
 
 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
PHONE: (831) 427-4863 
FAX: (831) 427-4877 
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV  

Th23b 
Prepared January 9, 2013 for January 10, 2013 Hearing 

To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Madeline Cavalieri, District Manager 
Stephanie Rexing, Coastal Planner 
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 CDP Application Number A-3-MRB-11-001 (Morro Bay WWTP) 

The purpose of this addendum is to notify the Commission of actions taken by the Applicant 
after the staff report (dated prepared December 21, 2012) was distributed, and to modify several 
sections of the staff report for the above-referenced item. First, in the time since the Staff 
recommendation was distributed, one of the project’s co-applicants (the City of Morro Bay) has 
passed a resolution supporting staff’s recommendation for denial of the wastewater treatment 
plant (WWTP) project, and the other co-applicant (the Cayucos Sanitary District (CSD)) has 
withdrawn its application.1 Specifically, on January 3, 2013, the City of Morro Bay called a 
special meeting of the City Council in order for the newly seated Council to review the relevant 
facts regarding the proposed WWTP project and provide direction to City staff, in light of the 
staff report. Citing conclusions of the staff report, the City Council passed a resolution 
concurring with staff’s recommendation of denial. Subsequently, on January 7, 2013, the Board 
of the Cayucos Sanitary District (CSD) passed a resolution to withdraw the WWTP application 
from further consideration by the Commission. The CSD then sent a letter to Morro Bay’s City 
Council formally requesting that the City join in the withdrawal of the application “in the spirit 
of cooperation.” At the time this addendum was prepared, the City had not yet taken an action in 
response to this request. In any case, with a valid applicant (in the City) who still wants to move 
forward with a hearing (and hasn’t withdrawn), the hearing remains scheduled for Thursday 
January 10, 2013. Staff acknowledges that this is an unusual predicament for a hearing, with one 
co-applicant dropping out and another asking for denial, but the hearing remains scheduled 
nonetheless. 

With regard to the staff report, Staff has worked with the Applicant to refine issues relating to 
alternative site analyses, costs of relocating the wastewater treatment plant and the feasibility of 
relocating to another site. In particular, there are a number of ways to look at project costs, and 
some of the figures in the staff report appeared internally inconsistent because they weren’t fully 
explained. In particular, the CDP determination conclusion section of the staff report included 

                                                 
1  The City and the CSD jointly own the WWTP site and facility, and are co-applicants for the CDP to demolish the existing 

WWTP and construct a new WWTP on the same site. 
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longer term operational costs over time, while the summary did not. Further, the summary 
contained a type on project costs, which needs to be fixed, but which does not alter the amount of 
cost difference between the two options. See Item 1 below. Item 2 below reflects a simplification 
of the cost issues, as well as some refinement and additional detail on certain time and cost 
factors. In addition, Item 3 provides some information relative to future development on the site 
if the WWTP is pursued at an alternative site, and Item 4 corrects another typo. The addendum 
changes do not alter the base staff recommendation, which remains denial, but rather simply 
provide corrections and additional specificity. Thus, the staff report is modified as shown below 
(where applicable, text in underline format indicates text to be added, and text in strikethrough 
format indicates text to be deleted).  

1. Modify text on page 3 of the staff report as follows: 
…Staff estimates that at least one of these sites, the Righetti site (located just out of town on the 
Highway 41 corridor), could be developed with a new WWTP in about five years (as compared 
to the Applicant’s estimate of three years at the existing site), and for about $39 $49 million 
dollars (as compared to the Applicant’s estimate of about $27 $37 million dollars for a new 
WWTP at the existing site). … 

2.  Modify text starting on staff report page 48 as follows:  
…According to the Applicant, a new WWTP at the Righetti site would cost approximately $28 25 
million dollars more than the approximately $62 37 million dollars they indicate the WWTP 
would cost at the existing site, and would take 7 years longer to complete than the 3 years they 
indicate it would take to complete a WWTP at the existing site. 2 

However, the Applicant’s assumptions and analyses underlying these time and cost estimates 
appear to raise some questions, including with respect to costs that appear inaccurate (e.g.,  they 
estimate acquisition costs of $7.5 million for the Righetti property, but the property is currently 
on the market for $2.4 million) and timelines that appear somewhat inflated, including due to 
estimating sequential as opposed to concurrent events (CEQA separate from permit processing) 
and including allotting time for events that are not necessary (like an LCP amendment or an 
annexation through LAFCO, neither of which is required for a WWTP on this site). Although the 
site would include its own challenges, a more realistic assessment of time and cost factors is that 
a new WWTP could be up and running on Righetti within about five years and for about $74 $49 
million, as compared to the three years and about $62 $37 million the Applicant estimates for 
the proposed project. In other words, it would appear to be about an additional two years and 
$12 million as compared to the proposed project. It is also possible that the additional cost could 
be even less, as described below. 

The Applicant’s Fine Screening Analysis provides estimates for timing and costs of construction 
of the sites that were considered. However, some components of these estimates appear to be 
exaggerated at the Righetti and Chevron sites, and therefore construction of a WWTP at an 
alternative site may be more feasible than the Applicant claims. With regard to time estimates, 

                                                 
2  The Applicant estimates that total capital costs + soft costs + property acquisition costs = $37.3 million at current site, $61.8 

million at the Righetti site, and $76.8 million at the Chevron site.  
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the Applicant states that the total time to complete construction at the Righetti Site would be 
more than 10 years, and at the Chevron site would be more than 11 years. Conversely, they state 
that at the current site, the plant could be completed in 3 years. On closer review, it appears 
these estimates are somewhat exaggerated.  

First, it is likely an overestimate that the initial work of facility plans and studies, as well as the 
preliminary design at the alternative sites, would take as long as the Applicant urges. Much of 
the work towards studying and initial planning has been completed as a part of the Applicant’s 
Fine-Screening Analysis. In addition, the essential design features and much of the base facilities 
required at either site would be similar to the proposed project at the existing site. Further, the 
Applicant has factored in 24 months for property acquisition at the Righetti site, but the Righetti 
property is currently on the market, and therefore, it could likely be acquired in a much shorter 
time period. In addition, the Applicant claims that numerous permits which appear unnecessary 
would be required for the alternative sites (e.g., Army Corps Section 404 permit and CDFG 
streambed alteration permit, when there do not appear to be wetland, riparian, stream, or like 
resources there that might require such permits). 

Further, several permits at the alternative sites are estimated to take longer than at the existing 
site, even though the permits appear to be essentially the same. For example, all RWQCB 
NPDES permits are estimated by the Applicant to take far longer at the alternative sites than at 
the current site. When asked about the Righetti site, the Applicant claimed this extra time is 
factored into the timeline because “there are no existing permits governing the use at this site, 
whereas the current site is already subject to such, because planning and design has not 
commenced for the alternative and because the (Righetti Site) involves significant offsite 
conveyance facilities that would also be subject to such permits.”3 While it is not hard to 
imagine that permitting a new facility on an entirely new parcel may require a bit more time for 
RWQCB permitting, preliminary planning and design has already taken place as part of the Fine 
Screening Analysis. Therefore, whether the facilities are sited at the current site or an alternative 
site, the permitting required would be similar because the WWTP, regardless of location, is 
proposed to discharge the same treated water through the same existing outfall. Therefore, it is 
more reasonable to say that permitting for such permits at the alternative sites would be more on 
the order of time proposed at the current site, or 6 months. The Applicant also estimates air 
quality permits (from the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District) to construct 
and operate will take longer to process at the alternative sites. However, similar to the Regional 
Board permits, because the preliminary planning at the alternative sites has been conducted, and 
because the permit would be for essentially the same WWTP treating the same wastewater, it 
appears these permits would not take substantially longer to obtain for a new WWTP at the 
alternative sites, as compared to obtaining one at the existing WWTP. 

The Applicant’s timelines also address the permits that would be required from San Luis Obispo 
County for construction of the plant at the alternative sites. Land use and coastal permits are 
expected to take 24 months at the Righetti site and a similar amount of time at the Chevron site. 
In addition, they factor in time for a CDP for the conveyance facilities and the proposed pump 
station at the existing site. However, while land use and coastal permits would be required, the 
Applicants estimates appear to about double the length of time necessary. In addition, the 

                                                 
3  Time and Logistics of Regulatory/Land Use Permitting Memo, prepared by Dudek, October 18, 2012, page 1.  
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Applicant also anticipates the need for an amendment to the County’s LCP, as well as a LAFCO 
annexation to incorporate either site into the City’s limits. Neither of these changes is 
necessary,4 and thus attributing time to same is inappropriate. 

In sum, the Applicant’s timing estimates appear to be inflated to the extent that some of the 
permits taken into account are not needed or are allotted excess time. It is more reasonable to 
assume that development of the Righetti site will be closer to approximately 5 years, as opposed 
to the 10 years estimated by the Applicant (and as compared to the estimated 3 years for the 
existing site).  

With regard to costs, pursuant to the Applicant’s estimates, using the Righetti site for the WWTP 
would increase project costs by $24.5 million, and using the Chevron site would increase costs 
by $39.5 million.5 Commission staff peer-reviewed the Applicant’s cost estimates, and has drawn 
some differing conclusions. For example, according to the Applicant’s estimates, increased costs 
to develop the project on the Righetti site (in excess of construction at the existing site) include: 
$2.28 million in additional treatment plant maintenance costs (to maintain the treatment plant 
during the interim construction period over the 10 years estimated for construction at Righetti); 
$11.89 million in additional construction costs for building a new conveyance infrastructure to 
collect wastewater from the current collection system (that terminates at the current wastewater 
treatment plant) and convey it to the Righetti site; $5.42 million in additional “soft costs” 
(planning, engineering, administrative and legal costs) beyond that associated with the existing 
site (based on “soft costs” being 30% of total capital costs); and $7.5 million in excess property 
acquisition costs to do the project at the Righetti site as opposed to the current site.6  

Many of these costs appear somewhat inflated, including when the above timelines are 
considered. For example, if a WWTP at the Righetti site takes 5 and not 10 years, the interim 
maintenance figure is halved. If acquisition of Righetti is at the current asking price, it would be 
about $5 million less than estimated. In terms of conveyance, bids for similar conveyance piping 
at the nearby Los Osos WWTP are currently approximately $92/linear foot. Three miles of 
conveyance piping at $92/linear feet would reduce that cost by some $2 million. And with soft 
costs based on overall costs, reduced overall cost means reduced soft costs, in this case some $5 
million less. It appears that other costs could be reduced as well (e.g., earthwork costs that 
appear inflated) and/or offset otherwise (e.g., the potential for beneficial reuse of recycled water 
at a higher rate than with the existing site). It also appears that certain costs that would be 
associated with developing at the existing site have not yet been included nor quantified (e.g., 
modifications necessary to address flood, tsunami, and seismic risks, and to maintain the 
protective dune field). Finally, opportunity costs associated with the potential future use of the 
existing site (if it is not used for a WWTP) have not been factored in (e.g., value/revenue 
potential of developing tourist attractions and visitor-serving uses at the current site, etc.).  

In sum, the Applicant’s cost estimates also appear to be somewhat inflated, and it appears that 
                                                 
4  First, the County’s LCP specifically allows for WWTP facilities to be constructed on either of the sites, as long as it is found to 

be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. As for the potential City annexation, although the WWTP would be 
providing services outside the urban-rural boundary, the plant is not proposing to treat water from residents outside the City, 
and therefore a LAFCO annexation would not be required. 

5  The Applicant estimates that total capital costs + soft costs + property acquisition costs = $37.3 million at current site, $61.8 
million at the Righetti site, and $76.8 million at the Chevron site.  

6  Cost Estimating Memo, prepared by Dudek, September 17, 2012, pages 1-2.  
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the actual additional costs associated with pursuing a WWTP at an alternative site are likely less 
than estimated. Still, these costs are not insignificant, and would appear to add some $12 million 
to the project cost. These additional costs (as well as other costs associated with such an 
alternative project) have not yet been the subject of a focused effort to search out potential 
funding streams, including those tied to adaptation and climate change planning that may be 
available, and pursuit of a WWTP project at any alternative site needs to fully explore such 
funding options.7 … 

3.  Add the following footnote at the end of second full paragraph on staff report page 46:  
That is not to say that no development could be found LCP-consistent at this location, just that 
this proposed project cannot, for the reasons described. It appears clear that the LCP does not 
prohibit all development at this location, and it would appear appropriate for some sort of more 
modest use, particularly one that recognizes Coastal Act and LCP priorities for this location 
(e.g., public recreational access/coastal-dependent/visitor-serving use and development), that 
can appropriately address site constraints consistent with the LCP. In addition, the City could 
pursue an LCP amendment for the site and the surrounding area in a way that simultaneously 
addressed site constraint issues and a renewed vision for the area, and thus redefine what is 
appropriate here, and the ways in which it can respond and adapt to constraints. Such a process 
would likely better allow for the opportunities associated with the site to be fully fleshed out and 
realized in the future.    

4.  Modify text on staff report page 22 as follows:  
As described above, the existing WWTP is located in the LCP’s M-1 zoning district. The LCP’s 
M-1 zoning district does not identify wastewater treatment facilities as an allowed use. Rather, 
wastewater treatment facilities are explicitly identified as allowed and appropriate in the M-2 
designation. … 

                                                 
7  Much as the Los Osos WWTP was able to leverage significant federal funding to offset local costs. 
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STAFF REPORT: DE NOVO HEARING 

Application Number: A-3-MRB-11-001 
 
Applicants: City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Sanitary District 
 
Project Location:  160 Atascadero Road in the City of Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo 

County (APNs 066-331-32, 066-331-33 and 066-331-34). 
 
Project Description: Demolish an existing wastewater treatment plant and construct a 

new wastewater treatment plant and related development. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Denial 

 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Services District are proposing to demolish 
their existing wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and to construct a new WWTP on the same 
site in the City of Morro Bay just inland of the beach and upcoast of Morro Rock in the City of 
Morro Bay. The proposed WWTP project raises significant coastal resource concerns, including 
with respect to allowable uses and land use priorities, hazard avoidance and response, sustainable 
public infrastructure, and public viewshed protection. The City approved a coastal development 
permit (CDP) for the project in early 2011. That CDP was appealed to the Commission by eleven 
different parties, and in March 2011 the Commission found that the appeals raised substantial 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) and Coastal Act conformance issues and took jurisdiction over the 
CDP for the project. In the time since, the Applicant has prepared additional information about 
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the proposed project, including an analysis of alternative siting and design options, and staff has 
worked closely with the Applicant to work through issues associated with the proposed project.  
 
Staff has carefully reviewed the proposed project and based on the applicable policies and 
standards of the LCP and Coastal Act, is recommending that the Commission deny the CDP for 
the proposed project. 
 
The first issue raised by the proposed project is that a new WWTP is not an allowed use under 
the LCP’s zoning at its existing location. The existing WWTP is a non-conforming use under the 
LCP’s certified light-industrial zoning of the site, and construction of a new WWTP on this site 
is not an allowable use and is therefore inconsistent with the LCP. At a minimum, approval of a 
new WWTP at the proposed location would first require that the LCP be amended to allow such 
a use. However, given that the site is located in a prime visitor-serving redevelopment 
opportunity area for the City, and given the other constraints to WWTP development at this 
location, it is not clear that such an LCP amendment would be appropriate. 
 
Second, with respect to coastal hazards, the WWTP site is located in a tsunami run-up zone in an 
area that would also be inundated in a 100-year storm event through flooding (associated with 
Morro Creek), which could be exacerbated by dune migration and sea-level rise over time. The 
project proposes to address these issues by elevating the new WWTP on roughly four acres of fill 
up to seven and a half feet high, estimated by the Applicant to amount to approximately 35,000 
cubic yards of fill (equivalent to approximately 3,500 large truckloads of fill soil). The LCP 
requires that risks from coastal hazards be minimized, and appears to contemplate flood 
elevation as a means to do that in certain circumstances. However, given the significant potential 
flooding at this location, and the uncertainty of future long-term risks over the potential life of 
the project, staff does not believe that siting a large public infrastructure project in a flood zone 
by using a such a large fill slope, instead of siting the WWTP out of a hazardous area, is 
consistent with the LCP (including with LCP policies requiring that projects with excessive 
grading be denied, and with policies designed to maximize protection of the existing landform by 
fitting development to existing topography and natural grade). In a 100-year flooding event, the 
WWTP would be an island, and in a tsunami, it would be under water; neither of which 
conservatively minimize hazard risk as required by the LCP.  
 
The WWTP project would produce tertiary treated wastewater, but it only includes a small 
reclamation component, one that is designed to use only a portion of the reclaimed water that 
could potentially be produced. The vast majority of the treated wastewater would be discharged 
to the ocean via the existing WWTP ocean outfall that extends some 2,900 feet into the ocean. 
The City’s LCP not only requires the project to include reclamation, but also requires protection 
and enhancement, where feasible, of Morro and Chorro groundwater basins, as well as coastal 
streams, wetlands, and related freshwater resources. Read as a whole, the LCP thus directs a 
WWTP project to maximize reclamation so that such recycled water can be made available to 
both offset potable water use as well as to enhance freshwater resources (e.g., through use for 
agricultural irrigation, urban landscaping, groundwater replenishment, etc.). These concerns are 
especially important given that the City receives much of its water from the State Water Project 
and reclamation would provide an important contingency in the event that such water transfers 
are suspended, reduced, or otherwise impacted (e.g., increase in costs, etc.).  
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Finally, the WWTP site is located in an LCP-designated sensitive view area between Highway 1 
and Morro Rock. The LCP requires the scenic and visual qualities of the coast to be protected 
and where feasible enhanced, and requires development to be sited and designed to protect views 
to and along the ocean and other coastal areas. The new WWTP would be in a similar location as 
the plant to be demolished, but would be taller, including because it would be elevated on a fill 
slope above flood levels. Although the development pattern and area of the WWTP is not 
currently significantly visually sensitive, given that this is a non-conforming use and the area 
could potentially be redeveloped to connect upcoast Morro Bay with the Embarcadero as a 
visitor-serving and public recreational access unit, the development of such a facility is 
problematic from a visual perspective as well.  
 
In short, the proposed project is inconsistent with the City’s LCP, including policies related to 
allowable uses and land use priorities, hazard avoidance and response, sustainable public 
infrastructure, and public viewshed protection, where these inconsistencies are largely related to 
the Applicant’s chosen site; a site that is identified by the LCP for lower intensity industrial 
development than a WWTP, such as coastal-dependent commercial fishing related uses.  
 
At the same time, the WWTP project is an important community project, as the current plant 
results in discharge of inadequately treated wastewater, albeit very infrequently (approximately 
four times in the last seven years), and the Applicant is under a Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) order to avoid such episodes. Thus, the current WWTP results 
in coastal resource impacts, and a new WWTP is important to avoid such impacts. 
 
Fortunately, there appear to be alternative feasible sites for WWTP development in the area, 
including inland sites evaluated by the Applicant. Staff estimates that at least one of these sites, 
the Righetti site (located just out of town on the Highway 41 corridor), could be developed with 
a new WWTP in about five years (as compared to the Applicant’s estimate of three years at the 
existing site), and for about $39 million dollars (as compared to the Applicant’s estimate of about 
$27 million dollars for a new WWTP at the existing site). The degree of environmental 
degradation associated with the existing WWTP is relatively low, and thus the extra two years is 
not expected to lead to significant coastal resource impacts as compared to the existing situation.  
 
In addition, the Applicant could use this additional time to explore potential funding sources that 
can be used to offset local costs, including funding associated with adaptation planning in light 
of global climate change and rising sea levels. Staff has coordinated with both the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the RWQCB, and both agencies have indicated that 
taking time to explore these types of options, particularly if it can lead to a more sustainable 
facility located away from a hazardous area, is worth the time and investment in that process. 
Staff is prepared to work with the Applicant, the City, other agencies and interested parties to 
help foster a better overall project that can meet LCP requirements, enhance and protect water 
quality, and meet the community’s needs over the longer term with a sustainable and beneficial 
public infrastructure project. 
 
In conclusion, a WWTP project is needed to address ongoing coastal resource impacts, but a 
project at the existing WWTP site cannot be found consistent with the LCP. In fact, an LCP 
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amendment would first be necessary to make it an allowed use at the proposed location. Staff 
recommends that the Commission deny the CDP for the WWTP at the existing site, and further 
recommends that the Commission provide direction to the Applicant to pursue an alternative site 
that can meet LCP objectives and requirements. Staff believes that such recommendation is good 
coastal planning and public policy, that it is required for LCP consistency, and that it will 
provide for a WWTP project that can appropriately address coastal resource problems in a 
manner that provides long-term sustainable public infrastructure.  
 
The motion to effect this recommendation is found on page 5 below. 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION  
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, deny a coastal development permit 
for the proposed project. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a NO vote on the 
following motion. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit and adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of 
the Commissioners present 

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit A-3-MRB-11-
001, and I recommend a no vote. 

 
Resolution to Deny: The Commission hereby denies a coastal development permit for the 
proposed development on the ground that the development will not conform with the policies 
of the Local Coastal Program and the access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
Approval of the permit would not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 
because there are feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially 
lessen the significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A.  PROJECT LOCATION 
The proposed project is located just inland of the dunes and along the immediate shoreline north 
of Morro Creek just upcoast of Morro Rock in the City of Morro Bay. 

