYSTEM 1500518 DAC 100 6 1 Y 

ALTA SIERRA MUTUAL WATER 
CO. 1500209 SDAC 100 215 3 

 CSD OF ARVIN 1510001 SDAC 14713 3536 7 Y 

ATHAL 1500289 SDAC 150 62 2 Y 

BELLA VISTA 1502653 SDAC 72 34 1 
 BISHOP ACRES 1500434 DAC 60 28 1 
 BONANZA FARMS WATER 

SYSTEM 1502482 SDAC 80 17 0 Y 

BOULDER CANYON WATER 
ASSOCIATION 1500521 SDAC 30 19 2 Y 

BURLANDO HEIGHTS MUTUAL 
WATER CO. 1500336 DAC 85 42 2 

 BUTTONWILLOW CWD 1510011 SDAC 1266 472 3 
 ENOS LANE PUD 1500544 DAC 261 79 2 Y 

CANYON MEADOWS MUTUAL 
WATER 1500443 SDAC 325 142 4 Y 

CASA LOMA WATER CO, INC. 1510004 SDAC 600 215 2 
 CLARK STREET COMMUNITY 

WELL 1502056 SDAC 25 16 1 
 CWS - COUNTRYWOOD SYSTEM 1500408 SDAC 238 68 2 
 CYPRESS CANYON WATER 

SYSTEM 1502449 SDAC 50 34 2 
 DE RANCHO Y MOBILE VILLA 

WATER 1500380 DAC 200 90 1 
 EAST NILES CSD 1510006 DAC 24900 7338 6 Y 

EL ADOBE POA, INC. 1500493 SDAC 330 100 2 Y 

ERSKINE CREEK WC 1510009 SDAC 2500 1031 3 Y 

FRAZIER PARK 1510007 DAC 2834 1296 6 
 FRONTIER TRAIL 

HOMEOWNERS ASSOC, INC. 1500398 DAC 40 36 2 
 FULLER ACRES 1500296 SDAC 571 200 2 Y 

LINNS COURT MUTUAL WATER 1502162 DAC 198 60 1 
 GREENFIELD COUNTY WD 1510024 DAC 8400 2411 5 Y 

HILLVIEW ACRES 1500448 SDAC 35 47 2 
 HUNGRY GULCH WATER 

SYSTEM 1500436 DAC 30 20 2 Y 

KERN VALLEY MUTUAL WATER 1500252 SDAC 100 42 2 
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System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

KRVWC - KERNVALE MUTUAL 
WATER CO 1500364 SDAC 52 20 1 Y 

CWS - KERNVILLE SYSTEM 1510033 DAC 1536 1247 13 
 LAKE ISABELLA 1503270 SDAC 500 190 0 
 LAKE OF THE WOODS MWC 1500459 DAC 953 397 1 
 CWS - LAKELAND 1510049 DAC 473 215 3 
 LAKEVIEW RANCHOS 1500525 DAC 59 49 3 Y 

LAMONT PUBLIC UTILITY DIST 1510012 SDAC 13858 3381 7 Y 

LEBEC COUNTY WATER 
DISTRICT 1510051 DAC 1285 243 3 Y 

LONG CANYON 1500578 SDAC 197 65 2 
 LOST HILLS 1510046 DAC 1991 434 2 Y 

CWS - LOWER BODFISH WATER 
SYSTEM 1510056 SDAC 2037 558 6 Y 

METTLER 1500401 SDAC 157 42 1 
 MIRASOL COMPANY WATER 

SYSTEM 1500152 SDAC 30 13 1 
 MOUNTAIN MESA WC 1510042 SDAC 1015 359 2 Y 

OAK KNOLLS MUTUAL WATER 
COMPANY 1500465 SDAC 100 52 3 

 OILDALE 1510015 DAC 26000 7820 6 Y 

ONYX 1510043 SDAC 924 280 3 
 OPAL FRY AND SON 1500216 DAC 50 13 1 
 PANAMA ROAD PROPERTY 

OWNERS ASSOCIATION 1502465 SDAC 50 16 1 
 PARADISE COVE LODGE 1502213 DAC 150 3 1 
 PINEBROOK COMMUNITY 

WATER WELL 1500404 SDAC 100 42 2 
 POND MWC 1502620 DAC 48 16 1 
 POPLAR AVE COMMUNITY 

WATER SYSTEM 1502549 DAC 30 9 1 Y 

R.S. MUTUAL WATER 
COMPANY 1500458 SDAC 25 22 1 Y 

RAINBIRD VALLEY 1500393 SDAC 188 83 2 Y 

ERSKINE CREEK WC 1510009 DAC 500 300 3 Y 

RIVERKERN MUTUAL WATER 
COMPANY 1500251 SDAC 336 102 2 

 RIVERNOOK CAMPGROUND 1500481 DAC 220 152 4 
 San Joaquin Estates MWC 1500575 DAC 220 59 0 Y 

SIERRA BELLA MUTUAL WATER 1500341 SDAC 160 125 4 
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System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

COMPANY 

SIERRA MEADOWS 1502564 DAC 60 42 1 
 SON SHINE WS 1500588 DAC 250 106 2 Y 

SOUTH FORK WOMAN S CLUB, 
INC. 1503373 DAC 60 1 1 Y 

CWS SOUTHLAKE SQUIRREL 
VALLEY SYSTEM 1510039 DAC 1096 501 8 Y 

CWS - SPLIT MOUNTAIN WATER 
SYSTEM 1500407 SDAC 333 237 3 

 TRADEWINDS 1500406 SDAC 450 214 2 Y 

CWS - UPPER BODFISH WATER 
SYSTEM 1510026 SDAC 591 201 3 Y 

V.R. S TRAILER PARK 1500511 SDAC 30 27 1 Y 

VALLEY ESTATES POA, INC. 1500478 SDAC 275 115 2 Y 

VALLEY VIEW ESTATES MWC 1500569 SDAC 81 39 6 Y 

VICTORY MUTUAL WATER 
COMPANY 1500231 DAC 740 172 1 Y 

WEST KERN CWD 1510022 DAC 16800 7589 13 
 WILSON ROAD WATER 

COMMUNITY 1500494 DAC 72 20 1 Y 

WINI MUTUAL WATER 
COMPANY 1503526 DAC 7 2 1 
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Table 3-7. List of Disadvantaged Communities with Water Systems in Kings County 

System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

ARMONA COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DIST 1610001 DAC 3239 1179 2 Y 

EL DORADO MOBILE PARK 1600002 SDAC 297 90 2 
 HARDWICK 1600507 SDAC 40 40 1 
 HOME GARDEN CSD 1610007 SDAC 1750 450 3 Y 

KETTLEMAN CITY CSD 1610009 SDAC 1500 321 2 Y 

LACEY COURTS MHP 1600010 DAC 50 21 1 Y 

LEMOORE MOBILE HOME PARK 1600031 DAC 125 38 1 
 SHAMROCK FARMING 1600301 SDAC 40 12 1 
 STRATFORD PUD 1610006 DAC 1215 240 3 Y 
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Table 3-8. List of Disadvantaged Communities with Water Systems in Tulare County 

System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

A & A  MHP 5400504 DAC 200 60 1 
 AKIN WATER CO. 5401038 SDAC 50 22 2 Y 

ALLENSWORTH CSD 5400544 SDAC 300 96 2 
 ALPAUGH JPA 5410050 SDAC 1000 340 2 Y 

BEVERLY-GRAND MUTUAL 
WATER 5400651 SDAC 108 28 1 Y 

BIG STUMP TRAILER PARK 5400582 SDAC 175 51 2 
 CAL HOT SPRINGS  WATER CO 5400513 DAC 75 30 2 
 CASILLAS WATER SYSTEM 5403047 SDAC 30 6 1 
 CENTRAL MUTUAL WATER CO. 5400655 SDAC 115 23 1 Y 

CENTRAL WATER CO. 5400682 SDAC 170 42 1 Y 

CUTLER PUD 5410001 SDAC 6300 1197 3 Y 

DELFT COLONY WATER 5403023 SDAC 400 103 2 
 DUCOR CSD 5400542 SDAC 411 102 2 Y 

WATERTEK - E PLANO 5400767 SDAC 40 20 1 
 EARLIMART PUD 5410021 SDAC 5531 1483 4 Y 

EAST OROSI CSD 5401003 SDAC 426 102 2 Y 

CWS - Tulco Water Company 5410041 DAC 565 108 2 Y 

EL MONTE VILLAGE M.H.P. 5400523 DAC 100 49 1 Y 

LSID - El Rancho 5410052 SDAC 124 24 1 
 FRIENDS RV PARK 5403051 SDAC 24 44 1 
 GLEANINGS FOR THE HUNGRY 5402047 DAC 31 10 1 
 GOLDEN KEY APARTMENTS 5400600 DAC 48 16 1 
 WATERTEK - GRANDVIEW 

GARDENS 5400666 SDAC 350 102 1 Y 

 HARTLAND 5403135 SDAC 36 20 1 
 IVANHOE PUD 5410019 DAC 4474 1174 4 Y 

PORTERVILLE – JONES CORNER 5410048 SDAC 339 112 2 
 LAKE SUCCESS MOBILE LODGE 5400660 SDAC 20 18 1 Y 

LAKESIDE TRAILER PARK 5400518 SDAC 500 91 1 Y 

LEMON COVE WATER CO. 5400616 DAC 150 50 1 Y 

LINNELL FARM LABOR CENTER 5400631 SDAC 896 190 2 
 LONDON CSD 5410017 DAC 1638 450 3 
 LOPEZ LABOR CAMP 5400546 DAC 50 25 1 
 MOUNTAIN VIEW DUPLEXES 5400604 SDAC 108 27 1 
 MOUNTAIN VIEW M.H.P. 5400819 DAC 44 24 1 Y 

OROSI PUD 5410008 SDAC 7318 1678 5 Y 
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System Name 
System 

ID Type 
Population 
Estimate 

Connection 
Estimate 

Active 
Sources 

Water 
Quality 
Issue 

PATTERSON TRACT CSD 5402038 DAC 550 114 2 
 PINE FLAT WATER COMPANY 5410034 DAC 110 223 4 Y 

PIXLEY PUD 5410009 SDAC 3500 700 4 Y 

PLAINVIEW MUTUAL WATER 
COMPANY 5410039 SDAC 800 200 2 Y 

POPLAR CSD 5410026 SDAC 2200 555 2 Y 

 PORTERVILLE TRAILER PART 5400611 SDAC 80 25 1 
 RICHGROVE CSD 5410024 SDAC 2700 600 2 
 RODRIQUEZ LABOR CAMP 5400735 SDAC 150 34 1 Y 

SEVILLE WATER CO. 5400550 SDAC 400 89 1 Y 

SHADY GROVE  M H P 5400529 SDAC 137 40 1 
 SHILOH WATER CO. 5400527 SDAC 75 20 1 
 SIERRA GLEN MOBILE HOME 

PARK 5400551 DAC 22 14 1 
 SOULTS MUTUAL WATER CO. 5400805 DAC 100 36 1 Y 

SPIEGELBERG WATER SYSTEM 5403115 DAC 25 1 1 
 SPRINGVILLE PUD 5410011 SDAC 1300 639 1 
 STRATHMORE PUD 5410012 SDAC 2352 690 2 Y 

LSID-STRATHMORE SYSTEM 5410036 SDAC 657 199 1   

SULTANA CSD 5400824 DAC 650 224 1 
 SUNRISE MUTUAL WATER CO. 5400881 DAC 140 39 2 Y 

TEA POT DOME WATER CO. 5403039 SDAC 25 4 1 Y 

TERRA BELLA ID 5410013 SDAC 2340 714 0 
 TEVISTON CSD 5400641 SDAC 300 70 1 
 TIPTON CSD 5410014 SDAC 1792 587 2 Y 

LSID - TONYVILLE 5410007 DAC 250 50 6 
 TOOLEVILLE WATER CO. 5400567 SDAC 350 77 2 Y 

CWS – MULLEN WATER 
COMPANY 5400935 SDAC 110 44 1 Y 

TRACT 92  CSD 5400903 SDAC 500 91 2 
 TRAVER WATER LLC 5400553 DAC 500 180 2 Y 

WEST GOSHEN MUTUAL 
WATER CO. 5400957 DAC 200 69 2 Y 

WILLIAMS MUTUAL  WATER 
CO. 5400718 DAC 180 50 1 

 WOODVILLE PUD 5410025 SDAC 1542 421 2 Y 

WOODVILLE FARM LABOR 
CENTER 5400792 SDAC 725 181 2 Y 

YETTEM 5403043 DAC 350 64 2 Y 
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3.1.3 Public versus Private Systems 

The database documents systems that are publicly owned, versus privately owned 
systems and private well and septic owners. Communities are grouped by size to 
illustrate the number of communities at the various size ranges, as well as the number 
of private systems versus public systems at those size ranges. In general, the number 
of connections refers to the number of residential water system connections.  Table 3-9 
summarizes the number of communities in each size range within the Tulare Lake Basin 
Study Area. This table includes the total number of communities in each category, as 
well as the number of communities with a water system owned by a public agency. 
Those communities not shown to have a publicly owned system may 1) have a privately 
owned water system; 2) be served by a separate larger water system and therefore do 
not have their own water system; or 3) be a community of private well owners. Smaller 
systems are most often privately owned, while the larger systems are increasingly 
publicly owned systems, as shown in Figure 3-8. This is important because some 
funding sources are available only to publicly owned systems. 

Table 3-9. Community Size Ranges 

Community Size 
Range 

(connections) 

Number of 
Communities 

Number of 
Connections/Dwellings 

Population 

Total With 
Publicly 
Owned 

Systems 

Total Within 
Publicly 
Owned 

Systems 

Total Within 
Publicly 
Owned 

Systems 

50 or Fewer 199 8 4,669 277 15,036 1,338 

51 through 200 85 13 8,700 1,394 28,170 4,795 

201 through 500 37 16 11,008 5,245 34,290 18,218 

501 through 2,000 26 17 24,071 15,506 78,201 52,738 

Greater than 2,000 7 5 37,068 24,255 120,669 78,671 

Total 354 59 85,516 46,677 276,366 155,760 
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Figure 3-8. Disadvantaged Community Water Systems by Community Size 
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3.1.4 Other Database Issues 

The database includes the best available data, but it is not a complete and 
comprehensive database of all water supply systems in the Study Area, and as such 
should be considered a work in progress for future updating. It is likely that there are 
communities and/or systems with water quality problems that have not been specifically 
identified because water quality data was limited or not available.  Very small water 
systems (15 connections and less) are likely to have the most limited data available, 
and data for households with individual wells was not available. Their problem types, 
however, will likely fall within the family of problems identified to exist for other 
communities in the database. Very small water systems and individual household 
systems are discussed in the Individual Households pilot study. 

There are also some emerging contaminants of concern that are discussed in the 
Technical Solutions pilot study. The emerging contaminants of most imminent concern 
are Hexavalent Chromium (Chrome-6) and 1,2,3-Trichloropropane (TCP). CDPH 
published a draft regulation for Chrome-6 in August 2013. The proposed maximum 
contaminant level (MCL) is 10 parts per billion (ppb). CDPH has also developed a public 
health goal for TCP and is in the process of developing an MCL. It is anticipated that 
many of the DACs within the Tulare Lake Basin will be impacted by implementation of 
MCLs for Chrome-6 and TCP, and they could be expensive contaminants to mitigate. 
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3.1.5 Wastewater Issues 

In addition to the source water issues faced by DACs in the Study Area, many 
communities also face issues with their wastewater. Wastewater challenges include 
reliance on septic systems that may be failing or potentially contaminating the 
groundwater, failing or insufficient sewer collection systems, or wastewater treatment 
systems that are not capable of meeting the limitations set forth in the facility’s Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs).  Of the 354 DACs, 38 communities have their own 
wastewater treatment facility (WWTF). Figure 3-9 through Figure 3-12 show those 
communities that have WWTFs. Some of the communities not having their own 
wastewater treatment plant may have their wastewater treated at a nearby WWTF 
operated by another entity.  Of the 38 communities with WWTFs, 25 are listed as having 
a violation of their waste discharge requirements.  A majority of these plants are simple 
aerated lagoons that discharge to percolation ponds, evaporation ponds, or leach fields.  
These systems may not be capable of meeting existing or future discharge limitations, 
and improvements will likely be needed.  In addition, those communities without a sewer 
system may need to install a collection system and implement community wide 
wastewater treatment in order to abandon existing individual septic systems. 
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3.2 Database Creation 

The County of Tulare and project team developed a database of disadvantaged 
communities in the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area. The project team coordinated with 
other local, state, and federal agencies as well as appropriate organizations to collect 
existing data and create the database. The project team utilized Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) to map the location of disadvantaged communities in the Tulare Lake 
Basin and other available and relevant data in order to identify regional challenges and 
opportunities.  

The database is a collection of information from PolicyLink, CDPH, Self-Help 
Enterprises, County of Fresno, and County of Tulare, Carolina Balazs, Provost & 
Pritchard GIS data resources, as well as other sources. The database has been 
reviewed to evaluate the source water supply and quality issues as well as wastewater 
treatment and disposal issues within the Study Area. Modifications to the data have 
been made throughout the course of the Study. The database will continue to be 
maintained and updated by the County of Tulare after completion of this Study. 
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3.2.1 GIS Data  

Geographic Information Systems data was collected and created for this project. 
Existing datasets were complied and compared to create a boundary shape for each 
community.  Sources for the shapes are listed in Table 3-10.   
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Table 3-10. GIS Boundary Shape Sources 

Data Source(s) Description/Key Fields included 

Communities (Tulare Lake 
Basin) 

Format: GIS Shapefile 

Permissions: Unrestricted 

Spatial Data: Polygon 
shapes of estimated 
community boundaries.  May 
differ from current municipal 
service areas.    

This is a new file assembled and 
processed at Provost and Pritchard, 
using the following sources: 

 PolicyLink (GIS shapefile of 
modeled DAC locations) 

 State of California, Department of 

Public Health, general water 

systems locations(processed by 

Tulare County September 2011) 

 Carolina Balazs PhD , UC 

Berkley/Community Water Center 

(water systems for Fresno and 

Tulare Counties shapefiles) 

 Self-Help Enterprises (regional 

community knowledge) 

 UC Davis Nitrate Study 

(‘NO3G_WaterSystemBoundaries_

TLB’ geodatabase feature class) 

 US Department of Commerce, 

United States Census, TIGER 

Products, GIS data  

 Fresno County LAFCO (service 

area maps) 

 Tulare County LAFCO (service 

area maps) 

 Kern IRWMP (DAC maps) 

 Kings County LAFCO (service area 

maps) 

 Provost and Pritchard GIS data 

resources (aerial image and parcel 

review) 

 Community Name 

 Water System Name 

 Water System ID 

 Systems Classification 

 Estimated Connections 

 Estimated Population Served 
2010 Median Household Income 
(MHI, estimate from Self-Help 
review of US Census American 
Factifinder, or GIS Census 2010 
MHI Layer,Block Groups) 

 Community Type (DAC, SDAC, 
xNot DAC, xConsolidated) 

 Community Type  

 Unique ID 

 IRWMP boundary which the 
community resides in 

 Elevation Region (valley floor, 
foothills, mountains) 

 Estimated Water Source 
(groundwater or surface water) 

 Wastewater Treatment Facility ID 

 Consolidation Notes 

 Active water sources 

 Demonstration project classification 

 Technical solutions classification 

 

Attribute data for the fields were also compiled from several sources. Attribute data 
provides characteristics about the shape sources, such as community names, water 
system numbers, median household income, population, number of connections, etc.   
Field names are listed in Table 3-10 and specific source references for them are listed 
in Table 3-11. 
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Table 3-11. Data Source References 

Data Category Data Sources 

 Community names and polygon shapes 

(sources 1,5,7,8,9,12,14,15,16,17) 

 Water system (CDPH #) serving community 

(sources 1,5,7) 

 Systems Category (combined information 

from sources 1,5,7,8) 

 MHI 2010 (sources 7, 11, 12) 

 Community Type (sources 5,6,11,16,18) 

 Elevation region of community (source 18) 

 Water Source (sources 1,5) 

 WWTF Name and Statistics (sources 2,8) 

 Population Estimates (sources 

1,5,7,11,13,18) 

 Connection Estimates (sources 

1,5,7,11,13,18) 

 Community Coding Analysis #1 (coding 

spreadsheet and maps) 

o Active Sources Count - sources with 

‘Status’ as SR, SU, AR, AU, DR, CU, 

CR, CM 

o Active Treatment Plants – sources with 

‘Status’ as ST, AT, DT, CT 

o MCL thresholds exceeded for 

constituents Nitrate (as NO3), Uranium, 

Arsenic, DBCP, Flouride,  Perchlorate, 

PCB – Constituent coded as ‘red’ if a 

single source exceeded the MCL within 

the time period (either 2005-07 or 2008-

10) on two or more occasions.  Coded 

as yellow for Half Nitrate if a single 

source exceeded or was equal to 22.5 

mg/L but less than 45.0 mg/L on two or 

more occasions (sources 2, 4) 

o Violations for Total Coliform, THMs, 

Surface Water Rule from PICME data 

through 2008 (source 5) 

 Community Coding Analysis #2 (summary 

spreadsheet and maps) 

o Active sources considered ‘delivered 

water’ with ‘Status’ as AU, CU, AT, CT 

 MCL thresholds exceeded for 

constituents Nitrate (as NO3), Half 

Nitrate, Uranium, Arsenic– 

1. State of California, Department of Public 

Health 

a. Processed by Tulare County 

September 2011 

b. Updated data from CDPH October 

2012 

2. State of California, State Water Resources 

Control Board 

a. GeoTracker GAMA 

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/

gama/data_download.asp 

b. Personal Communications 

c. Provided spreadsheet 

3. State of California, Department of Water 

Resources 

4. Tulare County, Resource Management 

Agency 

5. Carolina Balazs, UC Berkley (need detailed 

citation) 

6. Community Water Center 

7. Self-Help Enterprises 

8. UC Davis Nitrate Study (need detailed 

citation) 

9. PolicyLink 

10. Fresno County, Public Works and Planning, 

Special Districts  

11. US Department of Commerce, United States 

Census, American Fact Finder, 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pag

es/index.xhtml 

12. US Department of Commerce, United States 

Census, TIGER Products,  

http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-

data/data/tiger.html 

13. State of California, Department of Finance, 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/budgeting/documents/P

rice-Population_2011.pdf 

14. Fresno County LAFCO 

15. Tulare County LAFCO 

16. Kern IRWMP 

17. Kings County LAFCO 

18. Provost and Pritchard GIS data resources 

 

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/gama/data_download.asp
http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/gama/data_download.asp
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger.html
http://www.dof.ca.gov/budgeting/documents/Price-Population_2011.pdf
http://www.dof.ca.gov/budgeting/documents/Price-Population_2011.pdf
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Data Category Data Sources 

Constituent coded as ‘red’ if a single 

source exceeded the MCL during 

the time period (2008-10) on one or 

more occasions.  Coded as yellow 

for Half Nitrate if a single source 

exceeded or was equal to 22.5 

mg/L but less than 45.0 mg/L on 

one or more occasions (sources 2, 

4) 

o Active sources considered ‘raw water’ 

with ‘Status’ as AU, CU, AR, CR 

 MCL thresholds exceeded for 

constituents Nitrate (as NO3), Half 

Nitrate, Uranium, Arsenic– 

Constituent coded as ‘red’ if a single 

source exceeded the MCL during 

the time period (2008-10) on one or 

more occasions.  Coded as yellow 

for Half Nitrate if a single source 

exceeded or was equal to 22.5 

mg/L but less than 45.0 mg/L on 

one or more occasions (sources 2, 

4) 

 Review of Consolidated Water Systems 

(5,7,18) 
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3.2.2 Tabular Data 

Tabular data was collected and created for this project. Water quality (WQ) data was 
compiled for sources serving communities.  If a community could be linked to a water 
system ID number (as assigned by CDPH), then available data was associated with the 
community. 

Water quality was summarized (coded) in several different ways in order to classify a 
community and evaluate what types of issues it may have.  Descriptions for the fields 
created as part of the summary are listed in Table 3-12. 

 

Table 3-12. Tabular Data Fields 

Data Source(s) Description/Key Fields included 

Water and Wastewater 
Review Coding Version 1 

Format: Tabular Summary 

Permissions: Unrestricted 

Spatial Data: Link to GIS 
community shapes with 
Unique ID.    

This is a new file assembled and 
processed at Provost and 
Pritchard, using the following 
sources: 

 State of California, Department 

of Public Health, Geotracker 

GAMA WQM data(processed 

by Tulare County September 

2011) 

 Carolina Balazs PhD , UC 

Berkley/Community Water 

Center (water systems 

governance, systems sources 

and supply, processed CDPH 

PICME and WQM data) 

 UC Davis Nitrate Study 

(‘WWTP_Data’ table, 

‘AllFacilitiesTLBCounties’ tab) 

 State of California, Regional 

Water Quality Control Board 

(Waste Water Treatment Plant 

statistic table), additional fields 

and statistics by J.Dutton – 

Provost & Pritchard 

 Number of Active Wells 
 Source ‘Status’ as SR, SU, 
AR,AU,DR,CR,CU,CR,CM 
CODING: 0-1 well = RED; 2 wells = 
YELLOW; 3 wells = GREEN 
ALIAS: Physical Vulnerability 

 Primary or Secondary MCL Exceeded 
MCL exceeded on 2 or more occasions 
at same source within a system, or 
Violation rule exceeded from WQM, 
2008-2010 
CODING: Nitrate (as NO3), Arsenic, 
Uranium, TCE, DBCP, PCB,Perchlorate, 
Flouride, Total Coliform, THMs = RED; 
Half Nitrate MCL (as NO3) = YELLOW; 
None = GREEN 
ALIAS: Poor Source Water Quality 

 1.5% of 2010 MHI 
MHI estimate from SelfHelp review of US 
Census American Factifinder, or GIS 
Census 2010 MHI Layer (Block Groups) 

 WWTP Permitted Flow Percent 
CODING: >100% = RED, 80-100% = 
YELLOW, <80% = GREEN 

 WWTP Excessive Inflow 
((Dry Weather Permitted Flow(MGD) 
*1,000,000)/Population 
Served)*(Population Served/100) 
CODING: >120 = RED , < 120 = GREEN 

 WWTP Violations 
Sum of All Violations From Three Years 
2007-2009 
CODING:  >30 = RED, 1-30 = YELLOW, 
0 = GREEN 

 Difficulty of Treating 
Review MCL and Rule Violations from 
Primary or Secondary MCL Exceeded 
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process as listed above 
CODING:  Nitrate (as NO3), Uranium, 
Arsenic  = RED, Flouride, Organics, 
Coliform = YELLOW 

 Sum of RED and YELLOW Codes for 
above listed processes 
Total sum of RED (value = 3) and Yellow 
(value = 2) 
CODING:  Qualitative review of sums, no 
specific color codes 

 

 

An initial analysis of the database was conducted to help identify physical vulnerability 
and water quality issues throughout the Study Area.  Issues were coded as 1) ‘red’ for 
those with an imminent problem, 2) ‘yellow’ for those who may be at a lesser risk of a 
problem, and 3) ‘green’ for those with no issue identified. The physical vulnerability was 
determined by the number of active wells. Those systems with only one active well do 
not have sufficient redundancy and reliability, and are at greatest risk. Those systems 
with three or more wells were considered not to have a physical vulnerability issue. 

 Physical Vulnerability 
o Active Wells Count 

 Red = 1 
 Yellow = 2 
 Green = 3+ 

For the initial analysis, water quality issues were identified in the ‘red’ category if a 
single source exceeded the MCL within the time period on two or more occasions, for 
any primary MCL for which data was available. Additional analysis was done for the 
three contaminants that were most commonly found in the Study Area: arsenic, nitrate, 
and uranium. These constituents were then evaluated based on a source exceedance 
of an MCL in one or more samples collected between 2008-2010 for active untreated, 
combined untreated, active treated, or combined treated sources (considered as 
delivered water). 

 Water Quality 
o MCL thresholds exceeded for constituents Nitrate (as NO3), Uranium, 

Arsenic, DBCP, Flouride,  Perchlorate, PCB – Constituent coded as ‘red’ if 
a single source exceeded the MCL within the time period (either 2005-07 
or 2008-10) on two or more occasions.  Coded as yellow for Half Nitrate if 
a single source exceeded or was equal to 22.5 mg/L but less than 45.0 
mg/L on two or more occasions (sources 2, 4) 

o Total Coliform Violation – Red 
o THMs Violation (Code 82080 ‘Total Trihalomethanes’) – Red 
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Wastewater analysis was based on information provided by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board of wastewater treatment facilities that were in violation of their Waste 
Discharge Requirements. 

Source references for tabular data reviewed are included in Table 3-11. 

3.2.3 Confidential Data 

Specific locations (coordinates) of drinking water wells are not included in any of the 
above listed datasets.  A confidential dataset was provided by CDPH after the initial 
analysis and review was complete.  The data has since only been reviewed to assist (as 
a reference) with questions regarding potential pilot projects for specific communities. 

Other data in the database and GIS shapes is publically available through various 
sources. 

3.2.4 Quality Assurance / Quality Control of Data 

Quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC) was conducted on the various datasets 
as it was created/compiled using multiple resources, within the constraints of the 
timeline for the project. Data provided by project partners and stakeholders was 
maintained in original format in folders assigned to that specific contributor. Products 
reviewed included GIS shapefiles and associated attributes, raw tabular data, and data 
summaries. 

Methods included, but were not limited to: 

 Input/review of data from project stakeholders 

 Professional knowledge of project partners (Self-Help Enterprises, Community 
Water Center, Provost & Pritchard, Keller Wegley, Tulare County) 

 GIS data review, comparing multiple sources of similar data for differences 

 Site visits to review current community conditions 

Based on QA/QC efforts throughout the course of the Study, as well as several more 
recently consolidated systems, the database has been updated. The base data used at 
the conclusion of this Study was the original 2008 through 2010 water supply and 
quality information. Modifications have been primarily related to DAC classification, 
consolidations (where known), and general review of community information. Table 
3-13 summarizes the statistics developed through the database as first presented to the 
Stakeholder Oversight Advisory Committee in 2012, as well as the same set of statistics 
developed at the conclusion of the Study in 2014.  
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Table 3-13. Database Summary 

 Database (2012) Database (2014) 

Number of Communities (DAC and 
Non-DAC) 

533 530 

Number of Disadvantaged 
Communities (DAC) 

370 354 

Number of DAC Water Systems  Not previously identified 216 

Number of DAC Water Systems with 
One Active Source 

94 96 (44%) 

Number of DAC Water Systems with 
Water Quality Issue1,2,3 

64 89 (45%) 

1. Water quality issue for the 2012 statistics was based on at least 2 samples exceeding the MCL for 
nitrate, arsenic, uranium, DBCP, perchlorate, or fluoride. 

2. Water quality issue for the 2014 statistics was defined as a single exceedance of a primary MCL 
between 2008-2010, for the data sets that were available. These are not necessary violations. 

3. The number of water quality issues identified includes only those 196 systems with data available. The 
percentage is therefore based on the number of water quality issues out of the number of systems with 
data available, rather than the overall number of systems. 

3.3 Database Limitations 

The current database is essentially a collection of tables from multiple sources that help 
create a single community summary report for each entity that has a shape in GIS 
(estimate of community boundary or service area). 

Products generated from the water quality analysis, GIS shape attributes, and a 
community descriptions table from Self-Help Enterprises, are linked together on the 
unique ID assigned to each community. 

The database used to evaluate DAC water quality issues contains limited numeric 
information about the water quality in the water systems listed.  The information 
included in the database consists primarily of simplified numeric data.  It does not 
provide explanation or comment on the possible unique circumstances associated with 
the data. There are many details that are not included in the database that would be 
beneficial in further analyzing the water quality issues and potential solutions.  These 
additional details are described in the following sections.  

