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I. ABOUT 19 SEPTIC SYSTEMS WOULD BE THE ONES MOST LIKELY 

SUFFER THE COSTLY DETRIMENT OF BEING DEEMED “TOO 

CLOSE” TO WELL #8. 

 

The neighboring homeowners most at risk of being deemed “too close” to a “public water 

well” are those whose seepage pits are within 600 feet of the proposed Well #8 location.  

Part III and the Legal Analysis Appendix explain why.  Figure 1 is a map of all lots 

within 600 feet of the well-site lot.  The 19 lots that have seepage pits are marked with 

red circles, based on Charles Abbott Associates, Inc., City of Camarillo Septic System 

Inventory, July 20, 2009 (Appendix 1).  If, because of their placement on the residential 

lots, a few of these 19 seepage pits are further than 600 feet from the precise well 

location, they would not be affected.  If 700-800 feet were deemed “too close,” Well #8 

would be detrimental to all 23 lots having septic systems in this neighborhood.   

 

Figure 1.   Site of Well #8 with nearby lots having septic systems circled 
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II. THE APPLICANT HAD PLANNED TO DRILL WELL #8 IN AN AREA 

WITH AT MOST ONE OR TWO SEPTIC SYSTEMS WITHIN 600 FEET 

BUT MOVED IT HERE TO SAVE ABOUT $100,000 ON LAND COSTS.   

 

Crestview and Calleguas have chosen to site Well #8 in one of the few locations in 

Camarillo where there is a large concentration of privately owned septic systems (also 

known as Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems or OWTSs).  Figure 2 is a City of 

Camarillo map showing where Well #8 is planned and, in red, the 23 nearby parcels that 

have OWTSs.  Crestview originally planned to locate Well #8 on Corte Corrida, where it 

would probably have been within 600 feet of no OWTSs, or at most only one or two.  

The original site is also marked on Figure 2.  Crestview moved to the present location in 

order to reduce its land costs by about $100,000.   

 

Figure 2.  Septic Systems and Original and Current Proposed Sites for Well #8
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III. THE SETBACK DISTANCE FOR DETERMINING WHEN A SEPTIC 

SYSTEM IS DEEMED “TOO CLOSE” TO A PUBLIC WATER WELL 

HAS NOT YET BEEN DETERMINED BY ALL THE RELEVANT 

AGENCIES BUT IS MOST LIKELY TO BE 600 FEET.    

 

As stated above, 600 feet is the distance that will most likely determine whether a 

seepage pit is “too close” to a public water well and, therefore, cannot be replaced 

without extra cost to the homeowner.  However, the relevant distance could be as great as 

1,500 feet or—possibly but very unlikely—as small as 150 feet.  It cannot be stated with 

certainty now because the decision may come from any of three permitting agencies each 

applying its own different law—the City of Camarillo, Ventura County Environmental 

Health Department (“EHD”), or the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(“LARWQCB”).  Details are in the Legal Analysis Appendix.   

 

A. “Red Setbacks” and “Yellow Setbacks” 

 

It is important to recognize that there are two different kinds of “setbacks” or “zones” in 

the relevant regulations.  There are fixed setback distances that cannot be changed 

without a change in the law.  Examples include 150 feet in the California Plumbing Code 

and 200 feet in the Ventura County Plumbing Code.  We call those “red setbacks” 

because the setback is a stop sign, and the space inside is a no-go zone.  There is another 

category of setbacks, which we call “yellow setbacks.”  Within the yellow zone caution 

must be exercised, and case-by-case analyses are required to assess the potential harm to 

groundwater.  Examples of yellow setbacks from public water wells include 600 feet in 

the Ventura County Local Agency Management Program (described below) and 1,500 

feet for applications to LARWQCB for waste discharge requirements under the “State 

Program” (also described below).  Outside a yellow setback or zone, the presence of a 

well is deemed irrelevant to the seepage pit permit application.   

 

B. City of Camarillo 

 

At present, the City of Camarillo routinely issues permits to replace seepage pits without 

requiring upgrades.  State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2012-0032, 

Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems, June 19, 2012 (“OWTS Policy”) authorizes the City, 

under “Tier 1—Low Risk New or Replacement OWTS” to issue such permits.  Exhibit 

A.  Section 8.1.6 of the OWTS Policy authorizes the City to grant variances for seepage 

pits deeper than 10 feet.   

 

However, if Well #8 were to exist in the neighborhood—or maybe even if it were only 

authorized—the City would have to consider whether there is an applicable setback from 

a public water well.  OWTS Policy Section 7.5.6 provides that there is a red setback of 

“150 feet from a public water well where the depth of the effluent dispersal system does 
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not exceed 10 feet.”  However, there is no stated red setback for a seepage pit, all of 

which in this neighborhood are at least 28 feet deep.  Leach fields less than 10 feet deep 

are regarded as inherently less risky to ground water because breakdown of biological 

materials is more efficient near the surface than deep underground.  Thus, if there were a 

red setback for a seepage pit it would have to be greater than 150 feet.   

 

The City has no authority to do case-by-case analyses in its seepage pit permitting 

activities.  Therefore, when the City decides on a yellow setback, it is not defining an 

area within which it can exercise discretion but an area outside of which the existence of 

the well is properly ignored.  We would expect the City would make any such 

determination in consultation with LARWQCB.  For reasons set forth in the Legal 

Analysis Appendix, the most likely yellow setback would be 600 feet.  That would mean 

that up to 19 neighboring homeowners would be adversely affected by Well #8.  

However, the City could adopt a yellow setback of greater than 600 feet and thereby deny 

seepage pit permitting services to every homeowner shown in the cluster of 23 septic 

systems surrounding the Well #8 site.  See Figure 2.   

 

C. LARWQCB  

 

Because the City has no authority to do discretionary analysis of a specific project within 

a yellow setback (estimated above at 600 feet), it would refer the applicant to 

LARWQCB.  LARWQCB has a red setback from a public water well of 150 feet.  

Exhibit B, Table 3.  The instructions to the Form 200 application require the applicant to 

identify every public and private water well within 1,500 feet.  Exhibit C.  That 

establishes 1,500 feet as the yellow setback within which discretion must be exercised 

and beyond which the well will not be considered.  All 23 septic systems shown in Figure 

2 as clustered about Well #8 would be in the yellow zone.   

 

The preceding paragraph applies when LARWQCB is proceeding under the “State 

Program.”  LARWQCB also has a “Regional Program” in which there is a red setback of 

150 feet but no yellow setback.  However, in order to be eligible for the Regional 

Program, the applicant has to agree to use “advanced treatment,” which is very costly.  

There is no required geotechnical analysis under the Regional Program because treated 

wastewater from advanced treatment is so clean that it poses little threat to groundwater.  

The State Program and the Regional Program are discussed in the Legal Analysis 

Appendix.   

 

D. Ventura County 

 

The Camarillo City Council has directed staff to seek a Memorandum of Understanding 

with Ventura County Environmental Health Division (“EHD”) pursuant to which EHD 

would process all applications for septic systems within the City and be reimbursed by 

the City.  If and when that process is completed, homeowners within Camarillo seeking 
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permits to modify their septic systems would be referred to EHD instead of to 

LARWQCB.  EHD administers a Local Agency Management Program (“LAMP”) 

approved by LARWQCB, and the LAMP rules would apply to all applications from the 

City of Camarillo.  The LAMP contains a red setback of 200 feet from a public water 

well and a yellow setback of 600 feet.  Exhibit D, footnote 10.   

 

IV. CONTRACTOR BIDS AND PUBLIC FEE SCHEDULES SHOW THAT AN 

AFFECTED HOMEOWNER WOULD INCUR INCREMENTAL COSTS 

OF UP TO $205,000 OVER 20 YEARS, INCLUDING ABOUT $65,000 OF 

UPFRONT CAPITAL COSTS.    

 

The biggest cost issue by far is whether the homeowner will have to install “advanced 

treatment” in order to get a permit to replace a seepage pit.  An advanced treatment unit 

(“ATU”) is a fairly complicated piece of equipment involving multiple tanks, filters, 

pumps, disinfection (typically by ultraviolet light), above-grade access hatches, sample 

ports, vent stacks, a control panel, and an internet connection.  Exhibit E is a brochure of 

a typical system sized for houses with 1-6 bedrooms.  Most of this equipment is 

underground like the existing septic tank, which has to be abandoned even if working 

properly.  To get real-world costs for a typical system in the neighborhood of Well #8, we 

solicited contractor bids for an ATU installation at a 4,000 square-feet, 4-bedroom house 

adjacent to the Well #8 site.  These were the bids:  

 

A. Capital Costs 

 

Capital costs for the ATU, not including the seepage pit itself (because that would cost 

the same if permitted by the City in the absence of Well #8), would be about $65,000.  

Not included in that estimate is any cost for a backup power system, which would be 

necessary if indoor plumbing is to be used after about 24 hours of power outage, or any 

allowance for the substantial diminution of the value of the property.   

 

Equipment and labor to abandon the existing septic tank and purchase and install 

the ATU, $63,276, less the $7,800 line item for the seepage pit, for a net ATU cost 

of $55,476.  Exhibit F.   

