
2. The user classifications used for the revenue program were 

"residential and mini-commercial", five categories of 

commercial use including "hospitals", "laundries", 

"restaurants", "grocery" and an "other" classification, and 

"industrial" and "institutional". 

3. Water sales data for the wet winter months of November 

through March provide the best basis for estimating the 

contribution of users to the sewer system because most of the 

water purchased during the winter is disposed of to the sewer 

system (i.e., little irrigation of lawns and gardens). 

4. Analysis of monthly sewage flows obtained from wastewater 

treatment plant records and from readings of the Brooktrails 

meter, provided the data needed to estimate the total annual 

sewage flows contributed by Willits and by Brooktrails and 

allowed an estimate for infiltration/inflow to be made. 

5. Infiltration/inflow to the Willits collection system is 

substantial and for FY 84-85 exceeded the contributed volume 

of sewage. The contributed volume was 174.01 MG versus 

184.25 MG of infiltration/inflow. For comparison the 

infiltration/inf low for Brook trails was only 5. 51 MG versus 

52.20 MG of contributed waste. 

6. Analysis of seven years of monthly sewage flow data showed 

that the FY 84-8 5 flow pat tern could be used as a typical 

year for the revenue program. No appreciable increase in 

flow has been noted over the seven-year period. 

7. The present dry weather or contributed, flow is 0. 48 mgd, 

0 . 14 mgd and 0.62 mgd, respectively, for Willits, Brooktrails 

and the system as a whole. 

2-2 



rtascr 1 p:t. i G'1I 

Tola I lfaslei;,i.a\er 
Crmt.r111:lut.ed ~ 

Tnlt~ I bra ' r:ztrV t nf' 1 OJo,I 

fltaot;...,. na~ 11;1 Flow Caa;Jil 
Contd buted FJ OY c ~l 

i nF' ~ l. l:r..at. I ant' fof J °""' ( -=Jd 'Ii 

Milhts 

itC J=gtil 

35tl-.2£. .982 
17.iii .OI A77 

---
·~~25 w505 

-----=------
2.. l)«lll 

.Ei20 

2.370 

:>: 

SS. 3" 
76.9"1; 

'9?. ~~ 

CITV CF l.ltLlITS 

5e '~ Fl'°"" --------
9.-001.;:t,,4,a I 1 S ol:.al 

tG iaigd >: l'I; -:rd z 

57.7! -159 l!I.~ •15~ 97 !. :J.40 l00.00: 
52.20 1>4o3 Z3~ ti: "'6.2l .620 UiQ ... ().'): 

--
5.53 ~015 2 .~ 1991.76 .520 ~00- °"' 



8. wastewate~ strength characteristics (i.e . , &OD and auspende~ 

solids} are not presently available for corqmercial , 

industrial or institutional users in Willits . Typical values 

for these constituants included .in the State guidelinea: were 

thus used for allocatin9 c.osts. The plant influent average 

BOD and suspended sol ids values for 1985 were used for the 

reside-ntial-mini-comroercial category, for Srooktrails and for­

ocher us~xs not referenced in the State gu1dolincS . 

System Evalua t ion 

l. Although a revenue proqra:m is n.ot a wasteiwoto.r master plan , 
estimates of system and plant p"t"esent woyth and replaceme.nt 

needs ai;e required i.n ordec ·to estimate revenue t"equirement.s 

for replac~ment and ~eserve furids. 

2 . The pr~sent replacement cost £0~ the sewage collect.ton system 
is approximately St .a mtU ion. Updating a cost estimate 

prepared by others in 1974 showed that the present day systero 
rehabilitation costs would be ln the $1.l nalllion ran9e . lt. 

is be!leyed that sewer system repairs and replace~ents should 

have t he high-Ost funding pr,·tority because of the advanced 

deterioration of the systet'I' and severe lnfilt ratlon/i.nflow 

problem3 . 

3. The approximate treat~ent plant p~esent worth , or 

4 . 

.replacement, cost is in the $3 . 5 to $4 m.illio_n range . The 

City has est imc-ted the replacement value of equ~pment and 

other ite~s with reiatively short servlce l.ives to be 
approximately $650 , 000. 

Ma-ny of the 
Associates , 

iroproveroen.ts 

improvements recommended in Ba~rett, Ha.rris and 
Inc . 1983 r-oport d&aling with &x·pans·ton and 

to the plant have beon ad.dre-ssed by tho City or 

are no longer needed. Sludgo processing equipment has been 

purchased for instAllat ion this yoa.r . A mobile generator 
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f requer\cy . While 1 i t.tl,.e damage W3S done, it is recommended that 

the City unc.1ertake ., diitin9 p{logcani on a phased basis . It is 

t:ccornme:nded that the ma. Ln p,lant area be diked first . 'l'his \oo' i 11 

protect the ogetat.ions b\Jilding and key equipment 'Whic:h "10u1d 

s\l.ffer major damage if !nundatQd. Costs f<;:>r diking the entire 

plant ·area wer:e estitoated to be ln the sso·o , 000 to $600,000 

range . Through plissing and the lettin9 of sm-all contracts these 

~osts can probably be reduced. 

Por budget lng _purposes th.c City has e-sti..m.atad that ttfe cu-rrent 

value of abovc~r.ound equ iprnent llavl Og a definable service 1 i_fe 

ls approximately $650,000. this e8t im3te prov14es some basis tor 
projecting equipment replacement needs . 

Summary 

The preced i ng discussion provides some basis fo'( es t ablishinQ 

reserve and capital replacem.ent/iJl'rproveroents fun.ds foi- bot.b the 
se...,age colleetion .system and for the plant . This su-bject of 

establlshln9 such funds will bt'! discussed .io. greater detai.l in 

onsuinq chaDters. 

l"n this au thor ' G opinion. se.wt?r system rcpai rs and replacements 
should leave the h lo.best funding pr lo r t ty . 

~"'" 
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