Based on the database information collected, 216 of the 354 DACs have water systems. 
The database contains water quality data for 196 of the 216 DACs with water systems 
in the Study Area. Thus, there are 20 DAC water systems that have no sample data in 
the database. It is not possible to determine if there are water quality issues associated 
with the DACs that have no water quality data available.  
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The DACs with no water system identified or no water quality data may be served by 
private individual wells or private water systems (less than 15 connections).  Water 
systems that are not permitted by CDPH or by the local county health department, such 
as individual wells for single family homes, are not included in the database.  The lack 
of data for individual, unregulated systems precludes the precise determination of the 
population of TLB DACs affected by water quality issues. 

The database contains no details of the general mineral or general physical 
characteristics of the water (e.g. pH, alkalinity, total dissolved solids, etc.); and contains 
no details of other contaminants other than for a select few contaminants.  Violations of 
secondary standards are not documented. Certain natural water quality characteristics 
and contaminants cause interference with some treatment technologies. This may 
render some forms of treatment impractical. For example, silica, phosphate, and 
vanadium are known to interfere with the arsenic adsorption treatment process.   

The database does not contain information regarding the volume of water produced and 
consumed at the listed water systems.  Thus, it is difficult to determine whether a 
system has sufficient water supply capacity, or to reliably determine the size of a 
treatment system that may be needed to address a system’s water quality issues.  
Population data for each water system is included, and thus typical per capita water use 
within the TLB can be used to estimate water production.  This type of estimate, 
however, would not account for large commercial, institutional or industrial water users, 
such as schools, parks and industry that may be present in the community.  

The database indicates the number of treatment plants in each water system and what 
contaminant is treated.  For example, arsenic treatment or nitrate treatment.  However, 
there is no information on the treatment process utilized. 

Because of the limitations discussed above, the primary use of the database is to 
statistically evaluate drinking water contamination issues in the TLB.  The results are 
valid only for the period of time reviewed and thus may not accurately reflect current 
conditions.  Accordingly, the primary value of the database search is to indicate the 
general occurrence of the problems faced by DACs, to identify the magnitude of the 
problems and general location and to identify the major contaminants.  

Solutions for each water system must be developed with complete water system and 
water quality information.   Each community, water source, and water quality is unique.  
Each water system is unique.  There is no “standard” solution that will apply for each 
water system with a given contaminant issue. This database therefore provides general 
background from which to start, but specific community outreach and feasibility studies 
will need to be conducted on a community by community basis in order to develop the 
appropriate solution for each community. 

3.4 On-Going Database Update and Maintenance  

The database that was developed through this Study will be maintained and updated by 
the County of Tulare beyond this project. The data will be assembled and formatted in a 
way that can be suitable for many uses, both those that are known and anticipated, and 
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those that may be unknown. The primary goals and purpose of maintaining this 
database are many, and may include: 

 On-going monitoring of water conditions: explore patterns of problems; are 
conditions improving or getting worse, etc. 

 Identify problem areas and possible solutions (Planning/Engineering/Economic 
Development)         

 Assemble database so that causality can be explored by experts 

 Provide database framework so that others can add their values to data 

 Boundary review and MSRs at LAFCO 

 LAFCo uses database for MSRs to determine infrastructure needs just outside of 
its boundaries. 

 IRWM groups use database to inform the planning processes to identify critical 
water needs of DACs within IRWM boundaries. 

The datasets and information that will need to be updated on a regular basis in the 
database to make it useful for the purposes identified above include: 

 Boundaries of water service areas  

o Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) 

o CDPH, Tulare County Resource Management Agency (RMA) - Permit 
Center 

o GIS 

 Water Quality Data  

o Primarily CDPH data (annual update) 

o Other data, as it is encountered 

o County Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA) - new wells    

o RMA activities 

 Evaluation of community water systems  

o LAFCo (MSRs) 

o Drinking Water Regulatory Programs 

o RMA (response to known problems) 

o Community Water Center 

o Self-Help Enterprises 

Tulare County GIS Department is committed to develop a website providing data and 
maps for Tulare County. The computer hardware and disk space required to add the 
data of the other three counties of the Tulare Lake Basin is minimal.  Tulare County GIS 
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can clean-up the assembled GIS data to map (with reasonable accuracy) the service 
areas of all known active public water systems in the Tulare Lake Basin and forward this 
GIS data to: 

 The public website of CDPH for public review and comment 

 UC Davis Information Center for the Environment (ICE) (under contract with the 
state to collect/refine boundaries of water systems) 

 LAFCo’s (all four counties) 

 Others who may be designated as a "data custodian" for boundaries 

 Tulare County GIS/Tulare County Information Communication Technology 
(TCiCT) will download water quality data for the Tulare Lake Basin on an annual 
basis (probably in April - to capture ALL data from previous year submitted to the 
state).   

 Since this data collection and integration into the database can be fully 
automated, the time and energy for collecting four counties of data is the same 
as just collecting Tulare County. 

 The challenge will be to keep community contacts, descriptions of problems at 
each community, and potential solutions at each community current.  Various 
"data custodians" will have the ability to edit selected portions of the website 
data. There will be a need to establish a monitor to edit this material.   

 The establishment of the initial website was funded (mostly) by funds in the Tulare 
Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study dedicated for that purpose. The 
maintenance of Tulare County data is a normal by-product of on-going County efforts, 
so no additional funding should be needed.  This includes incorporation of edits to 
shapes originated by UC Davis. 

Edits by data custodians would be funded by the data custodians.  These data 
custodians would provide revisions to the data as necessary; these revisions would be 
incorporated into the database after review and approval by the primary custodian. 

Funding from government sources would be beneficial to establish this approach as a 
prototype method of collecting data at a local level, passing the data to a regional level, 
which in turn passes the data up to the State (or collects data from the State and 
passes it down to the local authorities).  Currently, every agency is responsible for 
collecting its own data, which results in duplication of efforts that could be streamlined 
through this model. 

Water quality data would be collected from the State on a regular basis. This would 
likely be an annual update. Spatial data (water system boundaries, etc.) would be 
updated as needed (probably an annual check against LAFCo’s data and other 
datasets. 

The challenge will be to keep community contacts, descriptions of problems at each 
community, and potential solutions at each community current. Various "data 
custodians" will have the ability to edit selected portions of the web-site data in order to 
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keep it updated. There will be a need to establish a monitor to edit this material when it 
is submitted.  

Issues of Confidentiality 

All well location information can ONLY be accessed by "government agencies". 

Water quality information for domestic wells (USGS, Groundwater Ambient Monitoring 
and Assessment Program (GAMA), HHSA new wells, etc.) can be displayed at scales 
larger than 1:100,000, cannot be queried, and do not display on maps with a scale 
smaller than 1:100,000. 
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4 STAKEHOLDER PROCESS 

An initial task for the TLB Study was to organize a Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC or Committee). The County of Tulare established a basin-wide 
Committee comprised of community representatives, as well as regulatory and funding 
agency representatives and other organizations that work on and are familiar with 
disadvantaged community water and wastewater needs. The SOAC worked with the 
project team to identify priority issues, potential pilot projects, and review project 
recommendations. The details of the SOAC and its purpose, responsibilities, and 
actions performed are described in this Section.  

The project team also conducted outreach to community representatives, including 
residents and local water board members that were the subject of individual pilot 
studies. These community representatives assisted the project team in confirming the 
viability of the proposed solutions. 

In order to ensure that each pilot project was developed with input from stakeholders, a 
separate Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Group (PPSAG or PSAG) was convened 
for each of the four pilot studies. Each group was comprised of members of impacted 
communities, regulatory and funding agencies, local water or wastewater providers, and 
other agencies and organizations as appropriate, in order to provide input and 
recommendations to the project team. 

4.1 Stakeholder Consultation and Community Outreach 

The goal of the community outreach and stakeholder processes was to communicate 
with, inform, get input from, and gain support from agencies, local governments, water 
and wastewater purveyors, and community residents for the various tasks performed 
throughout this Study. The community outreach and stakeholder consultation process 
allowed the communities potentially impacted by the recommendations of this Study to 
be involved in the development of solutions to address their water and wastewater 
issues. Their feedback was critical to the success of this project, since the community 
members have a unique understanding of the problems faced by their community. 

Three sets of stakeholder groups were involved in this Study: 1) The Stakeholder 
Oversight Advisory Committee played a critical role in identifying priority issues within 
the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area, selecting representative pilot project studies to 
address the priority issues, and provide overall review and input on the Final Report 
development and recommendations presented; 2) the Pilot Project Stakeholder 
Advisory Groups for each of the four pilot studies provided input and recommendations 
to the project team throughout the identification and analysis of the pilot studies; and 3) 
the pilot project community review groups included residents of communities that were 
the subject of a pilot project. The community review groups provided further insight into 
the specifics of their water and/or wastewater systems, as well as input as to the 
applicability of the potential solutions for their unique situation. 
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4.1.1 Stakeholder Oversight Advisory Committee Formation 

The Stakeholder Oversight Advisory Committee (SOAC or Committee) was created by 
the Tulare County Board of Supervisors on August 16, 2011.  The SOAC bylaws, 
created with input from the project team, and adopted by the Tulare County Board of 
Supervisors, defined the role of the Committee and established the Committee’s 
composition. A copy of the SOAC bylaws is attached in Appendix G. 

In order to reach out to potential SOAC members a two-page Tulare Lake Basin 
Disadvantaged Community Water Study factsheet and frequently asked questions 
documents as well as an announcement soliciting applicants were developed.  An 
application for the Committee was also developed.  All of these documents were 
translated into English and Spanish and distributed by email and in person through the 
outreach activities described in this section. Documents were also posted and available 
on the County of Tulare (County) website. These outreach documents are presented in 
Appendix G. 

Key areas in the four-county Tulare Lake Basin Region were targeted in order to ensure 
that the SOAC was a dynamic group of stakeholders that accurately reflected the 
interests of the Study Area.  Contact information was updated and consolidated into one 
database for the purpose of creating a comprehensive contact list.  An email 
announcement and a formal invitation to participate in the SOAC were sent to 641 
stakeholder contacts, including:  

 33 Community Services Districts 

 3 Irrigation Districts 

 1 Joint Power Authority 

 48 Mutual Water Companies 

 469 Private Water Companies  

 18 Public Utility Districts 

 2 Sewage Treatment Plants 

 20 Non Profit Organizations 

 28 Individual Community Leaders, Colleagues and Consultants 

 14 Government Contacts from 9 Different Agencies 

 44 Integrated Regional Water Management Planning Group Contacts 

 12 Academic Institution Contacts 

A PowerPoint presentation on the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water 
Study provided information to potential SOAC members. The PowerPoint presentation 
was presented to the following groups: 

 Fresno County Water Commission 
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 Orosi Public Utility District 

 Cutler Public Utility District 

 Sultana Community Services District 

 Arvin Community Services District 

 Lamont Public Utilities District (although official meeting was canceled due to 
lack of a quorum, fact sheets and information was provided and distributed to 
Board members and staff.) 

 Kings County staff 

 Upper Kings IRWMP group 

 Kern IRWMP group 

 South Kern Building Healthy Communities group (agencies, non-profits, 
community leaders, and funders). 

 AGUA Coalition (18 local disadvantaged community representatives and 4 non-
profits) 

The project team also made targeted personal contacts through phone and email to 
potential stakeholders to encourage them to submit applications. Additionally, a letter 
was prepared and distributed to a list of key funding and regulatory agencies to request 
appointments and encourage participation. Applicants had approximately one month to 
complete and turn in an application to be considered for SOAC membership. 

Applications for SOAC membership were received from 39 potential stakeholders.  
There were three (3) applications from Tulare County, eight (8) from Fresno County, five 
(5) from Kern County, and four (4) from Kings County for the disadvantaged community 
representative portion of the SOAC. The application information was compiled and 
evaluated by the project team.  Applicants were evaluated against the criteria included 
in the bylaws and selected according to region and demographic representation. No 
more than one representative from each community was selected to be a member of 
the SOAC. Some applicants were disqualified due to late submittal.    

The Tulare County Board of Supervisors made appointments to the Committee on 
October 11, 2011. Those who were selected were sent a formal letter of invitation to 
participate by the Tulare County Board of Supervisors.   

Applicants who were not selected as an official member of the SOAC were sent a letter 
of invitation encouraging them to participate. The letter expressed the importance of 
broad based participation from across the region.   

The project team solicited feedback from the SOAC members representing 
disadvantaged communities about their scheduling preferences.  The SOAC meeting 
schedule was developed to ensure they would be able to participate. In addition, 
mileage reimbursement was provided to the disadvantaged community SOAC members 
so that transportation costs would not become a barrier to participation.   



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Stakeholder Process 

 

Department of Water Resources  101 | P a g e  

4.1.2 Composition of SOAC 

The SOAC is comprised of 21 members.  The membership selection was based on the 
following criteria:  

Voting Members 

 Four (4) county representatives, plus four (4) alternates (one each from each of 
the following counties: Tulare, Kings, Kern, and Fresno);  

 Eight (8) representatives, plus four (4) alternates of disadvantaged community 
water or wastewater boards and/or committees; and/or  

 Two (2) residents, plus one (1) alternate from each county (Tulare, Kings, Kern, 
and Fresno).  

Ex-officio Members  

 Four (4) representatives from different funding sources- i.e. Department of Public 
Health, State Water Resources Control Board, Department of Water Resources, 
United States Department of Agriculture, and/or Housing and Urban 
Development; 

 One (1) member from a Tulare Lake Basin Integrated Regional Water 
Management Planning group; and 

 Four (4) representatives from different non-profit, academic and/or community-
based organizations.     

The SOAC meetings were consistently well attended.  On average approximately 16 of 
the 21 members attended the SOAC meetings, as well as more than 30 members of the 
public.  

4.1.3 Description of Responsibilities and Activities 

The SOAC met nine (9) times in accordance with the Study’s Work Plan. The 
responsibilities of the SOAC included recommending to the Tulare County Board of 
Supervisors which pilot projects and/or studies would be completed for the Tulare Lake 
Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study. The SOAC worked with the project team 
to identify plan priorities for the Tulare Lake Basin pilot projects, and review and provide 
input on draft and final recommendations.  Additionally, the Tulare County Board of 
Supervisors acknowledged the dynamic composition of the SOAC and authorized and 
funded four additional meetings.  These additional meetings provided the SOAC with 
updates on the Pilot Projects as well as information on other projects in the region.   

The SOAC meetings had agendas that were emailed and mailed by County staff to 
members.  The agendas were also posted on the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged 
Community Water Study webpage on the Tulare County website.  Detailed minutes for 
each meeting were captured and posted on the website as well.  The project team also 
developed handouts and PowerPoint presentations, when appropriate, to facilitate the 
stakeholder process.  All handouts were made available on the Study website 
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(http://www.tularecounty.ca.gov/cao/index.cfm/tulare-lake-basin-disadvantaged-
community-water-study/).  A summary of the nine SOAC meetings is provided below: 

October 24, 2011 - SOAC kick-off meeting.  County staff provided information on 
the Brown Act, AB 1234 training, committee bylaws, mileage reimbursement, and 
the committee’s roles and responsibilities.  The consultant team provided 
information on the Study’s background, purpose and goals, including the Scope 
of Work.  The SOAC identified a regular meeting day and time. 

December 5, 2011 - The project team provided the SOAC with a definition of 
DAC and what it meant for this Study.  A summary presentation of the database 
was provided and the SOAC members and participants gave feedback on areas 
they could augment the database.  All attendees participated in workgroups to 
discuss water and wastewater challenges and priorities.  The groups recorded 
their opinions and reported back to the larger group.  A broad overview of 
potential pilot projects was provided to jumpstart the group’s thinking, and to help 
them imagine new models for shared solutions.  The SOAC was provided draft 
scoring criteria that would be used to evaluate pilot projects at future meetings. 

January 9, 2012 - The list of common problems was finalized.  This list was 
derived from the workgroup sessions at the December 5th meeting.  The SOAC 
members and interested parties broke into 4 workgroups to discuss the list of 
common problems and which of those challenges were perceived to be the 
greatest of most critical in the region.  They were asked to answer a series of 
questions to help further refine the issues.  Everyone in attendance cast 3 votes 
for the highest priority issues.  The votes were tallied and the SOAC voting 
members approved the final prioritized list.  The SOAC also considered the 
scoring criteria that would be used to evaluate pilot projects. 

After the January 2012 meeting, an interim evaluation questionnaire was 
distributed to SOAC participants for the purpose of gauging the effectiveness of 
the facilitation methodology. It measured the inclusiveness of the SOAC process 
and how well the meetings achieve prescribed goals.  

February 6, 2012 - The project team provided a recap of the priority issues that 
were selected at the January 9th meeting.  The project team facilitated 
brainstorming sessions with the committee. The attendees were broken into four 
workgroups to discuss different sets of priority issues and brainstorm potential 
solutions for each of those issues.  The input provided by each workgroup was 
recorded on flip charts that were captured by the project team and reported to the 
larger group.  The attendees also evaluated the pilot project scoring criteria. 

May 7, 2012 - The project team provided an overview of priority issues approved 
by the SOAC and supporting database water quality information collected for the 
region.  The project team facilitated four group discussions on potential pilot 
project topics. At each table (grouped by County), discussions centered around 
county-level maps and handouts on potential types of pilot topics. Each of the 
groups also started generating potential solutions for each of the pilot project 

http://www.tularecounty.ca.gov/cao/index.cfm/tulare-lake-basin-disadvantaged-community-water-study/
http://www.tularecounty.ca.gov/cao/index.cfm/tulare-lake-basin-disadvantaged-community-water-study/
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topics and they all started to identify particular communities within their county 
where those types of pilot projects may apply.  Feedback provided by the groups 
was recorded and captured by the project team to use in pilot project 
development. 

June 4, 2012 - The consultant team explained that there were five “top priority” 
issues identified by the SOAC at the January 9th meeting.  It was explained that 
these issues would become the focus of the pilot projects for the Study.  All 
attendees were encouraged to participate in the pilot project stakeholder 
process.  The SOAC voting members approved the following list of pilot projects: 
1) Management/ Non-Infrastructure Solutions to Reduce Costs and Improve 
Efficiency, 2) Technical Solutions to Improve Efficiency/ Reduce Operation and 
Maintenance Costs, 3) New Source Development, and 4) Individual Household 
Treatment.  The following elements were also approved by the SOAC to be 
developed through each of the aforementioned pilot projects: 1) Policy 
Recommendations, 2) Implementation Roadmap, and 3) Stakeholder Facilitation 
Tools. 

July 30, 2012 - The project team provided an overview of the scope of the pilot 
project topics, the schedule for the development of the topics, as well as the 
budget for each pilot project.  Additionally, the project team provided a summary 
of the pilot project stakeholder process.  All attendees were briefed on the roles 
of the Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Groups.  All attendees were asked to 
suggest people that could contribute to the various pilot project stakeholder 
processes.  Preliminary lists of participants for each of the four Pilot Project 
Stakeholder Advisory Groups were generated.        

June 23, 2014 -  

 

August 11, 2014 -  

4.1.4 Meeting Organization and Facilitation  

Prior to the first meeting of the SOAC, the project team developed a set of ground rules 
for the meetings, which were approved by the SOAC at the first convening. A fact sheet 
was developed, which clarified the goals, meeting requirements, expectations, and 
attendance criteria.  SOAC participants were provided with a binder and copies of all 
relevant documents. The County took the lead in drafting a master calendar for the 
project team, which outlined meeting dates and deadlines for drafting documents and 
completing translation.  

The project team developed guidelines and handouts for a group training session for 
facilitators among the project team.  Training for facilitators was held prior to the first 
SOAC meeting.  Individuals responsible for conducting break-out sessions were given 
copies of the guidelines and instructed on how to effectively draw out participation from 
all members in the group.   
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Prior to each SOAC meeting, the project team coordinated to develop the format for 
meeting facilitation and break-out sessions, discuss agenda items, prepare an agenda 
and other meeting materials including handouts, charts, PowerPoint presentations, etc. 
All meeting materials were circulated within the project team for review and comment 
before being finalized. All final meeting documents were translated to English and 
Spanish, posted on the website, and printed for meeting attendees. After each meeting, 
the project team drafted the meeting minutes and translated the final minutes for 
distribution to the SOAC.  

The consultant team developed a format to assist SOAC participants in identifying 
common problems and barriers to solutions, prioritizing problems, and identifying 
potential solutions and pilot projects.  The project team invested significant time in 
developing meeting materials, as well as processes for break-out sessions, in order to 
yield information that reflects a regional perspective from multiple stakeholders.  

The consultant team followed up with SOAC participants to answer questions about 
SOAC meeting participation, the project, and the process for development of pilot 
projects. 

Lessons Learned: 

The lessons learned related to meeting organization and facilitation are summarized as 
follows: 

 Consideration should be given to the meeting location - some participants may 
feel comfortable in one setting while others feel intimidated. This could affect 
some members’ ability to fully participate.  

 Holding all meetings in the same location alleviates confusion.  

 Breakout sessions, community-friendly facilitators, and translation services help 
to ensure that community residents feel as comfortable speaking as members of 
the Board of Supervisors, engineers, etc.  Additionally, meeting leaders need to 
set tone early and at each meeting to encourage and recognize community 
participation.  

o Conduct breakout sessions for smaller group discussion 

o Encourage table seating to be mixed with a variety of participant types at 
each table 

o Provide name cards with no titles 

o Simultaneous translation in both directions (English to Spanish and 
Spanish to English) 

o Skillful facilitation, eliciting feedback from various participant types 

 It is important to clarify the roles of voting vs. non-voting members. 

 It is important to clarify the meeting goals and format at the start of each meeting.  

 Make sure the agenda allows sufficient time for discussion in break-out sessions.   
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 Be prepared to have a number of facilitators to carry out meeting objectives - 
multiple facilitators and translators are necessary, especially when break-out 
sessions are conducted.  

 Give participants nametags and remind them to sign the sign-in sheet at each 
meeting.  

 Provide material in advance so that participants can review material ahead of 
time - 2 hours is not very much time to present information, facilitate break-out 
sessions, and present information back to the group.  

 The facilitator should take a leadership role in proposing ideas and drawing out 
diverse perspectives from participants.  

 It is important to respect the agenda and adhere to time limitations.  

 Participants like having the opportunity to cast a vote; this helps keep them 
engaged.   

 One member of the project team should be responsible for consolidating and 
posting all documents on the website in a well organized manner. It is easiest to 
find documents if they are organized by meeting.  

4.1.5 Ongoing Outreach Efforts 

The project team created, utilized, and managed a database of stakeholder contacts.  
The database included over 1000 stakeholders.  Due to varying degrees of 
technological access, email contacts were not obtained for nearly a third of the 
stakeholders.   Email reminders with links to all materials (including the agenda) in 
English and Spanish were sent to all stakeholders prior to each of the SOAC meetings.  
In addition, individual reminder calls were made before each meeting to SOAC 
members and other community stakeholders who may not regularly utilize email.   

The SOAC membership was managed by County staff.  Agenda packets including 
agendas, minutes, and any relative material were sent via mail and email to SOAC 
members prior to each meeting.  County staff maintained records for Tulare County 
Board of Supervisor committee appointments, applicable ethics training, and committee 
administrative matters in accordance with County of Tulare’s committee policies.  

Throughout the life of the project, the project team continued to recruit stakeholders to 
participate in the SOAC process. The project team members provided updates on the 
Study and the SOAC’s activities when they attend regular water meetings such as, 
AGUA (the Association of People United for Water) Coalition, IRMWP meetings, Tulare 
County Water Commission, and others. Additionally, participation in the SOAC process 
was promoted during radio interviews and other opportunities. 

Prior to the February 2012 meeting, a presentation was given by representatives from 
Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC), an organization that has 
successfully modeled a process for regionalization of water systems in New Mexico.  
This collaborative effort was organized by Community Water Center for the benefit of 
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SOAC participants.  RCAC presented their experiences related to regionalization efforts 
in New Mexico, and discussed the challenges as well as successes relevant to the 
issues faced within the Tulare Lake Basin Region.  

Lessons Learned: 

The lessons learned related to ongoing outreach efforts are summarized as follows: 

 Keeping contact information up to date on a regular basis is critical to successful 
outreach efforts.  

 Individual outreach is very important to convey the importance of broad based 
participation. 

 Sending a formal letter of invitation to potential SOAC members lends legitimacy 
to the process and conveys the message that applicants are being selected to 
participate in an important long term planning effort. 

 Outreach efforts should be developed strategically.  The messenger delivering 
the invitation to participate is key to garnering participation from a broad based 
group of stakeholders. For example, county officials should invite participation 
from other county officials; non-profit organizations should network within 
communities where relationships have already been developed, etc.   

 Stakeholder input is key to meeting attendance. Polling stakeholders to develop 
a schedule that accommodates them increased meeting attendance and 
ultimately stakeholder participation. 

 Mileage reimbursement makes it possible for some members to participate who 
may not have otherwise been able to attend. This is particularly important if 
community members have to travel long distances and to neighboring counties. 

 Developing a fact sheet that clarified goals and expectations, including 
attendance criteria, aided in stakeholder outreach.  

4.1.6 Translation 

Community Water Center provided translations from English into Spanish of PowerPoint 
presentations and written materials including agendas, meeting minutes, and handouts 
for break-out sessions.  Community Water Center also conducted simultaneous 
translation at all SOAC meetings, and break-out sessions were conducted in English 
and Spanish so that non-English speaking participants felt comfortable expressing their 
views.  In addition, reminders for meetings and follow up phone calls were made by 
bilingual staff.  

All documents developed and distributed to the public and posted on the SOAC website 
were translated and available in both English and Spanish. 
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Lessons Learned: 

The lessons learned related to translation efforts are summarized as follows: 

 Documents need to be translated carefully to ensure they are understandable, 
and should be presented in a manner that feels welcoming and not intimidating.  

 Meeting documents and presentations need to be completed by a deadline that 
leaves sufficient time for translation.  

 Facilitators need to be aware of the time lag in simultaneous translation to ensure 
that Spanish speaking members are not left out of the conversation and/or voting 
processes.   

4.2 Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Groups 

At the June 4 and July 30, 2012 SOAC meetings, the project team began the 
recruitment for the Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Groups (PPSAGs).  The Project 
team continued to identify and recruit additional resources and key stakeholders for the 
PPSAGs to further the development of solutions to the priority issues and problems 
faced by communities throughout the Tulare Lake Basin.   

In order to ensure that each pilot project was developed with input from stakeholders, a 
separate Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Group was convened for each pilot project 
study. Each group was comprised of members of impacted communities, regulatory and 
funding agencies, local water or wastewater providers, and other agencies and 
organizations as appropriate, in order to provide input and recommendations to the 
project team throughout the identification and analysis of various potential solutions to 
the issues identified through the SOAC. 

4.2.1 Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Group Formation 

[Describe formation of the PSAGs] 

4.2.2 Composition of the PSAGs  

[Describe composition of each PSAG] 

4.2.3 Description of Responsibilities and Activities   

[Describe the responsibilities of the PSAGs and various PSAG meetings] 

4.2.4 Lessons Learned 

[Describe lessons learned] 
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4.3 Pilot Project Community Review Process 

The project team conducted outreach to the residents of communities that were the 
subject of a pilot project evaluation. A community review process was conducted for one 
to three communities or sets of communities for each of the four selected pilot studies.  

4.3.1 Community Focus Area Review Group Formation 

[Describe formation of the community review groups] 

4.3.2 Composition of Community Review Groups  

[Describe composition of the community review groups] 

4.3.3 Description of Responsibilities and Activities   

[Describe the responsibilities of the community review groups and various board 
meetings, one-on-one meetings, and community focus area meetings] 

4.3.4 Lessons Learned 

The lessons learned related to community outreach and review process are 
summarized as follows: 

 Mobile home parks or other small privately run systems, communities served by 
private wells, and schools with independent water systems are often difficult to 
contact or get responses from.  

 Utilizing existing relationships to identify key community leaders to help reduce 
the barriers to DAC participation, which include language and technical 
knowledge constraints were successful.  

 Existing relationships allowed ease of initial contact with community members 
and the development of new relationships to garner community participation in 
this study. 

 

4.4 Recommendations for Improvements 

4.4.1 Stakeholder Oversight Advisory Committee 

[Recommendations for improvement to the Stakeholder involvement processes 
completed] 
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4.4.2 Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Groups 

[Recommendations for improvement to the Stakeholder involvement processes 
completed] 

 

4.4.3 Pilot Project Community Review Groups 

[Recommendations for improvement to the Stakeholder involvement processes 
completed] 
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5 PROJECT FOCUS AND GOALS 

The main goal of this study is to provide useful information and tools that can function 
as a roadmap or guidelines for various audiences. Discussion items and 
recommendations should be considered from the perspective of the customer, the 
perspective of the water or wastewater service provider, the perspective of various 
agencies, and the legislative perspective. This section discusses each of the 
perspectives considered in performing this Study. 

The information presented in this study, including the four pilot study reports attached, 
includes descriptions of actual community efforts toward solving water supply 
challenges. The information may also include recommendations for other communities 
to consider regarding: 

a) Steps toward solving remaining existing water supply and wastewater collection 
or treatment challenges, 

b) Identifying obstacles interfering with solving remaining existing water supply and 
wastewater collection or treatment challenges, and 

c) Steps toward preventing or mitigating future water supply and wastewater 
collection or treatment challenges. 

5.1 Local User/Consumer Perspective 

When alternatives to address water supply and wastewater challenges are evaluated, 

the impacts to the consumer must be considered. Impacts that the consumer may be 

concerned about include: 

 The cost of receiving the service.  The costs may be in the form of initial capital 
costs and monthly service charges for water and wastewater. 

 Level of funding and affordability 

 The quality of water delivered 

 The reliability of water delivered 

 Restrictions regarding the use of water 

 A change in water service provider that may result from a consolidation 

 A change in how bills can be paid (e.g. is there still a local office that consumers 

can go to in order to pay their bills?) 

 Health effects from consuming water not meeting state and federal requirements. 

 Risks associated with communities served by one source of water if that source 
is not longer functional. 

 Environmental impacts of the discharge of improperly treated wastewater.  
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 Restrictions regarding the use of water. 

 Standard procedures and policies regarding uncollected accounts may change. 

The cost of receiving service may be in the form of initial capital costs for connection 
fees and/or monthly service charges.  If an evaluated alternative involves connecting to 
a new system, a connection fee may be assessed.  When implementation of an 
alternative will impact the service charges, the effect that will have on the consumer 
must be considered. Particularly in disadvantaged communities, the financial impact of 
a rate increase can be difficult to overcome. 

The quality of water delivered is a primary concern. For a system that had existing water 
quality problems, it is important to consider whether the alternative will correct their 
drinking water quality problem.  For a system that has historically had good quality 
water, that good quality water should not be adversely impacted by implementation of 
an alternative. Consumers want to know that the water they are receiving is safe.  

Similarly, the reliability of the water supply may be important to consumers. If water 
supply reliability has been an issue, they may want to know whether a proposed 
alternative will resolve that issue. No alternative should be recommended that would 
diminish the reliability of a system. 

If an alternative could result in restrictions regarding water use, the impacts to the 
consumer should be considered. Generally, water use restrictions would likely be 
implemented for the benefit of the consumer, in that it may aid in the reliability and 
sustainability of a water supply.  However, consumers may be concerned about such 
restrictions. Restrictions may include general conservation measures, limitations on 
outside water usage or usage during peak times of day, etcetera. 

Consumers may also be concerned about a change in water service provider as a result 
of an ownership transfer.  While this may be a concern to some, if the new service 
provider provides safe and reliable drinking water at affordable rates, most consumers 
will be happy. 