 

The application fee to acquire “waste discharge requirements” from Los Angeles 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (“LARWQCB”) under its “Regional 

Program” would be $3,205.  Exhibit G.  If application were made under the “State 

Program,” the application fee would be $1,424.  Ibid.  (“Regional Program” and 

“State Program” are defined and discussed in the Legal Analysis Appendix.)  

Ventura County Environmental Health Department (“EHD”) fees for a 

replacement seepage pit would be $2,354 with advanced treatment or $738 

without advanced treatment.  Exhibit H.   
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Fees charged by a professional to prepare, submit, and shepherd the application 

through the LARWQCB “Regional Program” would be $2,800.  Exhibit I.  In the 

LARWQCB “State Program” or EHD processes, these fees would be much higher 

because there would be a lot of additional hydrogeological data collection and 

analysis to try to prove no threat to groundwater.  Crestview has recently engaged 

a consultant to do “groundwater modeling” it hopes will meet Ventura County 

EHD requirements for Crestview’s proposed Well #7 on Alviso Drive for a fee of 

$20,000.  We have included that figure in “application services” for both the 

LARWQCB “State Program” and the Ventura County LAMP. 

  

To install a subpanel and run two new 20-amp circuits to a suitable location for the 

ATU control panel would cost $4,000.  Exhibit J.   

 

B. Annual Operating Costs 

 

When an ATU is installed there would be operating costs up to $7,000 per year for as 

long as the ATU is in operation, including the following: 

 

Annual operating permit fees to LARWQCB $3,205.  Exhibit G.  Section 19 of 

Order No. R4-2019-0024, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Advanced 

Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems, February 14, 2019 (“Regional Program 

General Order”) (available at 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/

2019/OrderNoR4-2019-

0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatme

ntSystems.pdf) declares the applicable rating to be 3-B.  If the applicant proceeds 

under LARWQCB’s “State Program” to try to avoid the advanced treatment 

requirement, the annual permit fee would be $1,424, whether an ATU is or is not 

required.  Exhibit G.  There currently is no recurring annual fee for an ATU 

permit issued by Ventura County EHD.  The City cannot issue permits for ATUs.   

 

ATUs require regular professional preventive maintenance and quarterly 

sampling, lab-testing of effluent, and electronic reporting for specified 

contaminants.  One experienced vendor charges $3,500 per year for the sampling 

and preventative maintenance that LARWQCB typically requires.  The minimum 

charge for biannual preventative maintenance and minimum sampling would be 

$1,500.  Exhibit K.  Ventura County EHD also generally requires professional 

maintenance and quarterly testing.  If EHD requires testing of fewer contaminants, 

the annual cost could be as low as $1,500.   

 

The system described in Exhibit E consumes about $30 per year in electricity.  

We have no hard numbers for repairing or replacing pumps, UV lamps, internet 

connectivity, and control panel components but have allowed $295 per year.   

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Roger/Documents/517%20Ashdale/Crestview%20Mutual%20Water/Sampling%20and%20maintenance%20costs%20for%20Advanced%20Treatment%20OWTSs.msg
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The processes in Ventura County EHD and the LARWQCB “State Program” would cost 

at least $20,000 more than for the LARWQCB Regional Program because additional 

geotechnical services are required.  Also not estimated is the cost of an emergency power 

supply, even though an advanced treatment system cannot be used for more than about 24 

hours without electricity.  The longer processing times for these discretionary permits 

could be quite important to a homeowner whose seepage pit has failed or is found in 

escrow to be failing, but the cost of that delay has not been quantified.  All these 

uncertainties, which must be disclosed to buyers and lenders, would impair the market 

value of the property, but we have not attempted to quantify that detriment.  Subject to 

these caveats, Figure 3 summarizes capital and operating costs for seven scenarios.   

 

 
 

V. CRESTVIEW IS SEEKING A REGULATORY WORK-AROUND TO 

PREVENT IMPOSITION OF INCREMENTAL COSTS ON SEPTIC 

SYSTEM OWNERS, BUT IT IS UNLIKELY TO BE FULLY 

SUCCESSFUL.   

 

It is necessary to refer here to a different Crestview well project because Crestview 

intends to use that as a model for Well #8.  Crestview has pending before the Ventura 

County Supervisors an appeal from a decision by the County Planning Commission to 

deny Crestview’s conditional use permit application for Well #7 on Alviso Drive.  Like 

Well #8, proposed Well #7 is surrounded by homes with private septic systems that 

would probably be required to install advanced treatment if Well #7 is installed.  Private 

septic systems near Well #7 are subject to the Ventura County LAMP, administered by 

Figure 3.  Incremental costs of replacing a seepage pit in the presence of Well #8
LARWQCB 

Regional 

Program 

ATU with 

full 

monitoring

ATU with 

full 

monitoring

ATU with 

minimal 

monitoring

ATU not 

required

ATU with 

full 

monitoring

ATU with 

minimal 

monitoring

ATU not 

required

Application fee 3,205 1,424 1,424 1,424 2,354 2,354 738

Application Services* 2,800 22,800 22,800 22,800 22,800 22,800 22,800

ATU installation 59,476 59,476 59,476 0 59,476 59,476 0

   Upfront costs 65,481 83,700 83,700 24,224 84,630 84,630 23,538

Annual Operating Permit Fee 3,205 1,424 1,424 1,424 0 0 0

Annual preventive maintenance, 

sampling, lab-testing, and 

reporting services 3,500 3,500 1,500 0 3,500 1,500 0

Electricity and repairs 295 295 295 0 295 295 0

   Annual costs 7,000 5,219 3,219 1,424 3,795 1,795 0

   Total costs over 20 years 205,481 188,080 148,080 52,704 160,530 120,530 23,538

*Information on the cost of application services is partial and preliminary.

LARWQCB State Program                     Ventura County LAMP
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EHD.  As explained above, all septic systems within the City of Camarillo would become 

subject to the LAMP and EHD if the City and County complete their ongoing 

negotiations for an MOU.  Therefore, Well #7 proceedings are potentially relevant to 

Well #8.  However, Crestview has not revealed any plan to secure blanket approval from 

LARWQCB, which is now the only relevant permitting agency for seepage pits near a 

public well in the City of Camarillo.   

 

Crestview has engaged a consultant to do “groundwater modeling” near Well #7 in order 

to prove that seepage pits in the zone inside the yellow setback (600’) cannot contaminate 

groundwater.  It hopes that this information will persuade EHD to grant a blanket waiver, 

variance, or exception for all seepage pits near Well #7, now and in the future.  In order 

for this effort to be successful, Crestview must prove four things:   

 

(1) Crestview must prove that biological contamination cannot reach the well or 

aquifer in under two years.  Exhibit D, footnote 10(c).   

 

(2)  Crestview must prove “there is no indication that the previous system is 

adversely affecting the public water source.”  Exhibit D, footnote 10(f).  This 

means it must not just prove the absence of an effect but prove the absence of any 

evidence of an effect!  This is likely an impossible burden because there have been 

seepage pits in the area for many decades and the aquifer known to be is 

contaminated by bacteria like those in household sewage discharges.   

 

(3)  Crestview must prove “there is limited potential that the replacement system 

could impact the water source based on topography, soil depth, soil texture, and 

groundwater separation.”  Exhibit D, footnote 10(f).  It is not clear that there is 

sufficient geological information available at depth and in detail to make such an 

assessment.   

 

(4)  Crestview must prove all these analyses will be applied by EHD to all nearby 

seepage pit owners and that they will not be required, now or years in the future, to 

do any additional geotechnical analyses when they apply to replace their 

individual seepage pits.  However, EHD has publically denied that it has authority 

to grant blanket relief or that any decision it makes now will be binding on it in the 

future.   

 

The Department of Community Development and the Planning Commission should 

require full analysis and official sign-offs by all City, County, and Regional agencies 

involved in any work-around Crestview may propose.  However, it seems likely that 

Crestview cannot completely solve the problem, especially since it has no plan to get 

blanket approval from LARWQCB.   
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For these two reasons, there must also be a financial commitment to affected 

homeowners.  If the owner of any of the 23 affected parcels at any time in the future is 

facing any additional costs caused by proximity to Well #8, including, without limitation, 

any incremental costs of modifying or operating the owner's septic system, a responsible 

party must step in and advance those costs.  Crestview does not have the means to pay 

such externalized costs, which could exceed the entire $2.1 million budget for Well #8.  

Calleguas Municipal Water District (“Calleguas”), which is paying 100% of the costs of 

Well #8 and will reap 100% of the benefits (Exhibit L), must be the obligor.  Only this 

would avoid having Well #8 degrade the market values of affected parcels and, thus, be 

“detrimental to existing uses.”  Furthermore, that covenant by Calleguas would equitably 

spread all the costs of Well #8 to the tens of thousands of users of Calleguas water, who 

are the only beneficiaries of this project.   