City of Morro Bay Setting 
The City of Morro Bay is located on the shores of Morro Bay and the Pacific Ocean near the 
middle of the larger Estero Bay area in San Luis Obispo County (see Exhibit 1). Along the 
shoreline, the City includes the Embarcadero area to the south fronting along Morro Bay proper, 
as well as the area north of Morro Creek containing an industrial area, RV park, Morro Bay High 
School, Del Mar Park, Cloisters Community Park and residential subdivision to the north, with 
the Morro Bay Power Plant site roughly bisecting the two. Embarcadero Road, which runs 
through the Embarcadero area and also runs parallel along the beach, fronting the RV park 
shoreward of the wastewater treatment plant, is not continuous as there is not currently a bridge 
over Morro Creek that would connect the area of the wastewater treatment facility to the 
Embarcadero area.1  

Until the mid-1940’s, most of the small community of Morro Bay was built on the bluff tops 
above the tidal flats. Between 1942 and 1945, the north and south breakwaters at the entrance to 
                                                      
1  The City recently received grant funds to construct a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Morro Creek at this location, but the 

project has not yet commenced. 
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the Morro Bay harbor, two “T”-piers, and the inner harbor bulkhead were constructed for a Navy 
amphibious base. A navigational channel was dredged and the spoils deposited behind the inner 
harbor bulkhead to create a fill area along the bay that became known as the Embarcadero. In the 
late 1940’s the Navy base, including all waterfront facilities, was sold to San Luis Obispo 
County. Buildings began to be constructed on the Embarcadero, and various docks and piers 
were occupied by a growing fleet of commercial fishing boats. In the early 1950s, the County 
sold a portion of the old Navy base property to PG&E, which was later used to construct the 
Morro Bay Power Plant, now a defining feature in Morro Bay. In 1964, the City of Morro Bay 
incorporated and assumed jurisdiction over the County’s waterfront land and facilities, including 
the Embarcadero. Trusteeship of state tidelands was also transferred to the City at that time. The 
area north of the Power Plant was developed originally starting in 1954. The Cloisters 
subdivision was constructed in phases starting in 1992, and is almost at full build-out today. 

The power plant’s future status not certain.2 Currently, it is apparently operating at low capacity, 
only in times of peak demand, as a part of a third party contract, which has not been renewed. 
Lease agreements with the City expire at the end of 2012 and have not been renewed, and 
without a contract with a new utility, it may not be viable to renew the leases. The owner of the 
plant, Dynegy, apparently has no intentions to modernize the plant to a new combined cycle 
plant but has said it will operate it as long as viable, which may not extend past 2015 considering 
it uses the outdated once-through cooling technology that must be phased out by that time. 
Further, Dynegy has begun the oil tank removal process, eliminating six, 32-foot tall tanks from 
the premises. If the power plant shuts down because it is no longer viable given its minimal 
operation, lack of revenue and outdated (and soon to be unlawful) technologies, the 450-foot tall 
cooling stacks could be removed, drastically changing the look of the area in which it sits, just 
south of Morro Creek from the WWTP and just inland from Morro Rock. Thus, while the future 
for this power plant area is somewhat uncertain, there is the possibility that at some time in the 
future, maybe even the near future, this area may no longer be dominated by power plant 
infrastructure such as large oil tanks and massive cooling stacks in association with industrial 
use.  

The City and the Embarcadero are major tourist attractions and prime coastal visitor-serving 
destinations with an estimated 1.5 million visitors annually. The Embarcadero is now largely 
developed with a variety of visitor-serving (overnight units, restaurants, gift shops, etc.) and 
coastal-related land uses (i.e., kayak rental, commercial and recreational fishing services, etc.). 
Parcels on the bayside of Embarcadero are leased to individual lessees by the City through the 
City’s proxy relationship to the State Lands Commission.  

The WWTP site is located just north of Morro Creek and the Embarcadero area, in the middle of 
a prime visitor destination, including public recreational access pursuits related to Morro Rock 
and the beaches and facilities located there and extending upcoast. The area around the WWTP is 
the second most popular surfing spot in the City. A surf spot called “The Pit” that has a large dirt 
                                                      
2  The City has in the past contemplated downsizing and complete modification of the power plant that would include 

essentially dismantling and removing the existing power plant, except for its intake and outfall lines, and potentially 
constructing two new 600-megawatt power generation units at the site. There have also been a variety of alternative reuse 
concepts that have been identified for the plant and the plant site, and it is also possible that it ceases to be used for power 
generation and instead is turned over to other development and uses, including in light of its prime shoreline location and 
Coastal Act and LCP land use and development priorities for same. 
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parking lot is located to the west of the WWTP. The WWTP site is close to the Morro 
Rock/Coleman Park area, a prime area for pursuing active and passive recreational opportunities, 
including “surfing, fishing, boating, cycling, hiking and sightseeing”.3 Additionally the WWTP 
site is bordered to the west and the south by Morro Dunes RV park, a low-cost, visitor-serving 
use that provides overnight parking for RVs in 150 spaces, providing the most conveniently 
located lower-cost overnight facility in close proximity to the prime Morro Rock and 
Embarcadero area visitor destinations. The WWTP area also includes two hotels and several 
restaurants to the east, within about 1,500 feet of the WWTP. There are currently three 
developed coastal access points located due west of the current site: one to the north at 
Atascadero Road, one just south of Atascadero Road and one north of the Morro Creek outlet.4 
As described in more detail, below, the City is currently pursuing its vision for the area which 
includes connecting, by pedestrian and bike path, the area surrounding the WWTP site to the 
Embarcadero, including to the Harbor Walk public recreational trail on the downcoast side of 
Morro Creek.5 This connection would not only connect the two sides of Morro Bay across the 
creek, but it would fill a gap in the local public shoreline access system and the California 
Coastal Trail (CCT) that is presently missing a crossing over Morro Creek, allowing visitors to 
more easily travel between the significant coastal and visitor-serving resources that are located 
on either side of the creek. 

Morro Bay and the surrounding area include a variety of biological habitats, including coastal 
wetlands, dunes, intertidal mud/salt flats, rocky subtidal and intertidal zones, riparian corridors 
and woodlands. All of these habitats provide highly productive, diverse and dynamic 
ecosystems. Central to this habitat framework is the Morro Bay Estuary itself. This mostly 
shallow lagoon is approximately 2,500 acres and is sheltered from the open ocean by the sandspit 
and constructed breakwater. It is considered the most significant wetland system on California’s 
south central coast. The Bay serves as a critical link of the Pacific Flyway by providing 
important habitat for resident and migrating shorebirds and waterfowl. The Audubon Society has 
ranked Morro Bay as one of the top five areas out of nearly 1,000 sites nationwide for diversity 
of winter bird species.6 

The Bay is home to a diverse collection of fish and wildlife species, many of which are rare, 
threatened, endangered, and/or endemic to the bay. For example, the estuary serves as resident 
and nursery habitat for the federally endangered tidewater goby and the steelhead trout, and other 
fish and shellfish. Other examples of federally threatened or endangered species that depend on 
the estuary and its watershed for their survival and recovery include: snowy plover, brown 
pelican, California black rail, California red-legged frog, Least Bell’s vireo, Morro shoulderband 
snail, Southern sea otter, California clapper rail, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, and the Morro 
Bay kangaroo rat. In addition, the bay supports a diverse and wide range of marine organisms 
including fish, shellfish, invertebrates, and other taxa (e.g., phytoplankton, zooplankton and 
jellyfish. It also supports recreational and commercial fisheries, and also provides commercial 

                                                      
3  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 21. 
4  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 22. 
5  Approved by the Coastal Commission in 2006 (CDP 3-05-071). 
6  For example, the Audubon Society estimates indicate that 200 different bird species have been identified using the Bay 

during a single day in December, including approximately 25,000 black brants. 
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shellfish harvests. 

Morro, Chorro and Los Osos Creeks and several smaller tributaries drain into the bay. The 
creeks and their associated riparian areas provide habitat for fish and other aquatic organisms as 
well as food and shelter for migratory birds and other animals. In addition, they provide 
important habitat for the federally endangered steelhead trout. Steelhead trout are anadromous 
fish, which are spawned in streams, spend a portion of their life cycle in the ocean, and then 
return to the stream where they were spawned to reproduce. 

Project Site 
The proposed project is located at 160 Atascadero Road just inland of the beach and on former 
dunes, seaward of Highway 1 just upcoast of the Embarcadero, the Morro Bay Power Plant, 
Morro Creek, and Morro Rock. The entire site is 14.4 acres, comprising three parcels (APNs 
066-331-032, 066-331-033 and 066-331-034) with approximately one-third of the site extending 
across Atascadero Road, over existing dunes and the beach area (see Exhibit 1). The existing 
WWTP was originally constructed in 1954, and according to the Applicant’s Geological Report, 
it is likely that the site was originally prepared for construction by cutting into the sand dunes 
that previously occupied the site.7  

The site is currently occupied by the existing City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community 
Services District8 WWTP, including clarifiers, trickling filters, sludge drying beds, an operations 
buildings, and related WWTP development (see Exhibit 1). It is immediately adjacent to the 
Morro Dunes RV Park and Trailer Storage, the City corporation yard and a cement business, and 
across the street from Morro Bay High School. The project site is zoned Light Industrial/Planned 
Development/Interim Use by the LCP. Light Industrial allows for manufacturing and other 
industries while minimizing offensive or objectionable noise, dust, odor or other nuisances, but it 
does not include waste water treatment plants, which are instead allowed in the Coastal-
Dependent Heavy Industrial zone. Planned Development allows for analysis of those parcels 
which because of location, size or public ownership warrant special review and requires that any 
development must occur in accordance with a precise development plan, which has received 
discretionary City approval. The Interim Use overlay applies to properties that are identified for 
industrial use, but that may be approved for interim uses, limited to visitor-serving, recreational 
and fishing uses, to ensure such special coastal areas can be utilized for high-priority coastal 
uses.9 

B.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Project Background 
The existing WWTP was originally constructed in 1954, and it was upgraded in 1964 and again 
in the early 1980s. The upgrades in the early 1980s included updating the WWTP design to 
provide secondary treatment for up to 0.97 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater; 

                                                      
7  DEIR Page 3.5-2 
8  Co-applicants for the proposed project, and the operators of the WWTP under a joint powers agreement. 
9  City of Morro Bay LCP Sections 17.24.140, 17.40.030, and 17.40.080. 
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increasing the capacity to accommodate the current peak season dry weather flow (PSDWF) of 
2.36 mgd; and extending the ocean outfall pipeline to 2,900 feet offshore.10 The existing WWTP 
is rated for an average dry weather flow (ADWF) of 2.06 mgd, a PSDWF of 2.36 mgd, and a 
peak hourly flow (PHF) equating to 6.6 mgd. The existing plant is equipped to treat up to 0.97 
mgd of wastewater to secondary treatment levels, and to treat wastewater in excess of 0.97 mgd 
to primary treatment levels.  

The WWTP discharges treated effluent to the Pacific Ocean via ocean outfall and is regulated by 
a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit in accordance with Section 
402 of the federal Clean Water Act. The WWTP is currently covered by a modified NPDES 
permit with a Clean Water Act Section 301(h) waiver, which waives the Clean Water Act 
minimum treatment requirement for full secondary treatment for all discharge. The Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) generally issues NPDES permits to waste dischargers 
every five years. The Morro Bay-Cayucos NPDES permit was first issued with a 301(h) waiver 
in 1985, and was re-issued with the same waiver in 1993, 1999 and 2008. Prior to the 1999 re-
issuance, RWQCB staff requested that the Applicant consider upgrading the facility to full 
secondary treatment to comply with the Clean Water Act, as opposed to continuing to request a 
301(h) waiver from discharge requirements, and to avoid discharging inadequately treated 
effluent into the ocean. The Applicant determined that such an upgrade was not feasible at that 
time, and again requested that RWQCB issue the 301(h) waiver-modified permit. In November 
2005, RWQCB agreed to re-issue the 301(h) waiver-modified permit. In December 2005, the 
Applicant and RWQCB reached a settlement agreement to pursue a schedule for a full upgrade 
of the plant to eliminate the need for a 301(h) waiver-modified permit in the future. According to 
the terms of the current settlement agreement, the WWTP must be modified so that all effluent is 
treated to at least secondary levels, phasing out the need for a modified NPDES permit, by 
March 2014. The WWTP serves some 13,00011 customers in both the City of Morro Bay as well 
as in the unincorporated community of Cayucos to the north of Morro Bay. 

Project Description 
The proposed project provides for demolition of the existing WWTP facilities and construction 
of new WWTP facilities and related development on the same site (see Exhibit 3 for proposed 
project plans). The new WWTP would be built mostly on the site of the existing sludge drying 
beds on the south side of the site, reducing the footprint of development on the site by about 50% 
as compared to the existing WWTP development. As soon as the new WWTP is completed, the 
old WWTP would be demolished. After demolition of the existing facilities, the northern portion 
of the site would be left vacant under the proposed project. The new WWTP facilities would 
include pumping stations, secondary clarifiers, oxidation ditches and a chlorine contact basin, as 
well as maintenance and operations buildings. The project also includes construction of new 
access roads, new fencing and landscaping.  

The new facilities would provide tertiary filtration capacity of up to 1.5 mgd, and additional 
flows would be treated to full secondary levels. Any secondary treated water would be 

                                                      
10  A 1981 CDP has been identified that appears to apply to this work, but as of the date of this report the file has not yet been 

retrieved from State archives so it is not clear what exactly was covered by that 1981 CDP. 
11  http://ca-morrobay.civicplus.com/index.aspx?NID=342. 
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discharged as effluent via the existing WWTP ocean outfall, which would be connected to the 
new facility as part of the proposed project, but the wastewater that is treated to tertiary levels 
(up to 1.5 mgd) would meet Title 22 standards for disinfected recycled water. The Applicant 
proposes to use only 0.4 mgd of that disinfected tertiary recycled water for on-site uses such as 
soil compaction, concrete mixing and dust control, and potentially for off-site uses, including 
agricultural irrigation, groundwater replenishment and residential landscaping. Such future 
reclaimed water for off-site uses would be made available through the new truck filling station 
that is part of the approved project. Thus, the proposed project would meet the RWQCB order 
(and the settlement agreement) by treating all effluent to at least secondary treatment levels prior 
to discharge (i.e., 1.5 mgd to tertiary levels and anything above that to secondary levels). 

Recent Regulatory Actions 
In January of 2009 the Commission granted a federal consistency certification for the renewal of 
its EPA-issued secondary treatment waiver for the existing WWTP, to allow them to continue to 
discharge effluent receiving less than secondary treatment (in terms of suspended solids and 
biochemical oxygen demand) for the period covered by the waiver. At the time, though the 
Applicant had already agreed to upgrade to full secondary, an extension of the waiver was 
required during the interim to allow time to complete the upgrade. The Commission granted the 
consistency determination, finding that the continued use of the existing plant was consistent 
with California Coastal Management Program requirements, including because the Applicant’s 
discharges are small compared to other California treatment works, because the discharges from 
the treatment plant were previously monitored and not found to be a threat to the marine 
environment, including local sea otter populations and because they agreed to continue to 
monitor future discharges for pollutants that could potentially harm the marine environment until 
they moved to an upgrade of full secondary treatment.  
 
On December 20, 2010, the City of Morro Bay Planning Commission unanimously denied a 
CDP for the proposed project, and recommended against certification of its associated 
environmental impact report (EIR). In making this decision, the City Planning Commission 
found that the proposed project could not be approved consistent with the LCP, including 
because the project was analyzed as an upgrade to existing development, when it actually 
constitutes a new project; because the EIR analysis was not sufficient; because the visual impacts 
were not minimized; and because there was an insufficient scoping process for the project. 
Specifically, it found that there was not an adequate alternatives analysis, that the viability of the 
proposed location as well as alternatives should be more meaningfully explored and that the 
public scoping period may not have been of sufficient length. The Applicant appealed the 
Planning Commission’s denial to the City Council, and on January 11, 2011, the City Council 
approved the CDP and certified the EIR.  
 
The City’s CDP approval was appealed to the Commission by eleven different parties, and on 
March 11, 2011 the Commission determined that the City’s approval raised a substantial issue of 
conformance with the LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, and 
took jurisdiction over the CDP application for the proposed project. In coming to this conclusion, 
the Commission adopted the following findings: 
 

The City-approved project raises significant coastal resource issues, including with respect 
to hazard avoidance, public viewshed protection, maximizing and optimizing public access 
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and recreational opportunities, protection of archeological resources, and sustainable public 
infrastructure requirements. The project site is subject to multiple significant constraints, 
including risks from a variety of coastal hazards, a location within a scenic public shoreline 
viewshed, and the presence of significant archeological resources. In addition, it is located 
on prime oceanfront land where it is not clear that continuation of industrial use is 
appropriate in light of LCP and Coastal Act objectives, and it may well be that the site is 
better-suited for public access and recreation. The City also authorized a major public works 
project which does not appear to have properly countenanced the sustainable public works 
provisions of the LCP.  
 
The City’s approval is fundamentally flawed in that it lacks a thorough alternatives analysis 
that evaluates a broad range of alternatives, including fundamentally in terms of alternative 
appropriate sites, such as is required to be able to find a WWTP project consistent with the 
LCP and the Coastal Act. Such alternative sites, especially if located further inland, have the 
potential to completely avoid the constraints of the subject site, and the potential to allow 
consideration of a WWTP project that can resolve other coastal resource issues associated 
with the City-approved project. As it is, it appears that the City-approved project is 
inconsistent with the LCP and the Coastal Act on multiple grounds, perhaps most critically 
because it is not clear that WWTP development at this site can even be found LCP and 
Coastal Act consistent in terms of hazards avoidance, public recreational access, the public 
viewshed, sustainable use of public resources, and archaeological protection. 

 
In finding substantial issue, the Commission identified additional information that the Applicant 
would need to develop and submit before the project could be further considered in a de novo 
review. Such information included the need for better identification of hazard issues at the 
existing WWTP site, an analysis of alternative siting and design options that could avoid LCP 
inconsistencies and better address Coastal Act and LCP objectives (e.g., hazard avoidance, visual 
and public access impact avoidance, etc.), and identification of a more meaningful wastewater 
reclamation program that could be made part of the project to help the City carry out LCP 
policies that prioritize water reclamation to meet water supply needs while enhancing water 
quality and biological resources. The Applicant has prepared and provided the identified 
materials, and these are described below.  
 
Alternative Sites Analysis 
The Applicant’s alternative sites analysis consists of a rough screening designed to flag a range 
of potential alternative sites, and a fine screening of the sites considered feasible.12 For rough 
screening, the Applicant analyzed 17 potential alternative project sites that were identified 
through public workshops as potential locations for a new WWTP. The rough screening was 
intended to eliminate sites with ‘fatal flaws’ that would preclude WWTP development from 
further consideration. Per the rough screening methodology, fatal flaws were those where the 
following applied: (1) development at the site would be “inconsistent with the City or County 
LCPs or California Coastal Act policies regarding protection of prime agricultural soils or 
actively farmed coastal farmland”; (2) the site contains “environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
(ESHA), as defined by the City or County LCPs or California Coastal Act, such that avoidance is 
                                                      
12 The Applicant coordinated with Commission staff on the alternative sites analysis, including the methodology employed for 

both rough and fine screening components. 
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infeasible and/or related buffers would result in an inadequate developable site envelope”; and/or 
(3) the new development would be located and prohibited within “the 100-year flood hazard 
zone as delineated by the City or County LCPs or identified on FEMA flood insurance maps 
and/or within other inundation zones, such that avoidance is infeasible and strictly prohibited 
pursuant to City or County LCP policies, and/or related mitigation results in an inadequate 
developable site envelope”.13 Six of the 17 sites initially analyzed were deemed to be fatally 
flawed. 
 
The eleven remaining sites were then evaluated with respect to the following criteria: (1) 
Environmental Considerations/LCP policies (ESHA/biological resources, water quality, coastal 
priority land use, coastal dependent development, floodplain hazards, shoreline 
development/coastal hazards, public access/recreation, visual resources, agriculture, cultural 
resources, sustainable use of public resources, land use compatibility and energy 
consumption/greenhouse gas emissions); (2) Logistics/Site Constraints (land use, zoning, 
regulatory restrictions, site accessibility, site availability, implementation and additional site 
requirements); and (3) Engineering and Economic Constraints (treatment/disposal options, 
recycled water opportunities/demands, proximity to existing wastewater conveyance facilities 
and comparative economic feasibility). The eleven remaining sites were ranked according to 
their consistency with (or amount that they were constrained by) these factors, with the highest 
ranked sites being for those that yielded the least environmental impact, the greatest LCP and 
Coastal Act consistency, the fewest land use, logistical and site constraints and the greatest 
degree of economic feasibility. The three sites that the Applicant’s rough screening rated best 
were the current WWTP site, the old Chevron marine terminal facility site (located between 
Cayucos and Morro Bay),14 and a site just inland of Morro Bay known as the Righetti site (see 
map of alternative sites in Exhibit 4).  
 
The Chevron site is approximately 160 acres (consisting of both the marine terminal and row 
crop, hay lands and sheep grazing land inland)15 and is located southeast of Toro Creek, 
spanning both sides of Toro Creek Road on the inland side of Highway 1 along the generally 
undeveloped piece of shoreline between the residential neighborhoods making up the City’s 
northern boundaries and the unincorporated community of Cayucos further upcoast. The site is 
occupied by the remnants of Chevron’s old facility nearest the coast, and primarily agricultural 
uses extending inland. The Chevron facility itself is at the lowest elevation on the property, while 
the rest of the site consists of undeveloped rolling hills that range from gentle (near the road) to 
steep (on the hillsides). The property is interspersed with secondary drainages to Toro Creek. 
The site is surrounded primarily by open space and agricultural areas.  
 
The Righetti site is approximately 260 acres16 located just outside of the City of Morro Bay city 
limits and north of Highway 41. The western boundary of the Righetti site is located just east of 

                                                      
13 Rough Screening Alternative Sites Evaluation, pages 9-10. 
14  The Chevron facility was historically a crude oil storage and loading facility. Chevron has been in the process of remediation 

for a number of years, and currently Chevron’s Estero Marine Terminal property and agricultural uses are supported on the 
land.  

15  Fine-Screening Analysis, pages 96-97. 
16  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 152. 
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the boundary of the developed, residential areas of the City of Morro Bay. Currently, the site 
consists of a single-family residence and grazing areas. The land is surrounded by cropland to the 
south, undeveloped areas to the north and east and a mobile home park, RV park, and 
agricultural lands to the east. 
  