Some alternatives may cause a change in how bills can be paid. For example, 
consumers may currently be able to make payments at a local water district office, but 
contracting for billing services with a nearby district or city may require consumers to 
mail payments or drive elsewhere to make payments.  In remote areas this is of 
particular concern. Some rural towns lack even postal service. 

5.2 Service Provider Perspective 

The service provider will be interested in evaluating the impacts of a potential solution 
from a different perspective. The service provider should consider various questions 
regarding the alternatives presented in this pilot study, including the following: 

 What are the pros and cons of the proposed alternative(s)? 

 Can the solution proceed while allowing each entity involved to maintain a level 
of quality that is acceptable to the customers? 
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 Will all entities involved have the same rate structure, or will it differ by 
community (for consolidation or shared services)? How does this affect 
staffing/billing/rate setting? 

 Will there be more staff needs / less staff needs? 

 In what condition are the finances of the new partners? Will the surviving entity 
be responsible for the debt of a consolidating entity? 

 How will delinquent accounts and difficult customers be handled? 

 What information or resources are available to help evaluate/implement these 
types of alternatives? 

 What will implementation look like, and how long will it take to fully implement 
selected alternative(s)? 

 Is funding available to implement selected alternative(s)?  

 Are annual revenues sufficient to offset expenses? 

 What are the leadership and governance implications? 

o Is there a manager? 

o How are formal decisions made? 

o How are emergency decisions made? 

o Will proposed changes reduce/increase the number of board members, 

managers, employees, or other? 

 How will community engagement/buy-in be developed? 

 Ability to finance capital improvements. 

 Ability to pass potential rate increases to pay capital and operating costs 
(Proposition 218) while still maintaining affordable rates to the rate payers. 

 Evaluation of annual revenue versus expenses. 

 Ability to provide operators certified to operate the improvements. 

The service provider will be concerned about whether an alternative will provide safe 

reliable water, whether it can improve a component of their technical, managerial, and 

financial capacity, if it makes sense financially for the system, and whether the 

alternative can be implemented with the political, governance, and ownership issues for 

each participating entity in mind. The objective of a proposed alternative would be that 

any of these benefits associated with implementing the alternative would outweigh any 

cost associated with implementing an alternative.  
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5.3 Agency Perspective 

Considerations from the various agency perspectives focus on whether regulations are 
being met, including water quality standards, water demand objectives, and waste 
discharge requirements. At the agency level, various policy considerations could also 
benefit the ability to provide safe, reliable drinking water and wastewater services. 

5.3.1 County Level 

Items that Counties should consider related to water supply and wastewater challenges 
include: 

 Existing land development policies  

 Individual well and on-site sanitary sewer facilities (e.g., minimum lot size 
requirements) 

 Consideration of impacts to land use control/zoning/building permit. 

 Consideration of County Environmental Health Departments regarding individual 
wells and on-site sanitary sewer facilities. 

 Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) for each county in regards to any 
changes in a DACs service area or potential joint agreements between 
communities. 

Counties may want to consider existing land use policies from two perspectives: 1) is a 
proposed project consistent with existing land use policies; and 2) are there adjustments 
to the existing land use policies that could be made to minimize future water quality 
issues.  

Counties also take into consideration minimum lot size requirements for on-site septic 
systems and location of individual wells to minimize contamination by on-site septic 
systems.  

5.3.2 Regulatory Agencies 

The perspectives of regulatory agencies to be considered include California Department 
of Public Health (CDPH), California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB), Local Primacy Agencies (LPAs), and United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). The involvement that these regulatory agencies may have include: 

 Permitting requirements for new systems 

 Guidelines/directives to correct violations 

 Sharing knowledge (e.g., training programs and other education opportunities 
and/or requirements) 

 Permitting requirements for new or improved systems. 
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 Guidelines/directives to correct violations. 

 Sustainability – require a means to sustain the facilities prior to allowing 
construction. 

 Identification of impacts to DACs when new regulatory requirements are 
imposed. 

Each of these regulatory agencies has rules, regulations, and other elements that they 
consider for new and existing facilities. Regulatory agencies will consider the permitting 
requirements for a new system, and whether the system is able to comply with those 
requirements. They can also provide guidelines or directives of how to correct those 
violations, as well as potential funding opportunities in some cases. These regulatory 
agencies can be a good resource for information about existing and proposed 
regulations, guidance related to correcting violations, funding opportunities, training 
opportunities, as well as education and training requirements.  

5.3.3 Funding Agencies 

Funding agencies may include any of the regulatory agencies listed above. Funding 
agencies may also include the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
Community Development Block Grant program (CDBG), United States Economic 
Development Administration (EDA), United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Rural Utilities, and State Bonds. Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) 
planning groups can apply for and administer funds for local entities and may be able to 
assist entities in understanding the funding agency perspective. Considerations from the 
perspective of the funding agencies may include the following: 

 Does a proposed project and applying entity meet the requirements to receive 
funding? 

 Does the proposed project fix a priority issue? 

 Does the applying entity have the resources and funding to sustain the proposed 
facilities? 

 Impacts regarding funding assistance and requirements to receive funding 
assistance. 

 Assistance with funding applications. 

5.4 Legislature Perspective 

This Study will help identify potential new policies or legislation to aid communities in 
providing safe and affordable drinking water and wastewater services, or suggestions to 
possibly improve existing policies. Some considerations from the legislative perspective 
may include the following: 

 Identification of new legislation to facilitate funding assistance opportunities 
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 Routine identification of impacts to DACs when new legislation is proposed or 
implemented 

 Identification of new legislation that may address DAC priority issues and 
facilitate promising solutions. 
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6 IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES AND POTENTIAL 
SOLUTIONS 

6.1 Identified Priority Issues 

Through the SOAC process, several issues were identified, and a list of priority issues 
was developed. Potential solution sets (pilot studies) were generated to address the list 
of priority issues that was developed. 

In consultation with the SOAC, the Project consultant team utilized the database to 
identify common problems associated with providing safe, reliable water and 
wastewater services to disadvantaged communities that can be effectively explored by 
further study, alternative solution development, and pilot projects. Using this list of 
common problems, the consultants worked with the SOAC to identify the priority issues 
facing DACs in the Tulare Lake Basin. 

The SOAC, which was established in Task 2, identified common problems associated 
with disadvantaged communities related to safe, reliable water and wastewater services 
at their December 5, 2011 meeting. These common problems were as follows, in the 
priority order established by the SOAC at the January 9, 2012 SOAC meeting: 

1. Lack of Funding to Offset Increasingly Expensive Operations and Maintenance 
Costs due in Large Part to Lack of Economies of Scale - Small systems serving 
primarily low-income households and remote locations cannot keep rates 
affordable and still generate enough revenue to run the system safely over the 
long term; Lack of funding resources to operate and maintain water or 
wastewater systems at affordable levels and lack of funding for planning and 
replacement of infrastructure as it ages 

2. Poor Water Quality - Existing contamination of drinking water source (acute and 
chronic contaminants), increasing groundwater pollution, new and emerging 
contaminants, problems with secondary contaminants (i.e. taste, color, smell, 
etc.), health impacts 

3. Inadequate or Unaffordable Funding or Funding Constraints to Make 
Improvements - Lack of affordable or accessible funding for system 
improvements; Inadequate funding to make successful grant applications to get 
infrastructure improvements (i.e. lack of funding for grant writers, preliminary 
engineering, etc.); funding isn’t always getting to the communities that need it 
most 

4. Lack of Informed, Empowered, or Engaged Residents - Residents lack good 
information, or do not feel that they have the power or ability to change their 
situation, or are not engaged in decision-making processes that impact local 
water or wastewater service, including inadequate or confusing information about 
water quality and what is safe drinking water, lack of information to residents on 
grant opportunities available to the community, knowledge about health impacts 
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5. Lack of Technical, Managerial and Financial (TMF) Capacity by Water and 
Wastewater Providers - Lack of adequately trained technical, legal, financial, and 
managerial professionals, as well as inadequate training and ongoing education 
and assistance for existing water and wastewater providers; complete lack of 
institutional capacity for areas without a provider; lack of knowledge of available 
training, assistance, and educational support to support local employment in 
these sectors 

6. Lack of Public Support or Political Will to Solve Water and Wastewater 
Challenges in DACs - Public officials, water policy decision makers, and voters 
are not prioritizing developing and funding solutions to existing water and 
wastewater challenges in disadvantaged communities and/or are not responsive 
or accountable to DAC residents 

7. Lack of Vision and Integrated Planning to Develop Sustainable Solutions - Lack 
of shared visions of sustainable solutions for DAC water and wastewater needs 
within community planning documents, water planning documents, individual 
water and wastewater provider plans, county general plans, and Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plans (IRWMPs), lack of regional coordination and 
planning with larger entities in planning efforts 

8. Inadequate Existing Infrastructure - Infrastructure that is aging, poorly 
constructed, or of insufficient capacity to meet current or future community needs 

9. Lack of Information on DACs - Lack of information about water rates and usage, 
lack of information about water quality in areas that have no public water provider 
(i.e., private wells), barriers to accessing information on water quality (i.e., 
confidentiality requirements), lack of information about wastewater treatment in 
areas without wastewater system providers, etc. Lack of data on water and 
wastewater infrastructure compatible with GIS and online so it can be accessed 
by the general public 

10. Lack of Affordable Interim Solutions - Residents either face high cost of having to 
purchase and haul bottled water or other alternative water supplies, and / or face 
the health impacts of exposure to contaminated water 

11. A Changing Regulatory Environment - Changing water quality and water 
treatment standards, including more stringent requirements as well as new and 
emerging contaminants 

12. Insufficient Quantity of Water - Insufficient supply or lack of reliable water supply, 
including surface and groundwater, including groundwater storage capacity, 
surface water storage and supply 

13. Inadequate Accountability to DAC Residents by Water or Wastewater Providers - 
Water or wastewater providers that are not accountable to residents, such as 
being unresponsive or failing to communicate information properly 
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14. Segregated Community Development - Demographically segregated DACs have 
historically been and continue to be physically and politically separated from 
larger water and wastewater systems or cities 

15. Inability to Address the Source of Pollution - Insufficient information on the 
source of water pollution and inability to address or protect water supply from 
existing and continuing sources of pollution 

16. Resistance to Change by Existing Institutions - Resistance to changing an 
existing institutional structure, both by water and wastewater providers as well as 
by residents, professional contractors and technical advisors 

At the January 9, 2012 SOAC meeting, the Project team presented the common 
problems identified above.  The SOAC, with open discussion, refined the common 
problems list into a final list of priority issues.  With consideration of this final list, the 
SOAC voted to identify the top five problems on the list as the priority issues facing 
disadvantaged communities in the Tulare Lake Basin.   

1. Lack of Funding to Offset Increasingly Expensive Operations and Maintenance 
Costs in Large Part to Lack of Economies of Scale  

2. Lack of Technical, Managerial and Financial (TMF) Capacity by Water and 
Wastewater Providers  

3. Poor Water Quality  

4. Inadequate or Unaffordable Funding or Funding Constraints to Make 
Improvements  

5. Lack of Informed, Empowered, or Engaged Residents  

6.2 Selection of Representative Pilot Project Topics 

The project team worked to develop a list of potential solutions to the priority issues 
identified by the SOAC.  At the May 2012 SOAC meeting, the Project team facilitated 
discussions through break-out sessions on potential solutions to narrow down the topics 
that needed to be developed through pilot projects, and to get input on specific places 
and communities for potential demonstration projects. 

The project team took the list of priority issues established by the SOAC and 
brainstormed various potential solutions for each priority issue.  The SOAC, at their 
February 6th 2012 meeting, broke into four groups and also brainstormed various 
potential solutions for each of the priority issues facing the disadvantaged communities 
within the Tulare Lake Basin.   

The Project team took each priority issue identified by the SOAC and used the 
information in the database as well as community setting information to establish draft 
individual community reports.  Key indicators have also been identified for each issue.  
On April 2, 2012 the Project engineers began to evaluate each disadvantaged 
community using the draft individual community reports against the key indicators to 
identify outstanding data gaps and to identify patterns for potential solutions throughout 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Identification of Problems/Issues/Challenges 

 

Department of Water Resources  119 | P a g e  

the Tulare Lake Basin region.  The final list of priority issues developed by the SOAC, 
and the four (4) potential solution sets (pilot studies) that aimed to address the priority 
issues, were summarize in a document entitled “Potential Pilot Projects/Studies”, dated 
June 4, 2012 (Appendix G). This list of potential pilot projects was approved by the 
SOAC at their June 2012 meeting. 

A final list of potential solutions was generated as follows: 

1. Management/Non-Infrastructure Solutions To Reduce Costs And Improve Efficiency 

 Personnel / Service / Purchasing Pools (i.e. lab, residual disposal, technical 
services, financial services, legal services, etc.) 

2. Technical Solutions To Improve Efficiency/Reduce Operation & Maintenance 

 Separating potable water from other public water system uses (i.e. dual systems: 
in-home versus Irrigation or fire flow water) 

 Residual handling and management (on-site and off-site handling, all materials) 

 Water/energy efficiency technology 

 Less expensive water treatment technology & blending 

 Nitrate biological treatment 

3. New Source Development 

 Physical Consolidation – Both water and waste water facilities 

 Exchanges/contracting for surface water or other source 

 Regional Drinking Water (or Wastewater) Treatment Plant 

4. Individual Household Treatment 

 Well Improvements– resealing, deepening or replacing wells. 

 Point of Entry (POE) treatment (appropriate for a water systems or for individual 
wells) 

 Point of Use (POU) treatment (appropriate for individual wells, difficult for a 
system to be required to monitor items within the home) 

 Community Septic Systems (i.e. community leach field, cluster systems, package 
plants, etc.) 

 Advanced Septic System 

Using the priority list of issues developed in Subtask 3.3, the SOAC selected a final 
roster of representative pilot projects and studies that are the focus of this Final Report. 

Based on all of the prior work by the SOAC and the Project Team, at the June 4, 2012 
meeting the SOAC was presented with a recommended list of four pilot projects, which 
they then approved.  The approved pilot projects are as follows: 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Identification of Problems/Issues/Challenges 

 

Department of Water Resources  120 | P a g e  

1. Management/Non-Infrastructure Solutions to Reduce Costs and Improve 
Efficiency 

2. Technical Solutions to Improve Efficiency and Reduce Operation & Maintenance 

3. New Source Development 

4. Individual Household Treatment (Non-System Solutions) 

Based on the priority issues and problems identified by the SOAC, the Project team 
developed a simple potential solutions matrix of priority issues and potential solutions, 
as identified in Subtask 3.2.  Due to the way priority issues and potential solutions were 
defined, the Project team was able to select representative pilot projects based on a 
simple matrix. The results of this analysis are summarized under Subtask 3.3 above.   

Following the approval of the pilot project topics at the June 4th SOAC meeting, the 
engineers developed a work plan for refining the problems and alternative solutions, 
developing the outreach effort with the PSAGs, and determining resources needed to 
form recommendations for each of the topics.  Each pilot project topic was led by a 
Principal Engineer.  The engineers had a goal of developing alternatives that could be 
sustainable by communities long-term. Development of alternatives and 
recommendations was done by using the database and the PSAGs as their sounding 
board for proposed solutions.   
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7 MANAGEMENT AND NON-INFRASTRUCTURE PILOT 

The summary presented in this Chapter provides a brief description of the priority 
issues, potential solutions to address the priority issues, and findings of the 
Management and Non-Infrastructure Pilot Study. A more detailed description of these 
findings is included in Book 2. 

7.1 Priority Issues 

Several priority issues were developed during the Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC) process. The specific priority issues that the Management and Non-
Infrastructure Solutions pilot study aims to address include the following: 

 Lack of funding to offset increasingly expensive operations and maintenance 
costs in large part due to lack of economies of scale.  

o Small systems serving primarily low-income households, especially in 
isolated locations cannot keep rates affordable and still generate enough 
revenue to run the system safely over the long term;  

o Lack of funding resources to operate and maintain water or wastewater 
systems at affordable levels and lack of funding for planning and 
replacement of infrastructure as it ages. 

 Lack of technical, managerial and financial (TMF) capacity by water and 
wastewater providers. 

o Lack of adequately trained technical, legal, financial, and managerial 
professionals, as well as inadequate training and ongoing education and 
assistance for existing water and wastewater providers;  

o Lack of awareness of available training, assistance, and educational 
opportunities to support local employment in these sectors. 

7.2 Potential Alternatives 

This pilot study focuses on management and non-infrastructure alternatives to reduce 
costs and improve efficiency. There are management and non-infrastructure 
approaches that can benefit both water and sewer systems, falling along a broad 
spectrum of formality. The alternatives that are presented in this study include: 

 Internal Changes 

 Informal Cooperation 

 Contractual Assistance 

 Joint Powers Authority 

 Ownership Transfer 
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 Formation of a Legal Entity 

 County Operation of Multiple Zones of Benefit or County Service Areas 

 Regional Association Focusing on Sharing of Information 

 Combination of Alternatives 

Internal Changes 

Internal changes are modifications that can be made within an existing entity to reduce 
costs, improve service delivery, and/or improve efficiency. Some of the internal changes 
that may be considered include: assessing the existing rate structure to determine if 
adjustments to the user rates are appropriate; assessing the existing budget, financials, 
and reserves to determine if adjustments are necessary; and evaluating the existing 
management structure to see if changes to the structure may benefit the sustainability 
of the entity. 

Informal Cooperation 

Informal cooperation can involve two or more entities working together in a mutual aid 
arrangement, without contractual obligations. By sharing equipment, bulk supply 
purchases, backup operation and maintenance personnel, sampling and testing 
services, or similar items or services, the cooperating communities can reduce some of 
their individual expenses without the need for a formal agreement. 

Contractual Assistance 

Contractual assistance can be provided in various forms. An entity or group of entities 
can contract with a private third party entity to provide bookkeeping services, operation 
and maintenance services, management, engineering, or other services. This type of 
contract is under each individual system’s control, and does not necessarily involve 
cooperation between two systems. Similarly, an entity can contract with a non-profit 
organization to provide any of a variety of services. This can involve an existing non-
profit entity or one formed for the specific purpose of providing contract services to 
public or private water or sewer utilities. 

Alternatively, contractual assistance can be between utility providers. In this case, an 
entity could enter into one or more contracts with other entities for the provision of 
services and/or the purchasing of goods and equipment.  

Joint Powers Authority 

Inter-agency contracts can involve the creation of a new entity by cooperation between 
several existing entities, which allows each of the member agencies to continue to exist 
as independent entities. Inter-agency contracts would most likely be in the form of a 
joint powers agreement that can form a Joint Powers Authority (JPA). This is a more 
formal contractual approach than that described in the Contractual Assistance section 
above. 

The new entity formed through the joint powers agreement provides one or more 
services for all participating entities; however the remaining services of each entity 
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remain the responsibility of the individual agency. For example, the JPA may create a 
shared system management structure, while each participating entity continues to 
operate its own system. 

Ownership Transfer 

Ownership transfer involves consolidation of two or more systems into one existing or 
newly created system. This solution includes variants such as: acquisition and physical 
interconnection between the systems; or acquisition and satellite management (no 
physical interconnection). This study discusses both forms of consolidation; however it 
focuses on the governance structure. Options for physical interconnection are 
developed further in the New Source Development pilot study. 

Formation of a Legal Entity 

Formation of a public legal entity may be an option for: (1) existing private entities that 
currently do not have access to funding or other opportunities as a private system, or (2) 
communities that do not have an existing water or sewer system and want to form a 
legal entity to provide water and/or wastewater service to the community. These would 
be communities that rely on private wells and/or septic systems. Individual households 
with private wells and septic systems are discussed further in the Individual Households 
pilot study. 

Formation of a legal entity would help a system to become eligible for future funding 
opportunities for which they otherwise may not have been eligible.  

County Operation of Multiple Zones of Benefit or County Service Areas 

Another alternative may be to utilize County staff or contractors to provide management 
or operation services within multiple Zones of Benefit (ZOBs) or County Service Areas 
(CSAs). Many counties already manage ZOBs and/or CSAs within their jurisdictions. If a 
County has an efficient model in place to operate these service areas, or is willing to 
implement such a model, it could benefit many unincorporated communities by 
leveraging the county’s considerable economy of scale and expertise in providing 
service to multiple communities.  

Regional Association 

A regional association focusing on sharing information can support and augment other 
solutions. There are various existing associations that can be utilized, or a new 
association could be formed to provide a specific service or serve a specific region. 
Regional associations are typically voluntary, independent associations whose main 
objective may be to act as a clearinghouse of information, materials, or resources to 
those entities that choose to become a member of the association. Existing entities 
continue to exist and function independently. Community members and entity leaders, 
staff and other interested parties can be potential members of the association. Included 
in this association, or as a separate program, could be training and education courses, 
including both leadership development and operator training programs. An association 
could also provide operation and maintenance services on a temporary or permanent 
basis. 
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Combination of Alternatives 

Any one or a combination of two or more of the alternatives discussed in this study can 
be implemented. Each community is unique, and therefore the most appropriate or most 
beneficial solution or solution set will differ from system to system. This study does not 
aim to recommend a single specific solution; rather it presents a range of potential 
solutions that could be implemented alone or in combination, depending on the specific 
circumstances of a particular community. The alternatives presented in this study could 
also be implemented in combination with alternatives presented in the other pilot 
studies.  

7.3 Implementation Process 

The process of implementing a management or non-infrastructure solution is initiated 
when one or more entities decide to move forward in an effort to resolve their water or 
sewer system issues. From there, the system(s) can identify their needs and select the 
best options for their specific situation. 

The alternatives identified in this study range in formality and levels of sharing, and the 
implementation process varies significantly for the various options. The communities 
can choose which alternative(s) to implement depending on their needs and level of 
comfort with partnering with a nearby system.  

The less formal alternatives, including informal cooperation and contractual assistance, 
can be implemented between the participating entities, with limited approval by 
regulatory agencies required. Alternatives involving ownership transfer or legal entity 
formation will require coordination with and approval from LAFCo, and appropriate 
regulatory agencies. Decision trees that were developed to help guide communities 
through the implementation process are presented in Appendix J. 

7.4 Case Studies 

Many disadvantaged communities with water supply or water quality issues have 
applied for and received funding for improvements to mitigate their water supply and/or 
water quality problems. Many disadvantaged communities with wastewater issues have 
also applied for and received funding for sewer or wastewater treatment facility 
improvements. Various disadvantaged communities have implemented management 
and non-infrastructure type solutions through funded projects, and many others have 
also implemented these types of solutions on their own. Local communities are already 
demonstrating some of the solutions presented, including: Pixley Public Utility District, 
Tipton Community Services District, and Woodville Public Utility District who share 
resources on an informal basis; Porter Vista Public Utility District who contracts with the 
City of Porterville to provide sewer lift station maintenance as well as wastewater 
treatment; Cutler PUD and Orosi PUD who formed a JPA for wastewater treatment and 
disposal, and Fairways Tract Mutual Water Company who consolidated their water 
supply and distribution system with the City of Porterville through annexation into the 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Management and Non-Infrastructure Pilot Study 

 

Department of Water Resources  125 | P a g e  

City.  Several other local examples are presented in the Management and Non-
Infrastructure pilot study as well (see Book 2). 

7.5 Stakeholder Outreach Processes 

For each pilot study, a Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Group (PSAG) was formed to 
provide review of the pilot study, and provide guidance on potential communities to 
conduct outreach efforts through a community review process. The community review 
process involved conducting community review meetings to ground-truth findings, to 
learn about what the residents in the community review focus area need and want, and 
to assess their perspective on the alternatives presented within the draft pilot study.  

One community review focus area was selected from a list of multiple potential projects 
to evaluate the alternatives presented in this pilot study. The selected community focus 
area was the greater Porterville area, including East Porterville, Poplar and Williams 
(Cotton Center) and many other small communities surrounding Porterville. The 
community outreach effort for the Porterville focus area was aimed at evaluating various 
partnership approaches that may help improve technical, managerial, or financial 
viability by increasing economies of scale.   

More than 20 water systems were invited to participate in community review meetings 
for the Porterville focus area. Representatives from about 8 communities and the City of 
Porterville attended the first meeting, and representatives from 5 communities as well 
as a representative from the City of Porterville, Kings Basin Integrated Regional Water 
Management Authority (IRWMA) and the United Farmworkers Foundation attended the 
second meeting. Community participants included operators, board members, and 
residents. 

Key takeaways from participants in the Porterville focus area were generally as follows: 

 In general, participants were open to alternatives that would provide safe, 
reliable, and affordable drinking water, and quality service.  

 There was concern that the management and non-infrastructure alternatives 
presented would not directly improve water quality.  

 Education and training is a big need. 

7.6 Funding Opportunities 

State regulators and funders can begin encouraging non-infrastructure solutions by 
providing educational material as well as funding opportunities. Existing funding 
opportunities and proposed drinking water legislation are presented in this study. 
Traditional drinking water funding programs include the Safe Drinking Water State 
Revolving Fund (SDWSRF), Proposition 50, Proposition 84, Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) Integrated Regional Water Management Program (IRWM), 
Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), and United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development.  Some wastewater funding opportunities 
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include the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF), the Small Community 
Wastewater Grant program (SCWG), Community Development Block Grant Program 
(CDBG), and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development.    

7.7 Sustainability of Program 

Long term planning is critical to the success and sustainability of any system. 
Communities need to ensure that the solution to be implemented is sustainable. Some 
key steps that may be taken to improve the sustainability of the implemented program 
include assess system management adequacy, pursue leadership development 
opportunities, promote community involvement and buy-in, and consider long-term 
operations and maintenance impacts and affordability. 

7.8 Obstacles and Barriers 

Communities have identified and worked through obstacles to implementation of 
management and non-infrastructure alternatives. Based on the community review 
process in the Porterville focus area, the general consensus was that if a solution would 
provide the community with safe and affordable drinking water and good service, they 
would be willing to consider any of the alternatives presented. However, some of the 
potential obstacles that have been identified in the Porterville focus area or elsewhere 
include: 

 Disadvantaged community water and/or wastewater systems lack the technical 
expertise to properly operate and maintain their systems, and they often lack the 
resources to engage with other entities.  

 Consolidation may result in a loss of identity for a local community.  

 A system that consolidates other systems into its service area may absorb those 
acquired systems’ debts.  

 The initial costs associated with holding meetings and discussing alternatives 
and potential partnerships, soliciting community involvement, and other 
associated tasks may be a barrier.  

 Local political barriers can be significant. 

 Management goals of multiple systems may conflict. 

In trying to overcome these obstacles and barriers, it is important that the entities 
involved are encouraged to focus on the common need they are trying to resolve. The 
long term health and wellbeing of the residents within the region should be the primary 
goal, and should outweigh the other obstacles and barriers that may inhibit communities 
from working together. 
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7.9 Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.9.1 Summary of Findings 

Many of the alternatives presented in the Management and Non-Infrastructure pilot 
study, including internal changes, informal cooperation, contractual assistance, 
formation of a joint powers authority, ownership transfer, or formation of a legal entity 
(other than a JPA) can be implemented to improve the technical, managerial, and 
financial capacity of a water or wastewater system provider. These alternatives may 
provide increased resources, communication and collaboration, opportunity for training 
and education, and sharing of services that can improve various capabilities of the 
water or wastewater serving entity.  

While these alternatives can provide many benefits, most of the management and non-
infrastructure alternatives presented are not likely to provide a significant reduction in 
operations and maintenance costs. An exception is formation of a legal entity, which 
would allow a community system to apply for funding for system improvements, where it 
would not otherwise have been able to. Sharing resources on an informal or contractual 
basis will provide some financial benefit to the system, but will be negligible when 
considering the per connection cost savings.  Ownership transfer will allow for improved 
economies of scale, required insurance, permits, and staffing for only one system 
instead of two or more, and other savings with sharing of resources. This will provide a 
benefit. However, it is when physical interconnection is involved that greater savings 
can be achieved. 

7.9.2 Recommendations 

For communities that are interested in pursuing one of the management and non-
infrastructure alternatives presented in this pilot study, additional action is 
recommended. To implement one of these alternatives, communities should work on 
the following: 

 Define issues that potential alternatives will aim to resolve 

 Seek funding to conduct a feasibility study to evaluate alternatives 

 Prepare a Self Assessment of all communities involved 

 Prepare a Technical, Managerial, and Financial Assessment of all communities 
involved 

 Retain legal counsel to evaluate the available forms of governance and how a 
different form of governance may change the responsibilities of an agency (if 
governance structure will be changed) 

 Retain an accounting professional to evaluate the financial health of each entity 
and the feasibility of consolidating finances (if applicable) 

 Consider the impact to consumers (cost per connection) 
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 Consider the impact to water system (revenues versus expenses) 

 Confirm that the solution will satisfy regulatory requirements 

Recommendations for various funding agencies as well as the Legislature were also 
developed as part of this pilot study, and for the overall Tulare Lake Basin DAC Study. 
Some recommendations or considerations include: 

 Establish a resource clearinghouse (potentially County Environmental Health) – 
individuals could go to this clearinghouse to get answers as to where to go/ how 
to begin resolving their questions and issues. 

 County planning departments need to be looking at the feasibility of connecting 
new development to existing public infrastructure, rather than permitting new 
small systems.  

 Provide an education campaign throughout the Tulare Lake Basin region to 
educate board members, operators, and residents on the water issues that are 
faced by communities in the area. 

 Promote Groundwater Management Planning – declining water levels leading to 
increased water quality contaminant levels.  

 Regulatory changes (water and wastewater) should be evaluated with the 
perspective of and impact to the service providers and consumers in mind.  

 Provide block grants to counties to help expedite the funding process. 

 Continue the Pre-Planning and Legal Entity Formation Assistance Program. 

 Continue the Consolidation Incentive Program. 

 Consider other funding opportunities to assist with operation and maintenance 
expenses for communities with excessively high water rates. 

 Providing technical and/or financial support for DACs to prepare funding 
applications. 

 Conduct grant application workshops or training. 
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8 TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS PILOT 

The summary presented in this Chapter provides a brief description of the priority 
issues, potential solutions to address the priority issues, and findings of the Technical 
Solutions Pilot Study. A more detailed description of these findings is included in Book 
3. 

8.1 Summary of Pilot Study 

The Technical Solutions pilot study has been prepared to identify the water and 
wastewater treatment challenges and provide potential technical solutions to be 
considered to address some of the ongoing water quality problems for DACs.  Decision 
trees have been developed to help guide communities through some of the 
implementation processes involved with the technical solutions outlined in this report.  
The decision trees are flow charts that show data needed to evaluate the technical 
solutions and the decisions that may be made based on the available data. The 
decision trees are designed to aid DACs in determining potential technical solutions to 
address their water or wastewater issues. 

8.2 Description of Problems 

Several priority issues were developed during the Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC) process, which was convened as an initial task of this Study. The 
details of the SOAC, including the purpose of the committee and actions performed, are 
described in the main body of the Final Report.  The priority issues to be addressed are: 

 Lack of funding to offset increasingly expensive operations and maintenance 
costs in large part due to lack of economies of scale 

 Lack of technical, managerial and financial capacity by water and wastewater 
providers 

 Poor water quality 

 Inadequate or unaffordable funding or funding constraints to make improvements 

 Lack of informed, empowered, or engaged residents 

Water treatment facilities are typically costly to construct and maintain; therefore, it is 
generally preferred to resolve water contamination issues by means other than 
treatment. Often the preferred solution is to find a better quality source of water that 
does not require treatment. Many communities choose to drill a new well or connect to a 
neighboring water system to obtain safe drinking water.  However, that is not always 
feasible, especially in areas that have widespread, known water quality contamination 
issues. If a high quality water source can be found, it can replace the contaminated 
supply or it can be blended with the contaminated source to provide water that meets 
water quality standards without treatment. This pilot study focuses on technical 
solutions for communities that have exhausted all other potential alternatives.  
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If a source with acceptable drinking water quality cannot be found, it may be necessary 
to provide a treatment system.  Sometimes it may be advantageous to build a regional 
treatment system to treat the water to supply several neighboring communities.  This 
pilot study examines these treatment alternatives and their potential use to remove the 
contaminants present in the study area. The findings and recommendations in this 
report are based only on a list of drinking water MCL exceedances and are therefore 
general and preliminary in nature.  Determining the appropriate treatment approach for 
individual systems will require a more detailed evaluation of water quality and system-
specific constraints that are beyond the scope of this pilot study. 