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

 

As presently designed, Crestview’s Well #8 project would expose neighboring owners of 

septic systems to incremental costs of up to $205,000 over 20 years and an immediate 

substantial diminution of market value.  Unless eliminated, these detrimental effects on 

existing uses require denial of this conditional use permit application.  Crestview is 

attempting to protect homeowners from such detrimental effects by creating a regulatory 

work-around.  In addition, however, Calleguas Municipal Water District should covenant 

to step in and save neighboring homeowners harmless from any incremental costs or 

detriments arising out of the proximity of Well #8.   
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LEGAL ANALYSIS APPENDIX 

 

 

At the present time—with no public water well in the vicinity—the City of Camarillo can 

issue permits for septic tanks and replacement seepage pits at low cost and with only 

rudimentary geotechnical observations and analysis.  However, if the Well #8 project 

were implemented, the City would lose authority to permit seepage pits that are “too 

close” to the well.  The homeowner would have to apply instead to the Los Angeles 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (“LARWQCB”) for a seepage pit permit, while 

the City would retain authority to process septic tank permits.  LARWQCB operates two 

different permitting programs, the “Regional Program” and the “State Program.”  Both 

are examined here, as is the “County Program” because there are pending negotiations 

between the City and Ventura County Environmental Health Department (“EHD”) for 

EHD to take over all septic system permitting for the City.  First, however, we describe 

the City’s current authority and how it would change with the drilling of Well #8.   

 

I. IN THE ABSENCE OF WELL #8, HOMEOWNERS CAN EASILY GET 

PERMITS FROM THE CITY OF CAMARILLO TO REPLACE OR 

EXPAND THEIR SEPTIC SYSTEMS.   

 

Private septic systems, also known as onsite wastewater treatment systems or “OWTS,” 

have finite lifetimes and eventually must be replaced.  Failing systems are most often 

discovered when they are inspected during the escrow period for the sale of a home.  

Such a discovery often leads to the reduction of the selling price or agreement by the 

seller to replace the failing tank and/or pit before closing.  Replacement of an OWTS 

because it is failing, or because a larger one is needed to support a home addition, 

requires a permit.  At present, the City issues ministerial permits for replacement septic 

tanks and/or seepage pits.  Fees are $232.48.  

https://www.cityofcamarillo.org/Building%20Safety%20Handouts/Septic%20Tanks.pdf   

 

OWTSs are strictly regulated by California law, including State Water Resources Control 

Board Resolution No. 2012-0032, Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, 

Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems, June 19, 2012 

(“the OWTS Policy”) (available at 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/owts/docs/owts_policy.pdf).  

Specifically, the City of Camarillo may act under “Tier 1—Low Risk New or 

Replacement OWTS” as detailed in Sections 7 and 8 thereof.  Septic tanks and leach 

fields not deeper than 10 feet are in Tier 1, and seepage pits of any depth are not.  Section 

8.1.6 states that in Tier 1 “dispersal systems shall be a leachfield.”  That would rule out 

any seepage pit, except that Section 8.1.6 provides, “Seepage pits and other dispersal 

systems may only be authorized for repairs where siting limitations require a variance.”   

 

https://www.cityofcamarillo.org/Building%20Safety%20Handouts/Septic%20Tanks.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/owts/docs/owts_policy.pdf
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The City has not processed any permits for seepage pits since its authority was limited to 

Tier 1 on May 13, 2018 by the ending of a state-mandated transition period.  See Exhibit 

A; Tiers 3 and 4, referred to in the Exhibit, do not apply to this situation.  However, Lucie 

McGovern, Deputy Director of the City’s Public Works Department, told one of the 

authors on August 31, 2020 that in her opinion the City can continue to issue permits for 

dispersal systems under Section 8.1.6 on a “like for like” basis, meaning variances can be 

granted for replacement seepage pits.  Milasol Gaslan, Supervising Water Resource 

Control Engineer in the Groundwater Permitting and Land Disposal Section at 

LARWQCB told one of us on September 1, 2020 she thinks that is a reasonable 

interpretation of Section 8.1.6.   

 

If Well #8 were in place today, the City could continue to issue permits for replacement 

septic tanks pursuant to Section 7.5.6 of the OWTS Policy because all septic systems in 

this neighborhood are more than 150 feet from the well location.  (The City could also 

permit leach fields less than 10 feet deep, but it appears all OWTSs in this neighborhood 

have seepage pits instead of leach fields.)  However, if a seepage pit is deemed by the 

City of Camarillo and/or LARWQCB to be “too close” to a public water well, the City 

could not grant a variance for a seepage pit.  The homeowner would be referred to 

LARWQCB to obtain “waste discharge requirements” before returning to the City for a 

building/plumbing permit.   

 

The question of how close is “too close” is difficult because no regulation specifies a 

numerical setback distance for a seepage pit from a public water well.  The  problem is to 

estimate something the City and LARWQCB have never decided, “What is the minimum 

distance in this neighborhood that a seepage pit can be from a public water well and have 

the well be ignored in the City’s consideration of the variance application?”  If the 

distance were a mile, surely the well would be ignored, but what is the minimum 

distance?  Having reviewed the regulations and talked with City officials, we believe the 

City would set the minimum at no less than 600 feet.   

 

In a search for relevant legal standards, the City might consider as analogous these 

Section 7.5 setbacks for effluent dispersal systems processed under Tier 1 of the State 

OWTS Policy:   

 

(i) 1,200 feet from the surface water intake point of a public water system,   

 

(ii) 400 feet from the high water mark of a reservoir, and  

 

(iii) effluent dispersal systems up to 2,500 feet from a surface water intake need 

analysis of pollution potential.   

 

The City might consider that (iii), requiring analysis within 2,500 feet, is appropriate to 

protect groundwater also.  On the other hand, the City might conclude that those 
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standards, which all relate to surface waters are not relevant to seepage pits for which the 

obvious concern is groundwater.   

 

However, it would be difficult for the City to disregard the setback of 600 feet that must 

be included in Local Agency Management Programs (“LAMPs”) under Tier 2, Section 

9.4.10.3.  Ventura County has a LAMP containing this provision, and the City would 

likely regard it as unreasonable to give no consideration to the existence of a public water 

well that the County must consider, especially because the City and County are in 

negotiations (discussed in Section IV below) for the County to take over from the City all 

septic system permitting duties.  We would expect LARWQCB to take a dim view of that 

as well.   

 

If the City were to decide on a lesser minimum setback, say 200 feet or 400 feet, that 

decision might be challenged by LARWQCB, consumers of the well water, the State 

Division of Drinking Water, environmental advocacy groups, or even future management 

of Crestview.  The legal and policy standard should be whether a homeowner outside the 

City’s setback would have such an objectively low risk of permitting complications that 

the homeowner would not have a legal obligation to disclose the situation to a lender or 

buyer.   

 

II. THE LARWQCB “REGIONAL PROGRAM”  

The Regional Program was created by LARWQCB after CEQA findings and other 

procedures to create a General Order that can be applied ministerially.  Order No. R4-

2019-0024, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Advanced Onsite Wastewater 

Treatment Systems, February 14, 2019 (“Regional Program General Order”) (available at 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/

OrderNoR4-2019-

0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSyst

ems.pdf).  It only applies if the applicant proposes to replace the existing septic tank—

even if it is working properly—with an advanced treatment unit (“ATU”), because a 

properly-working ATU produces water so clean that there no threat to receiving waters.   

 

Specific minimum setbacks requirements are not required in this General Order 

because this General Order regulates discharges from Advanced OWTSs only. 

Advanced OWTSs incorporate additional treatment including nitrification, 

denitrification and disinfection making such minimum setback requirements 

generally unnecessary. 

 

Regional Program General Order, Background Section 7.  This means that setbacks based 

on Water Recycling Criteria, California Well Standards, OWTS Policy, California 

Plumbing Code, and commonly imposed setbacks by regulatory agencies are 

inapplicable.  Ibid.  Nor is there a requirement to model groundwater flows or estimate 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/adopted_orders/docs/2019/OrderNoR4-2019-0024GeneralWasteDischargeRequirementsforAdvancedOnsiteWastewaterTreatmentSystems.pdf
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the time biological contaminants may travel in a set period of time because LARWQCB 

has, “using best professional judgement” determined in the general order that Advanced 

Treatment makes all that unnecessary.  Id., Background Section 11.   

 

III. THE LARWQCB “STATE PROGRAM”  
 

When the applicant does not opt for the Regional Program, LARWQCB can review the 

application under the “State Program” set forth in State Water Resources Control Board 

Order No. WQ 2014-0153-DWQ, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Small 

Domestic Wastewater Treatment Systems, September 23, 2014 (“State Program General 

Order”) (available at 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2014/wq

o2014_0153_dwq.pdf).  Pages 16-20 are attached as Exhibit B.  The State Program 

requires a case-by-case geotechnical risk analysis that could result in a permit that does 

not require an ATU, and an application under this program is subject to smaller fees.  

However, the application review process is discretionary and would be more expensive 

and time consuming and may result in an ATU requirement anyway.  LARWQCB has 

never processed a permit for an OWTS near a public water well, and there are many 

regulations and policies to which it might refer for guidance in the exercise of its 

discretion.   

 

A. Setbacks in General and LARWQCB Discretion 

 

Under LARWQCCB policies, applications under the State Program must identify all 

domestic and municipal supply wells within a 1,500-foot radius of the property.  Exhibit 

C.  That establishes 1,500 feet as the setback outside of which LAARWQCB will not 

normally consider the existence of a well.  Within that setback, LARWQCB may 

consider other applicable setback regulations.   