These three sites rated best by the Applicant’s rough screening analysis were then subjected to a 
fine-screening analysis where the three sites were assessed in the context of site constraints and a 
more detailed LCP and Coastal Act policy consistency analysis than the rough screening applied, 
all premised on continuing to ensure that all three sites could meet project goals and objectives, 
and could feasibly accommodate construction of a WWTP project. The fine-screening analysis 
used three broad categories of evaluation criteria that were weighted in terms of relative 
importance, as follows: (1) Avoid and Minimize Environmental Impacts/Local Coastal Program 
Consistency Analysis – 40% weighted; (2) Project Implementation – 30%; and (3) Economic 
Factors – 30%. Based on this ranking system, the Applicant concluded that the existing WWTP 
site was the best site amongst the three.17 The Applicant’s conclusions were based on their 
assessment that the current WWTP site was the best and most feasible alternative site for 
development of the new WWTP based on its consistency with LCP and Coastal Act policies, its 
ability to reduce environmental impacts to a less than significant level, and because it presents 
the most streamlined project implementation schedule while being the most cost-effective option 
for the rate payer within the service area. See the Applicant’s alternatives analysis in Exhibit 5.  
 
Additional WWTP Site Hazards Analysis 
In response to the Commission’s request for a more robust description and analysis of the coastal 
hazards at play at the existing WWTP site, the Applicant provided updated materials describing 
shoreline erosion and flood hazards for the site, including with respect to sea level rise, as well as 
an assessment of the ability of the existing dunes seaward of the WWTP site to effectively 
protect the site from coastal hazards.18  
 
Given that significant grading is proposed to be used at the current site to elevate the new plant 
out of the floodplain, the Applicant also submitted a grading plan superimposed over the 
proposed plant design at the current site, as well as an alternative, terraced grading plan for the 
Righetti site. These analyses illustrate what the Applicant indicates is the proposed grading that 
would be required at the current site to elevate the new plant out of the floodplain inundation 
levels19 and the grading required at the Righetti site to develop the WWTP while addressing the 
site constraints present (see Exhibit 4).20  
 
 
                                                      
17  Per the Applicant’s ranking, the existing WWTP site had a score of 4.54 compared to scores of 3.32 for the Righetti site and 

2.82 for the Chevron site. 
18  “Shoreline Erosion Study and 100-Year Sea Wave Run-Up Analysis” (by Dudek Environmental Consultants and dated 

October 28, 2011), “Maximum Tsunami Flood Elevations” (by Dudek Environmental Consultants and dated February 1, 
2012), “Morro Creek Flood Analysis with Wave Run-Up and Sea Level Rise (Addendum to Flood Study dated 8/7/09)” (by 
Dudek Environmental Consultants and dated January 10, 2012), and two memos with additional information regarding the 
dune fields at the current WWTP site (by Dudek Environmental Consultants and dated July 2, 2012 and July 9, 2012). 

19  New Site Plan with Proposed Grading, prepared by Rob Livick, October 23, 2012.  
20  Email communication with Tom Falk, Project Manager, Dudek on October 26, 2012.  
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Recycled Water Feasibility 
In taking jurisdiction over the CDP application, the Commission adopted findings that state: 
 

The Applicant must also provide a complementary, updated water reclamation feasibility 
study that explores all potential demand for reclaimed water, including for agricultural 
irrigation inside and outside of the City limits, and the way in which the project could be 
reconceived to dispose of treated effluent in this manner. The study must evaluate the 
feasibility of constructing infrastructure to accommodate such water reclamation program, 
and it must evaluate the benefits of a water reclamation program, including potential benefits 
to stream habitats and water supply, potential revenue generation from providing such water 
to users and offsetting the need for purchased State Water credits, and the potential for 
elimination of the existing ocean outfall. 

 
In response, the Applicant submitted a “Recycled Water Feasibility Study” (by Dudek 
Environmental Consultants and dated March 9, 2012) that evaluates opportunities for more 
thoroughly incorporating water recycling and reclamation into the project in its current location 
to augment the City of Morro Bay and surrounding area’s water supply (for irrigation uses, 
agricultural uses, stream replenishment and beneficial reuse). The study also includes a market 
analysis for recycled water looking for potential users, costs to those users for the recycled water, 
and market enthusiasm for such recycled water use. Finally, the study gave recommendations to 
move forward to incorporate additional water reclamation/recycling into the final WWTP 
project.21 Specifically, the study recommends that the current site be upgraded to tertiary 
treatment, that the water treated to tertiary levels be used as “wash down and process water”, that 
upon completion of the upgrade, opportunities for local reuse continue to be explored, that in 
collaboration with other stake holders, a Salt and Nutrient Management plan be devised and 
opportunities for water reuse at golf courses be explored, that opportunities for recycled water 
implementation continue to be explored, that the current water conservation program continue, 
and that the water supply and demand data be updated every five years when the Urban Water 
Management Plan is updated.22 These recommendations came from the study team, and the 
Applicant requested that they be included as a part of the proposed project. 

Clarifications of the Fine Screening Analysis 
In order to better understand the alternatives analysis in the Fine Screening Analysis, the 
Applicant also provided additional information regarding the assumptions and methodology used 
to generate the cost estimates analysis presented in the Fine Screening Alternatives analysis.”23 
The Applicant also prepared a memo regarding the logistical and temporal assumptions used in 
preparing the timing at the current site versus the alternatives.24 
 

                                                      
21  That is, to incorporate additional measures beyond what was proposed in the CDP application that was originally approved 

by the City.  
22  Draft 2012 Recycled Water Feasibility Study, Presentation to JPA, April 12, 2012. 
23 “Response to Coastal Commission Staff Requests for Information Regarding the MBCSD Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Upgrade – Cost Estimating” (prepared by Tom Falk, PE Dudek and dated September 17, 2012).  
24  Time and Logistics of Regulatory/Land Use Permitting; Coastal Commission Comments and Responses (prepared by Dudek, 

October 18, 2012). 
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The Commission’s Jurisdiction 
The Commission notes that the Coastal Act imposes specific review criteria on the Commission 
when a “treatment work”, such as the proposed project, is considered by the Commission. Such 
criteria are part of Coastal Act Chapter 5, which identifies the manner in which the Coastal Act is 
to be understood in relation to other state agencies and their programs. Chapter 5 identifies the 
Legislature’s intent that the Coastal Act not “increase, decrease, duplicate or supersede the 
authority of any [then] existing state agency”, while requiring all state agencies to “carry out 
their duties and responsibilities in conformity with [the Coastal Act]”.25 Coastal Act Section 
30412 includes guidance on implementation of the Coastal Act in relation to the programs of the 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the RWQCBs. It states in relevant part: 

 (b) The State Water Resources Control Board and the California regional water quality 
control boards are the state agencies with primary responsibility for the coordination 
and control of water quality. The State Water Resources Control Board has primary 
responsibility for the administration of water rights pursuant to applicable law. The 
commission shall assure that proposed development and local coastal programs shall 
not frustrate this section. The commission shall not, except as provided in subdivision 
(c), modify, adopt conditions, or take any action in conflict with any determination by 
the State Water Resources Control Board or any California regional water quality 
control board in matters relating to water quality or the administration of water 
rights. 

Except as provided in this section, nothing herein shall be interpreted in any way 
either as prohibiting or limiting the commission, local government, or port governing 
body from exercising the regulatory controls over development pursuant to this 
division in a manner necessary to carry out this division. 

(c) Any development within the coastal zone or outside the coastal zone which provides 
service to any area within the coastal zone that constitutes a treatment work shall be 
reviewed by the commission and any permit it issues, if any, shall be determinative 
only with respect to the following aspects of the development: 

(1) The siting and visual appearance of treatment works within the coastal zone. 

(2) The geographic limits of service areas within the coastal zone which are to be 
served by particular treatment works and the timing of the use of capacity of 
treatment works for those service areas to allow for phasing of development and 
use of facilities consistent with this division. 

(3) Development projections which determine the sizing of treatment works for 
providing service within the coastal zone. 

The commission shall make these determinations in accordance with the policies of 
this division and shall make its final determination on a permit application for a 
treatment work prior to the final approval by the State Water Resources Control 
Board for the funding of such treatment works. Except as specifically provided in this 

                                                      
25  Coastal Act Sections 30401 and 30402. 
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subdivision, the decisions of the State Water Resources Control Board relative to the 
construction of treatment works shall be final and binding upon the commission. 

As a result, the Commission’s review of a treatment work is limited to questions of siting and 
visual impacts and appropriateness of service areas (including in terms development projections 
that may determine the size of the treatment work). Of note, siting questions involve all aspects 
of siting and not just the treatment plant itself, including mitigation required to offset impacts 
caused by siting decisions. In this context, the Commission’s review appropriately extends to 
siting related to recycled water reuse and evaluation of such reuse components in terms of LCP 
and Coastal Act requirements.  

C. LAND USE PRIORITIES 
Applicable Policies 
The subject site is designated general (light industrial) with planned development and interim 
overlays and is zoned for light industrial development (M-1). This land use designation (General 
Industrial/PD/I) extends beyond the subject site, but portions of the surrounding area are zoned 
for visitor-serving commercial uses (C-VS), as opposed to M-1, both west and east of the site. A 
bit further to the east, there is an area that is both designated and zoned for commercial-visitor 
serving uses, and south of Morro Creek, there is a large area designated Coastal Development 
Industrial with PD/I overlays and zoned for heavy industrial development (M-2). The interim 
land use overlay calls for temporary visitor-serving, fishing and recreation uses when industrial 
uses are not present, and requires a comprehensive review of the area to ensure new development 
is consistent with the site and the surroundings, prior to approval of development. Relevant land 
use designation and zoning district requirements include: 
 

Visitor-Serving: The visitor-serving land-use category is especially important to the City 
since tourism is a significant contributor to the local economy. This category encourages 
concentration of tourist-intensive uses at major destination points in the City or at locations 
easily accessible to travelers along State Highway One. Visitor-serving uses that should be 
developed in those areas designated as such are hotels/motels, overnight RV facilities, 
restaurants, gift shops, goods and supply stores, commercial recreation and other uses 
typically found to accommodate tourist needs and activities. 
 
General Industry: Light industry land uses which do not require materials or equipment 
which emit excessive air, audio, water or land pollutants, or would require considerable 
outdoor storage, are allowable in this designation. The City would like to encourage the 
location of light industries that would specifically cater to commercial fishing and regional 
needs, such as machine shops, auto mechanic shops, black smith, cold storage, ware housing 
and food processing, light manufacturing, component assembling and small parts 
processing. 
 
Coastal-Dependent Industrial Land Use: This land use specifically relates to those 
industrial land uses which are given priority by the Coastal Act of 1976 for location adjacent 
to the coastline. Examples of uses in this designation are thermal power plants, seawater 
intake structures, discharge structures, tanker support facilities, and other similar uses which 
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must be located on or adjacent to the sea in order to function. The Morro Bay wastewater 
treatment facilities are protected in their present location since an important operational 
element, the outfall line, is coastal-dependent; see Policy 5.03. 
 
Interim/Open Space Uses in Industrial Categories: This designation allows interim or 
temporary land uses in both industrial categories until such time as the area is needed for its 
primary use. These uses must have relocatable (not permanent) structures which are 
subordinate to the character of the visual setting and are limited to visitor-related, 
recreational or commercial fishing temporary uses as listed in Policy 5.02. 
 
IP Policy 17.40.030.C. Planned Development, (PD) Overlay Zones: Permitted Uses. Subject 
to the granting of a conditional use permit for a conceptual and/or a precise plan of 
development 1. Any principal or conditional use which is allowed by the primary zoning 
district is a permitted use; 2. Community housing projects as defined in Chapter 17.49, may 
be permitted in PD overlay residential zones. The provisions of that chapter shall, also apply 
to the review of such PD overlay zone projects. D. General Development Standards. The 
standards for development within a PD overlay zone shall be those of the base zoning 
district, provided however, that standards may be modified by the planning commission or 
city council as they relate to: building heights; yard requirements; and minimum lot area for 
dwelling units in the density range provided that any specific design criteria of the general 
plan and coastal land use plan, applicable to the property, is not exceeded. For those areas 
of the city which are covered by the waterfront master plan, all new development projects 
requiring discretionary permits (conditional use permits, etc.) shall be consistent with the 
design guidelines contained in Chapter 5 of the waterfront master plan. Modifications of 
standards shall only be approved upon a finding that greater than normal public benefits 
may be achieved by such deviations. Such benefits may include, but are not limited to 
improved or innovative site and architectural design, greater public or private usable open 
space and provisions of housing for the elderly or low/moderate income families, provision 
of extraordinary public access, provision for protecting environmentally sensitive habitat 
(ESH) areas, but in all cases these provisions shall meet the coastal land use policies. 

IP Policy 17.40.080.B. Interim Development, (I) Overlay Zones: Uses Allowed with Interim 
Permits. The following uses may be permitted on all M-1 or M-2 industrial-zoned properties 
which are also designated in the coastal land use plan/coastal element as appropriate for 
interim uses, on a temporary basis until the properties are needed for their principally 
permitted uses, and subject to the issuance of an interim use permit in accordance with the 
provisions of this chapter. 1. Commercial Fishing and Boating Industries. Uses serving the 
needs of the commercial fishing and boating industries, including but not limited to 
temporary boat storage and repair, and ancillary uses for same; and 2. Temporary Visitor-
Serving or Recreation. Temporary visitor-serving or recreation uses, including but not 
limited to paths, R-V parks, camping facilities and ancillary uses for same, playground, 
exercise courses, restrooms, drinking fountains, sewage dump stations, and parking. 3. 
Conditions Required. The planning commission may grant an interim use permit only if the 
following conditions are met: a. The proposed uses is limited to relocatable, nonpermanent 
structures, or existing structures; and b. The proposed use is subordinate to the character of 
the visual setting; and c. The non-owner applicant agrees to remove the interim use after 
notice from the property owners that the site is necessary for the primary use in the base 
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zoning district. 

In addition, per the Coastal Act, the standard of review for the approved project includes the 
public access and recreation policies of both the City’s certified LCP as well as the Coastal Act. 
These policies require new development to maximize public access and protect oceanfront land 
for public access and recreation, and also include land use prioritization. Relevant policies 
include: 
 

Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use 
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, 
and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred… 

Section 30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already 
adequately provided for in the area. 

Section 30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 
over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30222.5. Ocean front land that is suitable for coastal dependent aquaculture shall be 
protected for that use, and proposals for aquaculture facilities located on those sites shall be 
given priority, except over other coastal dependent developments or uses. 

Section 30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

Section 30253(e). New development shall do all of the following:…(e) Where 
appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their 
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

LUP Policy 2.01. Lower-cost visitor and recreation facilities for persons and families of low 
or moderate income shall be protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided. 
Developments providing public recreation opportunities are preferred. 

 
Consistency Analysis 
Background and Context 
The project site is located in close proximity to the shoreline and the surrounding area is 
characterized by public access and visitor-serving resources, as well as coastal-dependent 
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industry. The California Constitution26 and the federal Coastal Zone Management Act27 mandate 
the protection and enhancement of public access to and along California’s coastline. The Coastal 
Act and the City’s certified LCP refine these requirements, including prioritizing public 
recreational use and development in areas along the shoreline such as this one. Coastal Act 
Section 30210 requires that public recreational opportunities be maximized,28 and Section 30211 
further requires that development not interfere with existing public access. Section 30221 
protects oceanfront land such as that including the WWTP area for recreational use, Sections 
30222 and 30222.5 identify certain land use priorities, and Section 30223 reserves upland areas 
necessary to support public recreational uses. Coastal Act Section 30213 and LCP Policy 2.01 
require lower-cost visitor and recreation facilities to be protected, encouraged, and where 
feasible, provided. Section 30253 requires the protection of special communities that provide 
popular visitor destination points for recreational uses, such as the Morro Bay shoreline.  

In addition, the City has expressed an interest in improving and enhancing the public access, 
recreation, and visitor-serving attributes of this area of the City. In other words, in addition to the 
public access and recreation policies that clearly require public access to be maximized, 
protected, and enhanced, the LCP also articulates a vision for the project site area where it 
transitions to a visitor serving corridor as an entrance to the City29, providing a visitor’s first 
view of the City. Highway 41, a major artery that visitors to the City of Morro Bay use to gain 
access to the city, enters the City before turning into Atascadero Road. Atascadero Road then 
serves as a major entrance to the City for those traveling west on Highway 41 from inland areas. 
When Embarcadero Road eventually links up to Highway 41/Atascadero in the future, it will 
create one continuous thoroughfare, allowing visitors to the City to link up to visitor-serving 
areas such as Morro Rock and the Embarcadero Area. Such visitors will drive right past the site 
of the proposed WWTP. Thus, the use of the current site is affected by these Coastal Act and 
LCP land use priorities, including in terms of the potential for preserving or utilizing the current 
site for visitor-serving and/or recreational uses along this important entrance to the City. 

                                                      
26 Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution provides: “No individual, partnership, or corporation, claiming or 

possessing the frontage or tidal lands of a harbor, bay, inlet, estuary, or other navigable water in this State shall be permitted 
to exclude the right of way to such water whenever it is required for any public purpose, nor to destroy or obstruct the free 
navigation of such water; and the Legislature shall enact such laws as will give the most liberal construction to this provision, 
so that access to the navigable waters of this State shall be always attainable for the people thereof.” 

27 The federal Coastal Zone Management Act requires its State partners to “exercise effectively [its] responsibilities in the 
coastal zone through the development and implementation of management programs to achieve wise use of the land and 
water resources of the coastal zone” (16 U.S.C. Section 1452(2)) so as to provide for “public access to the coasts for 
recreational purposes.” (Section 1452(2)(e)) 

28 Coastal Act Section 30210 direction to maximize access represents a different threshold than to simply provide or protect 
such access, and is fundamentally different from other like provisions in this respect. In other words, it is not enough to 
simply provide access to and along the coast, and not enough to simply protect access, rather such access must also be 
maximized. This terminology distinguishes the Coastal Act in certain respects, and provides fundamental direction with 
respect to projects along the California coast that raise public access issues, like this one. 

29 The vision for this area is mentioned in the LCP in Chapter 1, Area 5 Morro Rock, page 14: This section acknowledges that 
the wastewater treatment plant is a current use of this area but mentions increasing or changing the recreational use of the 
area; In Section E, Specific Resources, Issues and Constraints by Planning Area, Area 5 Morro Rock, page 45: Potential 
improvements include…a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Morro Creek that would enhance lateral shoreline access; 
Finally, LCP policy 1.19, page 52: “at such time that funding is available, the City shall undertake construction of a 
pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Morro Creek as a means of enhancing lateral shoreline access and recreation 
opportunities.”  
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The WWTP site is located just north of Morro Creek in the middle of a prime visitor destination, 
including public recreational access pursuits related to Morro Rock and the beaches and facilities 
located there and extending upcoast, as well as access to and along the Morro Bay Embarcadero 
with its bayside access walkways and the shops, restaurants, and overnight facilities that cater to 
coastal visitors. Morro Bay also offers recreational and commercial boating access, including at 
Morro Bay Harbor.  

The WWTP site is close to the Morro Rock/Coleman Park area, which is located just south of the 
WWTP site and just across Morro Creek. This is a prime area for pursuing active and passive 
recreational opportunities, including “surfing, fishing, boating, cycling, hiking and 
sightseeing”.30 The surf spot offshore is known as “the Pit”, and is one of the most popular 
surfing locations in the Morro Bay area. Additionally the WWTP site is bordered to the west and 
the south by Morro Dunes RV park, a low-cost, visitor-serving use that provides overnight 
parking for RVs in 150 spaces, providing the most conveniently located lower-cost overnight 
facility in close proximity to the prime Morro Rock and Embarcadero area visitor destinations.  

The WWTP area also includes two hotels and several restaurants, as well as the City’s Lila 
Keiser park with playground and ball fields, within about 1,500 feet of the WWTP. These 
amenities are located east of the WWTP, so that their visitors have to move through the WWTP 
area to access this significant beach area. There are currently three developed coastal access 
points located due west of the current site: one to the north at Atascadero Road, one just south of 
Atascadero Road and one north of the Morro Creek outlet.31 In addition, the confluence of 
Highway 1, running north and south, and the terminus of Highway 41, which runs from 
Yosemite National Park to Morro Bay, is approximately 1,000 feet from the WWTP site.  

Currently, coastal visitors are directed along a circuitous route from these highways to the main 
Embarcadero area, and there has long been a vision that the WWTP area could be both better 
connected to the Embarcadero and become an important visitor access corridor in the City. This 
vision has manifested itself in various forms, including the recently adopted Morro Bay Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan,32 one objective of which is to connect, by pedestrian and bike paths, the 
area surrounding the WWTP site to the Embarcadero, including to the Harbor Walk public 
recreational trail on the downcoast side of Morro Creek.33 Another is the recently adopted City 
goals for 2012/13, one of which is to “increase recreational opportunities of bike pathways and 
beach pathways”…including “to improve the connectivity between the bike paths at Atascadero 
Road” for which the City has applied for a grant.34 The city was awarded a Federal Highway 
Association grant of $220,000 to pay for construction of a bicycle and pedestrian bridge that will 
connect the Harborwalk and Embarcadero to Atascadero Road north of Morro Creek and will 

                                                      
30 Fine-Screening Analysis, page 21.  
31 Fine-Screening Analysis, page 22. 
32  Approved by the Morro Bay City Council in February 2012 (and found at http://www.morro-

bay.ca.us/documents/Public%20Services/Engineering/Bicycle%20and%20Pedestrian%20Plan%20Adopt%202_28_12.PDF). 
33  Approved by the Coastal Commission in 2006 (CDP 3-05-071). 
34  Approved by the Morro Bay City Council in May 2012. 
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add a new segment to the North Coast National Scenic Byway in Morro Bay.35 The funding for 
construction of this bridge will be available in 2014, but the City has executed agreements with 
Caltrans and is preparing to begin the preliminary design and permitting process.36 This 
connection would not only connect the two sides of Morro Bay across the creek, but it would fill 
a gap in the local public shoreline access system and the California Coastal Trail (CCT) that is 
presently missing a crossing over Morro Creek. 