All treatment systems generate liquid and/or solid waste streams that must be disposed.  
The disposal options will depend on the type of treatment system used; disposal options 
include non-mechanical and mechanical dewatering, discharge to a sewer collection 
system, deep well injection, evaporation, offsite disposal or zero liquid discharge.  The 
treatment of residuals can be accomplished at the water treatment plant site or at a 
regional site that treats waste streams from multiple treatment plants.  This pilot study 
also focuses on technical solutions for water treatment residual disposal that may 
remove obstacles for treatment or may reduce the overall cost of treatment. 

In order to minimize the capital and operations and maintenance costs, a water 
treatment system should ideally treat water used primarily for potable and in-home use. 
If a large portion of a drinking water supply is used for non-potable purposes, a dual 
water distribution system can be considered as a technical solution that may reduce 
treatment costs. One distribution system would convey non-potable water for irrigation, 
landscaping, farming, etc., and a separate system would convey potable water.   

Water conservation and energy conservation are technical solutions that can reduce the 
cost of producing potable water also minimizing potable water demand will minimize the 
cost of treatment facility construction and operation.  Energy conservation will also 
minimize the energy cost associated with operating a water treatment plant.  Energy 
conservation can be achieved through the use of energy efficient pumps, pumps with 
variable speed drives, and energy efficient motors.  Renewable energy from biogas or 
solar is another option to reduce energy costs. 

8.3 Potential Technical Solutions 

This pilot study investigates and discusses how various technical solutions can be 
implemented.  Technical solution alternatives to be discussed and possibly 
implemented in the TLB include: 

 Blending 

 Dual water distribution systems 

 Biological nitrate removal 

 Joint residual handling, management and disposal 

 Lower cost water treatment technology 
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 Water and energy efficiency technology 

These specific pilot projects were further developed after approval of the selected 
communities as part of the community review process.  

All the existing DAC WWTFs in the Tulare Lake Basin discharge to land either through 
percolation, evaporation, or leach fields.  Residents in unsewered DACs discharge 
wastewater to individual leach fields.  Since both WWTFs and individual household 
systems discharge to land, improperly treated wastewater has the potential to pollute 
underlying groundwater.  The polluted groundwater could lead to drinking water quality 
issues. Improvements to existing WWTFs could include: 

 Additional lagoon volume 

 Improved efficiency of existing wastewater process (for example: Biolac) 

 Nitrogen removal via solids recycling or a sequencing batch reactor 

 Tertiary treatment by adding filters 

For the unsewered communities, a solution would involve installing a sewer collection 
system in addition to constructing a WWTF.  Additionally, the existing household 
treatment systems would need to be properly abandoned.  

Any improvements to existing WWTFs or new sewer collection systems would require 
adequately trained staff to operate and maintain the more complex treatment systems.  
The costs to construct and operate a new or upgraded WWTF can be expensive, 
especially to DACs. 

It may be beneficial to have several nearby communities to join together and join or 
construct regional wastewater treatment facilities.  A regional wastewater facility may 
allow for some economies of scale cost savings for the construction of the facility and a 
larger customer base to pay for ongoing operations and maintenance costs. 

8.4 Case Studies 

In order to demonstrate the process of selecting technical solutions, several 
communities, at various stages of implementation, are highlighted.  For water technical 
solutions, these communities are: 

 Riverdale Public Utilities District 

 Armona Community Services District 

 Home Garden Community Services District 

For wastewater technical solutions, these communities are: 

 City of Kerman 

 Caruthers Community Services District 
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8.5 Community Review 

Communities were selected to help further evaluate and ground truth the technical 
solutions presented in this pilot study.  The community review process was also used to 
aid communities in developing a roadmap to address their particular issues.  For the 
Technical Solutions pilot study the following DACs were part of the community review 
process:   

 Home Garden Community Services District - technical solutions regarding the 
disposal of residuals from their arsenic treatment system. 

 Poplar Community Services District – technical solutions for elevated nitrate 
concentrations in a groundwater well. 

The community review process provided insight into the many water issues DACs face.  
A majority of the issues DACs face have to deal with costs.  These costs are associated 
with the necessary engineering work needed to develop a solution, the construction of 
the chosen solution and the impact of the ongoing operations and maintenance costs.  
DACs, by definition, are disadvantaged and any increase in utility bills will have an 
impact on the communities.  The potential cost impacts on the community will be very 
important in evaluating any water solution. 

8.6 Funding Opportunities 

State regulators and funders already provide educational material as well as funding 
opportunities to DACs.  However, many DACs have issues with navigating the funding 
process and evaluating potential solutions for their community.  Several existing funding 
opportunities and proposed drinking water legislation are presented in this pilot study. 
Some of the traditional drinking water funding programs include Safe Drinking Water 
Revolving Fund (SDWRF), Proposition 50, Proposition 84, Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) Integrated Regional Water Management Act (IRWM), Community 
Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), and United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development.  Each of these funding opportunities requires 
different applications with different informational requirements.  These applications may 
be beyond the ability of a DAC to complete without assistance.   

The State Water Resources Control Board administers the Clean Water State Revolving 
Fund (CWSRF) Program, which offers low-interest financing agreements for wastewater 
quality projects. Limited principal forgiveness/grants are available for disadvantaged 
communities.  Eligible projects include, but are not limited to, construction and 
rehabilitation of publicly-owned wastewater treatment facilities, water reclamation 
facilities, and sewer systems.  The types of improvements described in Section 7 of the 
Technical Solutions pilot study, including both improvements to existing treatment 
systems and installing sewer infrastructure in unsewered communities, would likely be 
eligible for funding under the CWSRF Program. 

All these funding sources have limited funding available each year.  DACs must 
compete for funding with all other large and small non-disadvantaged communities.  
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The need for funding exceeds the amount of available funding, meaning certain 
communities may not receive funding for a number of years.  In addition to the typical 
funding sources for water and wastewater projects, funding for “green” projects that 
involve alternative energy, water conservation or energy conservation may be beneficial 
to DACs depending on the water solution. 

The funding opportunities offered by the various agencies cover the capital costs 
associated with any improvements through construction.  Once constructed, the DAC 
will need to pay for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improvements 
typically through utility bills. There are no funding sources available to help offset 
ongoing operations and maintenance costs. 

8.7 Sustainability of Technical Solutions 

The equipment involved with any of the technical solutions will have an estimated life of 
at least 20 years if properly maintained.  The biggest sustainability issue with any of the 
technical solutions will be the ability of the community to pay for and operate the 
solution.  The operations and maintenance costs will increase the utility bills of the 
residents; the ability of residents to pass any required rate increases and pay those 
increases will be the biggest issue affecting sustainability.  The other issue affecting 
sustainability is the ability of the community to find and retain qualified operators to 
operate the technical solutions. 

Since increased operations and maintenance costs can be burdensome to 
communities, the evaluation of potential solutions should included careful analysis of 
ongoing maintenance costs.  For example, spending more in capital costs for an 
automated system may result in lower recurring operations and maintenance costs.  
Operations and maintenance costs may also be lowered by evaluating some of the 
solutions presented in the Management and Non-Infrastructure pilot study such as 
sharing common resources or forming joint governmental agencies to share costs. 

8.8 Obstacles and Barriers 

There are numerous obstacles that a community must overcome in order to implement 
a technical solution.  Some of these obstacles include: 

 Lack of approved technologies – For certain pollutants, like nitrates and fluoride, 
there are a small number of approved technologies.  However, there are 
alternate treatment technologies constantly being developed.  Having a process 
set up to pilot and potentially approve emerging technologies could be helpful to 
DACs if a more cost effective treatment is developed. 

 Proper selection of technology – This pilot study provides a guide of possible 
technical solutions.  However, a more detailed evaluation of the technical 
alternatives would need to be completed to select a technology that will solve the 
particular problem(s) and is sustainable. 
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 Community acceptance – In order for the technical solution to be feasible it would 
need to be accepted by the community.  This acceptance would need to include 
the understanding of why a certain solution is being selected and how the 
community will benefit from the solution.  Community acceptance would help with 
the passing of any rate increases and the payment of future utility bills.  Levels of 
acceptance rise with increased community understanding of the necessity and 
benefits associated with any technical solution. 

 Capital costs – There will be capital costs associated with any technical solution.  
If treatment is involved, the capital costs could be several million dollars.  There 
is the opportunity to obtain funding through the traditional sources for water and 
wastewater projects or through funding for alternative energy or conservation 
projects. The ability to secure the necessary funding could be a major obstacle. 

 Operation and maintenance costs - The community may be able to obtain grants 
or low interest loans to pay for the associated capital costs for a technical 
solution; there are currently no funding mechanisms in place to assist with 
operation and maintenance costs.  These costs will have to be borne by the rate 
payers in the community.  Depending on the median household income in the 
community, the utility rate increase may adversely impact the rate payers.  
Potential solutions should be thoroughly analyzed for ongoing maintenance costs 
so that these costs can be minimized and anticipated.   Operations and 
maintenance costs may be lowered by evaluating some of the solutions 
presented in the Management and Non-Infrastructure pilot study such as sharing 
common resources or forming joint governmental agencies to share costs. 

 Licensed operators – The technical solutions may require a higher level certified 
operator than is currently employed or contracted by the community.  A higher 
level operator would likely command a higher salary due to the scarcity of trained 
and certified operators.  It can be difficult for an operator at a DAC to maintain his 
certification since this requires on-going educational requirements.  Obtaining 
these educational requirements can be costly and requires time off work to 
attend, as well as travel from remote, rural locations.  It is also difficult for an 
operator at a DAC to obtain a higher grade license since this would require 
spending a certain amount of time at a higher rated plant. 

 Water meters – Many of the DACs have water meters installed; however 
sometimes the meters are not read and billing is done at a flat rate.  The meters 
are not read due to lack of staff available to perform this task.  Reading meters 
and billing based on usage would lessen the water demand.  This would result in 
lower operating costs for water pumping and treatment.  The DACs would benefit 
from the installation of meters that can be read remotely to reduce the staff 
needed to perform the meter reading task.  DACs would need to calculate and 
establish appropriate metered rates and billing systems.  These tasks may be 
beyond the ability of the DAC to perform without assistance. 

 Waste disposal – If a water treatment solution is selected, there will be residuals 
that will need to be disposed.  The waste to be disposed could be high in salinity 
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or classified as hazardous waste.  These will require additional costs to dispose 
of properly. During the evaluation of potential water solutions, the costs 
associated with waste disposal need to be evaluated.  There are potential 
opportunities for DACs to reduce waste disposal costs by sharing resources with 
nearby communities that share a similar problem or instituting some of the 
solutions presented in the Management and Non-Infrastructure pilot study.  

8.9 Considerations for Implementing Technical Solutions 

The following are items to be considered when evaluating any of the options in the 
Technical Solutions pilot study.  These are items to be considered by various parties in 
order to facilitate the implementation of technical solutions to communities in the study 
area.  

 Overall Considerations Regarding Technical Solutions for Disadvantaged 
Communities 

o Water treatment should be a “last resort”.   

o The technical solution will be specific to each community.   

o For communities with failing septic systems, installation of a waste 
collection system and a wastewater treatment facility may be needed. 

o The technical solution must be financially sustainable by the community 
and ideally reduce or minimize ongoing operations and maintenance 
costs. 

 Funding Agency Considerations 

o Ensure that funds are not used to support unsustainable systems. During 
the evaluation of funding, an evaluation should be done to show that utility 
rates are and will remain affordable and that the potential solution can 
reduce or minimize operation and maintenance costs. 

o Funding should be made available to public and investor-owned utilities 
for assisting in the restructuring of small water systems. 

o Investigate the possibility of providing funding to offset the cost of 
increased operations and maintenance costs. 

o Make funding available for projects that only involve the installation of 
water meters that can be read remotely. Currently, these projects are 
ranked lower than larger projects that involve treatment or new water 
sources and are rarely invited to apply for funding. 

 Community Involvement Considerations 

o The community should be involved throughout the process of 
improvements to their water and wastewater systems.  The community 
should be invited to understand the alternatives evaluated, the reason for 
selection of a certain alternative, and the analysis of potential operations 
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and maintenance costs. Care should be taken to develop effective 
community outreach methods, with attention to language, cultural, and 
social barriers. 

o Local political issues may discourage some needed changes to the 
water/wastewater system. 

o In most cases the final solution to a water/wastewater issue is not so 
much “planned” as it is negotiated. Such a solution should be regarded as 
a success in that it will be embraced by more stakeholders. 

 Legislative Considerations 

o State and local governments could provide tax incentives to organizations 
that assume responsibility for failing water systems. 

 Regulatory Considerations 

o EPA and CDPH could support fledgling water treatment technologies (i.e. 
titanium based nanofibers for arsenic removal, carbon nanotubes for 
nitrate removal, membrane biolfilm reactor (MBfR) for wastewater 
treatment, anaerobic migrating blanket reactors (AMBR) for wastewater 
treatment) through a verification program.  The verification program is a 
study of a particular treatment process to establish its effectiveness at 
meeting its treatment claims. 

o Small systems could benefit from technical assistance from state water 
regulators. Regulatory agencies could offer better assistance to small 
systems to guide them through the funding and alternatives analysis. 

 Land Use Considerations 

o State funding could be made available to aid small water and wastewater 
systems in acquiring land for needed improvements. 
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9 NEW SOURCE DEVELOPMENT PILOT 

The summary presented in this Chapter provides a brief description of the priority 
issues, potential solutions to address the priority issues, and findings of the New Source 
Development Pilot Study. A more detailed description of these findings is included in 
Book 4. 

9.1 Priority Issues 

An initial task for the study was to organize a Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC).  The details of the SOAC, the purpose of the committee, and 
actions performed are described in the main body of the Final Report.  The SOAC 
identified four pilot study topics for the Consultant Group as a culmination of meetings 
that took place from October, 2011 to July, 2012.     

Several priority issues were developed during the Stakeholder Oversight Advisory 
Committee (SOAC) process. The specific priority issues that the New Sources 
Development pilot study aims to address include the following: 

 Poor Water Quality - Existing contamination of drinking water source (acute and 
chronic contaminants), increasing groundwater pollution, new and emerging 
contaminants, problems with secondary contaminants (i.e. taste, color, smell, 
etc.), and health impacts. 

 Inadequate or Unaffordable Funding or Funding Constraints to Make 
Improvements--Lack of affordable or accessible funding for system 
improvements; Inadequate funding to make successful grant applications to get 
infrastructure improvements (i.e. lack of funding for grant writers, preliminary 
engineering, etc.); funding isn’t always getting to the communities that need it 
most 

 Lack of Informed, Empowered, or Engaged Residents--Residents lack good 
information, or do not feel that they have the power or ability to change their 
situation, or are not engaged in decision-making processes that impact local 
water or wastewater service, including inadequate or confusing information about 
water quality and what is safe drinking water, lack of information to residents on 
grant opportunities available to the community, knowledge about health impacts 

9.2 Potential Alternatives 

Potential alternatives for water supply solutions may include: 
 

 Physical consolidation – water or wastewater facilities 

 Exchanges or contracting for surface water, or another source 

 Regional Facility (Drinking Water or Wastewater) 

 New well(s) 

 Treatment of existing sources 
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 Recharge of a local area 

 Water Conservation 

 Restrict potable water deliveries from agricultural or large turf irrigation 

 Mitigate a source of contamination such as on-site systems 
 

This pilot study includes the following: 

 A description of the existing regulatory setting and summary of database 
findings; 

 A description of the goals of the pilot and perspectives that were considered; 

 A description of the priority issues this pilot aims to address; 

 A description of the potential alternatives considered through this pilot; 

 A description of the process to implement the potential alternatives considered; 

 A discussion of example projects or case studies showing the results of these 
types of solutions; 

 A discussion of the outreach process and communities that were evaluated; 

 Funding opportunities that are available to implement solutions; 

 A discussion of steps that may be taken to ensure long-term sustainability;  

 Identification of any obstacles or barriers to implementation of the alternatives 
considered and recommendations for how to mitigate those obstacles or barriers; 
and 

 A summary of conclusions and recommendations for future action. 

Physical Consolidation 

Physical consolidation of a water system to a neighboring water system may be a viable 
alternative to address water supply or water quality concerns.  Physical consolidation 
involves connection of distribution pipelines or water service pipelines between the two 
systems.  Typically, the system with water supply or water quality problems benefits 
from connection to the system that has sufficient capacity or water quality that satisfies 
regulatory requirements.  Physical consolidation of a private system to a publicly owned 
community system (such as the Lacey Courts Mobile Home Park with the City of 
Hanford) may be accomplished with the extension of a water service to the property.  
The private well would be required to be destroyed and the property would typically be 
required to annex to the publicly owned community system. 

Physical consolidation of a small community water system to a larger community water 
system may require the complete reconstruction of the smaller system distribution 
system to satisfy current distribution system standards.  Physical consolidation typically 
results in the dissolution of the ownership or management of the smaller system.  The 
requirements associated with operation and maintenance of the water system are 
retained by the larger community system.     

Exchanges or Contracting for Surface Water 

There may be opportunities for a community to contract for the delivery of a surface 
water supply from another entity.  The surface supply will require water treatment and 
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may have limitations regarding the reliability of the supply. It is noted that the Westlands 
Water District provides water to many DACs. 

Regional Facility 

There may be opportunities for communities to combine resources and create a 
regional system for water supply.  This alternative is similar to consolidation, however, it 
is likely that a new political entity would be created to own, operate, and maintain the 
regional facility. 

An example of a regional system is the Selma Kingsburg Fowler County Sanitation 
District.  This system is directed toward sanitary sewer collection, treatment, and 
disposal.  

New Well 

There may be opportunities for communities to construct a new water supply well that 
could provide the quantity and quality required.  A new water supply well could however 
require treatment.  It is therefore important to drill a test well prior to development of a 
production well, and evaluate the groundwater quality in the area.  

Treatment of Existing Sources 

There may be opportunities for communities to construct a new water treatment facility 
to treat the water from an existing well.  Treatment may also be performed by blending 
water from two different sources prior to distribution so that the final water meets 
regulatory requirements.   

Recharge of a Local Area 

There may be opportunities for a community to contract for the delivery of a surface 
water supply from another entity for the purposes of recharging the groundwater of an 
area in need of supplemental water to mitigate declining groundwater levels.   

As described previously, the entire Tulare Lake Basin Study Area is subject to declining 
groundwater levels.  It is noted that there may be recharge sites that are not shown in 
the exhibits as there is not a comprehensive list of every site in the basin.  However, the 
fact is that there exist recharge sites throughout the basin area.  Further, the rivers, 
canals, and streams that exist in the Tulare Lake Basin serve as recharge facilities 
when they convey water.  

Water Conservation 

There may be opportunities for communities to implement water conservation measures 
including the installation of water meters and implementation of the associated metered 
water rate schedule for all connections.  Other water conservation measures could 
include requiring low flow appliances within residences.  Water conservation, as 
encouraged through water meters, rate schedule, and encouragement of other water 
conservation measures may result in water savings for a community.  Each community 
is unique, however, a water savings of up to 20 percent is not unreasonable. 
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Restrict Potable Water Deliveries to Agricultural or Large Turf Irrigation 

There may be opportunities for communities to encourage or require the restriction of 
potable water supply and delivery to non potable uses.  Examples may be turf irrigation 
of schools or parks, or agricultural irrigation.  If potable water use is to be separated 
from non-potable water use in a property, there must be a means to measure the 
relative use of each water source on that property. 

Communities such as Armona CSD, Pixley PUD, and Ivanhoe PUD have schools within 
their boundaries that have installed shallow groundwater wells for the purpose of 
landscape irrigation.  The heavy summer demands of large landscape areas may be 
significant for communities within the study area. 

Mitigate a Source of Contamination 

There may be opportunities for communities to encourage or require the mitigation of 
sanitary sewer treatment and disposal systems that may have an adverse impact on 
source water quality.  For example, there are several communities that have the 
circumstance of elevated nitrate concentration in the water supply where the sanitary 
sewer methods utilized consist of on-site septic tanks and leach fields.  The on-site 
systems may be the source of the elevated nitrate concentrations. 

9.3 Implementation Process 

As is common to most rural water systems, distressed rural economies preclude 
straight-forward capital-intensive solutions without outside sources of funding.  Creative 
solutions for sharing common functions (billings, operations, etc.) could help free up 
resources for capital investment. 

One of the key tasks associated with evaluating water supply and quality issues is to 
develop a knowledge base of the existing condition.  When a community has knowledge 
regarding its water and wastewater infrastructure and the local conditions that may 
impact the operation of the facilities, the community has the opportunity to proactively 
address challenges.  Local leadership associated with water and wastewater issues is 
critical to sustainable solutions that may be available.  Many disadvantaged 
communities will require technical assistance to present solutions and funding 
assistance for capital improvements; however, long term operation and maintenance of 
the facilities remains the responsibility of the local community. 

The implementation of long term solutions may also incorporate recommendations 
contained in the Management and Non-Infrastructure Pilot Study and the Technical 
Solutions Pilot Study.   

Decision Trees are intended to be a tool for community leaders to use to assist them to 
develop appropriate solutions to water and wastewater challenges. 
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9.4 Case Studies 

Many disadvantaged communities with water supply or water quality issues have 
applied for and received funding for improvements to mitigate their water supply and/or 
water quality problems. Many disadvantaged communities with wastewater issues have 
also applied for and received funding for sewer or wastewater treatment facility 
improvements. Several case studies are presented in the New Source Development 
pilot study (See Book 4). 

9.5 Stakeholder Outreach Process 

For each pilot study, a Pilot Project Stakeholder Advisory Group (PSAG) was formed to 
provide review of the pilot study, and provide guidance on potential communities to 
conduct outreach efforts through a community review process. The community review 
process involved conducting community review meetings to ground truth findings, to 
learn about what the residents in the community review focus area need and want, and 
to assess their perspective on the alternatives presented within the draft pilot study.  

Sultana 

Currently, the District's water system serves one-hundred and sixty (160) water 
connections providing water to two-hundred forty-two (242) residences; one (1) post 
office; nine (9) commercial establishments; two (2) gas station/grocery stores; one (1) 
church; one (1) packing house; and the Monson-Sultana School. 

The water system is currently supplied by one primary active well (Well No.3) which was 
drilled in 1996 to a depth of 430 feet; has an annular seal to a depth of 250 feet with a 
14-inch casing installed to a depth of 430 feet perforated between 260 and 420 feet. 
The well is equipped with a 60 hp oil lubricated turbine pump and 5,500 gallon 
hydropneumatic tank. A natural gas generator is located at the well site to provide 
power when electrical service is interrupted. The District's backup well (Well No.2) was 
drilled to a depth of 358 feet; has an annular seal to a depth of 60 feet with a 14-inch 
casing installed to a depth of 332 feet. This well is equipped with a 75 hp oil lubricated 
turbine pump and also a 5,500 gallon hydropneumatic tank. 

Water pumped from the District's primary well (Well No.3) meets all Title 22 standards. 
However, the system's backup well (Well No.2) has produced water exceeding the 
DBCP Maximum Contaminant Level set by EPA and CDPH. 

The challenges faced by the Sultana Community Services District include: 

 Disadvantaged Community 

 A single water supply well that meets potable water quality regulations but is not 
sufficient for peak or fire demands 

 A second water supply well that exceeds water quality regulations for nitrate and 
DBCP 

 Unknown water demands 
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 Unknown water losses 

 Undersized water distribution mains 

 No water storage 

 Local groundwater that has high nitrates and DBCP 

 Minimal cash reserves 

 2014 Drought 

Goals of the Sultana Community Pilot Project 

The goals of the Sultana Community Pilot Project included: 

 Provide information to the community participants about the goals and objectives 
of the Tulare Lake Basin DAC study and the New Sources Pilot Study. 

 Develop an understanding of the local water and wastewater challenges faced by 
the community. 

 Provide preliminary alternative solutions identified in the New Sources pilot study. 

 Obtain feedback on the preliminary alternative solutions identified. 

 Provide recommendations to the community for future actions to consider. 

 Develop Decision Trees that represent past and potential actions for Sultana 
CSD to consider. 

Pilot Project Activities Summary 

1. Obtain and review records 

2. Field review – well, community 

3. Meet with District and operations staff 

4. Discussions with CDPH – regulatory and funding 

5. Discussions with City of Dinuba 

6. Review of Monson 

7. Review of East Orosi surface water plant alternative 

8. Review sewer discharge agreement 

9. Review past studies 

10. Review past funding applications 

11. Prepare draft Decision Trees 

12. Conduct a Community Review Meeting 

13. Summarize activities 
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14. Provide recommendations for District consideration 

Recommended Future Actions and Schedule 

1. Place Well 2 as standby in the Water Supply Permit. 

2. Monitor and record the water use of Well No. 3 and Well No. 2 daily. 

3. Determine the standing water level in Well No. 3 and Well No. 2. 

4. Update the Funding Application for a new water supply well with the additional 
consideration that the District does not have a sufficient water supply. 

5. Identify potential water supply well and water storage sites. 

6. Perform a hydrogeological study of the area to determine if potable water supply 
is available.  Construct a test well to confirm the availability of sustainable 
potable water. 

7. Proceed with funding and construction of a water supply well. 

8. Consider adjustment of water rates.  The District is in dire need of additional 
reserves and operating funds. 

9. Consider applying for funding for installation of water meters. 

The District should consider including in any larger project the installation of new water 
meters that can be read remotely.  A new rate structure would need to be determined 
that would include a base rate to cover basic O&M costs plus a per gallon rate for water 
used.  This would encourage water conservation within the District. 

10. Consider prohibiting any new connections. 

11. Consider establishing connection fees once a sustainable water supply is 
obtained. 

12. Consider contracting for water service from the City of Dinuba. 

The District should consider including consolidation with the City of Dinuba when 
pursuing grant funding. Projects that include consolidation are strongly preferred by 
CDPH and tying consolidation into any water system improvements may result in a 
higher ranking for the project.  The same may be true for Monson, which could connect 
to the Sultana CSD water system.   

13. Coordinate with Monson and Tulare County with any local hydrogeological 
investigations. 

14. Maintain interest in the East Orosi Water Treatment Facility for future water 
supply alternatives. 

Financial analysis of any proposed projects would need to evaluate affordability, 
revenue sources, estimated capital costs, estimated operation and maintenance costs, 
estimated debt service and proposed rate adjustments, if needed, and their impact on 
the community. 
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During the feasibility study and alternatives analysis it is important to provide 
information to the public through public meetings and presentations.  It is important for 
the community to understand and be involved with any changes to their water and 
wastewater systems.  Due to the large Spanish speaking population in the community, it 
is important to have materials translated into Spanish and have interpreters available at 
any public meetings.   An informed community may be more likely to become involved 
in the process and have a constructive voice in determination of any recommended 
improvements. 

Ivanhoe 

The challenges faced by the Ivanhoe Public Utility District include: 

 Disadvantaged Community 

 Increasing Nitrate concentrations in Wells, presence of DBCP, TCP 

 Undersized water distribution mains in a portion of the District 

 Some water distribution valves do not close completely 

 No water storage 

 Although information available from the Department of Water Resources indicate 
that the standing water elevation of agricultural wells in the vicinity of Ivanhoe 
have declined by approximately 50 feet since the mid 1980’s, the District 
indicated that standing water levels of the municipal wells have not been 
significantly impacted.  It is recommended that in light of the current drought, the 
District monitor the water levels of the water supply wells on a regular basis. 

Goals of the Ivanhoe Community Pilot Project 

The goals of the Ivanhoe Community Pilot Project included: 

 Provide information to the community participants about the goals and objectives 
of the Tulare Lake Basin DAC study and the New Sources Pilot Study. 

 Develop an understanding of the local water and wastewater challenges faced by 
the community. 

 Provide preliminary alternative solutions identified in the New Sources pilot study. 

 Obtain feedback on the preliminary alternative solutions identified. 

 Provide recommendations to the community for future actions to consider. 

 Develop Decision Trees that represent past and potential actions for Ivanhoe 
PUD to consider. 

Pilot Project Activities Summary 

1. Obtain and review records 

2. Meet with District and operations staff 
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3. Discussions with CDPH – regulatory and funding 

4. Review potential of physical consolidation with Cal Water (City of Visalia) 

5. Review past funding application 

6. Prepare draft Decision Trees 

7. Conduct a Community Review Meeting 

8. Summarize activities 

9. Provide recommendations for District consideration 

Recommended Future Actions and Schedule 

1. Place Wells No. 2, No. 6, and No. 7 as standby in the Water Supply Permit. 

2. Update the Funding Application for a new water supply well with the additional 
consideration that the District does not have a sufficient water supply. 

3. When funding becomes available, perform a hydrogeological study of the area to 
determine if potable water supply is available.  Construct a test well to confirm 
the availability of sustainable potable water.  Utilize the hydrogeological study to 
immediately explore the location for future well sites. 

4. Proceed with funding and construction of a water supply well. 

5. Consider the review of blending new water supply wells with either of the standby 
water supply wells for the purposes of achieving acceptable Nitrate levels.  This 
review would include the review of potential water storage tank sites. 

6. It is recommended that the District maintain interest in the Kaweah River Basin 
IRWMP as it may be available as a vehicle to utilize to apply for funding 
assistance for future water supply improvements. 

Financial analysis of any proposed projects would need to evaluate affordability, 
revenue sources, estimated capital costs, estimated operation and maintenance costs, 
estimated debt service and proposed rate adjustments, if needed, and their impact on 
the community. 

During the feasibility study and alternatives analysis it is important to provide 
information to the public through public meetings and presentations.  It is important for 
the community to understand and be involved with any changes to their water and 
wastewater systems.  Due to the large Spanish speaking population in the community, it 
is important to have materials translated into Spanish and have interpreters available at 
any public meetings.   An informed community may be more likely to become involved 
in the process and have a constructive voice in determination of any recommended 
improvements. 
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Stratford 

Challenges Faced by Stratford Public Utility District 

The challenges faced by the Stratford Public Utility District include: 

 Disadvantaged Community 

 Insufficient water supply to meet maximum day demands with the largest well out 
of service 

 Aged and Undersized water distribution mains 

 Perched water and corrosive soils 

 Minimal water storage 

 No cash reserves 

 Not included within the geographic boundary of any IRWM, and therefore unable 
to join 

Goals of the Stratford Community Pilot Project 

The goals of the Stratford Community Pilot Project included: 

 Provide information to the community participants about the goals and objectives 
of the Tulare Lake Basin DAC study and the New Sources Pilot Study. 

 Develop an understanding of the local water and wastewater challenges faced by 
the community. 

 Provide preliminary alternative solutions identified in the New Sources pilot study. 

 Obtain feedback on the preliminary alternative solutions identified. 

 Provide recommendations to the community for future actions to consider. 

 Develop Decision Trees that represent past and potential actions for Stratford 
PUD to consider. 

Description of the Stratford Community Pilot Project 

Pilot Project Activities Summary 

1. Obtain and review records 

2. Meet with District and operations staff 

3. Discussions with CDPH – regulatory and funding 

4. Review past funding applications 

5. Prepare draft Decision Trees 

6. Conduct a Community Review Meeting 
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7. Summarize activities 

8. Provide recommendations for District consideration 

Recommended Future Actions and Schedule 

1. Place Well No. 6 as standby in the Water Supply Permit. 

2. Update the Funding Application for a new water supply well with the reinforced 
consideration that the District does not have a sufficient water supply. 