 

The State Program recognizes the importance of setbacks from OWTSs.  Section 19 

provides:   

 

19.  Setbacks from wastewater treatment areas, dispersal areas, and/or LAAs [land 

application areas] from   domestic wells, flowing and/or ephemeral streams, 

lakes/reservoirs, and property lines   are provided in this General Order. Setbacks 

are included as a means of reducing   pathogenic risks by coupling pathogen 

inactivation rates with groundwater travel time to a well or other potential 

exposure route (e.g. water contact activities). In general, a   substantial unsaturated 

zone reduces pathogen survival compared to saturated soil   conditions. Fine 

grained (silt or clay) soil particles reduce the rate of groundwater   transport and 

therefore are generally less likely to transport pathogens; coarse grained soil 

particles or fracture flow groundwater conditions may be more likely to transport   

pathogens.  Setbacks also provide attenuation of other wastewater constituents  

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2014/wqo2014_0153_dwq.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2014/wqo2014_0153_dwq.pdf
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through physical, chemical, and biological processes.  The setbacks provided in 

this General Order are based on the title 22 water recycling criteria, the California 

Well Standards, the OWTS Policy, the California Plumbing Code, and commonly 

imposed setbacks by regulatory agencies. 

 

Specific setbacks from domestic wells are summarized in Table 3 of Exhibit B, but 

public water wells are not mentioned at all.  A septic tank must be set back 150 feet from 

a domestic well per State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2012-0032, 

Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems, June 19, 2012 (“the OWTS Policy”) (available at 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/owts/docs/owts_policy.pdf).  A 

seepage pit must be set back 150 feet from a domestic well per the California Plumbing 

Code.  Table 3, footnote c.  The California Well Standards list a nominal setback of 150 

feet but require examination of site-specific conditions beyond that distance.  Table 3, 

footnote o.   

 

The Regional Board’s discretion to alter these setbacks is described in Section B.1.l and 

the footnotes to Table 3.  It is also made clear in Section B.1.i that the Regional Board 

may require greater setbacks than those in Table 3.   

 

i. A Regional Water Board Executive Officer may require additional 

investigations or monitoring to demonstrate beneficial uses of water are protected 

and antidegradation requirements are satisfied. Acceptable methods may include, 

but not be limited to, evaluation of the wastewater system’s treatment 

performance, groundwater monitoring, or additional sampling to characterize the 

wastewater discharge. 

 

Since all OWTSs are more than 150 feet from Well #8, there is no need to examine 

LARWQCB’s authority to reduce the prescribed setbacks from domestic wells.  Instead, 

the following discussion addresses what is known about how LARWQCB might go about 

evaluating OWTSs that are between 150 and 1,500 feet from a public water well, which it 

clearly has the authority and duty to do.   

 

B. OWTS Policy 

 

The State Program, Section B.1.l.iii provides that “When the setback comes from the 

OWTS Policy, the Regional Water Board Executive Officer may allow a reduced setback 

based upon site-specific conditions (e.g. annular seal in a well, groundwater flow 

direction near water bodies, treatment/disinfection level of wastewater, etc.”  However, in 

the OWTS Policy there is no specified distance between a seepage pit and a public water 

well.  Therefore, although LAWQCB has considerable discretion, it will not be 

exercising its authority under this specific provision.   

 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/owts/docs/owts_policy.pdf
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Other setbacks listed in the OWTS Policy that may influence how LARWQCB exercises 

its discretion in determining how close is “too close.”  Tier 2 provides minimum 

standards for inclusion in Local Agency Management Programs (“LAMPs”), such as 

Ventura County has.  Section 9.4 provides:   

 

9.4 The following are not allowed to be authorized in a Local Agency 

Management Program:   

 

. . . .  

 

9.4.10  Except as provided for in sections 9.4.11 and 9.4.12, new or 

replacement OWTS with minimum horizontal setbacks less than any of the 

following:   

 

9.4.10.1 150 feet from a public water well where the depth of 

the effluent dispersal system does not exceed 10 feet in depth. 

 

9.4.10.2 200 feet from a public water well where the depth of 

effluent dispersal system exceeds 10 feet in depth. 

 

9.4.10.3 Where the effluent dispersal system is within 600 feet 

of a public water well and exceeds 20 feet in depth the horizontal 

setback required to achieve a two-year travel time for 

microbiological contaminants shall be evaluated.  A qualified 

professional shall conduct this evaluation.  However in no case shall 

the setback be less than 200 feet.   

 

. . . . 

 

9.4.11  For replacement OWTS that do not meet the above horizontal 

separation requirements, the replacement OWTS shall meet the horizontal 

separation to the greatest extent practicable.  In such case, the replacement 

OWTS shall utilize supplemental treatment and other mitigation measures, 

unless the permitting authority finds that there is no indication that the 

previous system is adversely affecting the public water source, and there is 

limited potential that the replacement system could impact the water source 

based on topography, soil depth, soil texture, and groundwater separation.   

 

Similarly, the Tier 3 regulations for “impaired areas” provide in Sections 10.6.9.3 and 

10.6.9.6 a 600-feet radius for extra scrutiny and potentially advanced treatment.   

 

10.6.9.3 Where the effluent dispersal system is within 600 feet of a public 

water well and exceeds 20 feet in depth the horizontal setback required to achieve 
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a two-year travel time for microbiological contaminants shall be evaluated.  

However in no case shall the setback be less than 200 feet.   

 

. . . . 

 

10.6.9.6 For replacement OWTS that do not meet the above horizontal 

separation requirements, the replacement OWTS shall meet the horizontal 

separation to the greatest extent practicable.  In such case, the replacement OWTS 

shall utilize supplemental treatment and other mitigation measures.   

 

If Ventura County must devote extra scrutiny to a seepage pit within 600 feet of a public 

water well, it would seem LARWQCB could not reasonably neglect to give at least the 

same extra scrutiny to a seepage pit within that same distance.  LARWQCB scrutiny 

could be more strict, but could hardly be less.  Milasol Gaslan, Supervising Water 

Resource Control Engineer in the Groundwater Permitting and Land Disposal Section at 

LARWQCB, with whom one of us discussed this matter on September 1, 2020, took 

pains to point out that LARWQCB is not bound by Tier 2 but will use its professional 

judgment and might cause it to give extra scrutiny to seepage pits beyond 600 feet.   

 

The extra scrutiny by LARWQCB must include at a minimum an evaluation of “the 

horizontal setback required to achieve a two-year travel time for microbiological 

contaminants.”  Section 10.6.9.3.  However, LARWQCB may also require additional 

analysis and/or advanced treatment or monitoring even if the travel-time study shows 

microbiological contaminants will not reach either vertically to groundwater or 

horizontally to Well #8 in two years.   

 

C. California Well Standards 

 

The California Well Standards are in California Department of Resources, California 

Well Standards, Bulletin 74-90 (Supplement to Bulletin 74-81), June 1991.  It is out of 

print but available here:  

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/peer_review/docs/lowthreat_ust_

policy/clarification_2.pdf  After 30 years, the Well Standards are in the process of being 

revised into a model ordinance.  https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-

Management/Wells/Well-Standards   

 

The Well Standards were intended to regulate the placement, construction, and 

destruction of water wells, monitoring wells, and cathodic protection wells, not only to 

prevent use of contaminated groundwater but especially to prevent the wells themselves 

from causing or facilitating the contamination of water resources.  However, the 

incorporation of them into the State Program also makes them restrictions on the 

placement of OWTSs.  Incorporation of the 150-feet setback for a seepage pit expressly 

includes text in the Well Standards requiring the permitting authority to consider 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/peer_review/docs/lowthreat_ust_policy/clarification_2.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/peer_review/docs/lowthreat_ust_policy/clarification_2.pdf
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Wells/Well-Standards
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Wells/Well-Standards
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increasing or decreasing the setbacks based on site-specific conditions.  The State 

Program, Table 3, footnote o.  This is the incorporated text:   

 

Limitations of Standards 

 

Well standards contained in Bulletin 74-81 together with well standards in this 

supplement (Bulletin 74-90) are recommended minimum statewide standards for 

the protection of ground water quality.  The standards are not necessarily 

sufficient for local conditions.  Local enforcing agencies may need to adopt more 

stringent standards for local conditions to ensure ground water quality protection. 

 

In some cases, it may be necessary for a local enforcing agency to substitute 

alternate measures or standards to provide protection equal to that otherwise 

afforded by DWR standards. Such cases arise from practicalities in applying 

standards, and from variations in geologic and hydrologic conditions. Because it is 

impractical to prepare "site-specific" standards covering every conceivable case, 

provision has been made for deviation from the standards.   

 

Standards in Bulletin 74-81 and this supplement (Bulletin 74-90) do not ensure 

proper construction or function of any type of well. Proper well design and 

construction practices require the use of these standards together with accepted 

industry practices, regulatory requirements, and consideration of site conditions.   

 

It is the ultimate responsibility of the well owner and/or the owner's technical 

and/or contractor representative(s) to ensure that a well does not constitute a 

significant pathway for the movement of poor-quality water, pollutants, or 

contaminants; does not constitute a public nuisance or hazard; and, adequately 

performs a desired function.  The Department accepts no responsibility for 

improper design, construction, alteration, maintenance, function, or destruction 

of individual wells. 