The land use designations in the area include park and open space/recreation and visitor-serving 
commercial, as well as industrial designations that have an overlay allowing temporary visitor-
serving uses. The project site is designated for light industrial uses with planned development 
and interim overlays. The light industrial land use designation calls for uses which do not require 
materials or equipment which emit excessive air, audio, water or land pollutants, or would 
require considerable outdoor storage. Pursuant to the LCP (page 23), the City encourages the 
location of industries in this designation that would cater to commercial fishing as well as to 
regional needs, such as machine shops, warehousing, light manufacturing, etc. The planned 
development overlay is intended “to provide for detailed and substantial analysis of development 
on parcels which, because of location, size or public ownership, warrant special review” such as 
this one.37 The interim use overlay explicitly allows for uses other than those allowed by the 
underlying zoning designation in recognition of the higher priority of certain uses, including 
temporary visitor-serving or recreation uses “including but not limited to paths, RV parks, 
camping facilities and ancillary uses for same, playground, exercise courses, restrooms, drinking 
fountains, sewage dump stations, and parking”, as well as commercial fishing uses.38 Pursuant to 
the zoning regulations, the district is meant to provide for manufacturing and other light industry, 
such as lumber yards, boat building, equipment storage, auto shop, etc. 
 
The RV park west of the site and the area of motels and restaurants east of the site are zoned for 
visitor-serving uses. The purpose of the C-VS district is to provide for commercial uses intended 
to serve the needs of tourists and other visitors, and uses must provide for landscaping and 
related aesthetic improvements that create and enhance the visual attractiveness of the city. The 
City park (Lila Keiser Park) located southeast of the project site is designated and zoned for light 
industrial uses (the same as the project site), but provides recreational amenities to the public as 
allowed through the interim overlay designation. South of the project site (and south of Morro 
Creek) is the site of the power plant. This large area is designated for coastal-dependent 
industrial uses with the same PD/I overlay as the subject site, and is zoned for coastal-dependent 
industrial uses (M-2). The M-2 district is meant to provide for industrial development that 
requires a site on or close to the ocean or harbor. Allowed uses are thermal power plant and 
support facilities, pipelines, storage tanks, wastewater treatment facilities, and other industrial 
uses, and the M-2 district specifically identifies a prerequisite for development here to require a 
site located on or adjacent to the sea in order to be able to function. The M-2 zoning district also 

                                                      
35  Grant Money Awarded for Pedestrian and Bike Bridge in Morro Bay, by David Sneed, San Luis Obispo Tribune, August 7, 

2012.  
36  Email communication, Rob Livick, December 12, 2012. 
37  LCP Section 17.40.030. 
38  LCP Section 17.40.080. 
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allows uses that are allowed in the M-1 district, but only if they are coastal-related, such as boat 
construction, marine supply and repair, etc.  
 
In short, although the WWTP site itself does not currently provide any recreational opportunities, 
it is in a zoning district that allows for temporary recreational opportunities to be established and 
is located in an area with significant public recreational and visitor-serving uses and attractions, 
coastal access points, and a good number of current and potential public visitor-serving 
recreational opportunities. This area has the potential to become a vital part of the coastal 
recreational use opportunities located up and down the almost 11 miles39 of ocean and bayfront 
shoreline in the City of Morro Bay,40 including in terms of the articulated City vision for the area 
that would find it connected with the core visitor destinations of the Embarcadero.  

In addition, the area of land between the WWTP site and the Embarcadero area consists largely 
of the power plant, and the power plant’s future status is not certain. Currently, it is apparently 
operating at low capacity and only in times of peak demand, as a part of a third party contract, 
which has not been renewed. Lease agreements with the City expire at the end of 2012 and have 
not been renewed, and without a contract with a new utility, it may not be viable to renew the 
leases.  

The Commission is not aware of any plans the owner of the plant, Dynegy, may have to 
modernize the plant to a new combined cycle plant, but Dynegy has indicated that it will operate 
the plant as long as it is viable. It may not be viable past 2015, considering that it uses the 
outdated once-through cooling technology that must be phased out by that time. Further, Dynegy 
has begun the oil tank removal process, eliminating six, 32-foot tall tanks from the premises. If 
the power plant shuts down because it is no longer viable, given its minimal operation, lack of 
revenue and outdated technologies that must be phased out, the 450-foot tall cooling stacks could 
be removed, drastically changing the look of the area in which it sits, just south of Morro Creek 
from the WWTP and just inland from Morro Rock. This area would no longer be dominated by 
power plant infrastructure such as large oil tanks and massive cooling stacks in association with 
industrial use, and would have strong potential to be converted to visitor-serving uses, to enhance 
coastal recreation and tourism, which has become the City’s largest industry. 

Thus, it is important to consider the importance of the WWTP site in relation to the overall area 
within which it sits, and to understand how decisions here jibe with LCP and Coastal Act 
priorities for shoreline development, including with respect to existing and potential public 
recreational access and visitor-serving uses and development in the area, when evaluating 
whether it is an appropriate site for a new WWTP facility.  
 
WWTP not an Allowed Use 
As described above, the existing WWTP is located in the LCP’s M-1 zoning district. The LCP’s 
M-1 zoning district does identify wastewater treatment facilities as an allowed use. Rather, 
wastewater treatment facilities are explicitly identified as allowed and appropriate in the M-2 
designation. As a result, the existing WWTP is currently a non-conforming use on the site. As a 
                                                      
39 Fine-Screening Analysis, page 21. 
40  About half of that shoreline area located along the more urban area of shoreline from the north end of the Cloisters residential 

area to the Golf Course, and the other half extending along the Bay to Audubon Sweet Springs Nature Preserve. 
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new WWTP, the proposed project thus proposes a use that is not allowed in the M-1 district. 
Absent an LCP amendment (e.g., to rezone the site to M-2), the proposed project cannot be 
found consistent with the allowed use requirements of the LCP. 
 
WWTP Impacts 
The LCP and Coastal Act require preservation and protection of the already-existing lower-cost 
visitor serving and recreational opportunities surrounding the project site. The proposed 
development will demolish an already-existing wastewater treatment plant and replace it with a 
new wastewater treatment facility. The proposed development of the new WWTP facility would 
place facility development on the southern and eastern portions of the site and create an open 
space area on the western and northern portions of the site. The new wastewater facility is 
proposed to include a new and different solids handling process than that used at the current 
WWTP. The new process would produce biosolids with “potentially stronger odors than those 
currently produced and stored” at the site.41 The biosolids would no longer be treated at the site, 
and would instead have to be removed from the proposed facility, requiring new truck trips to 
and from the site, estimated at 6 truck trips per day.42 In addition, truck trips associated with 
recycled water use would also increase future truck trips in the area, depending on the ways in 
which the recycled water is used. Further, construction is estimated to take 24 months,43 during 
which time the area would be impacted by construction traffic, noise, and associated activities.  

In addition to not being an allowed use at this location, the proposed project would significantly 
impact the potential for public access and recreation opportunities at the current site and in the 
area, in conflict with Coastal Act and LCP requirements. First, perpetuating industrial uses that 
would include additional truck trips and create stronger offensive odors in an area that is in close 
association, and has the potential to become a part of, a network of prime visitor-serving 
beachfront and tourist areas, would degrade the already-existing public access points in the area, 
as well as impede future, potential public access opportunities, by occupying land that could be 
used for public access and recreation, and by impacting areas adjacent to it. Further, the negative 
impacts of construction activities in an area frequented by tourists, beachgoers and recreational 
users of the area would potentially impede public access uses in the area for up to 24 months.  

These project attributes will negatively impact existing public recreational access activities in the 
area, including intruding on the aesthetics, ambiance, and recreational utility of the beaches 
fronting the site. The existing RV park is likely to be most impacted due to it being directly 
adjacent to the WWTP site, thus disproportionately impacting lower-cost visitor serving 
overnight opportunities, but it is expected that all forms of access in the area will be negatively 
affected to one degree or another by the project. Although the new configuration of the WWTP 
would allow for a 2.75-acre open space area along Atascadero Road, this area is proposed to be 
immediately adjacent to an industrial WWTP, which is closed off by chain-link security fencing, 
and the area is not proposed to have any public access amenities such as paths, picnic tables or 
benches. Therefore, it would not provide a particularly inviting or useful public access or 
recreation benefit, nor soften the visual impact of the development. Further, although temporary 

                                                      
41 Fine-Screening Analysis, page 22. 
42  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 22. 
43  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 51. 
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construction and ongoing traffic impacts can be reduced through proper construction BMPs and 
traffic management, they cannot be eliminated at this site. Thus, due to the proposed location of 
this project, it raises questions of consistency with Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, 30213, 
and 30253, and LUP Policy 2.01 in terms of protecting and not interfering with public access, 
including explicitly lower cost visitor recreational facilities such as the adjacent RV park.  

Opportunity Costs 
Perhaps even more critical, particularly in light of the fact that it is not an allowed use, and in 
light of the coastal hazard policies that constrain development at this site (see Hazard findings 
below), is the opportunity cost associated with recommitting the site to significant industrial use 
when the Coastal Act and LCP encourage higher priority use and development (including public 
access, and recreation, and visitor-serving uses and development) in this prime shoreline location 
and as a part of a vision for the area, including per LCP Policy 1.19 to enhance lateral shoreline 
access and recreation opportunities. As discussed above, the Coastal Act and LCP direct upland 
and ocean-fronting properties like this to be protected for visitor-serving commercial and public 
recreational use and development, although this site is currently zoned for light industrial uses. In 
addition, this site, is located within an area envisioned for meaningful connection to the 
Embarcadero (and thus creating a continuous public access shoreline and CCT trail system 
through Morro Bay), including as articulated by the City’s vision for same, its promise, 
prominence, and relevance in terms of the application of these core LCP and Coastal Act policies 
are only heightened.  

The location of this site adjacent to existing recreational, visitor-serving uses, clearly presents 
opportunities to coordinate use of this site with other surrounding and nearby uses that combine 
to make the Morro Bay shoreline such a prime visitor destination. As previously described, the 
existing WWTP is a non-conforming use and a new WWTP is not allowed in this zoning district. 
Further, it is important to evaluate whether use of such site for a WWTP is appropriate given 
LCP and Coastal Act protections of recreational access along the shore. The priority for use and 
development at this site, including in terms of local and regional long-term visions for 
redevelopment over time, is geared towards developing recreational and visitor-serving uses at 
this special location, and connecting such amenities across Morro Creek. Constructing a new 
WWTP at this location is not entirely in conflict with these LCP and Coastal Act directives, 
given that there is currently no access on this site and that it is zoned primarily for industrial 
uses, but given that the site is being redeveloped and the use proposed is not allowed, the City 
should evaluate its vision for the area and whether the project site should serve to transition the 
public into a visitor-serving corridor, providing a key connection and recreational/visitor-serving 
enhancement to the way in which residents and visitors use and view the City and its shoreline.  

Moreover, constructing a new WWTP at the current site will have other indirect impacts, 
including committing this site to industrial use for the foreseeable future, which will limit 
consideration of other potential public recreational access and visitor-serving improvements in 
the area. In other words, such a commitment to siting a WWTP here would reduce both the 
potential for such nearby improvements, as well as their value and utility overall (because they 
would be sited in an area committed to ongoing industrial use, as exemplified by a new WWTP, 
as opposed to an area that is redeveloping as a connecting visitor and recreational corridor along 
the Morro Bay shoreline). 
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Land Use Priorities Conclusion 
The LCP and Coastal Act require preservation and protection of existing lower-cost, visitor 
serving and public recreational opportunities surrounding the project site, and protect sites along 
the shoreline, such as the current site, for visitor-serving and public recreational access use and 
development. The project would negatively impact surrounding public recreational access and 
visitor-serving facilities, amenities, and future potential opportunities inconsistent with these 
requirements.  
 
Critically for the proposed project, a WWTP is not an allowed use under the LCP’s zoning at this 
location. In other words, it is currently a non-conforming use, thus construction of a new WWTP 
on this site, as proposed, is not an allowable use under the current zoning and is therefore 
inconsistent with the LCP. At a minimum, approval of a new WWTP at the proposed location 
would first require that the LCP be amended to allow such a use. However, given the site is 
located in a prime visitor-serving redevelopment opportunity area for the City, and given the 
other constraints to WWTP development at this location, it is not clear that such an LCP 
amendment would be appropriate. 
 
Further, siting the proposed project here would limit the City’s opportunity to provide a 
meaningful link and connection within the visitor-serving Embarcadero. While the LCP hazard 
policies discussed below may make development at this site challenging, an LCP amendment 
could be crafted to provide for public, visitor-serving and recreational use and development that 
could readily be removed if threatened, as opposed to significant brick and mortar public 
infrastructure (like the $30 million WWTP) that would be significantly more difficult to address 
without shoreline alteration and armoring in the face of the same threats. In short, the proposed 
project cannot be found consistent with the Coastal Act and LCP land use priority and public 
creational access policies as cited and described in this finding. 

D.  HAZARDS  
Applicable Policies 
The LCP requires development to located in hazardous areas to minimize risks to life and 
property, and landform alterations. In addition, development that creates or contributes to erosion 
or geologic instability is prohibited. Excessive cutting and filling may be a basis for denial or 
project modification, and grading is to be kept to the “absolute minimum” by, among things, 
building structures on existing natural grade wherever possible. Relevant LCP hazards policies 
include: 
  

LUP Policy 9.01.  All new development located within areas subject to natural hazards from 
geologic, flood and fire conditions, shall be located so as to minimize risks to life and 
property. 

LUP Policy 9.02.  All new development shall ensure structural stability while not creating 
nor contributing to erosion or geologic instability or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area. 

LUP Policy 9.03.  All development, including construction, excavation and grading, except 
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for flood control projects and agricultural uses shall be prohibited in the 100-year floodplain 
areas unless off-setting improvements in accordance with the HUD regulations are required. 
Development within flood plain areas shall not cause further stream channelization, 
alignment modifications or loss of riparian habitat values consistent with Section 30236 of 
the Coastal Act. Permitted development shall be consistent with all applicable resource 
protection policies contained in the Coastal Act and in the City Land Use Plan. … 
Development in the flood prone areas within the City shall include finished floor elevations 
two feet above the 100 year flood elevation. The heights of permitted development shall be 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area and not conflict with scenic and visual 
qualities. 

LUP Policy 9.04.  Soils reports prepared by a licensed civil engineer with expertise in soils, 
geology and reports prepared by a certified engineering geologist shall be required prior to 
acceptance for filing of development applications in the following areas: a) Zone F, subzones 
2 and 3; b) all areas having fill material on the property; c) where there are known or 
suspected geologic, soils, or hydrologic problems in the immediate vicinity; d) In addition, 
soils and/or geology reports may be required whenever in the judgment of the Chief Building 
Official, or City Engineer such studies are needed. The geology and soils reports shall 
identify and evaluate any hazards present including faults under or near the site, and shall 
provide for mitigating measures to assure a stable foundation. These reports shall contain 
statements that the proposed project will not destabilize adjacent or nearby land or 
improvements or create a public hazards or nuisance… 

LUP Policy 9.05.  Plans for development shall minimize cut and fill operations. Plans 
showing excessive cutting and filling shall be modified or denied if it is determined that the 
development could be carried out with less alteration of the natural terrain. 

LUP Policy 9.06.  All development shall be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology 
hydrology, and any other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading and other site 
preparation is kept to an absolute minimum. To accomplish this, structures shall be built to 
existing natural grade whenever possible. Natural features, landforms, and native vegetation, 
such as trees, shall be preserved to the maximum extent feasible. Areas of the site which are 
not suited to development because of known soil geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards 
shall remain in project open space. 

LUP Policy 9.14. All development along bluffs shall be adequately set back to ensure 
protection of development for its economic life and development shall not require alteration 
of the existing bluff land form or beach. New development shall assure stability and 
structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion or geologic 
instability by accomplishing the following: 

(1) Bluff-top setback shall be determined from a site-specific geology report prepared by a 
registered geologic engineer. The report shall set forth recommendations for building 
setbacks which shall ensure structural stability and integrity without altering bluff land 
form or necessitating the construction of protective devices such as seawalls for the life 
of the development (75-100 years). 
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(2) The face of the bluff and vegetation or fill material stabilizing slopes shall not be altered. 

IP Section C.2.c.1.0 Provide for the identification and evaluation of existing structural 
hazards, and abate those hazards to acceptable levels of risk. 

IP Section C.2.c.2.0 Ensure that new development within the City’s jurisdiction is designed 
to withstand natural and man-made hazards to acceptable levels of risk. 

In addition, the LCP protects coastal-dependent use and development along the shoreline and 
indicates that the Morro Bay wastewater treatment facilities are to be protected in their existing 
location because the outfall line element is coastal-dependent.44 Policy 5.03 states:  

The Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment facilities shall be protected in their present location 
since an important operational element, the outfall line, is coastal-dependent. 

Analysis 
The LCP requires development in hazardous locations to minimize risks to life and property. The 
introduction of Chapter 10 of the LCP identifies the City’s significant hazards, including 
flooding, erosion and landslides, and establishes a vision for the City to go beyond its previous 
Safety and Seismic Safety elements, its Flood Insurance Program and other previous policies to 
address hazards. Chapter 10 also references Coastal Act Section 30253 as guiding the policy for 
addressing hazards in the City, where Section 30253 specifically states that “new development 
shall minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire hazard” and 
“assure stability and structural integrity and neither create not contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area…” The hazards policies then 
go on in Policy 9.01 to require all new development to be located so as to minimize risks from 
hazards. In addition, Policy 9.02 requires new development to ensure structural stability and 
prohibits the destruction of the site or surrounding areas, and Policy 9.03 prohibits most new 
development in the floodplain and requires all new development that is within the floodplain to 
comply with all applicable resource protection policies of not only the City’s LCP, but also the 
Coastal Act. Further, Policy 9.04 requires a geology report to be prepared that describes whether 
proposed projects on hazardous sites would destabilize adjacent or nearby land or improvements, 
or create a public hazard or nuisance. Also, IP Section C.2.c.1.0 requires existing structural 
hazards to be identified and abated, and IP Section C.2.c.2.0 requires new development to be 
designed to withstand natural and man-made hazards to acceptable levels of risk. 

Although the LCP does contemplate the use of mitigation measures in the flood plain, such as 
elevating finished floor elevation about the 100-year flood, the LCP also requires landform 
alterations to be minimized, including LUP Policy 9.05’s requirement that development 
minimize cut and fill, and that projects that have excessive cut and fill be modified or denied if 
the development could be carried out with less alteration of the natural terrain. LUP Policy 9.06 
requires development to be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and 
any other existing conditions so that grading and other site preparation is kept to a minimum, and 
requires development to be built at the natural grade whenever possible. In addition, Policy 9.06 

                                                      
44  The LUP defines coastal-dependent as “any development or use which requires a site on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to 

function.” 
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requires natural features to be preserved to the maximum extent feasible, and it also requires 
hazardous areas of project sites to remain in open space.  

The LCP provides some details about the risks of flooding within the City, specifically 
mentioning flooding in the Morro and Chorro Creek watershed. Page 156 of the LCP states 
that the floods of 1969 and 1973 showed that flooding could have been worse if the flood 
plain had been more highly developed, and on page 157, the LCP specifically identifies the 
fact that the existing WWTP is located in the flood plain as one of the City’s flood-related 
problems. As described above, the LCP goes on, in Policy 9.03, to prohibit all new 
development in 100-year floodplain areas, except for flood control projects, agricultural uses, 
and development that is required to use off-setting improvements required by the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) regulations (such as elevating above the flood 
level). The LCP also describes risks from potential tsunami run up areas, and describes the 
area that is at risk, which includes the Embarcadero, and areas up to Highway 1 in the 
Atascadero Beach area. 

Finally, consistent with these hazards policies, including policies requiring risks from 
existing structural hazards to be abated, and policies allowing for protection of existing 
structures, LCP Policy 5.03 allows for protection of the WWTP at its current location. This 
policy is also based, in part, on a determination that the ocean outfall line of the WWTP is 
coastal-dependent.45  

The proposed project site is located approximately 1,000 feet from the ocean, within a 
historic dune field, just north of the mouth of Morro Creek. The area is subject to multiple 
coastal hazards. First, the project is within the 100-year floodplain and may be subject to 
ocean flooding in the future. Second, the project is in the tsunami runup zone. And third, the 
project is subject to seismic hazards, including liquefaction and lateral spreading. The City 
has proposed to address flooding hazards on the site through significant filling and elevation 
of the grade on the existing WWTP site. In terms of consistency of this approach with the 
LCP, it should first be observed that Policy 5.03 does not apply to the proposed project 
because the project is for construction of a new WWTP. Policy 5.03 indicates that the 
existing plant could be protected in situ (e.g., a floodwall to address flooding) if that were 
deemed appropriate for other reasons, but it is not a basis to justify a replacement plant 
incorporating different technologies at the same location. The LCP contemplates future 
improvements to the existing facilities, in terms of expanded capacity to meet build-out 
demands,46 a future expansion to the existing wastewater treatment facilities to 2.4 mgd,47 
and to make a recycled water plan a required part of any wastewater treatment plant 

                                                      
45  The policy refers to “The Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment facilities”, not future facilities, redeveloped facilities, generic 

wastewater facilities, or new facilities, but rather The Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment facilities. The LCP does not identify 
any future development in this context, nor does it explicitly protect any such future development at the site. It only 
references the facilities as they existed when the LCP was drafted. Thus, absent additional explanation, the policy must be 
read in the time and context in which it was written, namely referring to the existing WWTP facilities. 

46  LCP Public Works and Locating and Planning New Development, page 64 states: “Future needs of Morro Bay have also 
been anticipated by a planned wastewater treatment plant expansion (completion date in 1983)”. This expansion took place in 
1979 though CDP 406-01.  

47  LCP Policy 3.06. 
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upgrade.48 None of these policies or references within the City’s LCP contemplates 
demolishing the current facilities and building a new, replacement plant at the same location.  