3. Upon receipt of funding assistance, proceed with construction of a water supply 
well and water storage tank. 

4. It is recommended that the District maintain interest in the Kings Basin IRWMP 
as it may be available as a vehicle to utilize to apply for funding assistance for 
future water supply improvements.  IRWMPs may be a viable mechanism to 
utilize to receive funding assistance. 

Investigate the potential of working with the school to construct a new water supply well 
for the purpose of irrigation of school landscaping. 

Financial analysis of any proposed projects would need to evaluate affordability, 
revenue sources, estimated capital costs, estimated operation and maintenance costs, 
estimated debt service and proposed rate adjustments, if needed, and their impact on 
the community. 

During the feasibility study and alternatives analysis it is important to provide 
information to the public through public meetings and presentations.  It is important for 
the community to understand and be involved with any changes to their water and 
wastewater systems.  Due to the large Spanish speaking population in the community, it 
is important to have materials translated into Spanish and have interpreters available at 
any public meetings.   An informed community may be more likely to become involved 
in the process and have a constructive voice in determination of any recommended 
improvements. 

9.6 Funding Opportunities 

State regulators and funders can begin encouraging solutions by providing educational 
material as well as funding opportunities. Existing funding opportunities and new 
drinking water legislation are presented in this study. Traditional drinking water funding 
programs include the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SDWSRF), 
Proposition 50, Proposition 84, Department of Water Resources (DWR) Integrated 
Regional Water Management Program (IRWM), Community Development Block Grant 
Program (CDBG), and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural 
Development.  Some wastewater funding opportunities include the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund (CWSRF), the Small Community Wastewater Grant program (SCWG), 
Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), and United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development.    
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9.7 Sustainability of Program 

A sustainable water system is one that can meet fiscal and customer performance goals 
over the long-term.  Sustainable systems have the following characteristics: 

 A commitment to meet service expectations. 

 Access to water supplies of sufficient quality and quantity to satisfy future 
demand. 

 A distribution and treatment system that meets customer expectations and 
regulatory requirements. 

 The technical, institutional, and financial capacity to satisfy public health and 
safety requirements on a long-term basis. 

Small systems today face severe challenges, including rapidly increasing regulations, 
declining water quality and quantity, legal liability for failing to meet the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, financial distress, and customer resistance.  A system’s ability to deal with 
these challenges depends, to a great degree, on its managerial, technical, and financial 
capabilities. 

Small water systems must find ways to make the capital improvements or operational 
changes necessary to ensure long-term sustainability.  Maintaining this long-term focus 
in the face of pressing immediate needs is one of the greatest challenges small water 
systems face. 

As is often the case, financial capacity lies at the heart of this challenge.  Small systems 
in particular are hampered by limited access to capital often due to an insufficient rate 
and/or tax base, either because the number of customers is small or because the 
population served has a low MHI. 

9.8 Obstacles and Barriers 

There are numerous obstacles that a community must overcome in order to implement 
a new source solution.  Some of these obstacles include: 

Proper selection of new source – This pilot study provides a guide of possible 
new source solutions.  However, a more detailed evaluation of the new source 
alternatives would need to be done to select an alternative that will sustainably 
solve the particular problem(s). 

Solution – Select an engineering firm with experience in dealing with 
water supply or quality issues similar to the community’s issues. The 
engineering firm should also be familiar with helping the community obtain 
funding for any possible improvements. 

Community acceptance – In order for the new source solution to be feasible it 
would need to be accepted by the community.  Community acceptance would 
help with the passing of any rate increases and the payment of future utility bills.  
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The community understanding the reason for and benefits associated with any 
new source solution would be beneficial. 

Solution – It is critical to get the community involved early on in the 
process of any new source solution.  The community should be given the 
opportunity to be informed of new source solutions being considered and 
how the changes may affect their water/wastewater and the additional 
costs. Levels of community acceptance will rise with increased community 
understanding of the necessity and benefits associated with any solution. 

Capital costs – There will be capital costs associated with any new source 
solution.  The ability to secure the necessary funding could be a major obstacle. 

Solution – Engineering firms or some community groups (such as Self-
Help Enterprises) are experienced in helping small communities obtain 
funding.  These firms or groups are familiar with the available funding and 
the process needed to secure the funding.  

Operation and maintenance costs - The community may be able to obtain 
grants or low interest loans to pay for the associated capital costs for a new 
source solution.  There is currently no funding mechanism in place to assist with 
operation and maintenance costs.  These costs will have to be borne by the 
citizens in the community.  Depending on the median household income in the 
community, the utility rate increase may adversely impact the citizens. 

Solution – Selecting the best new source solution that meets the water 
quality standards and is most cost effective for the rate payers.  It is likely 
any new source solution will involve some rate increase to cover 
increased O&M or payback any loans for the capital costs.  Community 
acceptance of the new source solution may help ease the acceptance of 
any rate increases. 

Water meters – Using water meters and billing based on usage are ways to 
encourage water conservation.  Many DACs have water meters; however 
sometimes the meters are not used in billing due to the fact that staff is not 
available to read the meters.  For these DACs, water billings are done at a flat 
rate. 

Solutions – Current funding through CDPH does not allow for 
replacement of water meters.  DACs would benefit from State funding for 
water meter replacement.  The replacement meters should be capable of 
being read remotely.  Additionally, the DAC would need to modify their 
billing system to bill customers based on the volume of water used. 

Licensed operators – The new source solutions may require a higher level 
certified operator than is currently employed or contracted to the community.  
The operator at the higher level would likely command a higher salary due to the 
scarcity of higher level operators. 
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Solutions – Explore the possibility of an existing operator for the 
community upgrading their certification to be able to operate and maintain 
the new source solution.  If an operator cannot be found from existing 
staff, the community may need to explore the possibility of hiring a 
contract operator. Another option is to share operators with neighboring 
communities.  This option is discussed in more detail in the Management 
and Non-Infrastructure Solutions Pilot report. 

9.9 Conclusions and Recommendations 

For communities that are interested in pursuing one of the New Source Development 
alternatives presented in this pilot study, additional action is recommended. To 
implement one of these alternatives, communities should work on the following: 

 Prepare a Self Assessment of the existing infrastructure, capacity, demands, and 
items that may impact any of the items. 

 Seek funding to conduct a feasibility study to evaluate alternatives 

 Prepare a Technical, Managerial, and Financial Assessment  

 Consider the impact to consumers (cost per connection) 

 Consider the impact to water system (revenues versus expenses) 

 Confirm that the solution will satisfy regulatory requirements 

Recommendations for various funding agencies as well as the Legislature were also 
developed as part of this pilot study, and for the overall Tulare Lake Basin DAC Study. 
Some recommendations or considerations include: 

 County planning departments may consider specific limitations when proposals 
for new small systems are received  

 Regulatory changes (water and wastewater) should be evaluated with the 
perspective of and impact to the service providers and consumers in mind.  

 Providing technical and/or financial support for DACs to prepare funding 
applications. 

 Promote grant application workshops or training. 
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10 INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDS PILOT 

The summary presented in this Chapter provides a brief description of the priority 
issues, potential solutions to address the priority issues, and findings of the Individual 
Households Pilot Study. A more detailed description of these findings is included in 
Book 5. 

The Individual Households pilot study focused on the water and wastewater challenges 
of individual households. The individual household, for purposes of the Individual 
Households pilot study, is a single household that utilizes a privately owned, individual 
groundwater well to satisfy its water supply demands. An individual household may also 
use an on-site wastewater treatment system, such as a septic tank and leach line 
system. An individual household may be represented by a homeowner or renter. In 
general, individual households are not subject to drinking water quality regulations. Until 
May 2013, individual households were not subject to wastewater treatment and disposal 
regulations. Wastewater treatment and disposal regulations now apply to new on-site 
wastewater treatment and disposal systems. Numerous water quality and wastewater 
problems have been encountered in rural areas populated by individual households. 

The Individual Households pilot study has been prepared to assist in directing the 
individual person(s), such as the homeowner or renter associated with a household, to 
potential solutions to identified water quality and/or wastewater problems. The pilot 
study is intended to provide guidance to the individual household in the process of 
selecting potential solutions to water quality and/or wastewater treatment and disposal 
problems. The Individual Households pilot study establishes guidance utilizing 
questions and responses to direct the individual household to specific solutions. 
Categorical solutions to water quality and/or wastewater problems have been 
summarized for consideration by the person(s) associated with an individual household. 
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11 FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 

CDPH, DWR, the State Water Resource Control Board, and USDA have historically 
provided the bulk of public funds available for drinking water infrastructure 
improvements. Funding alternatives that may be available to DACs would generally 
include grants, loans, and rate adjustments to increase revenues.  Specific sources of 
funding assistance may include: 

 Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SDWSRF) 

 State of California Bond Measures such as Proposition 50 and Proposition 84 

 Department of Water Resources (DWR) 

 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 

 The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) – Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program 

 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Utilities 

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

 United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) 

 California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank 

Each of the funding alternatives has qualifying requirements and specific application 
requirements.  The community may qualify for the funding opportunity, or the community 
may need to coordinate the application through another entity such as a County or 
Integrated Regional Water Management Authority (IRWMA). 

Funding agencies have distributed money to community water systems over the past 
ten years. Both DWR and the SWRCB received bond funds to address water quality. In 
total, DWR and the State Water Board received 1.7 billion dollars to address water 
quality and water use over the last decade through Proposition 50 and Proposition 84. 
However, these funds were not specifically allocated to community water systems to 
improve drinking water quality. Funds from Proposition 50 and Proposition 84 are fully 
allocated and/or spent; only the 1 billion dollars allocated to DWR for IRWM planning 
and implementation will have funds remaining beyond 2012.  

While significant public funding has allowed extensive progress in maintaining and fixing 
California’s drinking water infrastructure, the amount of remaining funds that are 
available for this purpose have decreased as the Proposition 50 and 84 bond money is 
exhausted. Only State Revolving Fund (SRF) allocations and IRWM projects funded by 
DWR will continue to provide state grants and loans for drinking water quality and 
infrastructure needs beyond 2012. 

Additional information on the funding sources listed above may be found through the 
California Financing Coordinating Committee (CFCC) at www.cfcc.ca.gov.  The CFCC 
has available a Common Funding Inquiry Form that may be completed and submitted 
for review by all CFCC member agencies.  The community would then receive feedback 

http://www.cfcc.ca.gov/
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regarding potential funding assistance opportunities for the community and the specific 
needs identified.  The CFCC conducts Funding Fairs each year to provide education 
regarding the various funding assistance programs, and to provide interested parties an 
opportunity to meet with representatives of specific funding agencies.   

11.1 Traditional State Drinking Water Funding Programs 

CDPH currently administers and oversees several sources of funds to address drinking 
water quality issues. The sources of these funds are summarized below. 

11.1.1 Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SDWSRF) 

CDPH uses the resource of the SRF for low interest loans or grants to enable water 
systems to fund necessary infrastructure improvements. CDPH manages SDWSRF 
resources to fund projects to ensure that public water systems are able to provide an 
adequate, reliable supply of safe drinking water that conforms with federal and state 
drinking water standards. The funds are provided from the federal government, with 20 
percent match from the State required. Interest and loan repayments are re-
incorporated into the fund. The SRF currently provides ongoing allocations of 
approximately 100 to 150 million dollars per year in California. 

11.1.2 Proposition 50 Funding  

California voters passed Proposition 50 – Water Security, Clean Drinking Water, 
Coastal and Beach Protection Act, in 2002. CDPH is responsible for portions of this act 
that deal with water security, safe drinking water, and treatment technology. Proposition 
50 allocated approximately 500 million dollars to CDPH for use as direct grants and 
loans to community water systems for infrastructure development, construction, and 
maintenance. Proposition 50 also allocated funds to the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and to the Department of Water Resources (DWR). CDPH’s portion of 
the Proposition 50 funds has been fully allocated, and CDPH is no longer accepting 
applications for this funding source. 

11.1.3 Proposition 84 Funding 

California voters passed Proposition 84 – Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and 
Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Act, in 2006. Proposition 84 
allocated approximately 250 million dollars to CDPH for grants and loans to 
communities for drinking water planning and infrastructure. This 250 million dollar 
allotment included 60 million dollars specifically earmarked for use as grants to reduce 
or prevent contamination of groundwater that serves as a source of drinking water. 
Proposition 84 also allocated funds to DWR for use in Integrated Regional Watershed 
Management planning and development. The CDPH component of Proposition 84 is 
fully allocated and CDPH is no longer accepting applications for this funding 
source from projects that are not already on the Proposition 84 funding stream. 
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11.1.4 DWR IRWM Program 

In 2002, Senate Bill 1672 created the Integrated Regional Water Management Act to 
encourage local agencies to work cooperatively to manage local and imported water 
supplied to improve the quality, quantity, and reliability. 

DWR has a number of IRWM grant program funding opportunities. Current IRWM grant 
programs include: planning, implementation, and stormwater flood management. 
DWR’s IRWM Grant Programs are managed within DWR’s Division of IRWM by the 
Financial Assistance Branch with assistance from the Regional Planning Branch and 
regional offices. 

11.1.5 State Water Resources Control Board 

The SWRCB’s Division of Financial Assistance (Division) funds wastewater projects that 
serve DACs.  The Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) can provide loan and 
principal forgiveness (grant) funding for planning, design and construction of wastewater 
infrastructure to serve disadvantaged communities. The Small Community Wastewater 
Grant Program (when funds are available) can provide grants of up to $2,000,000 to 
cover planning, design and construction of wastewater infrastructure to serve 
disadvantaged communities.  In general, a DAC must bring its sewer rates to at least 
1.5% of the MHI for the community before grants can be issued. 

[ http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/ ] 

 

Safe 
Drinking 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/
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11.2 Federal Funding Programs 

11.2.1 Community Development Block Grant Program 

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is a flexible program that 
provides communities with resources to address a wide range of unique community 
development needs. The CDBG program is a federally funded program run by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The CDBG program was 
created by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and continues to 
provide funding. Grants through this program are only given to cities and counties. 
Community water systems can receive funding through their local county. 

DACs can compete for CDBG funds to resolve water, wastewater and storm 
drain/flooding issues. The HUD CDBG program is broken into two primary components.  
Cities and counties with larger population centers such as Fresno and Kern Counties 
receive an annual formula-driven allotment of CDBG funds which is considered an 
entitlement.  Smaller cities and counties including Kings and the non SMA portions of 
Tulare counties compete on an annual basis for CDBG discretionary “small cities 
program” funds administered by the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development. [http://hcd.ca.gov/fa/cdbg/index.html ]   

Under the entitlement program in Fresno and Kern Counties, communities compete for 
funding at the County level.  An advisory committee makes recommendations to the 
Fresno County Board of Supervisors which makes the decisions on CDBG funding 
provided the proposed project meets HUD criteria.  In the unincorporated portions of 
Kings and Tulare Counties, the local Board of Supervisors selects projects to compete 
for funding at the state level.   

CDBG funding is one of the few sources available to cover project-related work on 
private property.  Such work may include sewer and water connections and 
abandonment of old water wells and septic tanks.   

Some entitlement counties and small cities have opted out of Fresno County’s 
entitlement program because there is the potential that a larger amount of funding could 
be secured through the competitive process through the Small Cities Program.   On the 
flip side, the jurisdiction may receive no CDBG funding in an annual funding cycle if their 
application does not compete well.  This is a highly competitive program and in order to 
compete, the City would need to emphasize health and/or safety issues related to 
water, wastewater or storm water needs that would be resolved by the proposed 
project.  To be competitive, the community would also need to have a very high 
percentage of low income households.   

Under the discretionary small cities program, pre-design Feasibility Study costs can be 
applied for through CDBG’s Planning and Technical Assistance grants for a maximum 
of $50,000.   

http://hcd.ca.gov/fa/cdbg/index.html
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11.2.2 USDA Rural Development, Rural Utility Service 

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development provides program 
assistance funding through direct loans, guaranteed loans, and grants. USDA Rural 
Development provides direct loans and grants to develop water and waste disposal 
systems in rural areas and towns with a population not in excess of 10,000. These 
funds are available to public bodies, non-profit corporations, and Indian tribes. 
Additionally, USDA Rural Development provides loan guarantees for the construction or 
improvement of water and waste disposal projects serving the financially needy 
communities in rural areas. The water and waste disposal guarantee loans are to serve 
a population not in excess of 10,000 in rural areas. 

 USDA Rural Utilities Service (RUS) has been the largest funding source for 
rural water and wastewater system improvements over the years.   RUS 
funding is often quicker to secure than State funding but there is usually less 
grant available and the community normally takes on a higher percentage of 
loan.  In recent years, RUS’s loan interest rate has been lowered to rates 
competitive with State-operated SRF programs. 

[ http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/UWEP_HomePage.html ] 

 RUS funding usually covers a broader definition of eligible project costs than 
many State operated programs.  This simplifies the process when USDA is 
the sole source of project funding.  When USDA funding complements other 
funding sources, USDA can often finance costs ineligible in other programs 
such as land purchase and contingencies (not eligible in SWRCB programs 
for example) or replacement of a water distribution system (often times 
ineligible in CDPH programs).  In “unusual cases” (RUS Instruction 1780) 
USDA water and wastewater program funds can be used to fund water and 
sewer service connections on private property and the abandonment of old 
private wells and on-site septic systems. 

 Individual loan applications may be submitted by income eligible property 
owners that reside on their property to USDA’s 504 housing rehabilitation 
program.  This program can cover the costs of water and sewer service 
connections and/or the abandonment of old water wells or on-site septic 
systems, though funding is often limited. 

[http://www.usda-rural-development-direct-
mortgage.com/504_repair_loan_and_grant.htm ] 

 

http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/UWEP_HomePage.html
http://www.usda-rural-development-direct-mortgage.com/504_repair_loan_and_grant.htm
http://www.usda-rural-development-direct-mortgage.com/504_repair_loan_and_grant.htm


DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Funding Opportunities 

 

Department of Water Resources  157 | P a g e  

 

11.3 Newer and Emerging State Drinking Water Funding Programs 

11.3.1 Pre-Planning and Legal Entity Formation Assistance Program 

The Pre-Planning and Legal Entity Formation Assistance Program (Pre-Planning) is 
designed to assist communities that do not have access to safe drinking water, and 
public water systems not eligible for SDWSRF funding due to the lack of an eligible 
entity. CDPH had grant funds available under a new local assistance set-aside for a 
pilot program to assist with the formation of a legal entity with the necessary authority to 
enable access to the SDWSRF project funding process for subsequent planning and 
construction funding. Funds through this program are to be used to explore formation of 
an eligible legal entity and to complete such formation where it is feasible and desired 
by the affected community. Possible project outcomes include the identification and/or 
creation of a regional authority, identification of an existing authority which could extend 
service, or the creation of a new governing authority.  

Pre-Planning applications were accepted through November 2013. This was a pilot 
program whose results will be reviewed to determine future funding availability. 
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Program Eligibility and Application Information:  

Currently, communities of private well owners and state smalls4 do not qualify for 
funding under the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund (SDWSRF), which 
grants millions of dollars a year to PWSs for water related projects. Under a new set-
aside, communities of private wells or state smalls that want to create a new water 
system or be consolidated into existing PWSs are eligible to receive SDWRSRF 
funding. Entities that are eligible to submit an application on behalf of one or more 
affected communities include: public entities such as cities, counties, special districts, 
LAFCo; existing PWSs; public colleges; public universities; non-profit organizations; and 
joint powers authorities. Applicants are required to demonstrate their ability to carry out 
the activities identified in the work plan. 

http://www.cdph.ca.gov/services/funding/Pages/Pre-Planning.aspx 

11.3.2 Consolidation Incentive Program 

The Consolidation Incentive Program is designed to promote consolidation as a cost-
effective solution to water systems that do not meet safe drinking water standards. 
CDPH is providing an incentive to encourage larger systems to consolidate nearby 
noncompliant systems. Through the consolidation incentive process, lower ranked 
projects that do not usually receive SRF invitations can become eligible for funding. By 
agreeing to consolidate a neighboring noncompliant system, CDPH will re-rank a low-
ranked project into a fundable category. 

Consolidation Incentive Planning applications were accepted through March 2014. 
Consolidation Incentive Construction applications were accepted through June 2014. 

Program Eligibility and Application Information:  

In order to apply for a consolidation incentive project, systems must first submit a re-
ranking request form for a project that was previously submitted but not funded. Once 
approved, CDPH will notify the system and invite the newly-ranked projects to submit 
full applications during the next round of invitations. 

http://www.cdph.ca.gov/services/funding/Pages/ConsolidationIncentive.aspx 

11.3.3 The Small Water Systems Program Plan (SWSPP)  

In 2012, CDPH announced plans to concentrate funding and other resources on 177 
specific small public water systems (PWSs)1  in need of meeting drinking water 

standards. Most of the water systems are in disadvantaged communities. This program 
outlines specific actions that CDPH intends to take that will incrementally reduce the 
number of small systems not meeting the State’s water quality standards. CDPH staff 

                                            

 
4  State small system serves at least five, but not more than 14 service connections and does not regularly serve drinking water to more than an 
average of 25 individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year. 

http://www.cdph.ca.gov/services/funding/Pages/Pre-Planning.aspx
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/services/funding/Pages/ConsolidationIncentive.aspx
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have set a goal of bringing 63 of the 177 identified small systems into compliance by the 
end of 2014 and most of the remaining others within three years. 

Specific Actions Taken by CDPH Staff: 

CDPH and third-party providers will prioritize these small systems over other systems 
for receiving available technical and financial resources and work with stakeholders to 
identify opportunities for consolidation.  

CDPH will track progress towards resolving problems and provide stakeholders an 
annual report on the status of all water systems still listed. 

CDPH staff, working with counties, will prepare a one-page summary for each system 
on the list that identifies issues and barriers that keep water systems from executing 
permanent drinking water solutions.  

CDPH will create a small system specific webpage, with technical information and 
updates. 

Program Eligibility and Application Information:  

Eligible communities are those with small systems with fewer than 1,000 service 
connections and a population up to 3,300. Communities that meet these criteria and are 
currently out of compliance, with one or more drinking water quality violations, will be 
contacted by CDPH with further details on how to participate in this program. CDPH 
intends to work closely with third party providers to fully implement this program. 
Communities in the Central Valley, that believe they qualify for this program, but aren’t 
listed as one of the 177 identified communities should contact CDPH Drinking Water 
Program staff, the Community Water Center, or a respective regional third party 
provider (Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC), California Rural Water 
Association (CRWA) and Self-Help Enterprises). San Joaquin Valley Contact List: 
CDPH Drinking Water Program (916) 552-9127, Marques.Pitts@cdph.ca.gov; 
Community Water Center (559) 733-0219 or (916) 706-3346; Self-Help Enterprises 
(559) 651-1000. 

11.4 New Drinking Water Legislation 

11.4.1 Assembly Bill 21 (Alejo): Small Community Safe Drinking Water Grant Fund 

This bill would provide funds for disadvantaged communities without safe drinking water 
by authorizing the assessment of a charge in lieu of interest payments on loans and 
depositing the monies into a newly created grant fund. The new grant program would 
allow disadvantaged communities who are unable to repay interest-bearing loans to 
apply for grants to remedy their unsafe drinking water.  

This bill was signed by Governor Brown on October 8, 2013. 
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11.4.2 Assembly Bill 30 (Perea): Small Community Grant Funds  

The State Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Small Community Grant Fund (SCG 
Fund) finances wastewater treatment projects in small disadvantaged communities. The 
SCG Fund is scheduled to sunset in 2014. This bill would extend the sunset date to 
2019.  

This bill was signed by Governor Brown on October 8, 2013. 

11.4.3 Assembly Bill 115 (Perea): Small Community Consolidation 

This bill would clarify applicant eligibility for state drinking water funding and encourage 
existing PWSs, and private well owners, primarily in disadvantaged communities with 
unsafe drinking water, to consolidate and form a new or revised PWS. 

This bill was signed by Governor Brown on October 8, 2013. 

11.4.4 Senate Bill 103: Public Water System Drought Emergency Response Program 

Senate Bill 103 was amended in Assembly February 25, 2014 to revise items of 
appropriation and make other changes for the purpose of addressing drought conditions 
in the state. SB 103, as amended, directed that, of the amount appropriated in Schedule 
(7), $15,000,000 shall be available for encumbrance until June 30, 2016, for purposes 
consistent with subdivisions (a) and (c) of Section 75021 of the Public Resources Code 
for grants of up to $500,000 per project for public water systems to address drought-
related drinking water emergencies or threatened emergencies. The State Department 
of Public Health shall develop new guidelines for the allocation and administration of 
these moneys, including guidelines that dictate the circumstances under which the per-
project limit of $500,000 may be exceeded. The department shall make every effort to 
use other funds available to address drinking water emergencies, including federal 
funds made available for the drought, prior to using the funds specified in this provision. 

11.4.5 Interim Replacement Drinking Water for Economically Disadvantaged 
Communities with Contaminated Water Supplies 

On March 1, 2014, Governor Brown approved a $687.4-million emergency drought relief 
package to take effect immediately. As a result of the Governor's action, the State 
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) approved $4 million in funding 
from the Cleanup and Abatement Account (CAA) to provide interim replacement 
drinking water for economically disadvantaged communities with contaminated water 
supplies. 

In an effort to distribute funds as quickly and efficiently as possible, the State Water 
Board will coordinate with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, the California 
Department of Public Health (CDPH) district offices, the Office of Emergency Services, 
and other stakeholders (e.g. environmental justice groups, community assistance 
groups, etc.) to identify those disadvantaged communities that are most at-risk and 
would benefit from financial assistance. 
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12 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to meet the objectives of this study, the following five tasks were performed: 

1. Baseline Data Gathering, Mapping, and Database Creation of Disadvantaged 
Communities in the Tulare Lake Basin   

2. Stakeholder Consultation and Community Outreach  

3. Selection of Pilot Projects and Studies to Develop Representative Solutions to 
Priority Issues 

4. Implementation of Pilot Project Stakeholder Process to Develop Studies and 
Representative Solutions to Priority Issues 

5. Preparation of Final Report  

Each of the pilot studies evaluated various solution types and alternatives to help 
address the different water and wastewater issues identified for the Study Area. 
However, there were barriers identified through various stakeholder efforts that make 
implementation of such alternatives challenging. The purpose of the recommendations 
presented in this Section is to provide a plan to address the priority issues and barriers 
identified through the stakeholder processes and pilot studies. Implementation of the 
recommendations discussed herein would allow for the provision of safe, clean and 
affordable potable water supply and effective and affordable wastewater treatment and 
disposal within rural, disadvantaged communities. 

12.1 Summary of Findings 

Through the Study, various findings were developed. It was found that drinking water 
and wastewater infrastructure needs, including water quality monitoring, treatment and 
contaminant removal, new wells, equipment, and operational needs, exceed the amount 
of funds that are available. Funding that is available is limited or not accessible for 
certain types of infrastructure projects, non-infrastructure projects aimed at improving 
TMF capacity, projects for private entities, or individual households.  

In the past decade large investments have been made toward California’s drinking 
water infrastructure. These investments have significantly improved the ability of 
communities to deliver safe drinking water that meets all public health standards. 
However, there is still extensive need remaining, and Proposition 50 and 84 funding 
have been exhausted. The SRF will address some of the unmet needs, but these funds 
are insufficient to address all of the known and expected drinking water issues 
remaining. 

Additionally, it was found that there is a large need for improved technical, managerial, 
and financial capabilities for DACs. Many lack the proper training or education to 
properly operate or manage a system. Training programs are currently available, but it 
is difficult for staff to attend, especially since in many cases water and wastewater 
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system staff have other jobs and cannot afford the time or travel to attend training 
programs. 

Upon completion of the Study, several major successes of the project were noted: 

 A comprehensive inventory of DACs has been prepared and included in this 
Report; 

 A “roadmap” or set of decision trees was developed to guide communities and 
funding agencies through some critical steps to selecting an appropriate 
alternative for their specific issues and situation; 

 Through various stakeholder outreach efforts, the interest and awareness of 
communities related to water and wastewater related issues within the Tulare 
Lake Basin was expanded; 

 Identification and acknowledgement of priority issues common to communities 
throughout the Study Area, and various obstacles and barriers to addresses 
those issues;  

 Development of recommendations for local service providers, various regulatory 
and funding agencies, as well as the Legislature to help overcome those 
obstacles and barriers so that the priority issues afflicting DACs within the Study 
Area can be adequately addressed; 

 Tulare Lake Basin Study data was compiled and will be stored in a location 
accessible to the public (Tulare County website); and 

 The Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Water Study Final Report was distributed 
and made available on the Tulare County website. 

The recommendations provided below are intended for various local, state, and federal 
agencies, the Legislature, as well as local service providers (entities providing water 
and/or wastewater service for DACs). For communities that are interested in pursuing 
any of the alternatives presented in this Study, additional action is recommended. To 
implement an alternative, communities should work on the following: 

 Prepare a Self Assessment of the existing infrastructure, capacity, demands, and 
items that may impact any of the items (information may be available in recent 
sanitary surveys and inspection reports) (see Appendix K) 

 Seek funding to conduct a feasibility study to evaluate alternatives 

 Prepare a Technical, Managerial, and Financial Assessment (see Appendix L) 

 Consider the impact to consumers (cost per connection) 

 Consider the impact to water system (revenues versus expenses) 

 Confirm that the solution will satisfy regulatory requirements 
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12.2 Plan Recommendations  

Tulare County and the project team were tasked with preparing a plan to address the 
drinking water and wastewater needs of rural, disadvantaged communities in the Tulare 
Lake Basin Study Area. Through the SOAC process and in consultation with the 
database developed through this Study, several priority issues were identified as the 
major challenges faced by rural disadvantaged communities in the Study Area. Four 
pilot projects were selected which sought out to identify solutions to those priority 
issues, funding opportunities that are available to implement the recommended 
solutions, steps to insure long-term sustainability of an implemented solution, and 
identification of obstacles and barriers to implementation of a recommended solution, 
and a proposal for how to eliminate those obstacles or barriers. Those 
recommendations related to funding opportunities, long-term sustainability, and 
overcoming obstacles and barriers that are in the way of implementing solutions to the 
priority issues that have been identified, are the basis for the plan to address the 
drinking water and wastewater needs of DACs in the Study Area. Implementation of the 
recommendations presented herein will set the stage to resolve the priority issues that 
are faced by DACs in the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area. This section therefore serves 
as a plan to address the drinking water and wastewater needs of rural, disadvantaged 
communities in the Tulare Lake Basin. 

Because various state, federal, and local agencies are involved directly in the provision 
of drinking water and wastewater services, or provide regulatory oversight of drinking 
water and wastewater systems, this plan describes various recommendations on how 
the appropriate agencies at various levels can help the region to address the water and 
wastewater needs of DACs.   

Several recommendations for future action were developed from observations 
witnessed during the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study efforts, 
specific comments from participants, and questions discussed during the development 
of the pilot studies. These recommendations have been developed to carry the 
objectives of this project forward beyond this Study. 

Recommendations are made to various types of entities, including the service provider, 
local county agencies, IRWMP groups, State agencies, federal agencies, and the 
legislature. These recommendations are made to address a specific priority issue or set 
of priority issues that were identified by the SOAC prior to developing the pilot studies. 
These recommendations are intended to serve as a plan to address the drinking water 
and wastewater needs of rural, disadvantaged communities in the Tulare Lake Basin.  