 

At 6 (emphasis in original).    

 

The following horizontal separation distances are generally considered adequate 

where a significant layer of unsaturated, unconsolidated sediment less permeable 

than sand is encountered between ground surface and groundwater. These 

distances are based on present knowledge and past experience.  Local conditions 

may require greater separation distances to ensure ground water quality protection.  

 

At 12.  This is followed by a table stating the “Minimum Horizontal Separation Distance 

Between Well and Known or Potential Source” is 150 feet for a seepage pit.  The table is 

followed by this precaution, at 13:   
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Many variables are involved in determining the "safe" separation distance between 

a well and a potential source of pollution or contamination. No set separation 

distance is adequate and reasonable for all conditions. Determination of the safe 

separation distance for individual wells requires detailed evaluation of existing and 

future site conditions. 

 

Where, in the opinion of the enforcing agency adverse conditions exist, the above 

separation distances shall be increased, or special means of protection, particularly 

in the construction of the well, shall be provided, such as increasing the length of 

the annular seal.   

 

Lesser distances than those listed above may be acceptable where physical 

conditions preclude compliance with the specified minimum separation distances 

and where special means of protection are provided.  Lesser separation distances 

must be approved by the enforcing agency on a case-by-case basis. 

 

Although nothing in the Well Standards gives guidance to LARWQCB about the distance 

beyond which the existence of the well could be ignored.  It seems that even at a distance 

of 151 feet, LARWQCB would have to satisfy itself that there are no present or future 

site-specific adverse conditions.  It would be reasonable to expect LARWQCB to be 

more cautious about a public water well than a private domestic well or irrigation well.   

 

D. California Plumbing Code 

 

The California Plumbing Code has a fixed setback of 150 feet from a well.  The 

Executive Officer of LARWQCB may not reduce this (the State Program General Order, 

Section B.1.l.iv), but since all OWTSs will be more than 150 feet from Well #8, this 

setback has no practical effect.   

 

E. Possible Alternative LARWQCB Procedures 

 

An applicant’s election to proceed under the Regional Program or under the State 

Program is not binding on LARWQCB.   

 

Although an applicant may be eligible for coverage under this General Order, the 

Regional Board may determine that the discharge would be better regulated by a 

waiver of waste discharge requirements, individual waste discharge requirements, 

a different general order, an enforcement order, or a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. 

 

The Regional Program, Background Section 20.  Very similar language is in the State 

Program, Background Section 22.  This language raises two possible ways to address the 

non-conforming use problem for all neighbors of Well #8 in a single proceeding:  A 
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“waiver of discharge requirements” for the whole group of Well #8 neighbors or a 

“general order.”  We have no insight on how either might be done, and are skeptical that 

either can be accomplished in a short period of time, if ever.   

 

IV. THE “COUNTY PROGRAM”  

 

At City Council direction, City staff is negotiating a memorandum of understanding 

(“MOU”) with the Ventura County Environmental Health Division (“EHD”) whereby 

EHD would take over all OWTS permitting for the City.  EHD would apply its own 

Local Agency Management Program (“LAMP”), which was approved by the County and 

LARWQCB in 2018 (available at 

https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/eh/septic/LAMP_Approved_08072018.pdf).  The 

LAMP setback provisions were enacted into the Ventura County Building Code, 

Ordinance Number 4548 adopted November 5, 2019 (“VC Building Code”) as local 

amendments to the California Plumbing Code (available at 

https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/bs/2019-VCBC.pdf).  The key provision is CPC 

Appendix H, Private Septic Disposal Systems, Table H-1, footnote (10), paragraphs (b), 

(c), and (f).  Exhibit D is a copy of Appendix Table H-1.   

 

This provision forbids the approval of any seepage pit within 600 feet of a public water 

well without advanced treatment unless (1) a “qualified professional” has persuaded EHD 

as to “the horizontal setback required to achieve a two-year travel time for 

microbiological contaminants,” and (2) EHD “finds that there is no indication that the 

previous system is adversely affecting the public water source, and there is limited 

potential that the replacement system could impact the water source based on topography, 

soil depth, soil texture, and groundwater separation.”  This requires the homeowner to 

prove four things that will be difficult or impossible to prove.   

 

First, the homeowner must prove the two-year travel time distance.  To do that, the 

homeowner (i) will have to find and engage a qualified professional with proven 

techniques for modeling the migration of biological contamination vertically and 

horizontally and (ii) there must be available sufficient field data to allow the professional 

to perform an analysis of the migration rates and directions.  It is believed that there are 

no deep borings in the vicinity unless the professional is able to use Crestview’s log of 

the Well #6 boring, which is 800 feet to the east of Well #8.  There have probably been at 

least two dozen test pits and borings in the vicinity over four decades, but we know from 

Public Records Act requests that some of those logs are no longer available.  

Furthermore, few if any of those were much deeper than 60 feet because that is the 

maximum depth permitted for a seepage pit.  Ventura County Environmental health 

Division, Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Technical Manual, June 17, 5015, 

Section 3.1.4.2 (available at 

https://docs.vcrma.org/images/eh/isds/Onsite_Wastewater_Treatment_System_Technical

_Manual.pdf.pdf).  Obviously, logs from the drilling of Well #8 cannot be used because 

https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/eh/septic/LAMP_Approved_08072018.pdf
https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/bs/2019-VCBC.pdf
https://docs.vcrma.org/images/eh/isds/Onsite_Wastewater_Treatment_System_Technical_Manual.pdf.pdf
https://docs.vcrma.org/images/eh/isds/Onsite_Wastewater_Treatment_System_Technical_Manual.pdf.pdf
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the question here is whether the drilling of Well #8 will be authorized.  Just as obviously, 

if the homeowner were required to do test borings in order to support a two-year travel 

time study, the cost of that would foreclose this route to possibly avoiding a requirement 

for alternative treatment.  If Crestview cannot prove that the two-year travel time in this 

vicinity is a practical and affordable undertaking that yields favorable results, it must be 

assumed that a homeowner’s permit for a new seepage pit will require an advanced 

treatment unit.   

 

Second, the homeowner must prove “there is no indication that the previous system is 

adversely affecting the public water source”—not just prove the absence of an effect 

but prove the absence of any evidence of an effect.  This is an impossible burden of 

proof to a homeowner to carry when we know that there have been seepage pits in the 

area for 40 years and that the aquifer is contaminated by bacteria representative of 

household sewage discharge.  It must be assumed that the homeowner will fail this test 

and that a permit for a new seepage pit will require advanced treatment.   

 

Third, the homeowner must prove that “there is limited potential that the replacement 

system could impact the water source based on topography, soil depth, soil texture, and 

groundwater separation.”  It is not clear that there is sufficient geological information 

available at depth and in detail to make such an assessment.   

 

Fourth, Crestview must prove that approval of its study by EHD will be applicable to 

every homeowner within 600 feet of Well #8 and binding on present and future EHD 

staff.  This may be impossible legally.  Crestview has pending before the Ventura County 

Board of Supervisors an appeal from the rejection by the County Planning Commission 

of a conditional use permit application to install Well #7 on Alviso Drive that will be 

identical in design to Well #8 and is also near existing OWTSs.  The detrimental impact 

of this project on nearby OWTS owners got much attention in the Planning Commission 

hearing June 25, 2020 and appears to be the main reason the Commission voted 

unanimously to deny the application.  In preparation for and in the course of that hearing, 

EHD averred that is it unable to make any decision in the absence of a permit application 

and that any such decision would not be binding with respect to other applications from 

other neighbors, or in the future because standards tend to get more stringent over time.  

June 12, 2020 letter from Peter Goldenring to Sean Debley and June 15, 2020 email 

response from Mr. Debley Ventura County Planning Commission public hearing on Case 

No. PL19-0039—Crestview Mutual Water Company requesting approval of a minor 

modification of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 4858 to abandon and remove one of five 

existing water production, storage, transmission, and distribution facilities, and to 

construct one replacement water production, storage, transmission, and distribution 

facility, at a new separate well site location, Staff Report Exhibit 33 (near the end) 

(available at 

https://ventura.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=83&clip_id=5440&meta_id=753

https://ventura.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=83&clip_id=5440&meta_id=753374
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374); also, public testimony by Mr. Goldenring (at 4:47:07) and Mr. Debley (at 5:14:20) 

(available at https://ventura.granicus.com/player/clip/5440?view_id=83&redirect=true).    

 

Unless the homeowner is able to persuade EHD on all four of these issues, EHD would 

probably impose the same advanced treatment requirement that is in the LARWQCB 

Regional Program.  This would include quarterly sampling.  Ventura County Building 

Code, Article 6, Appendix H, Section H 1301.4, paragraph 3.   

  

https://ventura.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=83&clip_id=5440&meta_id=753374
https://ventura.granicus.com/player/clip/5440?view_id=83&redirect=true
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EXHIBITS  

 

Exhibit A.  Letter from Deborah J. Smith of Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board to Lucia M. McGovern of City of Camarillo re: Termination of the 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between City of Camarillo and Los 

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Management of Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems, July 31, 2018. 