In addition, Policy 5.03 is itself based on a premise that the ocean outfall line is coastal-
dependent. In other words, the policy is not based on the WWTP being identified as coastal-
dependent, rather just the ocean outfall. Current technology may allow for the elimination of the 
ocean outfall altogether,49 as shown by the recently approved wastewater plant in nearby Los 
Osos,50 in which case the LCP could be amended to remove this section. More importantly, the 
existing coastal-dependent ocean outfall could still be used by a plant that is located further 
inland. In short, despite the Applicant’s reliance on LUP Policy 5.03,51 LCP Policy 5.03 was 
designed to protect the coastal-dependent outfall line and the existing facility that relied on it. It 
should not be interpreted, as the Applicant urges, as an override of the LCP’s hazards 
minimization and other policies, to protect the current facilities and/or any entirely new 
wastewater treatment facilities in that location for perpetuity.52 

100-Year Floodplain 
The WWTP site is situated in a “topographic depression, situated between higher ground to the 
east and a narrow swath of dunes to the west”.53 The Applicant’s current proposed project design 
uses a 50% reduced footprint from the site’s currently developed pad mitigating the size of the 
development in the floodplain. Even given that, the majority of the project site lies in the FEMA-
identified 100-year flood zone,54 and the proposed project plans show that the new facility itself 
is situated partly (around 50%) within this zone. In addition, the site experiences both localized 
drainage problems and larger flooding problems,55 and according to the LCP, the WWTP site 
and other areas “near the lower reach of Morro Creek as it empties into the sea” are subject to the 

                                                      
48  LCP Policy 3.08-Water Management Plan (adopted in 1995). 
49  Though the applicant urges that even given no use of the outfall to dispose of treated effluent were a full recycled water reuse 

program be implemented, the outfall must remain as the only “fail-safe” disposal system as well as a potential mechanism for 
brine disposal (brine being a byproduct of treating water in a recycled water program to safe reusable levels). 

50 The Los Osos WWTP, approved by the Commission last year, was premised on returning all treated wastewater effluent to 
beneficial uses, and did not include any ocean outfall. 

51  Including its alternatives analysis and rankings that rely on LUP 5.03 in relation to the existing WWTP site. When LUP 
Policy 5.03 is appropriately discounted, and when LUP Policy 9.03 is appropriately applied, application of these LCP 
policies to the existing WWTP site would lead to a different outcome in the Applicant’s alternatives analysis, perhaps even 
resulting in the proposed site being found to have a ‘fatal flaw,’ in terms of the Applicant’s alternatives analysis 
methodology. 

52 At all locations considered for siting the WWTP, the Applicant determines that the ocean outfall is the only means for “fail-
safe disposal,” to “ensure protection of the environment and human health when beneficial reuse is temporarily postponed or 
terminated.” At all sites, it was determined specifically that: the existing ocean outfall is the preferred disposal option as it is 
provides for cost effective “fail safe disposal” and is likely necessary to support future water reclamation (for a means of 
disposal of the treatment byproduct brine), maximizes use of existing infrastructure, and minimizes wastewater treatment 
costs. Fine Screen Analysis, pages 32, 33, 73 and 132.  

53  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 4.  
54  The FEMA flood zone refers to FEMA maps (FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FEMA/FIRM)) that depict the boundaries 

and depths of flooding in a 1% chance (100-year) flood. The FEMA/FIRM maps do not take into account sea level rise due to 
global warming nor the simultaneous occurrence of 100-year flooding coming from both inland and seaward sides, as would 
affect this site.  

55  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 4.  
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100-year flood.56 The 100-year floodplain is defined in the LUP as “the area subject to flooding 
in a major storm which has the potential for occurring once during a 100-year period”57 and was 
defined in the Applicant’s flood hazard analyses as the “flood that has a 1% chance of being 
equaled or exceeded in any given year”.58 The FEMA floodplain, on the other hand, is the zone 
where FEMA has mapped the 1% chance (100-year) flood, without taking into account sea level 
rise caused by global warming, nor the simultaneous occurrence of both 100-year storm flooding 
and maximum wave run-up.59 The project site is located almost entirely within both the LCP-
defined 100-year floodplain, and the depth of flooding at the existing site expected in a 100-year 
event has been estimated to range from 3.4 to 5.5 feet. 

Flooding at the WWTP site is associated with flooding from Morro Creek and has the potential 
to be affected by ocean wave run-up under changed conditions such as eroded dunes or the 
occurrence of natural disasters, such as tsunamis. The Applicant’s submittal evaluated the 100-
year floodplain pursuant to LCP requirements, assuming wave run-up of 11.1 feet, sea level rise 
of 4.6 feet and a simultaneous occurrence of sea level rise, maximum wave run-up, and a 100-
year flood.60 This analysis was subsequently peer-reviewed and the numbers were revised to deal 
with “mathematical surging” in the model in a second analysis.61 Removing the mathematical 
surging from the model changed the inundation levels that the first flooding model predicted to a 
certain extent, but the model still predicts that the current site will be inundated during the 
confluence of maximum wave run-up, predicted sea-level rise and a 100-year flood. Per the 
Applicant’s estimates, the WWTP site (including the footprint of the proposed new WWTP) 
would be under 3.4 to 5.5 feet of water during a 100-year flood event given the current site 
elevations.62 Thus, in a 100-year storm (i.e., a major storm which has the potential for occurring 
once during a 100-year period), the entire existing WWTP site is located in an area subject to 
significant flooding and some parts of the development would be subject to more than 5 feet of 
inundation.  

To address such flooding, the proposed project includes raising the new plant’s development 
vertically to an elevation that is 2 feet above expected flood levels. To do this, the Applicant 
would raise the elevation of approximately four acres of fill up to seven and a half feet high, 
estimated by the Applicant to amount to approximately 35,000 cubic yards of fill (equivalent to 
approximately 3,500 large truckloads of fill soil). However, raising the site on fill does not 
change the fact that the footprint of the new development is in a 100-year flood hazard zone as 
designated by the City’s LCP. The fill the Applicant is proposing does not “remove” the project 
from the LCP floodplain, it simply elevates the project vertically out of the flood inundation 
zone. Therefore, the proposed development is still situated in the LCP-designated floodplain in 

                                                      
56  LCP Chapter X, Hazards, page 157.  
57  LUP Page A-5.  
58  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 2.  
59  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 2; Morro Creek Flood Analysis with Wave Run-up and Sea Level Rise (Addendum to the Flood 

Study dated August 7, 2009). 
60  Morro Creek Flood Analysis with Wave Run-up and Sea Level Rise (Addendum to the Flood Study dated August 7, 2009), 

page 1. 
61  Review of the Morro Creek LOMR FLO-2D, prepared by Riada Engineering, Inc. March 3, 2012.  
62  Review of the Morro Creek LOMR FLO-2D, prepared by Riada Engineering, Inc. March 3,2012, Exhibit 6B-C. 
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conflict with the general direction of LCP policy 9.03 to avoid new development in the 
floodplain. 

Policy 9.03 does have an exception to prohibiting development in the floodplain in that it allows 
development in the floodplain when “offsetting improvements in accordance with the HUD 
regulations are required.” The HUD regulations cited in these policies apparently refer to HUD’s 
former role as the agency administering floodplain regulations as a part of the National Flood 
Insurance Act. The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 enacted a National Flood Insurance 
Program (“NFIP”) which principally required jurisdictions to “enact land use and control 
measures…to guide the rational use of the floodplain as a condition of Federal subsidized flood 
insurance” in order to assist victims of floods which the law considered to be “one of the most 
destructive national hazards facing the people of the United States.”63 The NFIP, which was 
initially administered by HUD, uses the 100-year flood as a base flood standard in the 
administration of the program.64 The program directives stated that “in carrying out the flood 
insurance program the Secretary shall afford a priority to making flood insurance available to the 
cover residential properties which are designed for the occupancy of from one to four families, 
church properties and business properties…owned or leased and operated by small business.”65 
At the outset of the program, before any amendments to the law, insurance could be extended to 
other types of development, including properties owned by State and local governments and 
agencies, but only upon a determination by the administrator of the program that extending flood 
insurance to such development would be feasible. In 1973 the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973 was amended to expand the National Flood Insurance Program to “provide coverage for all 
types of buildings, whether owned publicly or privately, and regardless of whether…religious, 
residential, industrial, commercial, or agricultural use.”66 

In April of 1979 Executive Order 12127 merged many of the federal government’s separate 
disaster-related responsibilities into the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 
including the Federal Insurance Administration and all Federal Disaster Assistance 
Administration activities from HUD,67 and FEMA is now responsible for administering the 
NFIP. The Department of Water Resources (DWR) is the state-side administrator of the NFIP for 
FEMA in California and provides communities technical assistance with floodplain 
management. Once a community is a participating member of the NFIP, the DWR will allow 
non-residential development in the floodplain, so long as said development complies with the 
locally certified ordinances that speak to development in the floodplain and the development is 
designed so as not to adversely impact surrounding development. Morro Bay’s participation in 
the NFIP resulted in them passing Ordinance No. 172 “Flood Damage Prevention” in November 
1979. This ordinance allows nonresidential development or substantial improvement so long as 
                                                      
63  National Flood Insurance Program, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D.C. January 1974, 

page 43.  
64  Further Advice on Executive Order 11988; Floodplain Management Interagency Task Force on Floodplain Management, 

page 3.  
65  National Flood Insurance Program, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D.C. January 1974, 

page 22.  
66  National Flood Insurance Program, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D.C. January 1974, 

page 1 
67  http://www.fema.gov/about. 
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the “structure shall…have the lowest floor, including basement, elevated to the level of the base 
flood elevation.” Morro Bay’s current ordinance, passed August of 2012, demands that 
nonresidential development in the zone in which the current WWTP sits be elevated at least to 
two feet above base flood elevation.”  

Because Morro Bay’s first Flood Management Ordinance was developed in 1979, after FEMA 
took over administration of the NFIP, and LCP Policy 9.03 was certified in 1982, it is unclear 
why the LCP cites HUD regulations when restricting development in the floodplain, when at that 
time, such development was regulated by FEMA. However, these references are either erroneous 
or simply outdated, because HUD regulations no longer address floodplain management, and it 
appears appropriate to substitute FEMA’s regulations related to the NFIP in place of HUD 
regulations. FEMA allows for development in the floodplain, when a participating jurisdiction 
has developed a local flood ordinance that speaks to managing development in these areas, so 
long as the development does not exacerbate flooding to surrounding areas (see above). Morro 
Bay’s “Flood Damage Prevention” ordinance demands that nonresidential development in the 
floodplain zone, in which the current WWTP sits, be elevated to two feet above base flood 
elevation. Since the Applicant’s proposed development is elevated two feet above flood 
elevation, the project as proposed is allowed in the FEMA-designated floodplain, so long as the 
development does not exacerbate flooding to surrounding areas. The final peer-reviewed flood 
model submitted by the Applicant shows that the proposed development would exacerbate 
flooding to surrounding areas, although the impacts would be minimal. For example, the High 
School would be expected to experience less than three inches more of flooding, flooding at the 
intersection of Atascadero Road and J Street right near the Morro Strand RV park would see 
about 1 additional inch of flooding and the Motel 6 at the intersection of Highway 41/Atascadero 
Road and Highway 1 would experience an additional tenth of an inch of flooding.68  

Despite the fact that the proposed WWTP site is in an area that currently experiences flooding, 
and given the exacerbating effects of sea level rise may experience even more flooding in the 
future, the Applicant indicates that these issues are mitigated by the protective ability of the 
existing dune field seaward of the site and can be mitigated further by elevating the facilities 
using some 2-7.5 feet of fill (varies because the site topography varies). In terms of the former, 
dunes can only provide so much protection. For example, despite the presence of the dunes there 
is anecdotal evidence that wave run-up reaches the base of the fronting dunes at least once a 
year.69 In addition, historically, an outlet for floodwaters passed through the dunes at the west 
end of Atascadero Road,70 and there has been at least one observation of waves overtopping the 
dunes at the outlet (at elevation 17 feet). 71 Although this gap has reduced in width and gained 
height to the point that the outlet has somewhat closed and apparently no longer serves as an 
outlet for flood waters, there is a potential for it to be re-opened in the future due to storms.72 
Further, although the Applicant urges these dunes are relatively stable,73 they are subject to the 
                                                      
68  Review of the Morro Creek LOMR FLO-2D, prepared by Riada Engineering, Inc. March 3,2012, Exhibit 6B-C. 
69  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 16. 
70  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 4.  
71  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 16.  
72  Flood Hazard Analysis, page 4.  
73  Applicant’s Response to Request for Additional Information (File No. SL-16578-SB). 
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aforementioned changes caused by flowing water or other natural forces, withstand significant 
foot traffic, and are currently migrating at an estimated rate of about 1 foot per year.74 Dunes are 
typically a shifting and changing landform. With rising sea levels and associated movement of 
the sea-land interface, even the Applicant’s proposals to better protect the dunes (by increasing 
vegetative cover and/or through the construction of boardwalks and dune condition monitoring), 
are unlikely to ensure their continued function as fail-safe protection from flooding. Although the 
site would not be subject to wave run-up under the current dune configuration, the Applicant’s 
engineer evaluated what the wave run-up impacts would be at the site if the dunes were not 
present. That analysis found that the wave run-up would be approximately 24 feet, or 
approximately three to nine feet above the existing site elevation (depending on the exact 
location). If the proposed fill were developed, this wave run-up would inundate the site to a 
depth of up to three feet above the proposed fill slope. Therefore, given the changing nature of 
the dunes, including the dune outlet at Atascadero Road, it is quite possible that the site could be 
subject to some ocean flooding in the future.  

With respect to the Applicant’s proposal to mitigate flood risk through bringing in significant 
amounts of fill to raise the proposed facilities above flood elevation (up to 7.5 feet of fill in some 
areas) this portion of the project is inconsistent with LUP Policy 9.05 (requiring minimization of 
cut and fill, and requiring denial if other alternatives are available that result in less alteration) 
because the project likely could be carried out in a way that does not require the placement of a 
large amount of fill (estimated by the Applicant at 35,000 cubic yards of fill) in the LCP 
designated flood zone (see alternatives discussion below). For similar reasons, the proposed fill 
is inconsistent with LUP Policy 9.06 requiring development to fit the site topography and to keep 
grading “to an absolute minimum.” Further, adding this amount of fill at the project site will 
result in the WWTP being confined to an ‘island’ with floodwaters all around during a flood 
event. During the 100-year flood event, these surrounding floodwaters would range from 
approximately two to five feet deep along Atascadero Road, the only vehicle access to the site. 
Therefore, in a 100-year flood, when equipment is at most at risk for failure, it would be difficult 
for plant operators to reach the site, potentially increasing the risk of a malfunction or sewer 
spill. 

Because the proposed project would site development in a 100-year floodplain when the LCP 
prohibits same to minimize such flood risk, because a large amount of fill is required to the make 
the project allowable under the LCP, the proposed project has not abated such hazards to an 
acceptable level of risk, and is inconsistent as well with IP Sections C.2.c.1.0 and C.2.c.2.0.  

In short, the LCP requires that risks from coastal hazards be minimized, and appears to 
contemplate flood elevation as a means to do that in certain circumstances. However, given the 
significant potential flooding at this location, and the uncertainty of future long-term risks over 
the potential life of the project, siting a large public infrastructure project in a flood zone by 
using a such a large fill slope is not consistent with the LCP (including with LCP policies 
requiring that projects with excessive grading be denied, and with policies designed to maximize 
protection of the existing landform by fitting development to existing topography and natural 
grade). In a 100-year flooding event, the WWTP would be an island, which doesn’t 
conservatively minimize hazard risk as required by the LCP. 

                                                      
74  USGS National Assessment of Shoreline Change Part 4: Historical Coastal Cliff Retreat along the California Coast, page 19. 
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Tsunami 
According to the San Luis Obispo County Tsunami inundation zone map, the entire WWTP site 
(including the footprint of the proposed new WWTP facilities) lies within the tsunami inundation 
zone.75 The elevation of the current WWTP site is 15 feet at the lowest elevations and up to 21 
feet at the dune edge or highest point.76 The maximum tsunami flood elevations given a “distant 
worst case earthquake source” scenario would be 23.9 feet,77 or approximately three to nine feet 
above the existing elevation, or to a height of up to three feet above the proposed fill slope. 
Further, under future sea level rise conditions, this tsunami threat would be even greater. 
Recently, the Commission found that the most appropriate way to approximate the threat of a 
tsunami under future sea level rise is to add three feet to the maximum tsunami elevation as 
determined by CalEMA.78 Therefore, in this circumstance, the potential tsunami inundation 
threat would flood the site to a depth of up to 12 feet as compared to the existing site, or six feet 
above the proposed fill slope elevation. Thus, the site would be under water in a tsunami flood 
situation, even given the plans to elevate it on significant fill. Although the Applicant indicates 
they would agree to a tsunami mitigation, evacuation and training plan to prepare for the hazards 
associated with tsunamis, and there are likely measures that could be put in place to further 
address tsunami risk (such as tying down tanks, building tank walls high enough to prevent over-
topping and using flexible pipe couplings to prevent pipe breakage), measures such as the fill 
currently proposed, cannot themselves be found consistent with the LCP, as described above, and 
it is unclear if there are feasible measures to reduce risks to an acceptable level, nor how 
expensive such measures would be to undertake. Tsunami risks cannot be avoided at the project 
site, and therefore, the proposed project is inconsistent with LUP Policy 9.01 on this point given 
that alternative sites that appear feasible would further minimize this risk.  

Site Stability 
The soils at the proposed project site are largely made up of sand, interspersed with layers of 
alluvium deposits, and have been identified by the Applicant as having a high erosion potential.79 
Though the site is relatively flat, the proposed project would grade and add a significant new 
area of fill to the site. Although the proposed fill would only have minimal impacts on off-site 
flooding, it would, to some degree, be expected to direct eroding forces (such as floodwaters) off 
onto other areas, aggravating the potential for erosion of the areas that are not raised through fill. 
Such potential to increase erosion will only be exacerbated by sea-level rise and associated 
impacts. Siting new development in an area with soils that are at high risk for erosion, in addition 
to adding fill which may contribute to additional/aggravated erosion, is not consistent with LUP 
Policies 9.01 and 9.02. 

In addition, the site is mapped by the LCP in the “area of potential groundshaking” (LUP Figure 
23), and likewise mapped by the LCP in the area of “moderate to high liquefaction potential” 
(LUP Figure 24), where the Applicant concurs that the potential for liquefaction at the current 

                                                      
75  Shoreline Erosion Study and 100-year Sea Wave Run-up Analysis, page 6.  
76  Maximum Tsunami Flood Elevations, prepared by Dudek, February 1, 2012.  
77  Per the California Emergency Management Agency. 
78  See Commission approval of Del Norte County LCP. 
79  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 15.  
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WWTP site is moderate to high.80 Seismic settling and lateral spreading are also potential 
concerns at the site.  

According to the Applicant’s geological report, in the 1980s, the WWTP was improved with 
stone column supports to minimize liquefaction hazards. Due to low blow counts and a high 
groundwater table, the Commission’s Senior Geologist has determined that additional 
liquefaction mitigation would be necessary for the proposed improvements, including potentially 
additional stone columns, pile or mat foundations, or removal and recompaction of native soils. 
Although these mitigation measures could be applied (and the Applicant has agreed to provide 
necessary seismic hazards mitigation), such measures themselves would be located in the 
floodplain the same way that the fill area would be, and further, any additional removal and 
recompaction of native soils would lead to additional landform alteration and elimination or 
degradation of the dune soils underlying the site. As a result, geologic risks cannot be minimized 
consistent with the LCP because the measures required to minimize these risks, including 
placement of excessive quantities of fill, and major landform alteration, are not consistent with 
the LCP. 

Hazards Conclusion 
The proposed project site is located in the 100-year floodplain and is subject to significant 
hazards from flooding and tsunamis, as well as seismic hazards. The LCP prohibits development 
in the 100-year floodplain unless it is designed to mitigate flooding hazards consistent with 
FEMA requirements and it can meet LCP requirements otherwise. The proposed WWTP site is 
located within the 100-year floodplain, and would require significant amounts of fill, some 
35,000 cubic yards, to elevate proposed WWTP facilities above floodwaters in the floodplain. 
This fill would increase offsite flooding to some degree. In addition, the proposed project, 
including the proposed hazard mitigations that are needed due to the project’s location within a 
100-year floodplain, cannot be found consistent with LUP Policies 9.01, 9.02, 9.05, and 9.06. It 
is also inconsistent with LUP Policy 9.06 requirements that require that “Areas of the site which 
are not suited to development because of known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards 
shall remain in project open space” because the proposed project would put new WWTP 
facilities in just such an area, and would not preserve these areas as open space. In short, the 
proposed project cannot be found consistent with the LCP’s hazards policies. 

E.  OTHER ISSUES  
1.  Visual Resources 
Applicable Policies 
The LCP requires development to minimize visual impacts and protects public views to and 
along the shoreline. The LCP states: 

LUP Policy 12.01. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered 
and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic and coastal areas, to 

                                                      
80  Fine-Screening Analysis, page 13. 
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minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality 
in visually degraded areas… 

LUP Policy 12.02. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to 
and along the coast and designated scenic areas and shall be visually compatible with 
the surrounding areas… 

Visual Resources Consistency Analysis 
The LCP requires the scenic and visual qualities of the coast to be protected and requires 
development to be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and other coastal 
areas. It specifically identifies scenic and visual quality as a “resource of public importance”. 
The project involves constructing a new WWTP immediately adjacent to multiple areas that are 
used by the public for access and recreation at and along the coast, as described in the preceding 
finding. The site is located in a visually significant area in close proximity to the shoreline and 
significant public views. It is on Atascadero Road, which is designated in the LCP as a street 
providing scenic views (LCP Figure 30). In addition, views from the dunes looking inland across 
the site include a backdrop of mountain ridgelines, and views from the road looking towards the 
coast across the site include Morro Rock (a significant visual, geologic and cultural landform). 
The site is also visible from Highway 1. Highly scenic dunes and Morro Strand Beach are 
located to the west, and the Morro Bay High School is across Atascadero Road. Therefore, 
proposed development at this location has the potential to cause significant adverse visual 
impacts.  