12.2.1 Improve Local TMF Capacity 

Priority Issues 

Lack of Technical, Managerial, and Financial (TMF) Capacity by Water and Wastewater 
Providers – Lack of adequately trained technical, legal, financial, and managerial 
professionals, as well as inadequate training and ongoing education and assistance for 
existing water and wastewater providers; lack of institutional capacity; lack of knowledge 
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of available training, assistance, and educational support to support local employment in 
these sectors.  

Note: Federal and state statute enables CDPH to require a demonstration of TMF 
capacity only (1) on formation of a new public water system; (2) on change of ownership 
of a public water system; or (3) when state funding is provided to a public water system 
through one of its three funding sources. CDPH can recommend TMF assessments at 
other times and has been able to require specific TMF demonstrations through some 
enforcement actions.  Also, note that wastewater system permittees are not required to 
provide a demonstration of TMF capacity under the SWRCB permits.   

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issue described above include: 

1. Enhance internal awareness to build TMF capacity (communities) 

2. Provide more assistance and training 

3. Encourage sharing of resources to build TMF capacity 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Enhance Internal Awareness 

Private Well or Septic Owner: 

A. Ensure that the specifics regarding existing infrastructure are known.  The location, 
size, condition, and depth of facilities (private well or septic system) should be 
known by the property owner and maintained in a database by the County. [See 
Recommendation 12.2.1.2.D, under County] 

1. Who: The owner of a private well or septic system 

2. Why: If a property owner has knowledge of the infrastructure that exists on his 
property, it will help to more effectively and efficiently address problems (e.g. well 
goes dry or septic system fails) when they arise, and may help to understand 
when a problem may be coming so it can be addressed before a failure occurs. 

3. How: Obtain information from the well driller, pump contractor, or contractor who 
is installing the septic system. Confirm that the well driller or contractor has 
obtained appropriate permits from the County and that details of the construction 
are submitted to the County to maintain in their database. For existing facilities, 
information should be available at the County.  

4. When: Anytime that a new well is drilled, septic system installed, or when any 
modifications to an existing well or septic system are made (for example, 
deepening a well). This information should also be requested when purchasing a 
property, either from the seller or the County. If the information is not available, it 
would be advisable to have a contractor inspect these facilities and produce the 
necessary information so that the buyer knows what he is purchasing. 
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5. Funding: No funding source is necessary. This is a matter of maintaining records 
of what is on a landowner’s property.  

Local Service Provider: 

B. Ensure that the specifics regarding existing infrastructure are known.  The location, 
size, condition, and capacity of facilities should be known and records maintained by 
the community services management personnel. 

1. Who: Water or wastewater system owner 

2. Why:  When the owner of infrastructure has information regarding the location, 
size, depth, materials, age, capacity, and condition of the facilities, the owner will 
be able to a) effectively respond to problems with the facilities, and b) know the 
capability of the existing infrastructure to meet existing and proposed demands.  
Knowledge of the existing infrastructure is critical when planning expansions or 
upgrades to said infrastructure. 

3. How:  Records of existing infrastructure should be available at the office of the 
local service provider.  If records of existing infrastructure are not readily 
available, the County may have information regarding infrastructure within 
existing rights of way.  Another source of information may be the engineer of 
record for the respective improvements.  The RWQCB and CDPH may also have 
information associated with wastewater treatment and water supply 
infrastructure, respectively.  If no records are available, a survey of ground 
surface infrastructure (manhole lids, cleanouts, valves, hydrants, meters, wells) 
may provide limited information regarding the location of infrastructure. 

4. When:  Improvement plans are required to be approved by the local service 
provider prior to construction.  Copies of the “as built” plans are to be maintained 
by the local service provider upon completion of construction.  Records of repairs 
or modifications to the existing infrastructure are to be maintained by the local 
service provider. 

5. Funding: The source of funding is the water or sewer fund of the local service 
provider.  The source of revenues is the monthly water or sewer charge for 
service. 

C. Conduct a review of fiscal resources annually and determine the necessary levels of 
reserves for replacement and maintenance of all infrastructure.  Determine an 
appropriate time frame and funding plan to achieve the necessary levels of reserves. 

1. Who: Water or wastewater system owner 

2. Why: The owner of the water or wastewater system has the responsibility to 
operate and maintain the facilities.  Operation and maintenance responsibilities 
include payment for power, chemicals, labor, insurance, communications, 
maintenance equipment, regular maintenance of the facilities, response to 
failures or damage of the facilities, and replacement of facilities that have 
reached the end of their respective useful life.  Reserves are necessary to be 
able to respond to catastrophic failures or emergencies (ie. failure of a well 
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pump).  If the fiscal resources are not sufficient to satisfy the basic demands of 
sustaining the facilities, adjustments to the monthly rates are necessary.  

3. How:  Public water and sewer systems are subject to annual audits of fiscal 
resources and procedures.  In addition, the owners of water and sewer systems 
should define an operations budget for all required expenditures.  Private water 
and sewer systems should also define an operations budget for all required 
expenditures. 

4. When:  Review and adjustments to fiscal resources should be an on-going 
activity.  However, the owner of the facilities should define a budget annually.  
Typical fiscal year cycles for public systems begin on July 1 of each year.  The 
activity of preparing the budget for the next fiscal year would typically include a 
review of the fiscal performance of the previous year so that appropriate 
adjustments may be included in the upcoming budget. 

5. Funding:  Review of fiscal resources and performance of the water or sewer 
system is funded through the operations funds of the owner of the facilities. 

2. Provide Assistance and Training 

Local Service Provider: 

A. Attend training programs and convince other staff and board members to attend 
training programs. 

1. Who: Water or wastewater system owner 

2. Why: Training is appropriate for everyone involved in the management of a water 
or wastewater system, regardless of size.  Especially in small or isolated 
communities, boards and staff may get stuck in ruts or patterns of management 
that persist over many years.  Minimal outside intervention and a limited pool of 
board/staff candidates combine to create an insular environment that may be 
resistant to change.  Training brings in new perspectives and new approaches 
and can revitalize institutions that lack forward motion.   

3. How:   

o Convey the importance of attending trainings and what it can mean for the 
community. 

o Attend trainings provided by Rural Community Assistance Corporation 
(RCAC) in coordination with CDPH. RCAC provides free statewide training 
throughout the year at locations around California under a contract with 
CDPH. Local CDPH District Offices can request specific training topics be 
offered in their area, if information is available indicating an interest in that 
topic. CDPH encourages local water providers and assistance organizations 
to review the RCAC training topics and provide input to the local CDPH 
District Office on desired local training. The RCAC training program can be 
viewed at http://www.rcac.org/event/1114. 

http://www.rcac.org/event/1114
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o Operator training – Participate in existing local entities such as California 
Water Environment Association (CWEA) and California Rural Water 
Association (CRWA). 

o Board and leadership training – Participate in board training opportunities 
such as leadership training and ethics training. CDPH in coordination with 
Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC) and Self-Help Enterprises 
(SHE) will be providing targeted board training for several communities in the 
Study Area; there is potential for this program to be expanded and continued 
to other communities. 

o Network with other communities, share resources and information, and 
provide informal training to one another. 

4. When:  Ongoing. 

5. Funding: Water or Wastewater system provider’s operations funds. Technical 
assistance funding from CDPH or through the State Water Board could also 
potentially address this need. 

County: 

B. Establish a resource clearinghouse at the County level. Individuals could go to this 
clearinghouse to get answers as to where to go and how to begin to start resolving 
their questions and issues. This would create a single “point of entry” for 
communities and/or private well owners needing assistance. Formalize and promote 
awareness of this resource in those counties where this may already exist. 

1. Who: Counties can establish the clearinghouse and coordinate appropriate staff 
positions at the County Administrative Office, or within an individual department 
(e.g., Environmental Health or Resource Management Agency), or utilize another 
structure as may be appropriate for an individual county structure. 

2. Why: A single point of contact would allow communities or private well owners to 
obtain information and access resources across multiple departments (such as 
Environmental Health or Resource Management Agency), and would allow more 
effective access for other public, private and non-profit agencies (such as 
LAFCo, private water companies or contractors, and assistance providers). 
Additionally, a coordinating staff position could help improve coordination across 
the county to address challenges more effectively and proactively, as well as 
track progress. The clearinghouse could include a link to the Tulare Lake Basin 
Disadvantaged Community Water and Wastewater Database, which will be 
maintained by Tulare County, and a coordinator from each county could help 
ensure that relevant data updates are shared regularly from county departments 
(e.g., state small systems monitoring data, etc.).  A county coordinator could also 
allow for more comprehensive regular updates and coordination with the Board 
of Supervisors, Water Commission, local Integrated Regional Water 
Management (IRWM) groups, and other resources or groups. Finally, having a 
coordinator would greatly help ensure counties are able to support 
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implementation of the many recommendations that are included in this Final 
Report. 

3. How: A County Website could host the clearinghouse, including the following 
pages and links: 

 frequently asked questions and answers about water and wastewater 
services in the County,  

 lists of existing water and wastewater service providers in the county with 
links to their contact information and any available consumer confidence 
reports,  

 links to educational resources for consumers, homeowners and local water 
board members and staff,  

 links to assistance providers and available funding resources, 

 this Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study Final Report, 
maps, tools, and other resources developed through this Study, 

 An interactive database of water and wastewater needs of disadvantaged 
communities in the Tulare Lake Basin, hosted by Tulare County    

A staff coordinator from each county could coordinate regular monthly meetings 
with a coordination group within each county, and develop regular updates that 
can be shared with the Board of Supervisors, Water Commissions, Planning 
Commission, coordinators from the other Tulare Lake Basin Counties, and other 
relevant groups. A bilingual staff should be available to provide information in 
Spanish when needed. The coordinator could also transfer updated data from 
county state small monitoring or other relevant data to the primary database 
contact at Tulare County on a quarterly basis. 

4. When: In many cases there are existing staff that serve some or all of these 
functions, and all counties have websites that might be able to provide links to a 
clearinghouse website. More formalization of this role and the functions would be 
helpful to allow for effective maintenance of the database of disadvantaged 
community water and wastewater needs developed through this Study, which will 
be maintained by Tulare County. Development of the staff functions and 
clearinghouse website could be developed in phases and through coordination 
with the Tulare Lake Basin stakeholder groups and each county. 

5. Funding: The cost of setting up a clearinghouse website may be minimal for the 
County to include within their existing websites. Local non-profit assistance 
providers can provide many educational materials and links to resources. The 
primary cost would be staff time. At minimum, it would be ideal to establish a full-
time coordinator in each County for this purpose. Depending on the structure and 
functions, staff may be funded through the CAO budget and/or distributed 
through one or multiple department budgets.   
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C. Consider providing regular Special District Board training opportunities, including 
leadership training, ethics training and “office hours” for basic legal assistance 
through County Counsel for common basic questions on common laws for local 
public agencies. 

1. Who:  County Administrative Office, County Counsel, LAFCOs 

2. Why:  Special district law can be complex and difficult for communities to 
comprehend.  Boards, in particular, may develop habits over time that may or 
may not be compatible with special district law.  Periodic training on legal issues, 
as well as a place to go to ask basic questions, can help boards avoid 
inadvertent missteps.   

3. How:  Holding periodic trainings in the physical context of government buildings 
can remind participants of the larger system in which they function as local 
government representatives.  Tulare County has sponsored a series of ongoing 
“Government 101” trainings that have been very successful.  They are held on a 
weekday evening at the County administrative building, and dinner is provided.   

4. When:  Trainings should be approximately 2 hours in length, since legal concepts 
can be challenging to absorb.  Weekday evenings may work best. 

5. Funding:  Various county departments could contribute from their general 
budgets, or special grants could be sought. 

D. Maintain a database of information related to private wells and septic systems, 
including the location, size, condition, and depth of facilities. This database should 
be created to include all new individual wells and septic systems, as well as any 
modifications to existing facilities that are requested. Eventually the goal should be 
to include data on existing facilities, however it is understood that the effort to collect 
and report data on existing facilities would take years to complete. 

1. Who: County Environmental Health and/or Resource Management Agencies 

2. Why: In order to ensure private well and septic systems in the county are 
adequate to provide safe drinking water and protect local water quality and public 
health, Counties maintain local ordinances and implement permitting programs. 
A database could provide more efficient and accurate means of ensuring that 
local facilities are protective of public health and meeting all requirements, and 
could be used to inform on-going planning, permitting and code enforcement 
activities. It could also be used to target resources to those areas or properties 
that require upgrades or improvements. For example, Tulare County is piloting a 
well abandonment program funded through a local IRWM project, and a 
database could help target these efforts more to areas where resources or 
upgrades are most needed. 

3. How: Tulare County is working on a new permitting system that will help with the 
management of data related to private wells and septic systems. The database 
on disadvantaged community water and wastewater needs that will be hosted 
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and maintained by Tulare County may be able to be used as a way of housing 
this information in an accessible format.  

4. When: This may be able to be piloted with Tulare County’s efforts and housed in 
the database they are hosting, and then expanded from there to other counties 
over time. 

5. Funding: Funding for this could come from a number of sources, including the 
county’s general fund. It could also be included in permitting fees for well and 
septic system permitting. Current county permit fees for these activities should be 
re-evaluated to ensure they are adequate to meet administrative costs for an 
effective permitting program. Additionally, enforcement fees may be able to 
supplement these costs. Finally, one-time grant funding may be pursued to set 
up or improve water quality data management systems. Potential source of 
funding to explore for this purpose include the State Board Clean Up and 
Abatement Account, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP) funding, and IRWM project funding.     

State Agencies: 

E. Fund and develop an education campaign throughout the Tulare Lake Basin region 
to educate board members, operators, and residents on the water issues that are 
faced by communities in the area and the promising solutions and tools developed 
through this Study in order to address the major challenges that local water and 
wastewater systems face. 

1. Who: The stakeholders, Counties, organizations, and agencies that have 
participated in the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study 
(particularly those in the SOAC).  

2. Why: A follow-up educational campaign would help enable local systems to 
utilize tools and lessons learned through this Study and put the most promising 
solutions into place. This would ensure that this Study is more than just a report, 
but will actually be accessed by communities and create regional solutions to 
create long-term sustainable and affordable solutions to local water and 
wastewater challenges. Without a follow-up dissemination and education 
campaign, the momentum and investment of this Study could be lost.    

3. How: This would be best accomplished through a coordinated, joint effort with all 
the stakeholders, counties, organizations and agencies that have participated in 
the Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Community Water Study. Some funding 
would be needed to have a coordinating entity continue to coordinate these 
groups and invite representatives to participate in local and regional educational 
outreach meetings. Participation from local disadvantaged communities, 
counties, non-profits and funding agencies would help make these education 
efforts more effective by lending credibility, resources, and reliability through 
personal connections from communities in similar situations.  

4. When: This needs to happen very soon after adoption of the Final Report so that 
momentum is not lost from the group. 
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5. Funding: Counties could fund continuation of quarterly meetings of the SOAC. 
Additionally, the group could approach funding agencies about funding for a 
coordinating entity (a non-profit or local agency) to coordinate an education and 
outreach campaign to follow up after this study has ended. CWC has already 
expressed interest in supporting fundraising for this purpose from private and 
public funding sources. 

F. CDPH in coordination with Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC) and 
Self-Help Enterprises (SHE) will be providing targeted board training for several 
communities in the Study Area. If this program is successful, it is recommended that 
this program be expanded and continued to other targeted groups of communities. 

1. Who:  CDPH district office staff, technical assistance providers (RCAC, SHE) 

2. Why: Local, targeted trainings are more effective because they are more 
accessible to rural communities, and can be tailored to meet the unique needs 
identified by water and wastewater system representatives.  There is an 
additional benefit to bringing local water system representatives together so they 
can network and learn from each other. 

3. How: CDPH staff and technical assistance providers work together to identify 
target communities.  A local venue would be identified and invitations extended 
to water system representatives, including board, staff and operators. 

4. When:  Quarterly or biannually, in different locations.  Follow-up trainings could 
be scheduled as needed, depending on response. 

5. Funding: CDPH technical assistance funding through Prop 84 or future bond 
funding 

G. Improve operator certification process by providing more frequent testing, and 
offering tests in more locations. 

1. Who:  CDPH Operator Certification Program 

2. Why:  Operator certification is challenging for people in remote areas and for 
those without English language skills.  Training opportunities are limited, testing 
sites are distant, and the exams are offered only in English.  Sometimes valued 
staff members are lost because they cannot achieve a basic distribution operator 
certification, despite adequate skills and long experience.  Particularly for lower-
level certifications, such as D-1 or T-1, the need for accessibility and affordability 
of certification programs may need to outweigh other precautions. 

3. How:  Provide opportunities for examinations in more locations, on a more 
frequent basis.  Make examinations available in Spanish or other dominant 
languages, at least for lower-level certifications that do not require English 
literacy to perform relevant duties.  Consider remote testing that could be done 
online, possibly from local libraries.   

4. When:  Exams should be offered quarterly or on an ongoing basis, especially for 
lower-level certifications. 



DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY WATER STUDY FOR THE TULARE LAKE BASIN 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Department of Water Resources  172 | P a g e  

5. Funding: CDPH Operator Certification Program 

H. Provide resources to update the Decision Trees developed through this Study in the 
future, to accommodate any changes in the funding or implementation process, and 
to make them more accessible and useful tools. It is recommended that these 
Decision Trees be developed into a web-based format for maximum usability. 

1. Who: Department of Water Resources 

2. Why: The decision trees developed through this Study are useful tools for 
outlining the implementation process of various alternatives identified. In the 
current flow chart format, the decision trees are difficult to use for most board 
members or operators. Developing a web-based format for the decision trees, 
where users could answer a single question at a time, would make these tools 
more useful for a wider audience. 

3. How: Hire an engineer and web-site developer to convert these into a web-based 
format, stored either on a State website or on a local County website. Once the 
website and web-based format has been developed, the web-based decision 
trees should be updated regularly to accommodate any changes in the funding or 
implementation process. 

4. When: Within the next two years, then updated annually thereafter. 

5. Funding: DWR 

Other: 

I. Develop operator training programs at local community colleges to address the lack 
of licensed water and wastewater operators. 

o Training programs have been attempted at local community colleges, 
however, they have had trouble filling seats and so these programs have not 
been sustainable. May need some outreach efforts to encourage students to 
pursue this career path, but local job opportunities and compensation would 
need to support that. 

o Engage youth and inform them of the benefits of vocational training or 
certification to become a water or wastewater system operator. Take 
advantage of community events to engage people in water and wastewater 
issues and provide more vocational programs. 

1. Who: Local Community Colleges (State Center Community College District, 
Sequoias Community College District, Kern Community College District, or 
others) 

2. Why: There is a lack of properly certified operators available to operate water 
and wastewater systems throughout the Study Area. With increasing regulations 
necessitating the need for more and higher grade treatment facilities, this will 
only become more of an issue if operator training programs do not become a 
higher priority. 
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3. How: Continue discussions within community college districts to provide operator 
training programs. Outreach to youth to inform them of the benefits of these 
training programs and the need for water and wastewater system operators. It is 
recommended that and evaluation be conducted of the magnitude of operator 
needs and relative compensation levels for those who complete such training 
programs, so that the outreach efforts can be properly informed. 

4. When: Now. Ongoing. 

5. Funding: Community college districts. 

3. Encourage Sharing of Resources to Build TMF Capacity 

Local Service Provider: 

A. Attend Integrated Regional Water Management Planning group meetings and 
consider becoming an “Interested Party” or “Member” of an IRWMP group. 

1. Who: Water or wastewater system owner or manager 

2. Why: Participation in local IRWM groups allow systems to understand the 
regional water management efforts being developed, inform those efforts with the 
needs of their local community, and develop joint projects to improve water 
quality, water supply, storm water management and flood control in each sub-
basin. Disadvantaged community impacts and needs may not be adequately 
addressed in local management plans or understood by water management and 
other local agencies if local disadvantaged communities do not participate. 
Additionally, disadvantaged communities need to participate in order to ensure 
specific projects are developed and funded that address their critical needs. 

3. How: Each IRWM group has its own unique governance structures and meeting 
process. Community representatives should contact the group in their region to 
get on the email list and ask how to become members or interested parties of the 
group. In general, becoming a member allows you to vote on decisions made by 
the group. Membership may be limited to public agencies in some cases. In 
some cases, fees are required, although DWR states that IRWM groups cannot 
require payment for local stakeholders to participate. Becoming an interested 
party may be a good way of getting started. That formal status means that an 
entity has adopted and is supportive of the regional plan and its goals and 
objectives, and means it is a formal part of the planning group and generally 
invited to be part of any Advisory Board or stakeholder group meetings. Some 
IRWM groups only allow for formal submittal of projects by members, so 
interested parties can only propose projects that are formally sponsored by 
members. A map of each local IRWM group and its contact information is 
included in [XXXX]. 

4. When: Entities can join IRWM groups at any time. Contact each one to find out 
when the next meeting is and what the process is for becoming part of the group. 
It is best to join soon so that communities are able to be part of the process by 
the time the next funding and planning update takes place.  
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5. Funding: Each IRWM has different membership fee requirements, although all 
have an option for some form of formal participation that is free for 
disadvantaged communities. So no funding is necessary to get involved. 
Communities should ask for technical assistance to support their ability to 
effectively participate in planning and project development from local IRWM 
groups, the Department of Water Resources (DWR), and local technical 
assistance providers. IRWM groups can include projects in regional applications 
that fund planning and project development and constructions for disadvantaged 
communities. Under DWR’s current funding guidelines for funding available to 
IRWMs, projects that advance critical needs in disadvantaged communities 
qualify for extra points and are not required to meet the same funding match and 
project readiness requirements as other projects.  Additionally, at least 10% of 
DWR’s IRWM funding is required to fund disadvantaged community projects so 
local IRWMs should include DAC projects in regional applications to increase the 
competiveness of funding applications.   

B. Set up Evaluate a structure (MOU, JPA, CSA, CSD, contract, etc.) to share 
operators, billing system, and other services and resources and information among 
neighboring communities. [See Recommendation 12.2.2.1.B] 

Other: 

C. Establish an organization whose primary focus is to 1) provide the organization, 
structure, and capacity needed to support development and funding of sustainable 
and affordable shared solutions, 2) represent and integrate disadvantaged 
communities into local and regional planning processes, including IRWMPs, and 3) 
provide direct management and operations of DAC water systems when needed. 
Specific responsibilities could include:  

o Develop, collect, and update inventory of DAC water and wastewater needs; 
o Provide outreach, communication, and capacity development with local 

disadvantaged communities in unincorporated areas (including those served 
by public water systems and districts, as well as State Smalls and private 
wells); 

o Facilitate and support locally-developed, voluntary consolidation or other 
forms of shared solutions and regional planning efforts by providing expertise 
for studies or analysis, stakeholder facilitation, as well as legal and LAFCo 
process assistance, with the goal of advancing the most sustainable and 
affordable solutions.  

o Serve as receiver and/or operator for individual systems, as needed or 
requested, with the objective of ensuring affordable rates and increased 
sustainability. (The entity should be able to operate these systems as one 
larger system to spread costs and create more economies of scale.) 

o Represent and integrate DAC water and wastewater needs within IRWM and 
other local and regional planning efforts.   

o Provide financing/fundraising/grant writing /fiscal management for local and 
regional drinking water and wastewater projects for disadvantaged 
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communities in unincorporated areas without safe drinking water or adequate 
wastewater services, as needed or requested (regardless of whether they are 
served by an existing public water system or lack a regulated water system, 
and regardless of whether they water system is a privately owned or publicly 
owned entity). This may include supporting project and grant management 
activities such as submission of reimbursements. 

o Work with state and federal agencies, cities, and counties, as well as local 
partners, stakeholders, and non-governmental organizations, including 
environmental justice and “self-help” groups, to provide assistance to private 
well owners or State Smalls that have lost their water supply due to the 
drought or contamination issues. 

1. Who: County, non-profit organization, association, task force, or other regional 
entity, including one or more new special district type regional entity(ies). 

2. Why: Many disadvantage communities (DACs) lack sufficient organization and 
representation required to develop, implement and maintain drinking water and 
wastewater solutions. In areas with high concentrations of disadvantaged 
communities, the number of issues and diversity of interests are difficult to 
address given the limited scope and resources of local entities (water districts, 
counties, neighboring communities, Integrated Regional Water Management 
groups, and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)) and the various State 
agencies as each DAC requires specific analysis and support. While counties 
and other existing water and wastewater agencies are able to support some of 
these functions, there is a need in some areas for a new entity that will have the 
focused mandate, capacity and in some cases, political will to fill the needed 
planning function and facilitation of solutions for DACs. 

In order to effectively and efficiently implement solutions in areas with a large 
number of disadvantaged communities in unincorporated areas without safe 
drinking water and wastewater services, including the Tulare Lake Basin, 
consideration should be given to how representation of DACs can be coordinated 
and in some instances consolidated. Without this kind of coordination, 
disadvantaged communities in unincorporated areas will likely remain isolated, 
disjointed, and often unorganized without structural capacity and an ability to 
implement cost effective drinking water and wastewater solutions. 

3. How: This organization could be initiated at the State level, county, or by multiple 
local providers banding together to form such an organization. If initiated on a 
larger scale, it would need start-up funding and support from state and/or local 
funding sources. It may be more feasible to begin with a smaller group working 
together to perform some of these functions to test such a model and show 
success and build the framework, trust and momentum. Additionally, rather than 
taking on all of these functions, an entity could start by taking on one or two of 
these functions, such as providing TMF training and assistance, taking on joint 
operations roles for a subgroup of systems, or formally representing multiple 
DACs within an IRWM group. Areas that might be places to begin these efforts 
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include the South Tulare County forum, or Northern Tulare County regional water 
system study efforts, or areas that developed joint-project concepts as part of the 
Kings Basin Water Authority Disadvantaged Community Pilot Project Study.  

Such an entity or organization could be housed in an existing agency or local 
government or be a new independent entity. Future development of this concept 
should include input from LAFCo’s on their involvement. More discussion and 
work is needed to evaluate the related issues and develop a full proposal for the 
structure and role of any such entity or organization. However, considerations 
should include the following: 

 The entity should not just become another layer of bureaucracy or costs for 
small DACs, but instead create efficiencies, additional capacities, and 
reduced overhead. 

 The entity should have sufficient expertise in the technical, managerial and 
financial needs of DAC communities, as well as a clear and focused mandate. 

 In developing the entity, consideration should be given to what legal authority 
and financial capacity is needed to serve the functions outlined above; this 
could include planning, fundraising and financial management, and direct 
operation of systems as needed. 

 The entity should be complementary, rather than duplicative or directly 
competitive, with existing IRWMs, local water agencies or other local or 
regional jurisdictions. 

 The structure should allow for the entity or organization to authentically and 
independently represent the DACs within its area of coverage. 

 The size/scale of any entity should be appropriate (for example, it should be 
sufficient to achieve needed economies of scale and provide representation 
for DACs in processes such as IRWMPs and local, regional and state efforts. 
However, the scale must be small enough to make the entity and its operation 
accessible to its DAC membership). 

4. When: Creation of one or more regional entities that provides all these services 
to all of the Tulare Lake Basin would take time to start up and fully implement. 
Smaller efforts to take on a single function in a smaller region or pilot different 
models in areas should be funded and supported following completion of this 
Study to further inform how to make this successful on larger scales throughout 
the Study Area. These smaller efforts would complement the educational 
campaign discussed above in 1.3.2.E to further implement the promising 
solutions identified in this Study.  Creation of such an entity on a large scale that 
would provide all of these functions would need to be accompanied by funding 
for organization, set up and initial operations in order for it to be successful.  

5. Funding: Numerous sources could fund the set up, creation and initial operations 
of these kinds of entities on different scales and to perform different functions. 
For example, state funding pots could support piloting small regional entities 
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through Clean Up and Abatement Account, SRF pre-entity formation set aside, 
and IRWM funding. Future bonds or budget allocations may be able to provide 
funding for these activities. Additionally, pilot project funding could be pursued 
from private foundation sources, US EPA Region 9 and USDA for purposes 
tailored to meet the criteria of those funding sources. In other parts of the 
country, local governments, states and the federal government have funded part 
or all of start-up and implementation of regional water entities. 

The funding to maintain these kinds of entities and fund the operations and 
maintenance of these entities beyond a start-up phase would need to rely 
primarily or entirely on funding from local rate payers, fees or local funding 
sources. Therefore, it is important that any start up include the ability to collect 
fees and a sufficient economy of scale to fully sustain these services. For this 
reason, it may be necessary to ultimately build the entity to provide full services 
to a large area of communities, including non-disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities in order to make the finances realistic to sustain. 

If a special district type of entity is created, it could be given the authority to sell 
bonds or pass local property assessments or establish fees sufficient to operate 
and administer its programs.  

If a county decides to play this role, it can use its general funds and property 
taxes, as well as work to increase local sales taxes or establish fees to fund on-
going operations and administration of the programs.  

A non-profit or association would only have the authority to collect fees from 
members or fundraise to support these programs over the long-term.   

12.2.2 Improve O&M Funding 

Priority Issues 

Lack of Funding to Offset Increasingly Expensive Operations and Maintenance Costs in 
Large Part due to Lack of Economies of Scale – Small systems serving primarily low-
income households and remote locations cannot keep rates affordable and still 
generate enough revenue to run the system safely over the long term; Lack of funding 
resources to operate and maintain water or wastewater systems at affordable levels and 
lack of funding for planning and replacement of infrastructure as it ages. 

A Changing Regulatory Environment – Changing water quality and water treatment 
standards, including more stringent requirements as well as new and emerging 
contaminants. 

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issues described above include: 

1. Reduce Costs 

a. Look for effective and less expensive physical and technological 
alternatives 
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b. Look for different ways to structure services to spread costs (governance 
structures) 

c. Reduce water usage 

d. Reduce regulatory burden 

2. Increase Revenue 

a. Direct subsidy during transition time period 

b. Rate restructuring 

c. Increasing customer base through consolidations 

3. Provide assistance, training, and information to help achieve these other 
strategies 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Reduce Costs 

Local Service Provider: 

A. Project alternatives should be analyzed to minimize ongoing costs. If O&M costs 
cannot be supported, other alternatives should be pursued. 

1. Who: Any DAC considering making any improvements to their water or 
wastewater system. 

2. Why: O&M costs have to be borne by the users in the community.  Depending on 
the median household income in the community, the utility rate increase may 
adversely impact the users. CDPH has implemented requirements within their 
funding programs for full evaluation of the operation and maintenance lifecycle 
costs for a selected project, along with a water rate study to identify what impact 
the project has on the cost of water for that community. If the projected water rate 
is deemed to be unaffordable by CPDH, they will not fund the selected project. 

3. How: Technical solutions should be analyzed to minimize ongoing costs. If O&M 
costs cannot be supported, other alternatives should be pursued.  Developing an 
O&M plan that includes the types of ongoing O&M costs needed, O&M servicing 
and parts replacement schedule, and amount needed for O&M fund reserve can 
help the community plan ahead to address covering O&M adequately. 

4. When:  Whenever a DAC is evaluating potential improvements to their water or 
wastewater system. 

5. Funding: CDPH or other funding agencies. This should be part of the alternatives 
analysis conducted in a feasibility study, and/or during the project planning 
phase. 
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B. Alternatives such as sharing common resources or forming joint governmental 
agencies to share costs should be evaluated to determine if O&M costs could be 
reduced through shared resources. 

1. Who: Local water and wastewater providers and entities developing applications 
for improvements to disadvantaged community water and wastewater systems 
should examine these alternatives. Also, funding agencies should support 
examination of these alternatives within the scope of work of public funding 
agreements.  

2. Why: For some areas a sustainable and affordable solution could be made 
possible through some form of regional or shared solution that would allow 
communities to share ownership and operation of water infrastructure as well as 
create a sizable enough funding base of rate payers to have a sufficient economy 
of scale for operations and maintenance. However, joint solutions that bring 
together multiple communities require more complex and expensive planning 
processes that allow communities to transparently analyze the pros and cons of 
alternatives and identify win-win solutions that can be sustained over the long-
term. Local agencies should examine the full range of alternatives and evaluate 
how costs may be able to be reduced through shared solutions in order to 
address immediate and long-term operations and maintenance funding and TMF 
capacity challenges.  