 

Exhibit B.  State Water Resources Control Board Order WQ 2014-0153-DWQ, General 

Waste Discharge Requirements for small Domestic Wastewater Treatment 

System, September 23, 2014, pages 16-20. 

 

Exhibit C.  Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Appendix and Instructions 

for Form 200 Waste Discharge Requirements for OWTS, January 21, 2010.   

 

Exhibit D.  2019 Ventura County Building Code, Ordinance Number 4548, Appendix Table 

H-1, pages 131-33. 

 

Exhibit E.  Orenco Systems, Inc. brochure for Advantex AX-RT for Residential & Small 

Commercial Wastewater 

 

Exhibit F.  Contract Estimate #1894 for replacement septic system including advanced 

treatment by On The Level Septic Systems Inc., November 5, 2020. 

 

Exhibit G.  Email exchange between Peter Raftery of LARWQCB and Roger Chittum re: 

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Fees and attachment, November 13, 2020. 

 

Exhibit H.  Ventura County Environmental Health Division Schedule of Fees for Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS), Permits and Related Services 2020-21. 

 

Exhibit I.   Letter from Lisa Woodburn of Jensen Design & Survey, Inc. to Roger Chittum re: 

Cost Estimate for Permitting Assistance for a Residential Advanced Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment System Through CA RWQCB, November 13, 2020. 

 

Exhibit J.   Contract Estimate #Z43ABA-2 from ADI Electrical Services Inc. to install two 

new circuits, November 22, 2020. 

 

Exhibit K. Email exchange between Yvonne Cuevas of Sierra Commercial Plumbing, Inc. 

and Roger Chittum re: fees for maintenance and sampling of advanced treatment 

systems, November 20, 2020. 

 

Exhibit L.  Agreement between Crestview Mutual Water Company and Calleguas Municipal 

Water District for Delivery of Water from Crestview to Calleguas, dated October 

8, 2018, with clarifying letter dated September 25, 2018.   
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
LOS ANGELES REGION  

(GROUNDWATER PERMITTING WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS) 
 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD FORM 200 
APPENDIX AND INSTRUCTIONS 

 
 

I. Project Description 
 

A. Location 
 

1. Facility or project location and description, including the following if applicable: 
a. Identify facility or project location on a scale map, including the property 

boundary and the discharge area. In addition, provide a vicinity map 
showing location in relationship to landmark features and major road 
intersections, lot and tract boundaries, etc. 

b. Indicate on a scale map the precise discharge point(s), preferably on a U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map. 

c. An overall site plan that designates all existing structures (e.g., buildings, 
parking lots, etc.), septic tanks, and disposal areas. 

d. Provide background information on site use and any chemical used, 
discharged or spilled at the facility. 

e. Describe nature of the business at the facility. Include historic information on 
facility usage.  

f. For tract development, provide the preliminary or tentative tract map to 
scale, and of sufficient size to show parcel layout. The map should show each 
lot, tract boundaries, elevation contour of not more than 10-foot intervals and 
areas subject to flooding. 

2.  Identify any drainage courses, surface waters including any blueline stream and 
the ocean within 500 feet of the disposal point. 

3. Identification of all domestic/municipal supply wells within a 1,500 foot radius of the 
property, including information on the well status and identification number. 

 
B.  Volume or Flow of Waste Discharge 

 
1. Estimated volume or flow in gallons per day (gpd) including average daily, 

maximum daily, maximum expected, and discharge frequency generated by all 
activities on the site. Identify the precise point(s) of discharge. 

2. Design flow or volume and describe maximum design flow in gpd. 
3. Provide the population served (number of people using the bathrooms) and the 

number of plumbing fixtures. 
 
C.  Quality of Waste Discharge 

 
1. Provide laboratory analyses of the discharge: The analyses of the waste 

constituents must include total and fecal coliform, sulfate, chloride, boron, nitrate 
and nitrite, and total dissolved solids (TDS). 

2. Provide chemical analyses of any associated chemicals used and submit a list of 
these chemicals. 
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3. For domestic wastewater discharge from septic tank/disposal system, the chemical 
analyses described in C.1 and C.2 above may not be necessary. Please confirm 
with Regional Board staff. 

 
D. Water Supply 

 
1. Source – municipal, or other. 
2. Quality – provide information on the quality of the water supply as described in C 

above for waste discharge.  
3. Average quantity – determine average daily amount. Daily amount can be 

calculated based on the water usage. 
4. Peak quantity – determine peak daily amount. 

 
E. Other Approvals 

 
1. List all other public agency approvals and permits related to the 

discharge/treatment system. 
2. Provide information on historic permit(s) for the septic system.  

  
F.  Contacts 

 
Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, fax numbers, e-mail addresses, and titles of 
persons responsible for maintaining project and waste treatment facility, including 
landowners, lessees/lessors, agents or operators. 

 
G.  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) 
 

Provide a copy of the final certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with a final certified 
Negative Declaration or an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) with a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI), or a ministerial approval by the local agency. If there is no 
CEQA/NEPA documentation or determination, explain. 

 
H.  Filing  Fee 

 
Provide information to determine the appropriate fee, in accordance with Title 23, Article 1 
of California Code of Regulations (refer to SWRCB Resolution 2008-0073, effective 
October 7, 2008). 

 
II. Treatment and Disposal  

A. Treatment 

1. Describe treatment processes and capacity, including flow diagrams for the 
treatment system. 

2. A list of all components of the on-site wastewater treatment system, among which 
may include: septic tanks, leachfields, and seepage pits/cesspools. The 
information on the on-site wastewater disposal system must include plot plans and 
drawings, depths (top and bottom) of all leachfields, seepage pit dimensions 
(diameter, cap depth and total depth), and soil permeability and 
infiltration/percolation data. 
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3. Provide details on engineering plans and any calculations used for treatment. 
4. For experimental projects: 

a. Describe results of any tests of the experimental process. 
b. Identify any similar projects currently in use and provide operating data. 
c. Provide an evaluation of any similar projects by the responsible regulatory 

agency. 
 

B. Disposal Information 
 

1. Describe method of disposal for treated wastes, and any other wastes from your 
operation. 

2. Provide design of the disposal system and its capacity – describe design details 
including volume, depth, loading rates, soil assimilative capacity, the results of 
percolation test and other data/calculation necessary to verify the design of the 
disposal system. 

3. Provide a technical analysis demonstrating that adequate disposal capacity is 
present under critical conditions (e.g., peak flow period, during wet weather and 
high tide). 

4. Seasonal (minimum and maximum) vertical separation between the bottom of the 
disposal system and the highest elevation of the water table. 
 

C.  Hydrogeologic Report 
 
 The hydrogeologic report must address the following: 
 

1. Project location including map coordinates. 
2. Project description including acreage. 
3. Groundwater quality (groundwater quality at nearest wells may be 

acceptable), including chemical analyses as described in I.C.1 on Page 1. 
4. Depth to groundwater. 
5. Groundwater flow direction (hydraulic gradient and direction). 
6. Geologic assessment including lithology, depth to bedrock, type of bedrock and 

the results of percolation tests. 
7. The potential impacts of the completed project on the quality of the groundwater 

in the area, both individually and considering the cumulative effects of present 
and proposed projects in the vicinity. 

 
D. Liquid Waste Discharge to Land Surface (Pond and Spray Disposal) 
 

1. Describe area size – acreage or square footage. 
2. Disposal capacity – describe design details including volume, depth, loading rates, 

and other data necessary to verify the design of the disposal system. Describe 
measures to be implemented to prevent odors and to remove solids deposited in 
the ponds. 

3. Hydrogeologic report (as described in II.C above). 
4. Annual rainfall and prevailing wind directions – provide information on amount of 

rainfall and distribution through the year. Provide wind rose. 
5. Provide sufficient data on evaporation, evapotranspiration, precipitation, and 

percolation for the ponds. 
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6. Spray disposal only: 
a. Describe what public entity will have control over the discharge and be 

responsible for assurance that all requirements are met. 
b. Show how all requirements of the State and local health departments will 

be met. 
c. Provide sufficient information on the soils and groundwater underlying 

the disposal site so that the effects of percolation can be ascertained. 
Provide a cropping plan for the disposal area and data on evaporation, 
evapotranspiration and precipitation.  
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Applications:
• 1-6 bedroom homes  
 (subject to local regulations)

• Small commercial properties

• New construction, repairs 

• Tight lots, other site constraints

• Poor soils, shallow bury

• Stringent permit requirements

• Nitrogen reduction, disinfection

• Surface discharge
814 Airway Avenue, Sutherlin, Oregon, USA 97479

Toll-Free: 800-348-9843  •  +1-541-459-4449  •  www.orenco.com

Dependable, Affordable Treatment For 
Residential & Small Commercial Wastewater

A number of vacation homes along beautiful Smith Mountain Lake in Virginia 
 treat their wastewater – and protect the lake – with AdvanTex® AX-RT Treatment Systems.
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The AdvanTex® AX-RT Wastewater Treatment System is the latest 
residential (and small commercial) treatment system in Orenco’s 
AdvanTex line. 