The existing WWTP already impacts such public views, but the proposed WWTP would lead to 
additional and/or new view impacts due to the fact that it would be elevated above flood levels 
on top of up to approximately 7.5 feet of fill. The project is a large industrial development that 
will cover approximately 3.7 acres of the current site with an operations building, residuals 
facilities, a maintenance building, two large secondary clarifiers, and two large oxidation ditches, 
as well as other developments such as an influent pump station, and a chemical station. In 
addition, the new WWTP would include a two-story operations building, whereas the existing 
WWTP structures are only one-story or smaller. These larger buildings would be even taller, 
given that they are required to be elevated on fill. Despite this, the new WWTP would be 
clustered on the southern part of the site, reducing the facilities’ footprint by about 50%.81 The 
northern portion of the site is also proposed to be left undeveloped as open space, which could 
potentially benefit visual resources. However, as currently proposed, this area would be 
surrounded by security fencing, and would not protect or enhance views in the area.  

Since the project requires new buildings and infrastructure on significant fill (more than 7 feet in 
some areas), it will have an adverse impact on the views that exist in this area and may alter 
existing views, or further impede views that are already partially blocked. Views to the shoreline 
from Highway 1 (east of the project), toward the ocean are intermittent due to existing 
development and vegetation, and the new facilities will further interrupt these views because the 
residuals facility and Operations buildings will be seen over the top of the surrounding 
development while looking west from Highway 1. However, these impacts would be brief and 
                                                      
81  Fine-Screen Analysis, page 28-29.    
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would only momentarily affect blue water views or views of Morro Rock from the east across 
the site. 

Views from Atascadero Road, including views to Morro Rock, would also be adversely affected 
because the new plant would have a raised profile, above that of the current plant, due to the 
extensive fill required to elevate the plant out of the floodplain and the proposed two-story 
building. As described above, although the facilities would be further set back from Atascadero 
Road, security fencing along Atascadero Road would be installed and therefore views would not 
be protected or enhanced by that aspect of the project. Scenic view impacts associated with the 
development of the new plant from the ocean and dunes, would also be impacted to the extent 
that a new building profile of the new plant on the fill would create “new contrasting elements 
into the local scenic vistas in the form of the new WWTP facilities.”82 The impacts to these 
scenic vistas from the beach and from the dunes, however, would not be substantially degraded 
from the impacts of the current plant. The new plant would be designed in accordance with the 
building and zoning code of the surrounding areas (Light Industrial Zoned) and with 
architectural themes that are consistent with the surrounding areas.83 

LCP Policies 12.01 and 12.02 require that permitted facilities should be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic and coastal areas, minimize the alteration of 
natural landforms and be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas. Further, 
LCP policies 12.01 and 12.02 demand that where possible, permitted facilities should restore and 
enhance the visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

The proposed development would be clustered on the southern half of the site to help mitigate 
the potential view impacts of placing this industrial facility in a coastal, scenic view corridor, 
adjacent to the beach and dunes. However, the development would also be taller than the existing 
WWTP and would be elevated even further on up to 7.5 feet of fill. Further, the open space that 
would result from clustering the development on the southern half of the parcel would be 
enclosed by security fencing, which would not blend with the natural surroundings or otherwise 
protect or enhance views. In short, the proposed project will not enhance the shoreline viewshed. 
See Exhibit 2 for visual simulations of proposed project. 

Visual Resources Conclusion 
The WWTP site is located in an LCP-designated sensitive view area between Highway 1 and 
Morro Rock. The LCP requires the scenic and visual qualities of the coast to be protected and 
where feasible enhanced, and requires development to be sited and designed to protect views to 
and along the ocean and other coastal areas, to be visually compatible, and where feasible to 
restore and enhance visual quality. The new WWTP would be in a similar location as the plant to 
be demolished, and would be elevated above flood levels, so it would be highly visible in this 
scenic area, similar to the existing plant. While mitigation measures could be required to 
minimize the plant’s visual impacts, the proposed project would still not achieve the LCP’s 
intent to protect and enhance views in visually significant areas, such as the project site. 
Development of the WWTP on the Righetti site would pose fewer visual resource concerns. 

                                                      
82  Draft EIR, page 3.1-6.   
83  Draft EIR, page 3.1-6.   



A-3-MRB-11-001 (Morro Bay WWTP) 

38 

2.  Water Reclamation and Biological Issues 
Applicable Policies 
The LCP requires water reclamation to be a part of any upgraded WWTP, requires water supply 
to be protected for priority uses, and requires the quantity of water in the Morro and Chorro 
groundwater basins to be enhanced, where feasible. Taken together, these policies require this 
project to include a meaningful wastewater reclamation program. Relevant LCP policies include: 
 

LUP Policy 3.08(5). Even with delivery of State Water, use of reclaimed water is the City’s 
second highest priority and remains a productive source of potential conservation for both 
large and small scale projects, respectively, and as a result, should be pursued when funded 
by a potential user, required as part of a wastewater plant upgrade or permit condition or 
when it is shown as cost effective for City use. Staff is further directed to pursue small scale 
projects as both internal and external funding sources are made available. 

LUP Policy 3.04.…A Water Management Plan shall ensure at a minimum, the following: (1) 
An adequate water supply for coastal-dependent activities such as commercial fishing, oyster 
farming, fish and shellfish processing, recreation boating and fishing and industrial energy 
development… 

LUP Policy 11.17. The biological productivity of the City’s environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through maintenance and 
enhancement of the quantity and quality of Morro and Chorro groundwater basins and 
through prevention of interference with surface water flow. Stream flows adequate to 
maintain riparian and fisheries habitat shall be protected. 

LUP Policy 6.06.  The City shall participate in the efforts of the coastal Conservancy or 
other public or private agencies to implement agricultural enhancement programs. These 
programs may include but are not limited to… (4) Assistance programs (water subsidies, 
recycling methods…) 

Consistency Analysis 
Pursuant to LUP Policy 3.08(5), the LCP requires the Applicant to pursue water reclamation as 
part of this WWTP project. Furthermore, maximum reuse of reclaimed water would help the City 
meet its water supply needs and ensure water supply is available for priority uses, as required by 
the LCP, especially if/when State Water is restricted or unavailable. Properly treated reclaimed 
water could be used for many beneficial purposes, including agricultural irrigation inside (or 
possibly outside84) of the district’s service area, injection wells to maintain and enhance the 
water quality and biological resources associated with the Chorro and Morro groundwater basins 
(including as required by LUP Policy 11.17), and for residential and municipal landscaping, 
among other uses. LUP Policy 6.06 encourages the City to support agricultural assistance 
programs, including through water subsidies and recycling methods. In addition, LUP Policy 
11.17 requires ESHA to be maintained and where feasible, restored and enhanced, including 
through assuring adequate quantity and quality of water in the Morro and Chorro groundwater 

                                                      
84  In Monterey County they irrigate 12,000 acres with treated wastewater outside the City limits and have passed an ordinance 

to allow them to do so.   
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basins. In short, the LCP requires that the new WWTP provide for a meaningful reclaimed water 
component because the LCP requires: (1) water reclamation to be a part of the WWTP upgrade; 
(2) water supply to be protected for priority uses; (3) the quantity of water in the Morro and 
Chorro groundwater basins to be enhanced where feasible; and (4) the City to participate in 
agricultural enhancement programs (including recycling water). As explained below, the 
proposed site of the WWTP makes accomplishing these goals more difficult than it would be if 
the WWTP were in a different location. 

Water Supply Background 
The City of Morro Bay has a storied water supply history that goes from primarily relying on 
Morro and Chorro Creek groundwater aquifer extractions to the point of overdraft during long-
term drought periods or when alternative water sources experience shortages,85 to building a 
desalinization plant in the early 1990s,86 to finally relying heavily on State Water Project water 
for its municipal supply.87 Currently the City contracts for 1,300 acre-feet per year (afy) of State 
Water, extracts some 1,700 afy from the Chorro and Morro groundwater basins, and produces an 
additional 645 afy in its desalinization plant. The City estimates that its current municipal 
demand is 1,250 afy, down from 1,625 – 1,800 afy historically due to successful conservation 
strategies.88 The City argues that Morro Bay’s water supply is adequate to meet “current and 
planned development to projected build out” and that the current potable water supply is 
sustainable and the availability of local groundwater makes recycled water “economically 
unattractive.”89 

Groundwater Supplies 
In light of resource issues associated with City draw-downs in the Chorro groundwater basin, the 
California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) issued Decision 1633 in 1995. 
Decision 1633 includes a Water Management Plan for the City that established priorities for the 
City’s long-term water supply. The Water Management Plan’s number one priority is 
conservation, and the number two priority is reclamation and use of recycled water. Decision 
1633 also established that to maintain public trust resources, such as habitat for important species 
like steelhead trout, tidewater goby and red-legged tree frog, minimum stream flows of 1.4 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) are necessary in Chorro Creek.90 To assure that over-pumping of wells in 
the Chorro well field does not deplete this minimum stream flow requirement, SWRCB Decision 

                                                      
85  For example, during the 1995 drought and the 2009 State Water Project shutdown (2010 Morro Bay Urban Water 

Management Plan, page 10). 
86  The City’s desalinization plant was originally approved in 1993 during a drought emergency through an expedited permit 

process. The City uses the plant to augment State Water deliveries during peak demand times and other types of shortages. 
The plant had to be shut down after a few months of operation because of excessive costs. In addition, the permit was a 
temporary CDP that expired 5 years after it was approved. As a result, the desalinization plant, and any use of it, is currently 
unpermitted. The City is aware of this issue, and intends to submit a new CDP application in the near term. However, for the 
purposes of water supply analysis, water from the desalinization plant cannot be factored into this analysis, as it is speculative 
unless and until appropriately permitted.  

87 2005 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 33; City of Morro Bay Water Allocation History, page 1-3. 
88  Recycled Water Feasibility Study, page 11. 
89  Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, page ES-2 and ES-4. 
90  State Water Resources Control Board Decision 1633, pages 22-24. 
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1633 required monitoring of stream flows with stream gauges.91 To date, no permanent flow 
monitoring equipment has been installed in Chorro Creek, and although the City relies on 
biweekly monitoring of stream flows to justify pumping, continuous data is not available at the 
current time to ensure that such requirements are maintained at all times for purposes of water 
budgeting.92 

The Morro Valley Groundwater Basin has been estimated to have a safe yield of 1,500 acre feet 
per year (afy).93 Seawater intrusion during long-term droughts and nitrate contamination are the 
predominant concerns for this groundwater basin94 and, since this basin is a shallow alluvial 
basin, it is more susceptible to drought impacts. In addition, the SWRCB has issued 
appropriative rights permits that limit the yield in this basin.95 The City currently draws from 
four of the seven available Morro wells, the other three are physically disconnected from the 
system and inactive. The Morro Wells were taken out of service in 2000 after a methyl tertiary 
butyl ether (MBTE) contamination from fuel storage tank leakage was discovered and this issue 
was not completely resolved until 2008.96 

The Chorro Valley Groundwater Basin has been estimated to have a safe yield of 2,210 afy.97 
Seawater intrusion occurs in this basin in especially dry years or in wells that are influenced by 
wastewater treatment plant discharges to Chorro Creek from the Men’s Colony WWTP, farther 
inland.98 The water quality of the Chorro basin is also affected by nitrate contamination, 
including from agricultural sources.99 The City is only able to draw from one of the eight Chorro 
wells currently and most of the Chorro wells are currently inactive due to nitrate problems and 
water quality concerns.100  

Lacking permanent flow monitoring gauges, there is no conclusive way to tell if the pumping of 
Morro and Chorro groundwater is fully in compliance with SWRCB Decision 1633 and that 
stream flows necessary to protect public resources, such as sensitive species habitat, are being 
maintained. Although the City’s ad-hoc biweekly monitoring provides some data, it is not 
continuous data, and thus cannot be relied on ultimately for such conclusions. Further, the 
history and data appear to show that the reliability of the wells in these groundwater basins is 
unpredictable at best, including given the many instances of contamination and/or intrusion from 
various sources over time. 

 
                                                      
91  State Water Resources Control Board Decision 1633, page 22 
92  2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 8. 
93  San Luis Obispo County Water Master Water Plan, page 4-18. 
94  2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, pages 4-7 and 4-8. 
95  2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 7; San Luis Obispo County Water Master Water Plan, page 18.  
96  2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, pages 7-8. 
97  San Luis Obispo County Water Master Water Plan, page 4-16. 
98 San Luis Obispo County Water Master Water Plan, page 4-16. 
99  2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 4-8; San Luis Obispo County  Water Master Water Plan, page 19.  
100 Rob Schultz’ City of Morro Bay Water History Memo, page 3; 2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 8.  
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Desalinization Supplies 
The City of Morro Bay also relies on a desalinization plant for some of its water supplies. This 
plant was originally constructed for the sole purpose of emergency drought preparation, and, it 
appears that the City does not have a valid CDP for the current use of this plant because its 
original CDP authorization was conditioned to allow operation of the plant for a limited time. 
The condition of approval limiting the term of the permit was largely based on concerns about 
impacts to marine resources from brine disposal. These issues remain unaddressed. Further, 
issues identified when the plant is in operation are related to its reliability and expense. In fact, 
the plant was shut down after its first several months of operation due to high operating costs, 
and again in 1995 because of water quality problems.101 The plant, even now, offers only limited 
reliability due to pretreatment clogging from iron.102 In short, desalinization is a relatively 
expensive and at times unreliable source of water for the City. In addition, the plant is currently 
unpermitted, and thus for the purposes of water supply analysis, water from the desalinization 
plant cannot be factored in, as it is speculative unless and until appropriately permitted. 

State Water Supplies 
Finally, the City relies heavily on State Water supplies. The California State Water Project has 
long been controversial, including because resource impacts are concentrated at the points of 
extraction, while the benefits of the water are realized by water users far way. This is the 
opposite of a locally sustainable water supply, and it is not clear that such a program can 
ultimately meet the State’s water supply needs in a way that appropriately protects resources, 
including as the State’s population continues to grow.  

In addition, State Water is not controlled by local communities, but rather its provision is 
controlled by the State, which can shut off supply unilaterally.103 State Water Project water can 
also be unilaterally suspended, reduced, or otherwise impacted (e.g., increase in costs, etc.). In 
the past and going forward, given a drought or other uncontrollable environmental condition, “at 
the SWP points of diversion, projected deliveries have been as low as 5 percent of allocated 
water.”104 In such an instance, the City would need to purchase an additional drought buffer to 
take the full allotment, which at this time “would not be economically feasible for the 
community… and also may not be cost effective in terms of the enhancement to reliability that it 
provides.”105 Reclamation would provide an important contingency in the event that such water 
transfers are suspended, reduced, or otherwise impacted (e.g., increase in costs, etc.) 

Recycled Water Feasibility Study 
The Applicant developed a Recycled Water Feasibility Study, as directed by the Commission in 
March 2011. In that study, the Applicant concluded that the City of Morro Bay has an adequate 
and reliable water supply, even in drought years, through the use of State Water, while 
                                                      
101 2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 4.  
102 2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 10. 
103 As nearly occurred in Morro Bay over the Labor Day weekend of 2011, when the City nearly had to turn to inactive and 

nitrate impacted Chorro wells due to a State Water delivery issue that was only rectified at the very last minute (Personal 
Communication, Rob Livick, Public Services Director, City of Morro Bay, June 22, 2012). 

104 2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 15. 
105 2010 Morro Bay Urban Water Management Plan, page 15. 
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groundwater wells and seawater desalination and brackish water desalination offer diverse water 
supply alternatives,. It therefore concluded that it need not currently pursue use of recycled water 
in conjunction with the WWTP project, but that once the approvals for the final design and 
construction of the WWTP is completed, studies and interest surveys can go out to further 
explore more reuse and recycling opportunities in the area.106 The Applicant’s conclusion is 
based on both State Water and City desalination plant water being both reliable and available. On 
the former, it is fair to say that the City has a contract for State Water, but it seems equally fair to 
say the long-term sustainable future of that supply is uncertain. On the latter, the City 
desalination plant water cannot be applied towards such water supply analysis, as it is currently 
unpermitted, and it is unclear to what extent such use could be permitted in the future. In 
addition, both State Water and desalinized water are expensive, and desalinization takes a lot of 
energy to produce, further reducing its effectiveness as a source and causing its own adverse 
coastal resource impacts due to its relatively high greenhouse gas emissions. The City’s 
groundwater wells are at times inundated with seawater and have been subject to contamination 
by both methyl tertiary butyl ether and nitrates.107 

In short, there appears to be uncertainty in terms of the City’s conclusion that it does not need to 
pursue recycled water because “the City has no water supply concerns,”108 particularly when 
contingency planning for worst case scenarios are applied (e.g., suspension of State Water, no 
desalinization, etc.) and intensified use of local groundwater basins are the last resort. As 
indicated above, the City turned to State Water and desalinization after its Morro and Chorro 
Creek aquifer extractions led to near overdraft of these resources throughout times of drought in 
the area.109 Current monitoring is not complete and thus cannot conclusively demonstrate that 
minimum stream flows are always being maintained, and these resources suffer from nitrate 
issues currently.110  

A return to drought conditions would further exacerbate such issues and degrade such resources, 
as well as other freshwater systems that rely on them (like Morro and Chorro Creek, etc.). In 
addition, others who use water from the groundwater basins, like agricultural operators, would 
also be relying on the same sources, again further exacerbating any such problems.  

In any case, regardless of whether the Applicant has accurately assessed the City’s need for 
recycled water in the future, the LCP nevertheless identifies reclaimed water as the City’s 
second-highest priority and requires that recycled water be an element of a WWTP project (see 
LUP Policy 3.08(5)). 

The City’s evaluation of the potential use of recycled wastewater from the WWTP is somewhat 
skewed, given its reliance on a finding that there is no water supply issue in the City, and thus 
that there is no need for recycled water to offset such supplies (i.e., through use for agriculture 
and landscaping). With this context, the City concluded that the use of 0.4 million gallons per 
                                                      
106 Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, page 90-92. 
107 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 33. 
108 Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, page ES-5. 
109 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 33. 
110 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 33. 
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day (mgd) (of the potential 1.5 mgd that could be produced) of recycled water to be produced 
and made available (via truck filling station at the WWTP) as a part of the proposed project was 
sufficient to meet LCP requirements that the project include reclamation.  

However, should the water supply conclusion change, so would the recycled water conclusion. 
For example, the Applicant concludes that most of the potential uses for this recycled water are 
not feasible because of varying reasons (ranging from no enthusiasm for the water from potential 
users, to logistical concerns, to the concern that the water will be too expensive to move off site 
to the potential users111). As discussed below, is appears that these concerns are not 
insurmountable here and should not be relied on as fatal flaws. Moreover, given that the LCP 
identifies recycled water as the City’s second-highest priority, it does not appear that siting the 
WWTP in such a location that recycled water would all need to be trucked from the site, such 
that only one-third of its recycled water capacity could be used, is consistent with the LCP. 

In addition, the Applicant’s determination of what volume of recycled water should be produced 
was based, in part, on a conclusion that most of the potential uses for this recycled water are not 
feasible, including because it will be too expensive to move such recycled water off-site to the 
potential users. If the WWTP is located closer to potential users, then more recycled water could 
potentially be used. And, if the Applicant’s optimistic predictions regarding the adequacy of 
existing water supplies do not hold up over time, then siting the WWTP in such a location that 
recycled water can more readily be made available to potential users can help address such water 
supply issues in the future, including by enhancing local sustainability and control. 

If the water supply baseline is not as certain as predicted, then the degree to which users would 
be interested in making the most out of the treated wastewater would be expected to change as 
well. One need look no further than the recently approved wastewater treatment system in nearby 
Los Osos (about 7.5 miles way) where the Commission required that all of the wastewater 
effluent be reclaimed, recycled, and reused to offset potable water use and enhance groundwater 
resources in that nearby community.112 The reclaimed water used by that plant is expected to be 
fully beneficially used by the community. 

The Applicant does conclude that reuse of the recycled water in the agricultural corridor offers 
the largest potential use of recycled water, about 500 afy.113 However, the Applicant rules out 
this potential reuse of the recycled water because the water will be costly to produce and there 
will be nutrient constraints of the treated water.114 The Applicant goes on to state that farmers in 
the agricultural corridor of Morro Bay are, in fact, interested in using recycled water, but that 
cost is a major constraint.115 However, cost recovery is not always the main or only concern with 
making such recycled water available, particularly in scenarios where there are competing users 
for a finite water supply for which extractions are leading to resource impacts and concerns. 
Thus, the Applicant may have underestimated the demand for such water. 
                                                      
111 Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, pages ES-16 – ES-17.   
112 CDP A-3-SLO-09-055/069, approved June 11, 2010. 
113 Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, pages ES-16 – ES-17.   
114 Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, pages ES-16 – ES-17.   
115 Draft Recycled Water Feasibility Study, pages ES-16 – ES-17.   
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Finally, outside of the City’s water supply issues, the Applicant indicates that recycled water 
provisions do not need to be maximized with the proposed WWTP because it already has a 
viable means of disposing of its treated water because it can continue to use the ocean discharge 
pipe. Although it is clear that all wastewater treatment systems need a “fail safe” disposal option 
for treated effluent, it is not clear that an ocean outfall is necessary today, in light of current 
technology. This was demonstrated in the Commission’s approval of a wastewater treatment 
plant in Los Osos, where 100% of the treated water will be reused, and no ocean outfall was 
required. Given the environmental impacts of such ocean outfalls, and LCP and Coastal Act 
requirements to protect marine resources, the Applicant should site the new WWTP in a location 
where more of the treated water can be recycled so that less of it needs to be disposed of in the 
ocean.  

In exploring recycled water and reuse options, the Applicant considered the possibility of 100% 
beneficial reuse, wherein a combination of direct reuse customers would use every bit of the 
potential 1.5 mgd of recycled water, thereby effectively eliminating the use of the ocean outfall. 
The recycled water feasibility study found that there is not enough demand in the area to utilize 
the full volume of recycled water produced, especially during the winter months. Therefore, they 
looked at a variety of storage and other beneficial reuse options to utilize 100% of the 
wastewater flows. However, they determined that these options were not feasible. 