3. How: Water and wastewater providers should ask local district engineers to 
examine these alternatives, and should seek out contractors and engineers that 
specialize in this kind of analysis and have proven experience in successfully 
developing these kinds of solutions. When developing bids or deciding on 
engineering contractors, be sure to request descriptions of their experience in 
developing and implementing shared solutions and ask for references.  

A third party entity, such as a county, non-profit or other group could also 
develop an analysis of alternatives with a number of communities jointly. 
However, in all cases analysis should be transparent and community-driven, 
allowing the community to understand and provide input into the pros and cons 
and real O&M costs of alternatives. 

Specifically, scopes of work should always include the following three 
components 1) Facilitate a decision making process with public participation and 
outreach; 2) Assess regional administrative and managerial structures available; 
and 3) Perform financial analysis including technical, managerial and financial 
assessment.  

4. When: It is easiest to do this as part of funding applications for feasibility studies 
when solutions are being developed because there are funding sources available 
to cover the costs of providing these types of analysis. However, similar analysis 
should be discussed with local district engineers outside of larger capital project 
development as well. 
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5. Funding: The primary sources of funding for this include the new pre-planning 
entity formation set aside as part of the SRF. However, all feasibility study 
planning funding from the state or federal funding sources should include this 
kind of analysis. In addition, IRWM funding could support this, as well as 
sustainable community planning funding grants.  Districts may also want to 
support evaluation of this themselves in order to reduce costs, if they can keep 
costs of this low. 

State Agencies: 

C. Provide increased funding for capital improvements for water (or wastewater) related 
projects when it would allow for reduced O&M costs over the long term.  For 
example, construction of dual water systems for DACs with poor distribution systems 
or high non-potable water demand. 

1. Who: Funding agencies 

2. Why: Grant funding for DACs is currently capped at $5 million for capital costs 
(for Prop 84 funding).  O&M costs must be paid by the system customers.  There 
may be instances when a capital cost greater than $5 million may provide a DAC 
with less O&M costs compared to an improvement with a capital cost less than 
$5 million. For example, a dual water system would allow the DAC to treat a 
smaller volume of potable water resulting in lower on going O&M costs. Other 
funding sources such as SRF and USDA are available, however these funding 
sources are typically loans. 

3. How: Allow DACs to obtain grant funding for capital costs greater than $5 million 
if the higher capital costs solution will lower ongoing O&M costs.   

4. When: Anytime a DAC is looking at major improvements to their water (or 
wastewater) system 

5. Funding: State legislature, CDPH and SWRCB 

D. Develop water conservation policies and promote the use of energy efficient 
equipment upgrades, such as energy-efficient or solar powered pumps. 

1. Who: CDPH, SWRCB 

2. Why: Water systems that implement water conservation techniques will use less 
water.  Less water used will mean less water needing treatment that will result in 
lower O&M costs.  Energy efficient upgrades to pumps and other large electrical 
consumption equipment will lower electrical costs to the water system.  

3. How: Provide incentives for water systems to implement water conservation 
policies and how to measure their effectiveness.  Energy companies can provide 
incentives in the manner of rebates or funding for water systems to install more 
energy efficient equipment. 

4. When: Now for water conservation. When existing pumps or electrical equipment 
is due for replacement for energy efficient upgrades. 
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5. Funding: State legislature, CDPH/RWQCB, energy companies 

2. Increase Revenues 

Local Service Provider: 

A. Evaluate water and sewer rates at least every three to five years and when any 
major improvements are constructed, and modify as appropriate to achieve the 
necessary financial resources for annual operations and reserves for the next five 
year period. 

o Develop a rate study to determine appropriate reserves and rate increases, 
and follow Prop 218 requirements. Typically the Prop 218 hearing will 
address increases for several years and, if necessary, will include increases 
for subsequent years at a set frequency. 

1. Who: Local water and/or wastewater providers 

2. Why: Many community water or wastewater systems do not bring in enough 
revenue to offset the system expenses. This is often due to rates that were set 
many years ago and rarely if ever increased. Increases in regulatory 
requirements, system age, changes in the economy (inflation), as well as other 
factors necessitate an increase in rates at least every five years, if not more 
frequently. Additionally, any changes to the system that impact the operation and 
maintenance costs, should be reflected in the rates. Delaying adequate cost 
increases means O&M costs are not addressed, needed repairs are not made, 
and systems are not planning to address water capacity and/or water quality 
issues. 

3. How: Develop a rate study determine appropriate reserves and rate increases, 
and follow Proposition 218 requirements. This will likely require the services of an 
engineer or other technical service provider. 

4. When: At minimum, every five years, and when any major improvements are 
constructed or other changes to the system that impact O&M costs. 

5. Funding: Local service provider 

B. Each local service provider (water or wastewater) should develop a single rate 
structure (which may include different categories, such as residential, commercial, 
and industrial), and no exceptions should be made to that structure. 

o A tiered rate structure should be developed with appropriate base rates and 
water usage rates to encourage conservation while ensuring sufficient 
revenue. 

o Certain discounts (such as senior citizen discounts) may be employed, as 
long as they are consistently used and part of the written rate structure. 

o If a proposed rate structure results in an increase to any customer, 
compliance with Prop 218 is required. The Court has recently ruled that it is 
NOT required to consider protest votes by category of user. 
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1. Who:  The water or wastewater system owner. 

2. Why:  The rate structures for many communities have not been updated or 
reviewed for many years.  In addition, there are many occasions that have been 
discovered where special undocumented rates had been established for specific 
properties many years ago.  There have been other instances of properties 
receiving service with no requirement to pay for said services. 

3. How:  A review of the fiscal requirements to operate the water or wastewater 
system should be conducted annually by the owner.  An equitable distribution of 
charges necessary to sustain the water or wastewater system is necessary so 
that all customers are treated in a consistent manner.  The owner of the system 
may need to contract for the services of legal counsel and a rate structure 
consultant to determine an appropriate rate structure. 

4. When:  The basis for charging for water or wastewater service should be 
consistent and sufficient to meet system demands at all times. 

5. Funding:  The source of funding is the water or sewer fund of the local service 
provider.  The source of revenues is the monthly water or sewer charge for 
service. 

C. Seek funding to install or replace water meters. The replacement meters should be 
capable of being read remotely (if the system size or agreements with neighboring 
systems support it). 

o Consider installing same meters as neighboring community(ies) so that meter 
reading and billing systems can be shared. 

o Develop a tiered rate structure with appropriate base rates and water usage 
rates to encourage conservation while ensuring sufficient revenue. 

1. Who:  Local government boards, technical assistance providers/consultants, and 
funding agencies 

2. Why: Installation of water meters is a basic and very effective method of water 
conservation.  Metering leads to natural behavioral changes by water consumers 
because meters tie water use directly to household finances.  Reduction in water 
use results is lower operating and maintenance expenses to the utility.  Use of 
water meters also provokes the development and use of tiered rate structures, 
which are an excellent tool for improving overall utility finances and distributing 
costs over customers with different use patterns.   Additionally, installing 
compatible meters in several locations in a given region can provide a very good 
opportunity for communities to enter into contractual agreements to share 
equipment, software, billing functions and staffing positions. 

3. How:  Replacement of old and outdated meters should be fundable as eligible 
stand-alone projects, in addition to funding of new meters.  Old meters, if they 
are in place, may be inaccurate or inoperable, and they are almost certainly of 
inferior technology.  Replacing meters with compatible technology can encourage 
and facilitate regional cooperation and cost-sharing.   
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4. When:  Immediate and ongoing; could have an immediate impact on water 
systems statewide. 

5. Funding:  CDPH could redefine Category H projects (as defined by the State 
Revolving Fund Project Ranking Criteria) to include replacement metering 
projects, including meter reading equipment and necessary software.  DWR 
could fund an ongoing Water Use Efficiency program (currently the program is 
funded only periodically) in which metering and re-metering projects are eligible. 

D. Establish appropriate connection fees for any new connections. 

1. Who:  The water or wastewater system owner. 

2. Why:  The water or wastewater systems are faced with capital expenditures 
necessary to satisfy infrastructure demands resulting from growth of the 
population served and from needs of the existing population (changes to 
regulatory requirements and the need to replace existing facilities).  Connection 
fees are imposed as a means to collect funds from new developments to be 
served by the water or wastewater system.  The existing water or wastewater 
system should not be required to assume additional capital improvement burdens 
imposed by new development demands upon the systems. 

3. How:  The water or wastewater system owner may conduct a review of the 
existing infrastructure and its relative ability to serve the existing and future 
demands.  Capital improvements necessary to meet the demands of existing and 
future populations of the service area may be described and the relative capital 
cost of the improvements may be estimated.  The relative benefit of the capital 
improvements for the existing and future population may be estimated.  Based on 
the information described above, the relative connection fee per new connection 
may be estimated.  The owner of the water or wastewater system would review 
the information and determine the appropriate connection fee. 

4. When:  If there is not a connection fee established for the system, the owner 
should prepare the supporting documents and establish connection fees as soon 
as possible.  If connection fees are established, the basis for the fees, and the 
fees themselves, should be reviewed at a frequency of at least every few years. 

5. Funding: The source of funding is the water or sewer fund of the local service 
provider.  The source of revenues is the monthly water or sewer charge for 
service. 

State Agencies: 

E. Consider a transitional funding program to assist with O&M costs on a temporary 
basis. 

1. Who: State agencies and the legislature 

2. Why: At the state level there is a need for a targeted and coordinated funding 
program with the clear goal of transitioning small disadvantaged communities in 
unincorporated areas without safe drinking water (including those communities 
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with and without existing public water systems) to achieve, self-sustaining, 
affordable drinking water systems. 

3. How: This newly targeted program should specifically include funding for the 
following: 
 Technical Assistance for both 1) project application and project operation and 

management (currently eligible under CDPH funding but not DWR IRWM 
funding), and 2) leadership and capacity training; 

 A pooled capital reserve fund, which can cover both short-term financing 
costs and help lower O&M costs; and 

 Some O&M subsidies for an initial period of time until long-term solutions are 
implemented and self-sustaining. 

As a “transitional” program, the associated funding should be limited to 
supporting the transition of existing disadvantaged communities into self-
sustaining systems that can achieve compliance with the applicable regulatory 
requirements and ensure affordable rates. The program should not be a long-
term, on-going financial support mechanism. As such, a disadvantaged 
community’s participation in a transitional funding program should have 
conditions and incentives to ensure it is meeting certain objectives and 
milestones in a timely manner. In particular, at minimum state agencies should 
require and provide TMF training and improvements as a condition of receiving 
this O&M funding. 

4. When: This should be considered as part of the IUP process, state budget and 
legislative process, and within the creation or appropriation of new funding 
sources, including the new water bond. 

5. Funding: Such an effort would need to include targeting significant amounts of 
existing funding sources, and will need new and additional funding sources to 
adequately address the needs and gaps identified above. The modified Water 
Bond should include significant funding for this effort. It may be possible to create 
a set aside in the SRF Intended Use Plan (IUP) for some or all of this purpose, 
as well as utilizing the Clean Up and Abatement Account and IRWMPs for at 
least some of these purposes. If a statewide or other scale of water user fee 
were established, part of it could be used for this purpose. 

3. Provide Assistance, Training, and Information 

Local Service Provider: 

A. Develop an O&M plan that includes the types of ongoing O&M costs needed, O&M 
servicing and parts replacement schedule, and amount needed for O&M fund 
reserve to help the community plan ahead to address covering O&M adequately. 
This will also help identify any potential for cost savings through reduced O&M costs 
and explain any need for regular rate increases. 

1. Who:  The water or wastewater system owner. 

2. Why:  The water or wastewater system is subject to regulatory requirements from 
the CDPH, County Environmental Health Department, or RWQCB.  In addition, 
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the physical facilities require maintenance and confirmation that the facilities 
operate as required.  An operations and maintenance plan provides the basis for 
the activities and procedures necessary to satisfy the regulatory and operational 
demands of the systems. 

3. How:  The owner of the water or wastewater system is required to have certified 
operators for the systems.  Either the owner, operator, or a consultant may 
prepare the appropriate operation and maintenance plan for the system(s). 

4. When:  An operations and maintenance plan should be in place at all times. 

5. Funding:  The source of funding is the water or sewer fund of the local service 
provider.  The source of revenues is the monthly water or sewer charge for 
service. 

County and State Agencies: 

B. Continue to provide, expand, and better publicize technical assistance trainings on 
developing rate studies and establishing rate policies, which should also include 
guidance on conducting a Prop 218 hearing. This type of assistance is currently 
available for disadvantaged communities from CDPH Third Party contractors. 

1. Who: CDPH, County Counsel, Technical Assistance providers 

2. Why:  The Prop 218 process in California is complicated and nuanced.  Many 
legal questions remain unanswered, even after almost twenty years.  Many 
questions arise during a Prop 218 process, and can therefore become very 
expensive due to extensive legal consultation.  The more training that Boards 
and staff receive before embarking on a Prop 218 rate change, the more adept 
they will be at navigating the process and avoiding pitfalls.  The availability of 
County Counsel, CDPH, or other technical service providers for assistance 
during the process would be very useful to many small districts who do not retain 
regular counsel.    

3. How:  Holding periodic trainings in the physical context of government buildings 
can remind participants of the larger system in which they function as local 
government representatives.  On the other hand, it might be most impactful to 
hold a Prop 218 hearing in particular communities, scheduled to precede a 
planned rate change.   

4. When:  Trainings should be approximately 2 hours in length, since legal concepts 
can be challenging to absorb.  Weekday evenings may work best. 

5. Funding: Various county departments could contribute from their general 
budgets, state agencies, or technical assistance funds already available could be 
used for this purpose. 
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12.2.3 Improve Water Supply Quality and Reliability 

Priority Issues 

Poor Water Quality – Existing contamination of drinking water source (acute and chronic 
contaminants), increasing groundwater pollution, new and emerging contaminants, 
problems with secondary contaminants, and health impacts. 

Inadequate Supply Reliability – Systems with only a single source of supply, reliant on a 
contaminated backup source, insufficient storage capacity lack of fire flow capacity. 

Inadequate Existing Infrastructure – Infrastructure that is aging, poorly constructed, or of 
insufficient capacity to meet current or future community needs. 

Insufficient Quantity of Water – Insufficient supply or lack of reliable water supply, 
including surface and groundwater, including groundwater storage capacity, surface 
water storage and supply. 

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issues described above include: 

1. Prevent Worsening of Problems 

a. Avoid permitting new development or water or wastewater users without 
first securing adequate water supply, water quality, infrastructure, and 
TMF capacity. 

b. Improve groundwater management to protect and improve groundwater 
quality and quantity. 

2. Promote adoption of shared solutions that reduce community vulnerability. 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Prevent Worsening of Problems 

Several recommendations to help prevent or minimize worsening of the problems that 
currently exist are described herein. Additional recommendations are provided under 
Recommendation 6 - Improve Land Use Planning to Minimize Creation of New 
Water/Wastewater Issues. 

Local Service Provider: 

A. Do not allow new connections if the service capacity is not confirmed. This may 
require imposition of a moratorium. Developing appropriate connection fees, as 
recommended above, is necessary to provide a means to ensure that capacity can 
be made available for planned new connections. 

1. Who:  The water or wastewater system owner. 
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2. Why:  An existing system is responsible to provide the water and wastewater 
services to the properties connected to the system.  The existing system would 
not be able to fulfill the service obligation to new connections if the capacity was 
not available. 

3. How:  The owner of the water or wastewater system must know what the relative 
capacity and demands of the system is at all times so a determination of whether 
sufficient capacity is available to meet the proposed demands. 

4. When:  On-going. 

5. Funding:  The source of funding is the water or sewer fund of the local service 
provider.  The source of revenues is the monthly water or sewer charge for 
service. 

County: 

B. [See recommendations below under Recommendation 12.2.6 – Improve Land Use 
Planning to Minimize Creation of New Water/Wastewater Issues] 

State Agencies: 

C. Improve Groundwater Management Planning to address both declining water levels 
and increased water quality contaminant levels, as well as ways the two trends 
exacerbate each other.  

1. Who:  The State of California. 

2. Why:  Groundwater levels within many areas of the Tulare Lake Basin Study 
Area have declined over time and there does not appear to be any reason to 
expect groundwater levels to stabilize. 

3. How:  To be determined by the State of California. 

4. When:  On-going. 

5. Funding:  Unknown. 

D. Clarify the interpretation of a well site control zone with a 50-foot radius, as referred 
to in Title 22, Chapter 16, Article, Section 64560 of the California Regulations 
Related to Drinking Water. The current interpretation in Tulare County is that there 
must be a 50-foot radius onsite around a well.  This interpretation would require 
communities to purchase properties that are significantly larger than necessary.  
This interpretation would also eliminate existing lots within the community from 
consideration for use as well sites. Guidance should clarify how well sites may be 
able to meet the requirement to have a 50-foot control zone for source water 
protection, even if the well site itself is smaller. 

1. Who:  California Department of Public Health. 

2. Why:  It is noted that there is an acknowledgement of the need for some control 
of facilities or activities within the immediate proximity of a public water supply 
wells.  However, there have been interpretations of the subject code section that 
would require owners of new wells to physically acquire property that would 
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exceed many properties available within a community.  It is not believed that the 
intent of the code section is consistent with some of the interpretations.  Some 
interpretations would impose a significant financial hardship to both acquire a 
large parcel and construct the water distribution facilities to connect the parcel to 
the existing community system.  In addition, the definition of a control zone is in 
need of clarification for all parties involved (owner of the water system, County 
regulatory staff, CDPH regulatory staff).  Considerations of existing property uses 
and existing public rights of way adjacent to proposed water supply wells require 
clarification. 

3. How:  It is suggested that examples are provided by the CDPH that would clarify 
the definition of a control zone, as it may extend beyond the limits of the actual 
well site property. 

4. When:  Now. 

5. Funding: Unknown. 

E. Consider ways to encourage and provide funding to sewer communities that rely on 
individual septic systems that are failing or are on inadequately sized lots. 

1. Who:  Funding agencies State Water Resources Control Board, USDA and 
possibly County agencies utilizing Community Development Block Grant funds 

2. Why:  Failing septic tanks endanger public health in a number of ways, not least 
by exposing humans to raw sewage, and by contaminating groundwater supplies 
with bacteria and nitrates. 

3. How:  Conduct studies in communities that gauge the degree to which septic 
tanks are failing, what it costs homeowners to pump, repair and/or replace them.  
Conduct preliminary engineering studies that recommend a solution and project 
costs and monthly sewer bills, so homeowners can make informed decisions.   

4. When:  Immediate and ongoing 

5. Funding:  State Water Board, USDA, CDBG 

F. Allow fire flow to be provided by dual systems in rural communities and/or allow 
construction of water distribution systems to meet domestic supply requirements 
without (or lessened) fire flow requirements.  

o This issue also involves the County Fire Department and their permitting 
process. 

1. Who:  County Fire, County Boards of Supervisors, and funding agencies such as 
USDA 

2. Why:  Especially in communities where water must be treated to remove 
contaminants, it should be an option for utilities to choose to treat only the water 
that is actually consumed by people.  Fire flow can represent an enormous 
portion of the total water demand in a given community, and requiring that it be 
always available means that more water is being pumped and treated than is 
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being consumed.  Dual systems present one way for communities to protect 
public safety without building oversized treatment and potable water distribution 
systems.   

3. How:  Adjust fire codes to allow for greater flexibility in the manner in which 
communities meet fire flow requirements, or perhaps reducing those 
requirements.  Provide funding (e,g, Community Facility loans and grants through 
USDA) to install parallel piping that is dedicated for fire (and perhaps landscape 
irrigation) use.  Utilize existing wells that do not meet Title 22 requirements to 
supply the second system.   

4. When:   

5. Funding:  USDA Community Facilities or Water & Waste loans/grants 

2. Encourage Shared Solutions to Reduce Vulnerability 

Legislature: 

A. Provide new legislation and funding opportunities to encourage and promote the 
development of regional cooperation, partnerships, and consolidation of services.  

1. Who: The Legislature and state drinking water regulatory agencies 

2. Why: To encourage swifter implementation of appropriate shared or regional 
solutions, both “carrot” and “stick” approaches should be used in collaboration as 
appropriate towards that goal. Many local entities are otherwise uninterested and 
unwilling to even consider sharing services with neighboring systems and need 
further motivation. 

3. How: State agencies should not issue permits to new water or wastewater 
systems within a municipality or within ½ mile radius of an existing entity 
providing water or sewer service without showing of a good faith attempt to 
obtain service from an existing provider and help bring them into compliance if 
needed. For existing public water systems that are struggling to meet compliance 
or have a history of non-compliance, regulatory agencies should promote or 
enforce action towards consolidation or shared solutions, as appropriate. 

4. When: These requirements should be used as part of permit application approval 
processes, funding application review processes, and MCL enforcement and 
annual system inspection processes.  

5. Funding: State agencies would not need extra funding to utilize this oversight 
power. However, state funding sources should be made available to support 
development and implementation of these solutions in conjunction with any 
enforcement or regulatory action, as appropriate. 
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12.2.4 Improve Funding for DACs 

Priority Issues 

Inadequate or Unaffordable Funding or Funding Constraints to Make Improvements – 
Lack of affordable or accessible funding for system improvements; inadequate funding 
to make successful grant applications to get infrastructure improvements (i.e. lack of 
funding for grant writers, preliminary engineering, etc.); funding is not always getting to 
the communities that need it most. 

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issue described above include: 

1. Improve scoring criteria and guidelines to better address DAC needs, get to the 
communities that need it most, and create long-term affordable and sustainable 
solutions for DACs. 

2. Target outreach and technical assistance to enable communities to access 
funding sources and implement solutions quickly. 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Improve Scoring Criteria and Guidelines 

State Agencies: 

A. Consider changes on Category E (insufficient source water capacity or delivery 
capability) project rankings, to make it easier to get funding for that category of 
projects. 

1. Who:  California Department of Public Health. 

2. Why:  There are many communities with insufficient water supply, however, the 
criteria for funding eligibility is heavily weighted on water quality challenges.  The 
lack of sufficient water quantity is often a significant problem. 

3. How:  Review and revise the guidelines for ranking of funding eligibility criteria to 
enable funding assistance for water supply sources, especially for those 
communities with a single source of supply. 

4. When:  Now. 

5. Funding: Unknown. 

B. Continue the Pre-Planning and Legal Entity Formation Assistance Program. 
Consider creation of similar programs for wastewater for areas currently on septic. 

1. Who: State Drinking Water SRF administering agency and the State Water 
Board. 
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2. Why: There is a need for more flexible pre-planning funding to enable evaluation 
of appropriate governance alternatives to develop shared and regional solutions 
and to support solutions for areas not currently served by a public water system. 
The first round of applications for this showed there was a large demand and 
unmet need, and additional rounds should be extended. This will both enable 
California to use its SRF effectively, and help communities most in need of 
developing solutions be able to do the analysis it needs to develop the best 
solution, and address eligibility barriers by developing appropriate entities for 
construction and full project implementation. Historically the evaluation and 
development of regional solutions has not been able to score high or pass 
through eligibility barriers and this funding pot was created specifically to help 
address those challenges and allow these sorts of projects to be developed when 
they address disadvantaged community safe drinking water needs.   

Similarly, creation of a similar program should be evaluated for areas on septic or 
with unaffordable wastewater services to evaluate development of shared or 
regional wastewater solutions. 

3. How: Implement this through the IUPs of the SRF programs. 

4. When: The IUPs are developed annually. Additionally, applications should be 
accepted throughout the year. 

5. Funding: This is primarily aimed at utilizing funding through the SRF programs. 

C. Continue the Consolidation Incentive Program, however, modify the system so that 
large systems do not obtain benefits that are significantly out of proportion to the 
benefits provided by consolidation. 

1. Who:  California Department of Public Health. 

2. Why:  There does not appear to be any limitation on the benefits received by the 
entity willing to allow the consolidation of a smaller system.  If the larger entity 
(Incentive System) can receive funding assistance drastically beyond the scale of 
the cost of improvements to receive a consolidation then the use of public funds 
consistent with the Priority Categories may be in question.  

3. How:  Consider placing a limit on the allowed value of Incentive System projects 
that may be re-ranked to a higher Priority Category by virtue of a consolidation 
project. 

4. When:  Now. 

5. Funding:  Additional funding is not necessary. 

D. Consider ways to close the gap – communities cannot apply for funding until they 
have a significant water quality or supply issue. Once initial funding is awarded, it 
can take several years to fully implement a solution through various phases and 
funding steps.  

1. Who:  All funding agencies (CDPH, US EPA, SWRCB, USDA, DWR) 
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2. Why: Currently, communities cannot apply for funding until an actual water 
quality violation is documented.  Often, though, it is apparent that a problem is 
emerging as contaminant levels slowly climb.  Allowing systems to apply for 
funding based on documented contamination levels that are projected to exceed 
an MCL in the coming two to five years, for example, would give communities a 
big head start on fixing problems.  This could significantly reduce the time that 
people spend drinking unsafe water.   

3. How:  Amend funding regulations and intended use plans to allow application by 
water systems that can demonstrate a documented increase in a regulated 
contaminant that is projected to exceed the MCL in two to five years. 

4. When:  This is a change to regulations that could be made immediately. 

5. Funding:  CDPH’s State Revolving Fund would be the most obvious, and 
possibly this change could be implemented through a change to the Intended 
Use Plan.  DWR IRWMP funding could also be a good source for funding to avert 
future problems.  In both cases, planning funding could be expanded to allow for 
studies that monitor, assess and project contamination that could exceed a 
health standard. 

E. Streamline the process for payment of claims for state-funded projects, so that local 
water providers can receive more timely reimbursement. 

1. Who:  All state funding agencies (CDPH, DWR and to a lesser extent, CWRCB).  
USDA already makes payment electronically and in a matter of days. 

2. Why:  Waiting six weeks or more for state reimbursement puts small water and 
wastewater systems in a terrible position.  Often they owe hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to a contractor for a month’s work, and simply have no way to pay until 
they receive their state check.  Payment made quickly and  electronically would 
save weeks of delay, interest paid, and intense hardship by small systems.   

3. How:  Streamline reimbursement processes by being less stringent on 
documentation.  Set up electronic fund reimbursement processes.  Consider 
making advances in cases of hardship. 

4. When:  As soon as possible 

5. Funding:  None  

F. Require privately owned systems to conform to all requirements of publicly owned 
systems in order to receive public funding assistance. 

1. Who:  State of California. 

2. Why:  Private systems are owned by an individual or private corporation.  The 
general purpose of a private system is associated with the fiscal incentive for the 
owner of the system.  Providing public funding assistance to upgrade privately 
owned water or wastewater systems may be construed as a gift of public funds.  
Private systems may not have been constructed or operated to the same 
standards as public systems.  It may periodically be perceived that the users 
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(tenants) of the private system are the primary consideration for determining if 
public funding assistance is appropriate.  Care should be exercised to not 
remove the private owner responsibility for the water or wastewater 
infrastructure. 

3. How: Ensure that the requirements associated with audits, fiscal reserves, rate 
structures, operational budgets, operational and managerial requirements, and 
technical requirements are mandated equally to all potential recipients of public 
funding assistance. 

4. When:  On-going. 

5. Funding:  No additional funding is necessary. 

G. Create more funding sources to address needs of communities with private wells 
and state smalls (fewer than 15 connections) as well as communities on individual 
septic systems – funding needs may include appropriate testing of individual wells or 
septic infrastructure, facilitation of community meetings to understand the problem 
and evaluate alternatives, etc. 

1. Who: State Water Board, DWR, Regional Water Board, other state agencies and 
the legislature 

2. Why: Currently most drinking water and wastewater funding cannot fund systems 
that are not federally defined community water systems or are served by 
individual wells or septic systems. However, there are many disadvantaged 
communities without public water or wastewater systems, and these are often the 
most vulnerable to contamination challenges and likely to have inadequate 
infrastructure. More funding is needed to identify, develop information on, and 
develop solutions to these challenges.  

3. How: Funding program to address portions of these needs and gaps in existing 
funding programs have begun to be developed through the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Supplemental Environmental Program 
and now the State Water Board’s Clean Up and Abatement Account’s 
Emergency Funding program.  

Funding programs should utilize the database developed through this Study and 
continue to support development of better information on these needs, as this is 
the area (private well owners and state smalls) with the most limited data 
currently available. Additionally, systems should target resources based on that 
information. State programs should strongly encourage monitoring programs that 
allow for public access to information in order to ensure people are informed of 
water quality and to strengthen water management activities. However, if 
confidentiality is needed, consider ways Geotracker GAMA has incorporated data 
to be publicly accessible while still protecting confidentiality for public access (1/2 
mile buffer on maps, etc.) 
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4. When: Some of these are already being developed and should be strengthened 
and added to after a full scope of the need in the Tulare Lake Basin is presented 
at the conclusion of this Study. 

5. Funding: Clean Up and Abatement Funding, SEP, general fund money, as well 
as some bond funding may be used for these purposes, as well as IRWM and 
other state agency funding. New bond funding may have additional funding for 
this need as well. 

2. Target Outreach and Technical Assistance 

IRWMP Level: 

A. IRWM groups should organize pre-application and grant application workshops or 
training opportunities for DACs, as well as prepare and distribute outreach and 
educational materials to DACs as funding from DWR is made available.  

1. Who: IRWM groups 

2. Why: Local IRWM groups benefit from engagement of DACs within IRWMs and 
development of DAC projects as part of integrated regional water management 
planning and project development applications. 10% of IRWM funding is required 
to be used for DAC projects. Additionally, IRWM applications receive additional 
points in scoring and cost waivers if projects to address critical water needs in 
DACs are included.  

Additionally, IRWM plans were created to address priority water needs in the 
region, which include disadvantaged community needs, particularly in the Tulare 
Lake Basin, which has the most number of communities without safe drinking 
water in the state. If these plans and the projects to implement the plans are not 
addressing disadvantaged community needs, they are not accomplishing their 
goals and not adequately accomplishing the mission of IRWMs and the funding 
source. Because of that, each region should proactively encourage and facilitate 
effective inclusion of DAC needs and projects within IRWM planning and project 
application processes.  

Local IRWMs in the region have already taken many steps to do this, and this 
recommendation is to continue as well as expand these efforts to do more 
formal, extensive and timely  outreach, training, workshops and technical 
assistance with each funding round.   

3. How: IRWM groups can organize formal and timely workshops and trainings 
specifically aimed at providing information and answering questions and 
supporting integration of DAC needs and projects for each round of DWR funding 
and plan updates. It would be most useful to invite the local DWR IRWM 
representative to also be present for these meetings in order to be able to 
answer any questions that may arise. Outreach and facilitation of these meetings 
would be done more effectively in partnership with local community-based 
nonprofits and technical assistance providers.  The database of DACs and 
outreach contact lists developed for this TLB DAC Study should be integrated 
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into each IRWM group’s database and used for planning, communication and 
outreach efforts.   

4. When: This should be conducted enough in advance to allow for preparation and 
submission of projects within the IRWM application timeline, as well as any 
regular plan updates. 

5. Funding: The costs of hosting meetings and outreach could be funded as part of 
administrative staff costs of IRWM groups, and could also be included in any 
applications for planning and technical assistance grants. 

B. IRWMs should cultivate and develop DAC technical assistance resources and 
develop strategies and policies to address structural and funding barriers within 
IRWMs to help ensure that DAC water needs and projects can be represented within 
IRWMs and other planning efforts.     