AdvanTex systems consistently produce clear, high-quality effluent 
... effluent that meets the most stringent permit limits and is ideal 
for subsurface irrigation and other water-saving uses.1 That’s one 
reason why AdvanTex won the Water Environment Federation’s 
“2011 Innovative Technology Award.” It also won for its low power 
costs and low operating & maintenance costs. Plus AdvanTex is 
easy to install, too. Here’s why: 

Pre-Plumbed Treatment System Saves On 
Excavation, Installation, O&M
The AX-RT is a compact, “plug and play” wastewater treatment 
system. It can be shallowly buried and installed right behind a sep-
tic tank, as easily as a septic tank.

The AX-RT unit includes the following functional areas of the treat-
ment process:

1. Textile media for advanced treatment

2. Recirculation/blending chamber

3. Gravity or pump discharge to final dispersal

4. Optional Orenco UV unit when disinfection is required

This compact design fits on small lots and reduces costs for exca-
vation and installation. That means property owners can buy Ad-
vanTex quality at a competitive price.

AdvanTex® – AX-RT Treatment System

Dependable, Affordable Wastewater Treatment,

Anywhere!

Since 2003, 116 AdvanTex Treatment Systems have been  
installed in Sunset Bay, a lakefront subdivision in northeast  
Tennessee, and 23 of these have been AX-RTs. According to  
Arthur Helms, Helms Construction, the RT’s are “a lot easier to 
install. This one only has a few connections, so you can’t hardly 
screw it up.” Even better, Helms says that the RT “saves about 8 
hours labor and saves on fittings ... I make more money with the 
RT. I can do it and go on to the next one.”

The AX-RT is a completely prepackaged “plug & play” wastewater treatment system that can be quickly installed right behind an existing (or new) watertight  
septic tank. 

1. Biotube® effluent filter
2. Inlet
3. Treatment tank – recirc/blend 

chamber
4. Recirc transfer line
5. Recirc pumping system (discharge 

pumping system not visible)
6. Manifold and spin nozzles
7. Textile treatment media

8. Tank baffle
9. Recirc return valve
10. Treatment tank – recirc/filtrate 

chamber
11. Outlet
12. Splice box
13. Passive air vent
14. Control panel (not shown)

Components

ILLUS: < New 3D “end-view” illustration of  par-
tial concrete tank and AX-RT >

1

2

3

4
5

6

7

8

9 bk

bl

bm

bn



6 
ft 

(1
82

9 
m

m
)

8.5 ft (2591 mm)

5.
2 

ft 
(1

57
5 

m
m

)

Low Power Costs, Low Maintenance Costs
No blowers! The AX-RT is passively vented and uses only $2-$3 per month 
in electricity.2 Other products can use anywhere from two to five times more!3  
AX-RT customers also have low lifetime costs. The AX-RT is designed to be eas-
ily maintained with an annual service call, thanks to its accessible, cleanable filters 
and media. And the AX-RT’s high-quality, high-head pumps last 20 years or more!4

Consistent, Reliable Performance
Stringent testing programs consistently show 
that AdvanTex Treatment Systems produce ef-
fluent with BOD5/TSS at or below 10 mg/L and 
nitrogen reduction of 60-70+%.6 In fact, the 
Maryland Department of the Environment has 
rated AdvanTex as tops among all “Best Avail-
able Technologies” for nitrogen-reduction.7

Textile Treatment Media
Spin nozzles microdose wastewater effluent onto 
highly absorbent textile filters at regular intervals, 
optimizing treatment.

Ultraviolet Disinfection
Adding our optional UV unit reduces bacteria by 
99.999%,8 allowing wastewater reuse for  
irrigation, toilet flushing, etc. (subject to local  
regulations). It uses no chemicals and has no 
moving parts. The UV unit is protected in its  
own chamber inside the AX-RT and just needs  
a lamp replacement yearly.

Smart Controls
The AX-RT comes standard with Orenco’s  
VeriComm™ remote telemetry control panel and 
monitoring system. That means service provid-
ers can oversee the system from office or home. 
(Non-telemetry “smart” controls also available.)

8 Report prepared by NSF® International, March 2015

The AdvanTex 
Advantage:

• Reliable, reputable 
• Clear, reusable effluent
•  No blower; minimal odor
•  Complete “plug & play” package
•  Easy to install and maintain
•  Energy-efficient 
•  Competitively priced
• For 1-6 bedroom homes

AdvanTex® – AX-RT Treatment System

Homeowner Nancy Smith was the first person to receive a $400 cash incentive from  
Energy Trust of Oregon for buying an energy-efficient wastewater system: an AX-RT. 
Smith’s drainfield failed the day before Thanksgiving and she immediately started  
researching replacement systems. “My determining factor was the electric use,” said 
Smith. “Incomes are going down, expenses are going up ... I have to know going forward 
what things are going to cost.” Smith chose the AX-RT because the annual cost for 
electricity runs less than $40; other systems can run as high as $200 or more.5

1 NSF® International Standard 40  
 Evaluation Report, April 2002  
 (evaluation performed by NovaTec Consultants, Inc.)
2 Assumes electricity costs of $0.10 per kWh and 3-4 occupants
3 Maryland’s “Bay Restoration Fund Ranking Documentation,”  
 http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/BayRestorationFund/OnsiteDisposalSystems/Documents/ 
 BAT%20Ranking%20Document%202016.pdf
4 Elkton, Oregon
5 Maryland’s “Bay Restoration Fund Ranking Documentation,” http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/BayRestorationFund/ 
 OnsiteDisposalSystems/Documents/BAT%20Ranking%20Document%202016.pdf
6 NSF® International Standard 40 Evaluation Report, April 2002 (evaluation performed by NovaTec Consultants, Inc.)
7 http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/BayRestorationFund/OnsiteDisposalSystems/Pages/water/cbwrf/osds/brf_bat.aspx



AdvanTex® – AX-RT Treatment System

814 Airway Avenue 

Sutherlin, OR 97479  USA

T: 800-348-9843 

T: 541-459-4449 

F: 541-459-2884

www.orenco.com

ABR-ATX-AXRT-1 
Rev. 1.4, © 04/17 
Orenco Systems®, Inc.

Carefully Engineered  
by Orenco

Orenco Systems has been re-
searching, designing, manufac-
turing, and selling leading-edge 
products for  decentra l ized 
wastewater treatment systems 
since 1981. The company has 
grown to become an industry 
leader, with about 300 employ-
ees and more than 300 points 
of distribution in North America, 
Australasia, Europe, Africa, and 
Southwest Asia. Our systems 
have been installed in about 70 
countries around the world.

Distributed by: 

Use the AX-RT for  
Applications Like These ...
Small Lots

In 2011, Mike Madson, a septic system install-
er in Oregon, replaced a failing system along 
the beautiful North Umpqua River with an AX-
RT. “That particular situation was really, really 
confining,” says Madson. “There was a high 
bank to the river about 25 feet away and roots 
everywhere; we had to get things in there in 
compact fashion. We even had to add a drain-
field to the site; the old one was bootlegged 
in, cedar trees had grown into it, and the leach 
line was plugged up.” The AX-RT incorporates the recirc and discharge processes right 
within the RT unit, so its smaller footprint made this installation possible.

Nitrogen Reduction

Bob Johnson of Atlantic Solutions has sold 
(and services) more than 325 AX-RTs, mostly 
for Maryland’s aggressive nutrient-reduction 
program. The state requires Total Nitrogen of 
less than 20 mg/L to protect the Chesapeake 
Bay. After a year of testing 12 RTs under Mary-
land’s BAT (Best Available Technologies) Pro-
gram, Johnson reports that TN averaged just 
14.6 mg/L, while BOD5/TSS averaged <5 mg/L.9 Says Johnson, “When you look at life 
cycle costs and percent of nitrogen reduction, the AX-RT costs less than other tech-
nologies for every pound of nitrogen removed.”

Strict Permit Limits

A North Carolina homeowner had a conven-
tional septic system with a drainfield that dis-
persed into poor soils. When the drainfield 
failed, the lot was too small to put in a new one, 
and sewer service wasn’t available. The con-
cerned homeowner contacted Kevin David-
son, an engineer with Agri-Waste Technology. 
He suggested the installation of an AdvanTex 
AX20-RT unit with UV disinfection. This treatment combination was designed to meet 
permit limits (< 30 mg/L BOD5 and TSS; < 200 cfu/mL fecal coliform) without requiring 
a new drainfield.

Davidson was able to use the existing septic tank, and the RT’s configuration further re-
duced costs by eliminating the need for a discharge tank, separate UV basin, and sev-
eral risers and lids. On the O&M side, he appreciated having the UV sensors integrated 
into the control panel, especially the one that allows service providers to know the bulb 
is working without having to pull it out. Said Davidson, “I think the RT is the best unit 
when you look at aesthetics, installation cost, ability to treat waste, and support from 
Orenco. Compared to other technologies, I would grade Orenco at the top.”