In summary, the development of new wastewater facilities offers an opportunity to the City of 
Morro Bay, much like the permitted development of a new wastewater facility in Los Osos. This 
project provides it the opportunity to improve the City’s long-term water availability, allowing it 
to reduce its dependence on expensive, outdated and unreliable water sources. A newly devised 
plan for a WWTP that incorporated meaningful water reclamation and recycling would help 
conserve water in situ for habitat protection of sensitive species and bring the project into further 
compliance with LCP policies that state that water reclamation is the second highest priority for 
the City.  

Water Reclamation and Biological Resources Conclusion 
The proposed WWTP is a major public works project and investment in community 
infrastructure that relies heavily on a poorly supported conclusion that the City’s water supplies 
are stable. In fact, the City’s water supply has many constraints, including availability and 
reliability of State Water; the use of an unpermitted, expensive desalinization plant; the overuse 
and contamination of the Morro and Chorro groundwater aquifers; and the threats to stream 
levels in the groundwater basin associated with the Morro and Chorro Creeks. Regardless of the 
questions regarding the Applicant’s conclusions regarding water availability, the LCP identifies 
use of recycled water as the City’s second highest priority, it requires recycled use as part of a 
new WWTP, and use of such recycled water could benefit ESHA and biological resources and 
reduce the adverse impacts of the project on marine resources, by reducing, or possibly 
eliminating, the project’s reliance on an ocean outfall. Given that the project as sited and 
designed fails to meet these goals, it is inconsistent with LUP policies 3.08(5), 6.06 and 11.17. 

3. Archeology 
Applicable Policies 
The LCP also includes strong protections for archaeological resources. The key LCP policies 
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state: 

LUP Policy 4.01.  Where necessary significant archeological and historic resources shall 
be preserved to the greatest extent possible both on public and privately held lands. 

LUP Policy 4.07.  All available measures, including purchases, tax relief, purchase of 
development rights, etc. shall be explored to avoid development on significant 
archaeological sites… 

Consistency Analysis 
The LCP demands that if significant archeological or historical resources are present they shall 
be preserved to the greatest extent possible and that available measures be explored (such as tax 
relief, purchase of development rights, etc.) to avoid development on such sites.  

The project site is located in close proximity to numerous documented archaeological sites and 
members of the Salinan Tribe expressed concern that the “shadow cast by Morro Rock at sunset 
between the winter and summer solstices was a burial ground” and that human remains had been 
found during the construction of the original wastewater treatment plant116. The new WWTP 
requires significant ground disturbance and excavation at this sensitive location, and would cover 
a large area with significant WWTP facilities, increasing the potential threat to such sensitive 
archeological resources. 

The proposed WWTP site was surveyed for potential archaeological or historical resources 
within the site or vicinity. No resources were found at the site but there is potential “for intact 
portions of buried sites below existing infrastructure.”117 

F.  CDP DETERMINATION CONCLUSION 
Proposed Project Not Approvable 
As discussed in the above findings, the proposed project is inconsistent with LCP policies related 
to allowable uses and land use priorities, hazard avoidance and response, sustainable public 
infrastructure, and public viewshed protection, where these inconsistencies are largely related to 
the Applicant’s chosen site; a site that is identified by the LCP for lesser intensity development 
than a WWTP, and lesser intensity development that is keyed to coastally oriented uses and other 
Coastal Act priorities. In fact, absent an LCP amendment, the proposed project isn’t even an 
allowed use at this location. The project cannot be approved as proposed. 

When the Commission reviews a proposed project that is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and 
the LCP, like this one, there are several options available to it. In many cases, the Commission 
will approve the project but impose reasonable terms and conditions to bring the project into 
conformance with the LCP and Coastal Act. In other cases, the range of possible changes is so 
significant as to make conditioned approval infeasible. In these situations, the Commission will 
frequently deny the project and provide guidance to applicants on the type of development 

                                                      
116 Draft EIR, pages 3.4-15.   
117 Fine-Screen Analysis, page 39 
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changes that must be made for Coastal Act and LCP conformance. These denials are without 
prejudice inasmuch as applicants are given direction on what they need to do to propose an 
alternative project that can meet the applicable policies. In rare cases, there are no feasible 
conditions that could bring the project into conformance with the Coastal Act, and there are no 
obvious feasible alternatives consistent with the Coastal Act that the Commission might suggest 
to an applicant. When this happens, the Commission might deny the project without further 
guidance to the applicant at that stage, or it might consider approval of a different project that is 
the minimum necessary to avoid a taking of private property without just compensation. 

In this case, the proposed project is fatally flawed inasmuch as a wastewater treatment plant is 
not allowed under the LCP’s zoning at this location. Even were the Commission to want to 
suggest changes through conditions to try to bring the project into compliance with other aspects 
of the LCP, there is no way to condition the project to be consistent with the underlying zoning. 
This is one of those cases where the Commission finds itself on this point unable to fix project 
LCP inconsistencies.  

In addition, even if the allowed use problem were solvable, which it isn’t in a CDP context (i.e., 
because an LCP amendment would be required), the proposed site is subject to significant 
coastal hazard constraints, including significant flooding, tsunami and liquefaction risks. The 
LCP directs these risks to be avoided and otherwise minimized, but not at the expense of other 
LCP policies. In this case, the Applicant proposes to address these risks by elevating the new 
WWTP on roughly 4 acres of fill up to approximately 7.5 feet high (approximately 35,000 cubic 
yards of fill). This would ensure that the fill area extends two-feet above the estimated 100-year 
flood, but it also means that the project would be inconsistent with other LCP hazard policies, 
including those that require that grading “be kept to an absolute minimum”, require maintaining 
natural grades and topography as much as possible, and that require excessive grading projects to 
be denied in cases like this. In short, the proposed project in essence proposes to create an 
elevated mound that would, by project design, become an island during a 100-year event, and 
which would be overtopped in a significant tsunami. Such a project cannot be readily rectified to 
the LCP’s hazards requirements at this site. 

The proposed project raises other LCP and Coastal Act challenges related to other coastal 
resource issues, including primarily with respect to water reclamation and public views, but these 
challenges are addressable at this site through conditions. While it appears that there may be 
opportunities for better LCP outcomes on these other issues at other locations, it also appears that 
a project could likely be conditioned to be made LCP consistent on these other issues at the 
existing site. Because the more significant flaws aren’t readily fixable at the existing site, 
however, such potential conditions are moot.  

Further, the project represents an important juncture for the City’s coastal zone planning for the 
foreseeable future. As indicated, an LCP amendment would be required to make a new WWTP 
an allowed use at this shoreline location. Given the site is located in a prime visitor-serving 
redevelopment opportunity area for the City, and given the other constraints to WWTP 
development at this location, it is not clear that such an LCP amendment would be desirable, or 
that committing the site to a lower priority use can be squared with the priorities and 
requirements of the LCP, the Coastal Act, and the City’s objectives for this land moving forward. 
As such, it appears that the LCP amendment process is unlikely to resolve the fatal flaws with 
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the proposed project. 

At the same time, a WWTP project is an important project as the current plant results in 
discharge of inadequately treated wastewater, albeit very infrequently (approximately four times 
in the last seven years), and the Applicant is under RWQCB order to avoid such episodes. In 
short, the current WWTP results in coastal resource impacts, and a new WWTP is important to 
avoiding such impacts. Thus, the Applicant (i.e., the City and the Cayucos Sanitary District), find 
themselves in the difficult position of having pursued a project that is not approvable here, 
despite attempts, as this project was pending locally, to highlight such LCP and Coastal Act 
inconsistencies and to suggest course corrections.118  
 
Alternatives 
Fortunately, there are alternative feasible sites for WWTP development in the area, including 
more inland sites evaluated by the Applicant, two of which, the Chevron and Righetti sites, were 
evaluated in some detail by the Applicant (see Exhibit 4).119 Of the two alternatives they 
evaluated, both are viable, but the Chevron site appears somewhat more constrained on certain 
evaluation criteria than does the Righetti site. Namely, the Chevron site presents some challenges 
to WWTP development, including potential landslide issues, public view issues (it is located 
adjacent to Highway 1), habitat issues (including related to Toro Creek, which runs along the 
northern edge of the property), and difficulties associated with reclamation (due to is location 
away from identified potential users).  

The Righetti alternative site appears to provide the best potential site of those evaluated by the 
Applicant for a new WWTP. The Applicant’s analysis identified minimal potential for hazards 
and ESHA impacts at this site. It is also located inland in an area where it would not be expected 
to impact public recreational access and there are siting and design options available to minimize 
impacts on visual resources. The site is agricultural land, which presents some concerns in terms 
of agricultural conversion, but it is also located in the County where such conversion is 
contemplated for public facilities like this where it is the least environmentally damaging 
feasible site (in the same way that the Los Osos WWTP was ultimately sited on agricultural 
lands). The potential for water reclamation/reuse is very high at this site, given its location in the 
agricultural service area, where the most potential for such reuse appears to exist. It presents 
some public viewshed challenges, being located in an area of hilly terrain and visual open space 
adjacent to Highway 41, but these do not appear insurmountable.  

The primary issues identified by the Applicant in terms of pursuing an alternative site are issues 
associated with the additional time it would take to pursue a project at such sites, and the 
additional costs that might be involved.120 The Applicant has developed information on both of 
these topics during the course of the appeal to the Commission that provide information with 

                                                      
118 See, for example, Commission staff letters dated December 8, 2008 and November 12, 2010 in Exhibit 5. 
119 As indicated earlier, the Chevron site is approximately 160 acres that is located on the inland side of Highway 1 along the 

generally undeveloped piece of shoreline between the residential neighborhoods making up the City’s northern boundaries 
and the unincorporated community of Cayucos further upcoast. The Righetti site is approximately 260 acres located just 
outside of the City of Morro Bay city limits and north of Highway 41. 

120 Unfortunately, an alternatives analysis that could have saved time and provided better information on these questions, 
including evaluation of potential funding options, was not a robust part of the local process.  
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which to better understand these ramifications. According to the Applicant, a new WWTP at the 
Righetti site would cost approximately $28 million dollars more than the approximately $62 
million dollars they indicate the WWTP would cost at the existing site, and would take 7 years 
longer to complete than the 3 years they indicate it would take to complete a WWTP at the 
existing site.  

However, the Applicant’s assumptions and analyses underlying these time and cost estimates 
appear to raise some questions, including with respect to costs that appear inaccurate (e.g., they 
estimate acquisition costs of $7.5 million for the Righetti property, but the property is currently 
on the market for $2.4 million) and timelines that appear somewhat inflated, including due to 
estimating sequential as opposed to concurrent events (CEQA separate from permit processing) 
and including allotting time for events that are not necessary (like an LCP amendment or an 
annexation through LAFCO, neither of which is required for a WWTP on this site). Although the 
site would include its own challenges, a more realistic assessment of time and cost factors is that 
a new WWTP could be up and running on Righetti site within about five years and for about $74 
million, as compared to the three years and about $62 million the Applicant estimates for the 
proposed project.  

There is no question that the additional costs and time that would be required to construct a 
WWTP at the Righetti site (or another alternative site) are impediments to a new WWTP. At the 
same time, given the WWTP is not approvable at the existing location, it is not an either/or 
question. Rather, this represents the practical reality of where this Applicant finds itself at this 
juncture, including because they pursued a project at the existing location notwithstanding the 
issues associated with it that have been highlighted for many years, including prominently that 
alternative siting was necessary.121 Moving forward, this practical reality will inform many 
things, including with respect to RWQCB requirements.  

The Applicant is under a 2014 deadline per the RWQCB to upgrade their treatment facilities, and 
would be subject to a RWQCB permit extension at that time, contemplated as an interim permit 
to be for five years (through 2019). After 2019, a new permit would need to be issued, and 
according to RWQCB, such interim permit is unlikely to include a secondary treatment 
requirement 301(h) waiver, and thus fines could accrue if the City exceeded regulatory 
thresholds beyond 2019. Given that the Applicant has released effluent in violation of the terms 
of the RWQCB permit only four times in seven years,122 the potential for significant fines 
moving forward is slim. In addition, including in recognition of the significant constraints to 
development of WWTP at the current location, the information and analysis now available from 
the Commission’s appeal and CDP process here, and the somewhat limited potential for 
environmental degradation in the interim, the RWQCB has indicated that other penalties or 
enforcement are unlikely to accrue as the Applicant pursues a new WWTP project.123 In addition, 
the RWQCB and the SWRCB have both expressed interest in working with the Applicant to 
further flesh out alternative siting options, potential funding sources (including funding sources 
keyed to global climate change and adaptation planning), and arrangements and understandings 

                                                      
121 Again, see for example, the letters from Commission staff dated December 8, 2008 and November 12, 2010 in Exhibit 5). 
122 Personal Communications the Bruce Keogh, City of Morro Bay Wastewater Division Manager, October 2, 2012. 
123 RWQCB staff comments December 10, 2012. 
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associated with water quality compliance moving forward.124 In short, both agencies have 
offered a commitment to work together to help make an LCP-consistent project that can 
appropriately address water quality concerns moving forward.  

Conclusion 
In conclusion, a WWTP project is needed to address ongoing coastal resource impacts, but a 
project at the existing WWTP site cannot be found consistent with the LCP and the Coastal Act. 
In fact, an LCP amendment would be first be necessary to even make it an allowed use at the 
proposed location. The Commission’s denial of the proposed project is not a denial of better 
treating wastewater in Morro Bay and Cayucos, rather it is a recognition of the constraints to 
WWTP development at the proposed site. The Commission believes that a more sustainable 
facility located out of harm’s way is feasible, and that the time and investment in that process is 
appropriate and necessary at this juncture, and Commission staff is prepared to work with the 
Applicant, the City, the RWQCB, the SWRCB, other agencies and interested parties to help 
foster a better overall project that can meet LCP requirements, enhance and protect water quality, 
and meet the community’s needs over the longer term with a sustainable and beneficial public 
infrastructure project. LCP and Coastal Act consistency, and good coastal planning and public 
policy, require nothing less. 

G. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
Public Resources Code (CEQA) Section 21080(b)(5) and Sections 15270(a) and 15042 (CEQA 
Guidelines) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) state in applicable part: 

CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) Section 15042. Authority to Disapprove Projects. [Relevant 
Portion.] A public agency may disapprove a project if necessary in order to avoid one or 
more significant effects on the environment that would occur if the project were approved as 
proposed. 

Public Resources Code (CEQA) Section 21080(b)(5). Division Application and 
Nonapplication. …(b) This division does not apply to any of the following activities: …(5) 
Projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. 

CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) Section 15270(a). Projects Which are Disapproved. (a) CEQA 
does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. 

Section 13096 (14 CCR) requires that a specific finding be made in conjunction with coastal 
development permit applications about the consistency of the application with any applicable 
requirements of CEQA. This report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the 
proposed project. All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings 
above. All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference. As detailed in 
the findings above, the proposed project would have significant adverse effects on the 
environment as that term is understood in a CEQA context.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) Section 15042 “a public agency may disapprove a 

                                                      
124 SWRCB and RWQCB staff comments December 10, 2012. 



A-3-MRB-11-001 (Morro Bay WWTP) 

50 

project if necessary in order to avoid one or more significant effects on the environment that 
would occur if the project were approved as proposed.” Section 21080(b)(5) of the CEQA, as 
implemented by Section 15270 of the CEQA Guidelines, provides that CEQA does not apply to 
projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. The Commission finds that denial, for the 
reasons stated in these findings, is necessary to avoid the significant effects on coastal resources 
that would occur if the project was approved as proposed. Accordingly, the Commission’s denial 
of the project represents an action to which CEQA, and all requirements contained therein that 
might otherwise apply to regulatory actions by the Commission, do not apply. 
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Average flood depths are shown as derived from detailed hydraulic analyses.
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DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

Name or description of project: 
A-3-MRB-11-001 , City of Morro Bay and Cayucos Sanitary District (MBCSD) propose 
to upgrade existing wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) to full secondary treatment and 
provide tertiary filtration capacity of 1.5 mgd at 160 Atascadero Road in the City of 
Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo County. 

Date and time of receipt of communication: 
March 22, 2011 at 1:OOpm 

Location of communication: 
Los Angeles 

Type of communication: 
In person meeting 

Person(s) in attendance at tilne of co1nn1unication: 
Rob Livick, Dennis Delzeit, Susan McCabe 

Person(s) receiving communication: 
Wendy Mitchell 

Detailed substantive description of the content of communication: 
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.) 
I received a briefing from the Morro Bay/Cayucos project representatives in which we 
went through a briefing booklet that had previously been provided to staff. The 
representatives provided project background and described the proposed wastewater 
treatment plant upgrade at the current plant site. We discussed the issues that were raised 
at the Substantial Issue hearing, including staff's request for an extensive site alternatives 
analysis . The representatives went through the process and results of the alternatives 
analysis. The current plant site was determined to be the least environmentally impactful 
of all sites considered . According to the representatives, the current site can be found 
consistent with the City ' s LCP and Coastal Act policies. They also stated that the project 
will improve wastewater quality consistent with the Commission's Federal Consistency 
Certification approved in 2009 for reissuance of the 301 (h) NPDES modified discharge 
permits. At the time of our meeting, they were still working with staff to establish a De 
Novo hearing date and requested that the item be heard as soon as possible. 

Date: 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2012 6:31 AM 

To: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Rexing , Stephanie@Coastal; Craig, Susan@Coastal ; Carl, 
Dan@Coastal 

Subject: Local paper's irreverent commentary on how badly Morro Bay and Cayucos fouled up the WWTP 
project 

Hi, 

I would not want you to miss this commentary- from a New Times column by an individual who goes 
by the name of "Shredder" . So, just in case no one else has brought it to your attention, here it is. The 
New Times is a print publication that also has an online presence, and covers news and issues in the 
SLO County area. 

At first glance, this week's column does not appear to be about the WWTP, but it is. :-) This 
becomes clear in these statements, 6 paragraphs down ... 

You get what I'm saying, Morro Bay and Cayucos? Yes? No? It may just be the giant 
rock on your face, but you look confused. I'm referring to your wastewater treatment 
plant proposal? The one near Estero Bay that you've spent the last four years and more 
than $1 million trying to sneak past the Coastal Commission? 

Linda Stedjee 

http://w--vv-w .newti1nesslo .con1/shredder/8 l 09/waste-not-want -not/ 

Waste not, want not 

You'll have to excuse this week's column. My 36-year eighth grade reunion is coming 
up, so I took a couple of days off and hit the streets in search of some new threads. 
Parachute pants and a blingin' clock necklace? Don't mind if I do. I'm also assembling a 
collage titled "What I did the past 36 years." I'm having a hard time dredging up enough 
content, but I suspect my participation in the 2010 Chips-Ahoy-Athon may tip me over 
the edge. 

I know what you're thinking: Firstly, damn Shredder, you 're gonna look fly. And 
secondly, Shredder, you're going to a lot of effort for this. Both are true. But eighth grade 
was an important grade for me. It was the year I learned what I consider to be the most 
important lesson of my entire academic year, one that, had Morro Bay and Cayucos 
learned this lesson during their collective eighth grade experiences, might have saved a 
crapload of money. 

My teacher, being the annoying type who wants students to learn things, assigned us all 
year -long country reports. I got Guatemala, home to the Mayans, a bloody civil war, and 
a constitutional democratic republic, if memory serves me correctly. Actually, I didn't do 
the report. I just now copied that information off Wikipedia. I mean, I did the report-if 
you count doodling the word Guatemala onto a piece of paper a dozen or so times along 
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with a couple of happy faces, and casually dropping some fingernail clippings over 
those. 

Page 2 of3 

About a week before the report was due, I got nervous about my grade. When it comes 
to teachers, they don't always understand the beauty in simplicity, the superiority of a 
couple random words on an otherwise blank sheet over a 1 0-page thesis paper. So I 
paid my uncle, a smooth-talking investment banker, two months' allowance to sweet talk 
the teacher, take her out to a nice McDonald's dinner, and talk up my report. 

You can imagine my displeasure when my final grade still came back as an F. To make 
matters worse, my uncle refused to give me my money back, insisting he'd done the 
best he could and he couldn't exactly get a refund on two McChicken Filet Meals. So 
yeah, I have some regrets. I should have followed my best friend's example: He paid the 
smartest kid in school to write his report and wound up with an A. Lesson learned. Don't 
pay someone to defend your could-be-better work when you could simply pay a qualified 
person to do good work in the first place. 

You get what I'm saying, Morro Bay and Cayucos? Yes? No? It may just be the giant 
rock on your face, but you look confused. I'm referring to your wastewater treatment 
plant proposal? The one near Estero Bay that you've spent the last four years and more 
than $1 million trying to sneak past the Coastal Commission? 

It's too bad about that. I mean, it's true that the Coastal Commission might still approve 
the location you've selected, in which case please find the nearest set of Crayolas, 
select the one labeled "incredibly surprised," and scribble it all over my face. 

But given the fact that the Coastal Commission's staff will probably recommend denying 
the location, that's a pretty long shot. So then there's the $105,000 or so you paid Susan 
McCabe to talk up your proposal to the Coastal Commission. I know how you feel. I 
wasted a whole $20 on that Guatemala report fiasco in eighth grade. Do you know how 
much bubblegum I could've bought with that $20? Neither do I. I paid the smartest kid in 
class to do my math homework. Of course, you could probably buy a lot more 
bubblegum, or whatever it is cities buy, for $105,000. 

I suppose it's reasonable to point out that you also could have used that money to pay 
someone to massage the kinks out of your proposal, maybe develop a backup site, 
something that doesn't fall in a flood zone. I'm just brainstorming here. Maybe the kid 
who did my best friend's report about Greece is available to help you clean up that 
proposal. I think she charged $30, which I thought was very reasonable considering my 
buddy walked out of the class with an A. And she had a special clause that if her clients 
didn't get at least a B, she'd refund their money. Maybe McCabe would be willing to 
return a percentage of the money you gave her to wine and dine the Coastal 
Commission so they'd approve your project, now that it's looking like they're not, in fact, 
going to be approving anything. But who knows? 