1. Who: IRWM groups & the TLB IRWM JPA 

2. Why: As discussed in the recommendation above, Iocal IRWM groups benefit 
from engagement of DACs within IRWMs and development of DAC projects as 
part of integrated regional water management planning and project development 
applications. To effectively accomplish the goals of IRWM plans and funding 
sources, each region should proactively encourage inclusion of DAC needs and 
projects within IRWM planning and project application processes.  

Local IRWMs in the region have already taken many steps to do this. However, 
there is still a need to expand the available technical assistance resources 
available for DACs to develop project applications that can be included in IRWM 
packages, and to expand development of IRWM plan implementation measures 
to effectively address and integrate DAC needs. This Tulare Lake Basin DAC 
Study and the Kings Basin Water Authority DAC Pilot Project Study have been 
excellent advancements and tools, but more project development technical 
assistance is needed to build off of the strategies and promising solutions 
developed through those DAC focused planning efforts in each IRWM subbasin.    

Additionally, there remain structural and funding obstacles to facilitating DAC 
project inclusion and fully integrating DAC needs within IRWM efforts. Project 
application fees are generally expensive, creating a funding barrier for DAC 
projects, and IRWM membership fees in many areas also preclude or discourage 
DAC participation. Additionally, internal project selection processes remain 
difficult for DAC projects to successfully navigate, and DWR scoring (exemptions, 
waivers, or added points) for DAC projects is not always predicable or clear, 
making it necessary to spend considerable consultant resources packaging DAC 
projects. Additionally, project development processes to address issues within 
the plan generally are developed through a relatively ad hoc process with 
individual agencies taking the lead, rather than IRWM staff or the IRWM groups 
collectively. Therefore, projects tend to focus on addressing the needs of those 
individual participating entities with resources to develop projects, and those 
issues that affect multiple agencies without resources tend to not develop 
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implementation projects. Additionally, some communities continue to fall into 
“white areas” outside of any IRWM group, and therefore cannot participate in 
regional planning efforts or access these funding sources.  

All of these challenges are structural and funding challenges that local IRWM 
groups have already been actively working to address. While considerable 
progress has been made, more policies need to be adopted throughout the TLB 
within IRWMs to clarify a workable pathway forward for DACs to be able to 
effectively participate in planning and project development and funding 
processes. Continued and enhanced collaboration within and between IRWM 
groups, DAC representatives and assistance providers, counties, DWR and other 
agencies would help accelerate getting to this common goal.      

3. How: Efforts to address these challenges should continue, strengthen, and 
accelerate the existing efforts that are and have been underway to address these 
issues. More formalized workgroups within individual IRWMs and within the TLB 
JPA, as well as with DWR might help accelerate progress. Specifically, work 
groups should formally address the following within IRWMs in the TLB: 

a. Strategies and policies to ensure DAC application costs and any membership 
costs are affordable and not a barrier for inclusion. 

b. Strategies to better clarify and facilitate DAC project application selection 
processes and scoring to both reduce application costs and facilitate inclusion 
of DAC projects.    

c. Strategies to fund and/or provide DAC technical assistance for project 
development and application development. 

d. Strategies or structures to more proactively and collaboratively develop 
implementation projects to address DAC and other common regional needs 
that may disproportionally impact DACs (e.g. groundwater contamination). 

e. Strategies and policies to allow DACs in “white areas” to be included in 
IRWMs.  

For technical assistance, it is important that any assistance be tailored for DAC 
needs. Traditionally, DWR has provided technical assistance in-kind and 
contracted with entities to provide certain kinds of services that have been 
tailored to the needs of local and regional water supply agencies. Discussion with 
DWR in conjunction with these work groups can help develop strategies to 
further develop DWR’s capacity to provide technical assistance contracts or 
funding that more adequately meets DAC needs. Additionally, participation and 
technical assistance from state agencies that have expertise in issues affecting 
DACs, such as the State Water Board, Regional Water Board and CDPH’s 
Drinking Water Program may also provide particular assistance to advance these 
issues.  

Finally, it is important to recognize that IRWM groups are collaborative efforts 
and rely on the participants themselves and partner agencies to accomplish 
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these and any other goals. Therefore, successful implementation of this 
recommendation will rely on the active participation of local IRWM partners 
(including local counties, water agencies, non-profit organizations, DWR and 
other state agencies, as well as DACs themselves), and not solely IRWM staff. 
See the recommendations below for further discussion of potential County roles.     

4. When: Discussions have already begun within individual IRWMs and within the 
TLB JPA, as well as with DWR. However, this is an urgent need that should be 
addressed in advance of future funding rounds or plan updates. Accelerated 
discussions are needed. 

5. Funding: Development of policies and strategies to address these issues will 
require staff time from multiple stakeholders, although not necessarily additional 
funding to develop. Multiple funding sources will be needed to fully address these 
needs and barriers outlined here within IRWMs. Funding strategies to address 
these barriers may and will likely need to include a combination of 1) DWR 
technical assistance and grant funding, 2) shared contributions from membership 
fees and application fees built into IRWM administrative, planning and application 
budgets, 3) County and or/other local agency sponsorship of fees and costs and 
in-kind support, 4) incorporation of some costs into DAC budgets where 
affordable and feasible, and 5) other grant funding or technical assistance 
funding or in-kind support from other state or federal agencies. Any new water 
bond or IRWM appropriations for IRWMs by the legislature should include 
funding that might help address these needs within future IRWM funding.     

County Level: 

C.  [See recommendations above for County technical assistance programs to Improve 
Local TMF Capacity and Improve O&M Funding] 

State Agencies: 

D. Conduct grant application workshops or training. This may be similar to the 
California Financing Coordinating Committee (CFCC) Funding Fairs, but provided on 
a more local level to encourage participation. 

1. Who:  Various funding agency representatives 

2. Why:  Preparing funding applications is complex and challenging, and can often 
be expensive due to printing costs, the need for studies, and the time invested.  
Local utilities who have small limited staff do not have the capacity nor the time 
to devote the required time to preparing applications.   

3. How:  Streamlined application processes would help, especially at the planning 
stage where a project is just beginning.  Add workshops or labs to CFCC funding 
fairs, including accessible computers and flash drives or disks so people can 
work on application files and take them home when they are finished. 

4. When:  Annually or bi-annually 
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5. Funding:  The existing CFCC funding structure could likely support this additional 
effort, or could perhaps be augmented by additional technical assistance funding 
through CDPH or other agencies. 

12.2.5 Improve DAC Awareness and Participation 

Priority Issues 

Lack of Informed, Empowered, or Engaged Residents – Residents lack good 
information, or do not feel that they have the power or ability to change their situation, or 
are not engaged in decision-making processes that impact local water or wastewater 
service, including inadequate or confusing information about water quality and what is 
safe drinking water, lack of information to residents on grant opportunities available to 
the community, knowledge about health impacts.  

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issue described above include: 

1. Provide community outreach and engagement as part of project development 

a. Include community outreach and engagement in project budgets and 
annual budget of water systems 

b. Implement appropriate and effective practices when conducting outreach 
and engagement (e.g., provide translation and use in-person, phone, and 
mail for outreach, not just email) 

c. Conduct analysis that facilitates community engagement in project 
development. 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Provide Community Outreach and Engagement 

Local Service Provider, Counties and IRWMs: 

A. Provide the community as much information as possible and opportunity to provide 
input early on in the process. Local water providers should include funding and/or 
staff time as part of annual and project budgets to conduct community outreach, 
education, consultation with community residents/users (through community 
meetings) in order to address barriers and lack of information and to evaluate and 
implement recommendations identified by the users. 

1. Who: Local water or wastewater providers or entities acting as project applicants 
on behalf of DACs. 

2. Why: Communication is critical for community acceptance. Community 
acceptance will help implementation of the solutions and overcoming barriers. It 
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will also help support acceptance of reasonable rate increase needed to ensure 
adequate service or improvements.  

3. How: Local providers should consider holding regular community meetings and 
sending out letters to consumers with updates on services and inviting them to 
participate in consideration of alternatives and throughout the development of 
major projects. The more transparent information that is available and 
opportunities for discussion, the more that community leaders can support 
informed choices and gain broad support.  

There are two primary activities to accomplish this. 

a. An effective communications plan. Local services providers should 
proactively update the community on its services and notify customers of 
opportunities for input on new project development. Notices should be 
delivered to each household and translation should be provided as 
needed. In most DACs, a significant percentage of the population is 
primarily Spanish-speaking and therefore Spanish translation should be 
provided for notices and at public meetings. Local service providers 
should consider having bilingual staff or securing a contract with a 
translator to regularly translate important public documents and provide 
interpretation at public meetings when needed. Translation should be 
included in job descriptions or contracts included as part of the system’s 
annual budget. 

b. A responsive scope of work for project development. Local service 
providers should ensure that any scope of work with an engineering firm 
includes transparent evaluation of alternatives to minimize O&M costs, 
and includes the need to explain project alternatives to the community and 
effectively incorporate and respond to feedback. For large, complex 
project planning processes involving more than one community, the 
contracts should include subcontracts with a community facilitation team 
as well as engineers, and that should be included in any funding scope of 
work. The more that board members and community members and other 
interested parties can be provided analysis of the pros and cons and 
realistic estimated costs for consumers of various alternatives, the better 
decision-making that can take place. 

4. When: This is particularly important for systems when developing new projects, 
and is important to include within any project application scope of work. But there 
is also an on-going need to communicate with consumers effectively about the 
services being provided.  

5. Funding: Funding for on-going regular communication should be included in the 
system’s annual budget as part of the cost of services. However, when more 
intensive analysis, facilitation and communication services are needed around 
major project development, this can be funded by including it in the scope of 
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work for project applications, particularly within planning and pre-planning 
funding sources.  

B. Attempt to use mail, phone or in-person outreach to DACs as much as possible; 
email and website should be utilized, but are not sufficient on their own.  

1. Who: Local service providers, counties, IRWMs and contractors providing 
outreach and communication with DACs. 

2. Why: Many DAC members and representatives do not have access to internet or 
email. DACs can be better reached by mail, phone or through in-person 
outreach. Email outreach is not sufficient on its own to reach DAC stakeholders. 
This recommendation was informed by this outreach process, and also included 
in the Kings Basin DAC Pilot Project. 

3. How: Flyers sent out with bills, door-to-door outreach, and direct mail are the 
most effective. Mailing lists may be obtained with the local water provider and 
county registrar. Consider asking local community leaders within the community 
to help do door to door outreach to distribute flyers or contract with other service 
providers that specialize in culturally appropriate outreach and community 
engagement.   

4. When: Any major outreach efforts, including for notices of meetings for major 
project development or updates from the water system should strive to use 
effective forms of communications. 

5. Funding: These costs should be included as part of administrative budgets, or 
outreach budgets within project development scopes of work.  

C. Consider utilizing local non-government organizations (NGOs) or community-based 
organizations (CBOs) to aid in outreach and updating contact information of local 
DACs.  

1. Who: Local service providers, counties, IRWMs, funding agencies, and 
contractors providing outreach and communication with DACs for planning and 
funding processes. 

2. Why:  As learned during the outreach process for this Study, DACs and DAC 
members are often not informed or are not aware of planning processes 
(including their IRWM region and importance of participation), or of funding 
opportunities. DACs often rely on the technical assistance of organizations and 
NGOs to obtain information about the funding sources and opportunities/efforts 
to address their water needs. NGOs such as Self-Help Enterprises, Community 
Water Center, Leadership Counsel, California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc., and 
others that have existing relationships and access to DACs could help aid the 
outreach efforts of planning and funding processes (including the local IRWMs) 
by supporting the distribution of outreach materials, encouraging DACs to 
participate, and providing project planning teams (including the local IRWM 
regions) contact information for the local DACs. Utilization of NGOs or CBOs 
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could offer a more effective type of assistance than employing other consultants 
or types of outreach. 

3. How: Contact local non-profits directly and ask for recommendations on which 
organizations or CBOs have existing relationships with the relevant DACs. Also 
ask for references showing proven experience in conducting culturally and 
linguistically appropriate outreach, and ask what capacity the organization may 
have to provide the needed service and a scope of work showing the services 
they will provide and costs. Consider that this is an important, professional 
service that should be included in project budgets and scopes of work for funding 
applications. But even if there is not funding to contract directly with local 
organizations, it is important to communicate with them to provide information on 
the project and try to obtain recommendations or updated contact lists. DACs 
often ask these organizations for advice on projects or planning efforts or funding 
opportunities.   

4. When: This is already being done in some areas. This should be considered on 
an on-going basis as projects and budgets are developed, and with 
implementation of the database and recommendations from this Study. 

5. Funding: This should be built into on-going communications budgets and any 
planning or project development scope of work for funding applications when 
possible. In some cases, local organizations may have public or private 
foundation funding sources or donations that support their work that can 
subsidize these costs to some degree.  

State Agencies: 

D. Include community engagement in project budgets and standard approved scopes of 
work for project development at both the planning and construction phase. Ensure 
that feasibility studies funded by public funds evaluate alternatives (including costs 
to end users and an evaluation of pros and cons) and provide the information to the 
community at a public meeting for feedback as part of the planning process to select 
final alternatives for implementation. 

1. Who: State and federal funding agencies. 

2. Why: In order to ensure that the best project alternative is developed and that 
there will be strong community-support to facilitate swift implementation and 
support any rate increases, there needs to be effective community engagement 
and sufficient analysis to provide for informed and transparent decision-making.  

3. How: Standard scopes of work for planning and construction phases should 
include community engagement and feasibility studies should evaluate all 
alternatives to show pros and cons and estimated resulting costs to end users, 
as well as include time for explaining the alternatives, incorporating feedback and 
responding to public input.  

Funding agencies should consider providing examples or templates of 
appropriate scopes of work and alternatives analysis that effectively evaluate 
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alternatives, particularly involving shared or joint solutions. RCAC New Mexico 
may have some examples of regionalization analysis developed through 
successful community-led processes there.   

4. When: This should be done now and shared with technical assistance providers, 
on the website, and within feedback provided in the contracting process.   

5. Funding: No new funding would be needed to support this guidance.  

12.2.6 Improve Land Use Planning to Minimize Creation of New Water/Wastewater 
Issues 

Priority Issues 

Lack of Vision and Integrated Planning to Develop Solutions – Lack of shared visions of 
sustainable solutions for DAC water and wastewater needs within community planning 
documents, water planning documents, individual water and wastewater provider plans, 
county general plans, and Integrated Regional Water Management Plans, lack of 
regional coordination and planning with larger entities in planning efforts. 

Many of the priority issues identified by the SOAC and discussed above are 
perpetuated by allowing new development in areas where there is not a sustainable 
system with adequate water supply reliability and quality. While water and wastewater 
related issues are being resolved in some communities, similar issues are being created 
in new areas.  

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issue described above include: 

1. Development permits (including any new domestic wells or septic systems) 
should require that: 

a. Adequate supply, quality, and TMF capacity will be available for long-term 
water and wastewater service before a building permit is issued. 

b. Any new development near an existing system to connect and help bring 
the existing system into compliance, rather than create new systems. 

2. Planning and zoning should be appropriately targeted and updated to ensure 
water and wastewater systems have the capacity needed to serve projected 
development. 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Restricting Permits for Development 

Legally, through LAFCo, there should be NO new development without a finding of 
adequate quality water supply or a connection to an existing system, yet this occurs with 
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some regularity. In the case of individual permits, the County should not grant a permit 
without addressing this requirement. The recommendations below address this issue. 

County: 

A. County planning departments should require any new development near an existing 
system to connect to the existing system and help bring the existing system into 
compliance, rather than permit the creation of a new system.  

1. Who: County Planning Department and/or CDPH, SWRCB 

2. Why: Permitting development of a new water system where there is the potential 
to connect to an existing neighboring system perpetuates the priority issues that 
this Study and the recommendations herein aim to resolve. It is creating a new 
small system that will likely struggle to maintain sufficient TMF capacity, primarily 
due to lack of economies of scale, and where there are water quality issues 
known, this creates another system for which water quality issues will need to be 
resolved. On the other hand, if the new development connects with an existing 
system, it can help to bring that system into compliance rather than constructing 
a new system, it can provide improved economies of scale and additional rate 
payer base, it may allow access to additional resources, and it will allow for 
increase reliability for the system. 

3. How: Address policy issues and permitting requirements for new systems to 
more actively require new development to connect with existing water and 
wastewater systems. 

4. When: Any time new development is proposed. 

5. Funding: County, CDPH, SWRCB 

B. Require and actively support investment in bringing existing systems into 
compliance and developing long-term sustainable and affordable solutions before 
and as part of permitting growth in communities where the existing water system 
cannot accommodate growth due to inadequate drinking or wastewater 
infrastructure. 

1. Who:  Local entity, County. 

2. Why:  Unless a local entity water or wastewater system is in compliance with 
regulatory requirements and is fiscally sustainable, it is unable to provide reliable 
and sustainable water and wastewater services to any new connections. 

3. How:  The local entity must prove the ability to provide Technical, Managerial, 
and Financial capabilities for a sustainable system prior to consideration of 
growth.  County planning should require such proof prior to proceeding with 
consideration of new development that would rely upon the local system(s). 

4. When:  On-going. 

5. Funding:  Local entity rate structure. 
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C. In cases where there is a moratorium on connecting to a PWS, the county should 
not issue permit to drill a private well on a property within the district boundary. 
Permitting of a private well outside of the district boundary should be allowed only if 
the new well meets water quality standards. Counties should not permit a new well 
that does not meet standards, unless it is demonstrated that a treatment system will 
be installed. Existing State and Federal requirements dictate compliance with the 
water quality standards. 

1. Who: County Health Department 

2. Why: Typically a water system will issue a moratorium if they have insufficient 
supply to serve new customers. If a landowner is then allowed to drill a new well 
within the district boundary it can impact the district’s supply source, and may 
allow a path for contamination of the district’s supply. In areas where water 
quality is an issue, issuance of a permit for a new well also allows for the 
homeowner to develop a new source of supply which is likely to have water 
quality problems.  

3. How: Do not permit new private wells to be drilled within the boundaries of a 
community water system. 

4. When: Anytime 

5. Funding: No funding source necessary. 

D. In areas where there is no existing water system infrastructure available, building 
permits should only be issued if adequate supply and quality from a private well is 
confirmed to be available. This may include installation of a viable treatment system 
(POU or POE) with acceptable maintenance service. 

1. Who: Counties 

2. Why: Issuance of a permit to build a home on a property where there is not 
existing water system infrastructure available, and where the supply and quality 
available from a private well are not confirmed to be sufficient, puts the 
homeowner or tenant at risk of having a water supply that does not meet water 
quality standards and/or water supply that may be insufficient. 

3. How: Require an analysis of water supply prior to issuing a building permit. In 
areas of known groundwater contamination (high levels of primary constituents), 
counties should not zone for residential building. 

4. When: Now, ongoing. 

5. Funding:  

E. Provide enforcement action when people do not obtain a permit for drilling of a new 
well or installation of a septic system. 

1. Who: County Health Department 

2. Why: It has been noted that some property owners have drilled a private well 
and/or installed a septic system without a permit from the County. This poses a 
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health risk for the well user in addition to neighboring well owners whose well 
could be contaminated by an improperly constructed well or septic system. 

3. How: 

4. When: 

5. Funding: 

2. Planning and Zoning 

County: 

A. All Counties shall identify areas where new growth will be directed based on the 
existence of a public water and sewer governance and infrastructure.   

1. Who: County Planning Department 

2. Why: The proliferation of small water systems that lack economies of scale and 
proper technical, managerial, and financial capacity is a large part of the problem 
faced by communities in the Study Area. By encouraging growth around existing 
public water and sewer systems and discouraging growth in other areas, this 
problem can be minimized moving forward. 

3. How: Planning documents should account for existing infrastructure and 
governance structures that are available when zoning for residential land use. 
When growth is encouraged near existing public systems through planning 
documents, those systems potentially impacted should be notified. 

4. When: Now and any time planning documents are reviewed and updated. 

5. Funding: County Planning Department. 

B. Only zone for residential development where there is safe and reliable water, except 
in situations where there are plans to provide safe and reliable drinking water, and 
additional growth may create more economies of scale and bring a greater rate 
payer base that will allow for a solution to be funded. 

1. Who:  County Planning Department. 

2. Why:  Implying the potential for growth in areas that do not have proven safe and 
reliable water supply sources is not exercising due diligence in land use planning. 

3. How:  Require proof of the existence or reasonable capability to provide safe and 
reliable water supply to an area prior to defining land uses or zoning for potential 
land uses in areas within the County. 

4. When:  On-going. 

5. Funding:  No additional funding required.  

Legislature: 

C. The water quality from private wells shall be analyzed and any contaminants 
exceeding water quality standards should be disclosed upon sale of a property. The 
contaminants to be analyzed may vary by county or region within California; 
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however for the Tulare Lake Basin it is recommended that, at minimum, water 
quality from private wells should be analyzed for nitrates and arsenic. If other 
contaminants, such as uranium, TCP, Chrome-6, or DBCP are known to be 
prevalent in the area near the subject property, a buyer may request analysis of the 
known contaminants in the area. This would put some onus on the Department or 
Real Estate to inform realtors of the water quality issues in their area of service. 

1. Who: Legislature, Department of Real Estate, property owners 

2. Why: There are currently no requirements for ongoing monitoring of private well 
water quality. As such, a homeowner may have no reasonable way to know the 
quality of water that is being consumed, and may not even consider that it could 
have contaminant levels in exceedance of a water quality standard. A buyer has 
the right to know what is in the water and whether it may have potential health 
impacts, just as he has the right to know if there are termite issues or roof 
damage. 

3. How: Through Legislature and/or Department of Real Estate require that water 
quality be disclosed upon sale of a home. 

4. When: Now, ongoing. 

5. Funding: Funding for water quality sampling will be through real estate 
transactions. 

Federal Agencies: 

D. Clarify conflicting policies. For example, the requirement for counties to allow farm 
labor housing is inconsistent with the requirement to provide safe drinking water (in 
areas where water quality does not meet drinking water standards). There should be 
no requirement to issue a permit if doing so causes a violation of water quality 
standards for the tenants to be served. These conflicting policies put counties in a 
difficult position. 

1. Who: Federal agencies 

2. Why:  

3. How:  

4. When: Now. 

5. Funding:  

12.2.7 Develop & Maintain Information on DAC Water/Wastewater Needs 

Priority Issues 

Lack of Information on DACs – Lack of information about water rates and usage, lack of 
information about water quality in areas that have no public water provider (i.e., private 
wells), barriers to accessing information on water quality (i.e., confidentiality 
requirements), lack of information about wastewater treatment in areas without 
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wastewater system providers, etc. Lack of data on water and wastewater infrastructure 
compatible with GIS and online so it can be accessed by the general public. 

Potential Solutions 

Potential solutions to resolve the priority issue described above include: 

1. Improve Data Collection (including collection of new data and ongoing updates of 
key data) 

2. Improve Data Management and Accessibility 

Several recommendations to facilitate and encourage these potential solutions are 
described below. 

Recommended Actions 

1. Improve Data Collection 

County: 

A. Tulare County will continue to update and maintain the database that was developed 
through this Study. Local data stewards from each of the other three counties 
(Fresno, Kern, and Kings) should be established to assist in the quality control of the 
data collected for each respective county. The uses of this database could be many, 
but the primary purpose would be to track improvements to the water supply quality 
and reliability in the Study Area.  

1. Who: Tulare County (Lead), Fresno, Kern, and Kings Counties (local data 
stewards) 

2. Why: The uses of this database could be many, but the primary purpose would 
be to track water quality and supply issues in the Study Area, as well as changes 
overtime (improvements in the conditions, or otherwise). 

3. How: The website that will host the data is currently being developed. Data will 
be maintained by Tulare County and updated on approximately an annual basis. 

4. When: Current and ongoing. 

5. Funding: Tulare County 

B. Tulare County should track progress with respect to the priority issues identified in 
this Study. The current condition should be clearly identified. Monitor and measure 
the success of this Study through implementation of recommendations, relative 
condition of drinking water supplies, and condition of wastewater service. 

1. Who: Tulare County (Lead), Fresno, Kern, and Kings Counties (local data 
stewards) 

2. Why: To monitor and measure the success of this Study through implementation 
of recommendations, based on relative condition of drinking water supplies and 
wastewater service. 
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3. How: The website that will host the data is currently being developed. Data will 
be maintained by Tulare County and updated on approximately an annual basis. 
Statistics related to the number of water quality issues, water supply issues, 
wastewater treatment and disposal issues, and other factors can be compared 
and charted to monitor progress. 

4. When: Ongoing 

5. Funding: Tulare County 

County and State Agencies: 

C. Improve data collection, reporting, and management for private wells and state small 
systems and private domestic wells so that the water supply issues faced by these 
state smalls and private wells can be better documented, understood, and progress 
tracked. 

1. Who: Counties and State Drinking Water Agency 

2. Why: Many county public/environmental health agencies manage water quality 
data at the local level collected from state small and local small water systems by 
utilizing third-party software (e.g. Decade Software-Envision Connect), a 
Microsoft-Access based database, or a Microsoft-Excel spreadsheet, which may 
have the ability to query the information, if requested. Even though a majority of 
the counties statewide use third-party software for small water system drinking 
water quality data management, this not the case for all counties. Some counties 
may not track this information electronically and the water quality analyses may 
be retained in the individual water system files as hard copies. Currently, if water 
quality data are available electronically at the local level, they are not integrated 
into either the CDPH Water Quality Management or GeoTracker GAMA 
databases. 

Furthermore, current Title 22 requirements for county level monitoring and 
reporting only address State Small water systems, to the exclusion of systems 
with fewer than five connections. Based on surveys of the counties in the TLB 
and Monterrey, the following conclusions were made by the Governor’s Drinking 
Water Stakeholder Group: 

Monitoring and Reporting  

 Testing of local small water systems is inconsistent; little regular testing of 
these wells for nitrate contamination occurs;  

 State small system nitrate sampling varies greatly by county; some require 
testing only upon submission of a permit application (the minimum 
requirement), some require annual testing, and some require testing based 
upon initial nitrate concentration levels;  

 Sampling is done by county officials or by well operators self-reporting, which 
may create inconsistent sampling methods;  

 Counties do not report the nitrate testing data to the state.  
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Data Management  

 At the county level there is often a lack of fully electronic and searchable 
records;  

 There is no comprehensive statewide database of voluntary or county-
collected nitrate sampling data;  

 Water quality data are not linked to Well Completion Reports (WCRs);  

 Agency and/or public access to critical information in WCRs is severely 
limited or nonexistent;  

 Available data are not in consistent formats or compatible with GIS 
applications;  

 Most local data are often only accessible through PRA request;  

 The State does not have a comprehensive accounting of state small and local 
small water systems and associated wells.  

3. How: Counties and the state drinking water agency should, as recommended by 
the Governor’s Drinking Water Stakeholder Group, consider expanding current 
state regulations and/or local ordinances to require nitrate sampling of local small 
and state small water systems/wells. Sampling could be conducted at different 
frequencies based upon historic water quality information. CDPH regulations 
already direct the local health officer to require testing of state small system for 
constituents of concern as determined by local health officer (in consultation with 
CDPH and State Water Board). Additionally, sampling and reporting 
requirements for local small water systems should be extended to private 
domestic wells serving known DACs. State and county agencies should expand 
efforts to educate private domestic well owners about the need to regularly test 
their well water, and provide resources to disadvantaged communities to assist in 
testing efforts. Data collected by either required or voluntary well sampling 
program should be reported to the State Water Board to be included in the 
GeoTracker GAMA groundwater information system. As part of these voluntary 
programs, private domestic well owners must be clearly informed that the water 
quality results will be made public, although precise well locations and ownership 
information will remain confidential. Counties should also consider ordinances 
that require water testing results to be reported to the county and disclosed upon 
sale of property [See Recommendation 12.2.6.2.C]. Counties should utilize 
groundwater characterizations by water management agencies and/or 
County/State/Regional Board to identify constituents of concern that should be 
tested for as part of these programs and ordinances. 

4. When: Counties should consider updating ordinances for well testing and 
reporting and consulting with neighboring counties to create consistent, 
enhanced monitoring and reporting requirements. However, Counties should 
consider updating fees at the same time to ensure costs of the program can be 
covered. The State should also updating statewide requirements. Ultimately, 
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Counties can do this without state action, and state action may take longer given 
state regulatory procedures requirements. However, state guidance would be 
helpful to support county ordinances.  

5. Funding: Counties should incorporate the cost of this into well permitting and 
state small permitting fees. The State Water Board and CDPH should consider 
ways to provide start-up funding for better data collections and reporting systems 
that can be compatible with Geotracker GAMA. They may also provide guidance 
for counties to develop fees for implementation of these requirements.  

2. Improve Data Management and Accessibility 

County: 

A. Improve the County Environmental Health Department responsibilities, fee 
authorities, and requirements to permit and monitor on-site systems.  (There was a 
frequent observation that records for on-site systems were non-existent – i.e. 
Plainview, Rodriquez Labor Camp). 

1. Who:  County Environmental Health Department. 

2. Why:  It is apparent that there are many private, on-site water and wastewater 
systems with non-existent or insufficient records of the facilities.  The lack of 
records includes topics such as design capacity, on-site sustainability, 
inspections, and records of “as-constructed” facilities.  The lack of records 
impacts the ability to evaluate adequacy of existing systems and impacts the 
ability to develop new community systems in areas that are served by on-site 
systems.  

3. How:  The building permit process must include complete records regarding 
proposed and “as-constructed” on-site water and wastewater systems. 

4. When:  On-going. 

5. Funding: Unknown. 

State Agencies: 

B. Develop a centralized reporting and data management system so that water supply 
related data can be shared and coordinated among agencies. For example, well logs 
retained by DWR can be correlated with water quality information retained by CDPH. 

1. Who: State Water Agencies (DWR, CDPH, State Water Board) 

2. Why: Water data is currently housed in many different agencies and not 
accessible or easily integrated to inform planning, regulatory activities, or water 
management. The state should provide consistent and ideally centralized or 
easily integrated data management systems to allow for water date to be more 
effectively utilized and support good decision-making. Ideally this would also 
allow for an accessible user interface for both data reporting and data retrieval.  

3. How: All state agencies should have consistent protocols and requirements for 
electronic reporting in water monitoring or data reporting requirements within 
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regulatory or other related programs. Currently, Geotracker GAMA seems to 
include most water quality data, while DWR holds records on water supply and 
well completion reports. Integration of the drinking water program into the State 
Board will likely speed up integration of drinking water reporting systems with 
other State Board databases. However, it is unclear how DWR data and state 
board data will be better integrated.  

4. When: This should be evaluated as part of the Governer’s efforts to improve 
groundwater management.  

5. Funding: This could be funded through general funds, program fees, and bond 
where appropriate within the state budget and appropriation process.  

Legislature: 

C. Disclosure of water quality data – Require disclosure of water quality on sale of 
property. In areas where there is a Public Water System, this may be in the form of 
recent Consumer Confidence Reports. For properties with private wells, this would 
be laboratory reports for samples collected from the private well. [See 
Recommendation 12.2.6.2.C and 12.2.7.1.C] 

1. Who: Legislature, Department of Real Estate, local water service providers, 
property owners 

2. Why: A buyer has the right to know what is in the water and whether it may have 
potential health impacts, just as he has the right to know if there are termite 
issues or roof damage. 

3. How: Through Legislature and/or Department of Real Estate require that water 
quality be disclosed upon sale of a home. For properties served by a regulated 
Public Water System, this may be in the form of recent Consumer Confidence 
Reports. For properties with private wells, this would require sampling and 
disclosure of laboratory reports indicating constituent levels and whether or not 
they are in exceedance of any primary water quality standards. 

4. When: Now, ongoing. 

5. Funding: Funding for water quality sampling and disclosure will be through real 
estate transactions. 
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