9 http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/BayRestorationFund/OnsiteDisposalSystems/Pages/water/cbwrf/osds/brf_bat.aspx

Protect your Budget
Protect your Bay

Protect your Budget
Protect your Bay

Protect your Budget
Protect your Bay

Atlantic Solutions, Ltd
877-214-9283
www.atlanticsolutionsltd.com

AdvanTex®AdvanTex®

Treatment Systems
Manufactured by Orenco Systems®, Inc.

www.orenco.com

Altlantic Solutions, Ltd
2417 East Main Road
Portsmouth, RI 02871

Did you know that ...
 ... because you live near the Chesapeake Bay, your septic system’s 

 performance directly affects the Bay’s quality?
 ... the Bay Restoration Fund offers grants for installing or upgrading 

 nitrogen-reducing septic systems in your area?
 ... some septic systems have high monthly power costs?
 ... some have high pumpout costs?
 ... some have high repair costs?

 At Atlantic Solutions, we can explain all this, and more. We service 
thousands of systems, over a six-state region, but we sell only one. Find 
out why. Call Bob Johnson, toll-free, 877-214-9283.
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AdvanTex® Treatment System 
AXN Models meet the 
requirements of NSF-ANSI  
Standard 40 for Class I Systems.
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Estimate
Date

11/5/2020

Estimate #

1894

Chittum, Roger
517 Ashdale Ct
Camarillo, CA 93010
805-586-4966
rdchittum@earthlink.net

ON THE LEVEL SEPTIC SYSTEMS INC.

Project

Customer Signature to authorize work

O# (805) 987-0116 F# (805) 830-1182

Thank you for using On The Level Septic Systems Inc.

email:  onthelevelseptic@aol.com
www.onthelevelseptic.com

Po Box 10
Camarillo, Ca 93011

Price includes all: connections, inspections, materials,labor and backfill.
Leave excess dirt on property.

NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR: Driveway, irrigation/water lines, low volt electrical, bushes, trees,
sprinklers, fences,  walls, lawn/sawd, landscaping, drain lines, and utilities not marked by U.S.A.

Contractor License
#836163

Rock Clause: Hard Rock Drilling/Coring Bucket @ $325 p/hr
Jackhammer Clause: Backhoe Breaker Bar @ 185 P/hr

Description Qty Cost Total

Pump existing septic tank, extra water, extra clean as to be abandoned w/ 3 sack concrete slurry 1 625.00 625.00
Abandon existing 1200 gal septic tank in place, fill w/ 3 sack concrete slurry, concrete slurry
approx 9 yards of cement slurry.

1 1,050.00 1,050.00

Concrete pumper to pump concrete for tanks with limited access 1 325.00 325.00
Installation of the 1500 gal Jensen Concrete primary septic tank, Installation of Bio-Tube filter,
components, risers, ect...

1 5,800.00 5,800.00

Installation of the 800 gal fiberglass treatment tank w/ Traffic rated panels, Installation of
components, risers, Anti-Floatation device, plumbing, floats, pumps, ect...

1 7,200.00 7,200.00

Installation of custom UV basin, riser & lid, elec & plumbing, ect... 1 4,500.00 4,500.00
Installation of control panel w/ audio & visual components on house, right side next to existing
electrical main panel, all wiring from control panel to each of the components in the ground in
driveway. (Owner/GC to provide 1-2 30 amp breakers in new main electrical panel and bring
into our control panel incl. telephone/ Internet wiring)

1 4,500.00 4,500.00

Rock & Pipe one 5' dia x 45' deep rock & pipe seepage pit 1 7,800.00 7,800.00
Run new 4" sch 40 PVC sewer line from house w/ clean out at house to new primary tank, to
new treatment tank, to new UV Disinfection unit & out to new seepage pit

1 3,950.00 3,950.00

Haul of excess dirt, approx 11-12   10 wheeler loads 11 285.00 3,135.00
Bio-Solutions materials list S.O. # 528 in the amount of $24,391.30 to be paid by owner &
shipped to project address before work commences

1 24,391.30 24,391.30

_____________________________________

$63,276.30
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Sales Order
Date

1/3/2018

S.O. No.

528

Name / Address

1598 Foothill Road
Ojai, CA 93023

Ship To

P.O. No. Terms Project

Sales Order/Contract must be signed & returned before parts are ordered and is a binding
document.

Total

Subtotal

Sales Tax  (7.25%)PRICES QUOTED ARE GUARANTEED FOR 30 DAYS AND INCLUDE
ONLY ITEMS LISTED ON THIS ESTIMATE. ADDITIONS OR

MODIFICATIONS WILL BE BILLED SEPARATELY.

5310 Derry Avenue Suite E
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

818-991-9997

Item Description Ordered

   ***Primary Tank***
Jensen JP1500 1598 Foothill 1500 gallon 1
781-430-12GRY 30" Bolt Down Cover Gray  w/12" skirt 2
RR2424 Pvc Access Riser, 24" Dia. 2
RLA24A Riser Lid Adapter, 24" diameter attached 2
FLD24G-RLA-ATX Fiberglass Fiberglass Lid, 24" W/Urethane Gasket; 4 bolts, AdvanTexLid, 24"

W/Urethane Gasket; 4 bolts, AdvanTex
2

FTS0444-36V Biotube Filter ,4" Dia., Vented, Sch 40 1
MA320 200 G Epoxy Kit 4
ADH100 Adhesive, Riser Adapter, ADH100 (204001) 10.2 oz 2

   ***Treatment Tank***
FRP-C AXRT Driveway Panels-Traffic Rated (5) 1
AX25RT-MODE1A-MFV Advantex AX25RT Treatment System, Mode 1A - Gravity Discharge 1
AXRT-GR12 ADDER KIT Installed 12" Grade Ring Extension Kit for AXRT (w/1 SBEX) 1
AX-RT-AF BEAM KIT Anti-Flotation Beams (pair) and Hardware Kit 1
AXRT-VENT-GREX-12 Vent Extension for AXRT w/ 12" Grade Ring 1
AXPG15 Advantex Pressure Gauge, 0-15 PSI 1
SBCS075 3/4" Conduit Seal KIt 2

   ***Disinfection***
PBUV1893+SX=20+RS3 Custom UV Basin 1
781-430-12GRY 30" Bolt Down Cover Gray  w/12" skirt 1
SBEX1-4 PVC Splice Box w/ 1 - 4 Cord Grips Available 1
FLF18G Fiberglass Lid 18" w/Foam Core,Urethane Gasket,4 Bolt 1
SBCS075 3/4" Conduit Seal KIt 2
SALCOR 3G UV Wastewater Unit 1

   ***Control Panel***
VCOM-AX20A1UVSAIPP... VCOM-AX20A1UVSAIPPSA 1
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Sales Order
Date

1/3/2018

S.O. No.

528

Name / Address

1598 Foothill Road
Ojai, CA 93023

Ship To

P.O. No. Terms Project

Sales Order/Contract must be signed & returned before parts are ordered and is a binding
document.

Total

Subtotal

Sales Tax  (7.25%)PRICES QUOTED ARE GUARANTEED FOR 30 DAYS AND INCLUDE
ONLY ITEMS LISTED ON THIS ESTIMATE. ADDITIONS OR

MODIFICATIONS WILL BE BILLED SEPARATELY.

5310 Derry Avenue Suite E
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

818-991-9997

Item Description Ordered

Start-Up Technical/Start-Up Services (days) 1.5

Shipping Shipping  Charges

Exclusions(3)
Conduit, Wiring, Clean-Outs
Concrete
All Piping, except as specifically included herein
Sand, Gravel, Filter Fabric & Backfill Material
All Dispersal Material

Page 2

$24,391.30

$22,874.29

$1,517.01
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ESTIMATE

ADI Electrical Services  Inc
(866) 561-7545
office@adi-electric.com
License C-10 # 977443

Estimate NO. Z43EBA-2
Date Sun Nov 22 2020
Valid By

Client Details:
Roger
517 Ashdale Court
Camarillo, California, 93010
(805) 586-4966
Rdchittum@earthlink.net

Billing Details:
Roger
517 Ashdale Court
Camarillo, California 93010
(805) 586-4966
Rdchittum@earthlink.net

Description QTY Price Amount

New 20amps 120v line / sub panel .
1. Supply and install new outdoor sub panel to be install next
to the main panel , transfer circuits from the main panel to
sub panel in order to Create a space for more circuits
breakers and add more circuits ( the exiting panel are full and
double up all spaces ) . 
2. Supply and install two new 20amps 120v dedicated Circuits
from the new sub panel to the back yard , the new line will
start run through the garage using EMT pipes and then under
ground using PVC pipes all the way to the other side of the
yard , approximately 80 feet of trenching. 
Job including provide trench of 20” deep and cover the trench
. 
Job including all wiring , conduits and all parts in order to
Complete the job per the owners request and as required by
code.

1.00 4000.00 4000.00

Notes / payment plan 
Payment plan : 

1. Deposit : $400 

2. Start job and delivery material : $1,800 

3.Finish electrical work : $1,800 

Notes : 

1. Job including all labor and material . 

2. Job including any Stucco Or drywall will repair If needed .

1.00 0.00 0.00

Sub total 4000.00

Tax 0.00

Page 1 of 2
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Tax Rate 0.000%

Total 4000.00

Description QTY Price Amount

Terms

Estimates are an approximation of charges to you, and they are based on the anticipated details of the work
to be done. It is possible for unexpected complications to cause some deviation from the estimate. If
additional parts or labor are required you will be contacted immediately.

Notes

Thank you for considering our services!

Page 2 of 2
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