Maybe you can take all those fancy-but-perhaps-useless plans for which you shelled out 
contract after contract to consultant after consultant and turn them into ornamental 
curtains. You probably won't need those designs in the future. You might remember 
when outgoing Mayor Bill Yates told this paper that if the Coastal Commission shuts 
down the current design, "then the design work that's gone on at the present location 
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would be in vain and we would start over." 

Then again, if I'd had nine years to get that Guatemala report together, I'd like to think I'd 
eventually come up with something pretty good on my own. In fact, I probably could 
have written the report in at least half a dozen languages and iambic pentameter, and 
composed a score to Guatemala: The Musical. It would have been the stuff of junior 
high legends, told from one generation of pimply kids to another. But it's probably 
unreasonable to expect government employees to work on the same short deadline as 
kids in junior high. Clearly, they're operating on a whole different level. Besides, of 
course, the fact that they hired an $105,000 cheerleader to tell people how great their 
flawed project was instead of fixing the project. In that regard, Morro Bay and Cayucos, 
you're in complete harmony with my eighth grade self. 

If it turns out that the commission actually does give the project an OK, ignore all this. 
And congratulations! 

8115/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal 

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 1:39 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

Subject: FW: More on the importance of reclaiming/recycling Morro Bay wastewater 

Just in case you didn't get this one directly ... 

From: Linda Stedjee [mailto:lstedjee@charter.net] 
Sent: Friday, July 13, 2012 8:46 AM 
Subject: More on the importance of reclaiming/recycling Morro Bay wastewater 

Hi, 

Page 1 of2 

I would like to provide a little more information on the status of the Morro Bay water supply and the 
importance of wastewater recycling. Some of the information here is in article I have referenced in 
earlier emails, but perhaps not everyone clicked on the link and read the article. 

In September, 2011, Neil Farrell reported in the Bay News that Morro Bay nearly ran out of water on 
Labor Day weekend that year. In his article, Farrell discussed an unexpected State Water Project 
outage, and stated, 

"Meanwhile, in an eerily similar set of occurrences, Morro Bay officials averted a potential local water 
shortage, after part of its backup water system proved unprepared. Combined, they could have made for 
a water shortage in the middle of Labor Day Weekend." The backup water system problem Neil 
referenced is the desal plant. 

The specific portion of the article I want to emphasize is Dylan Wade's reference to the City's "Plan C" 
for dealing with water outages. It evidently involves use of the Chorro Valley wells. All but one are 
supposed to be in "inactive" status. Beyond that, in September, use of any of the Chorro Valley wells 
would violate SWRCB Decision 1633, which indicates that the wells cannot be used when the · 
downstream surface flow in the creek is under 1.4 cfs At that time of year, the creek is dry. 

Neil quotes City of Morro Bay staff member Dylan Wade: "Had state water not come back online 
when it did, the city would have been forced to turn to Plan C." 

and, 

"By Monday, we would have added the Chorro water," said Wade. Chorro water is high in 
nitrates and problematic because it isn't treated and must be blended with treated water to reduce 
the overall nitrate levels. Doing that would have triggered the City's water emergency notification 
plan, which Wade said would have included a warning to residents that they were using the 
groundwater wells and to be careful of the nitrates, which are potentially harmful to babies, 
pregnant women and folks on dialysis." 

I believe that Neil's story clearly points out the need for a serious wastewater reclamation program. This 
is not just an environmental issue and a legal issue, but a human health issue as well 

A recently-drafted hydrology report on the Chorro Basin (done by Fugro Consultants, Inc.) claims that 
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nitrates are currently low (I do not believe that, but that is what the test results say). It also notes that 
historically, the nitrates have gone up and down unexpectedly, with significant periods when they were 
over the 45mcllimit. The report offers some speculation as to why the nitrates might currently be lower, 
but it is only speculation . Here the pertinent text from the study: 

Chemical hydrographs for City Well Nos. 9, 9A, 10, lOA, and 16 indicate nitrate ion 
concentrations (expressed as N03 or nitrate in milligrams per liter) for many of the wells 
have periodically exceeded the 45 mg/1 maximum contaminant level established by the 
California Department of Public Health (DPH). The exceedances, while variable 
temporally, are most noticeable during the period from about 1985 to about 1995. With the 
significant reduction in pumpage by the City from their wells in the Ashurst area 
commencing about 1998, the frequency of sampling for nitrate ion concentrations has been 
reduced. Nitrate concentrations have also dropped significantly, typically falling to within a 
range of from 15 to 20 mg/1 until about 2008, and thereafter nitrate concentrations have 
again spiked up significantly, in many cases exceeding the DPH 45 mg/1 upper limit. Since 
2010 (i .e., after completion of the CHG 2009 report) nitrate concentrations in the City wells 
have ranged from about 10 to 15 mg/1. The reason for the lower concentrations is unknown, 
but is possibly related to rainfall/ streamflow recharge, which can temporarily flush nitrate 
species held in the soil zone, changes in land use patterns and nitrate loading associated 
with irrigated agriculture, and/or improved nitrate removal processes associated with 
wastewater discharged from the California Men's Colony WWTP located upstream. 

Based on history presented, I think it is clear that the nitrate levels could spike again at any time. 
Dilution is a primary method of dealing with high nitrate concentrations; hence recharging of the aquifer 
should be helpful not only in protecting the environment, but in protecting human health 

Linda 

7/3112012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 7:15AM 

To: mmcclureccc@co.del-norte.ca.us; mark.stone@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; richard@bloomlaw.net; 
esanchezccc@aol. com; zimmerccc@gma il. com; ski nsey@marincou nty. org ; brian. brennan@ventura. org 

Cc: Cavalieri , Madeline@Coastal; Rexing , Stephanie@Coastal ; Craig , Susan@Coastal 

Subject: Morro Bay/Cayucos WWTP project requests Copy of message sent to staff 

He llo, 

In light of your staffs recommendation for denial of the Morro Bay/Cayucos WVVTP project permit, I 
ask that you not only deny the COP and direct the applicants to pursue a project at the Righetti 
site , but that you take all possible steps to limit the actions that can be taken on the project until the 
new Morro Bay City Council majority takes office in December. 

At that time - for the first time in the history of the WVVTP project, we will have something ·that has 
thus far been missing . We will have a Council majority that is fully committed to protecting our 
coastal environment, to cooperating with the Coastal Commission , and to the expenditure of public 
funds in ways that maximize ROI for taxpayers .. 

I believe that the facts documented in your staffs July, 2012 report clearly show·that the current 
Council majority, the Cayucos CSD majority, and their senior staff, have demonstrated a complete 
disrespect for the Local Coastal Plan, the Coastal Act, the Coastal Commission, the environment, 
and the financial health of the City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Sanitary District. I believe that 
the individuals responsible for the badly-flawed VVWTP project should not be in a position where 
they can cause more harm and delays. Many years and millions of dol lars have been wasted due 
to bad attitudes and bad decisions. It is time to put a stop to the' waste. 

The residents of Morro Bay have voted the current Council majority out of office and , by huge 
majorities, voted in the kind of people we need to ensure that this and other City projects are run in 
a legal , environmentally sound, and financially-responsib le manner. When we learned that the City 
and the CSD had hired a lobbyist to push the badly-flawed WVVTP project, a group of residents 
decided to launch our own "lobbying" effort, and conducted our own extensive research and 
information gathering project. This resulted in the numerous letters and reports that I have sent to 
you and your staff. We have made every effort to provide pertinent, verifiable facts that 
demonstrate the reasons for our concerns regarding the project. We have done what we can. 
Your staff has thoroughly and independently investigated the issues, has produced an impressive 
and comprehensive report , and has recommended denial of the COP. I now ask that you not only 
deny that permit, but that you help us further by doing what you can to limit the damage that can 
be by the "lame duck" Council majority. 

I believe that a short delay in major project decisions, to ensure that those decisions will be made 
by people with the right attitude and intentions, will enable us to finally get this project on the right 
track. We will then be able to do it better, faster, and smarter-:- in other words , to do it right this 
time. Finally. 

Linda Stedjee 
Morro Bay 

7/31/20 12 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 
•...•. - ·····•· --- ···- ............• -· ----·--·-·-· --·· ····----·-····. 

From: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal 

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 3:40 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Error 

That seems right- could you please add to your list for addendum? 

From: Jack McCurdy [mailto:jack.mcc@att.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2012 4:13 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal 
Subject: Error 

The following is in error on first page of the staff report: 

Applicant: City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Services District 

It should be Cayucos Sanitary District. 

Jack 

7/31/2012 
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750 Luisita Street 
Morro Bay, CA 9342 

7/30/2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve 
the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and 
not years from now someplace else. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Leona Schab 
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July 30, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 l. 2012 

- , CALIFORNIA 
CQASiAL co~~JI n.•- ION 
CENTRAbl ~~A 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the 
City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's (MBCSD) 
Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal 
Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD 
has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of 
its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. 
This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

We have been paying high sewer bills for years to 
implement the currently designed plant upgrades and even 
voted to have a tertiary treatment system instead of the 
secondary one you required. Please consider that the 
majority of our two communities would like to keep the 
plant location as is and please let us replace this older 
plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important 
decision for us to move forward now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Morro Bay for the past 22 years 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 

Staff 

;:.~. 

M~Jo Ro'gers ;_ -. · , ; 
, 2998 Birch Ave ·-~- . 
· · Morro Bay, CA ~341.~ ~· 

. ' . . ... . ' . . . ~- . ~ . , ' 
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Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 
We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve 
the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not 
years from now someplace else. 
We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 
Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 
Sincerely, 

Keith and Sally Kenfield 
Morro Bay 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 1 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL C0P r .>SION 
CENTR.AI AREA 
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Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 11 :02 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: morro bay sewer 

for dd's 

From: Bruce Pilnick [bmpil@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 7:09 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: morro bay sewer 

Page 1 of 1 

To whom it may concern, I believe that a move of the m.b. sewer 

8/2/2012 

plant would be a devastating effect on the city and its population, I 
ask you to reconsiter your possition this project. Sincerly BRUCE 
PILNICK 1180 las tunas m.b. 

( 

L ... _ 

AUG 0 1 2012 

----1NIA 
11MISSION 

JAST AREA 
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August 1, 2012 

Mary Shall en berger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
cjo Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

VIA EMAIL: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 1 2012 

CALI FORNIA 
CQAST·' ·OMMISSION 
cL ~oAsr AReA 

I am writing to express my support for the City of Morro Bay j Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade 
project. 

I am writing to inform you that this community does not want a NEW 
plant in another location. The project we want is an upgrade of our 
current facility. Please consider that the majority of our two communities 
would like to keep the plant location. Moving the plant will harm us due 
to the increased construction expense and increased operations expense. 

Importantly, siting the plant (which is an industrial land use) on 
agricultural land is poor Land Use Planning. It represents a 
dangerous precedent and a legitimate threat to neighboring ag. 
Agriculture is an important part of our local heritage and economy. There 
will be far-reaching effects to surrounding ag properties if Land Use 
change is mandated by you. 

I request your support for us to move forward with the improvements our 
community has proposed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Smith Held 
Cayucos resident & 
Morro Bay business owner 
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Wednesday, August 01, 2012 

J'vfary Shallenberger, Chair California Coastal Commission 

c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz~ CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 
I atn writing to you to convey n1y strong support for the City of l\1orro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatn1ent Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimun1 standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the m~jority of our two con1munities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and let us replace this older pJant with better technology novv~ not years from now and 
someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to tnove forward now with 
the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and couttesy. 

John Gajdos 
2990 Juniper Ave. 
l\tlorro Bay, CA 93442 

Cc: Coastal C01nmissioners 
Staff 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 l 2012 

COAsf~U FO~N lA 
cF~ · -COMMISSION 
. .6 COAST AAEA 

/ 
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August 1, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I wish to covey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your upcoming meeting. Many years and significant amounts of public funds have 
been invested by our citizenry working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
other groups, to improve the quality of our wastewater treatment. 

A high priority should be placed by your Commission on the fact that the majority of our two 
communities would like to keep the plant location as proposed, allowing us to replace the older 
plant with better technology now, and not place additional obstacles in the path of this effort 
which will place significantly higher economic burdens on our already stressed rate payer base. 

Thank you for your consideration and please accept my apology for having to send this 
electronically. I am currently out of town caring for a terminally ill family member .. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. Durick 
404 Fairview Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 l 2012 

$ALIFORNIA 
COAS JMMJSSIO.N ct- . 'GAc ,- '='TAREA 
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Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve 
the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not 
years from now someplace else. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Roland and Bridgett Kessling 
2480 Nutmeg A venue 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 
E-mail to Dan Carl: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 1 2012 
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As a resident of Morro Bay, I am concerned about the sewer plant being 
moved from its present location. Arguments that we may 
have a tsunami , so we have to move the plant is a little puzzling to me. 
Does that mean we have to move the High School, the 
trailer park, the Harbor? For better or worse the plant has been there since 
the 1950's. The chances of a tsunami are about as good 
as a hurricane& tornado. It will cost, an estimated, twenty four million 
dollars more to move this sewer water treatment plant. 
That is on top of building a whole new structure, which has been estimated 
at thirty four million and rising. We don't have the money 
to do this. If we keep it where it is and has been all these years, but update 
with new technology, that is the best plan. This is barely 
affordable. We would like the Coastal Commission to approve the sewer 
water treatment plant at it's present site. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

S.C. Tannler 
Morro Bay 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 1 2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 10:50 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Sewer and Water treatment Plant in Morro Bay 

for dd's 

From: Mike Tannler [mtannler@att.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 10:09 AM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: Sewer and Water treatment Plant in Morro Bay 

Page 1 ot 1 

As a resident of Morro Bay, I am concerned about the sewer plant being moved from its 
present location. Arguments that we may 
have a tsunami , so we have to move the plant is a little puzzling to me. Does that mean 
we have to move the High School, the 
trailer park, the Harbor? For better or worse the plant has been there since the 1950's. 
The chances of a tsunami are about as good 
as a hurricane& tornado. It will cost , an estimated, twenty four million dollars more to 
move this sewer water treatment plant. 
That is on top of building a whole new structure, which has been estimated at thirty four 
million and rising. We don't have the money 
to do this. If we keep it where it is and has been all these years, but update with new 
technology, that is the best plan. This is barely 
affordable. We would like the Coastal Commission to approve the sewer water treatment 
plant at it's present site. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

S.C. Tannler 
Morro Bay 

8/15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl , Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 10:52 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant 

for dd's 

From: Bridgett Kessling [bauer303@charter.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 2:10PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

August 1, 2012 

Page 1 of 1 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the 
minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is and 
please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now someplace else. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with the 
improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Roland and Bridgett Kessling 
2480 Nutmeg Avenue 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 
E-mail to Dan Carl: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 

8/15/2012 
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August 1,2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 3 00 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I wish to covey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your upcoming meeting. Many years and significant amounts of public funds have 
been invested by our citizenry working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
other groups, to improve the quality of our wastewater treatment. 

A high priority should be placed by your Commission on the fact that the majority of our two 
communities would like to keep the plant location as proposed, allowing us to replace the older 
plant with better technology now, and not place additional obstacles in the path of this effort 
which will place significantly higher economic burdens on our already stressed rate payer base. 

Thank you for your consideration and please accept my apology for having to send this 
electronically. I am currently out of town caring for a terminally ill family member.. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. Durick 
404 Fairview Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 
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Wednesday, August 01,2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair California Coastal Commission 

c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz~ CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 
I am writing to you to convey n1y strong supp011 for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups> to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minin1um standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our conununities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two commtmities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and let us replace this older plant with better technology now, not years from now and 
someplace else. 

I respectfully request your suppor1 for this i1nportant decision for us to move forward now with 
the irnprovements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

~~l!<?erely" ·· ,.,/ // 
~- ~ .- . i / .j . i 

(~ . /; '' //IJ./') ~~' . -. 
";:;7'2~~ lZJ/, / (l(c~\-p-· 

John Gajdos 
2990 Juniper Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Cc: Coastal C01nmissioners 
Staff 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 11 :02 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Application No. A-3-MRB-11-001 (City of Morro Bay and Cayucos CSD) 

for dd's 

From: Smith Held [smithheld@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 6:26 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: Application No. A-3-MRB-11-001 (City of Morro Bay and Cayucos CSD) 

August 1, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
cjo Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

VIA EMAIL: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 of2 

I am writing to express my support for the City of Morro Bay/ Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project. 

I am writing to inform you that this community does not want a NEW plant in 
another location. The project we want is an upgrade of our current facility. Please 
consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location. Moving the plant will harm us due to the increased construction expense 
and increased operations expense. 

Importantly, siting the plant (which is an industrial land use) on agricultural 
land is poor Land Use Planning. It represents a dangerous precedent and a 
legitimate threat to neighboring ag. Agriculture is an important part of our local 
heritage and economy. There will be far-reaching effects to surrounding ag properties 
if Land Use change is mandated by you. 

I request your support for us to move forward with the improvements our community 
has proposed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

8115/2012 
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Smith Held 
Cayucos resident & 
Morro Bay business owner 

8115/2012 

Page 2 of2 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 11 :02 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: morro bay sewer 

for dd's 

From: Bruce Pilnick [bmpil@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 7:09 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: morro bay sewer 

Page 1 of 1 

To whom it may concern, I believe that a move of the m.b. sewer plant 
would be a devastating effect on the city and its population, I ask you to 
reconsiter your possition this project. Si ncerly BRUCE PILNICK 1180 las 
tunas m.b. 

8/15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl , Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01,2012 11:07 PM 

To: Rexing , Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: California Coastal Commission 

for dd's 

From: Sally Kenfield [kskenfield@att.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 9:54 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: California Coastal Commission 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 of 1 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the 
minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is and 
please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now someplace else. 
We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with the 
improvements. 
Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 
Sincerely, 

Keith and Sally Kenfield 
Morro Bay 

8115/2012 
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> 

>Date 
> 

> Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
> California Coastal Commission 
> c/o Dan Carl 
> 725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
> Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 
> 

> Dear Chairperson Shallenberger. 
> 

R CEIVED 
AUG 0 2 2012 

r-AU FORN IA 
crt~GTAL COMMISSION 
CE.NTHAL COAST AREA 

> I (We) are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the 
minimum standards.· This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
> 

> Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is 
and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now someplace 
else. 
> 

> I (We) respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with 
the improvements. 
> 

> Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 
> 

:si~CIJJG~ 
> Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
> Staff .! , .. 

7/29/2012 
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August 2, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 
Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 
Being a life-long Morro Bay resident, I have concerns about our Wastewater Treatment 
Plant. 
I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve 
the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not 
years from now someplace else. We do not want to follow in the steps of our Sister 
community where the battle has gone on and ultimately cost the citizens dearly after 20 
years of fighting. 
I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 
Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 
Sincerely, 

Elaine Giannini 
2990 Juniper Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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STEVE K .MILLER 
1170 MAIN STREET, MORRO BAY CA 93442 

(805) 772-7732 (805) 772-7734 FAX 

August 2~ 20 12 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
Cali fomia Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Stre-et, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support tor the City of Morro 
Bay/Cayucoo S.-m1tary District's {MBCSD) \Vastc\vatcr Treatment Plant upgrade 
project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The 
MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
aml ulltvr gmups, to improve the quality of it~ wastewater treatment beyond the 
minimum standards. This has been a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

As an owner of many residential lots in .vtorro Bay ( 1170 - 1198 Main St, 1215 -
1291 Main St, 1130 Scott St, & 1.2 acres at Main St & Bonita St), the moving of 
the plant \V<mld cause undo hardship on my business and greatly impact my 
ability to sell these lots. Our sewer rates arc already increasing and further 
increases to pay for the moving of the plant will be devastating to my bu::;incss, as 
well as the City of Morro Bay. 

Please consider that the majority of our hvo communities would like to keep the 
plant location ~-l~ is. I ,ct us replace this older plant with better technology now and 
not years from now in a new location. 

I respectfully request your support in favor of this important decision for both of 
our communities and vote to move Lorward nov .. ~ with the improvements. 

Thank you for your con:-;idcration and courtc:sy. 

cl~C?~. 
Steve K. Miller - -

SKM: bb 
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f'ugust 02, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
cfo Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, California 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

R EC EI VE D 
AUG 0 2 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIO~ 
P. Er~TR~t P. ~Jr.l~t ft~t: 

We are writing to express our support of the City of Morro 
Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's decision to upgrade the local 
wastewater treatment plant at its current location. Their decision was 
reached after years of collaboration and information gatherjng with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and other entities to improve the 
quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. 
The Coastal Commission can be proud of their work. 

The current treatment plant has had no issues with earthquakes and 
works well at its current location. To disable it and move It out Hwy. 
41 would require a financial strain on the majority of the population in 
these conimunitie·s as they are on fixed incomes, not to mention the 
commercial businesses. Hwy. 41 is heavily traveled and has several 
farms and ranches located on it that would be affected. 

Please consider ''recycling" our current plant by adding modern-day 
~echnolog.y .. 

T~~nk y~u. 

Joe and Jackie Nungaray 
426 Shasta Avenue 
Morro Bay,. California 93442 

/ 

! 
I v 
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Aug 

July 31, 2012 

Peters 805-?72-4656 

- ~~Pete/u 
1J() g>(J~ 2003 
~ t?~ e~ 93443 

Senr by fAXan::f e-ll'{)iL 

p.2 

Mary Shallenberger; Cnair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2.000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

P#X ·+o j g 3 I -4t!J 7-Lf <f 77 

RE: Application #A-3-MRB-11-001 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger and Commissioners: 

I retired in 2009 after three terms as Mayor of Morro Bay and a total of 20 years of civic service, fourteen on 
the City Council and six on the Planning Commission, so I was actively involved in the wastewater treatment 
plant upgrade from the beginning. Due to a previous commitment, I am unable to attend your meeting in 
Santa Cruz, so please consider my comments in this letter. 

Morro Bay hit hard t1mes a few years before the recession, when our power plant stopped running on a 

regular basis and our revenue from the sale of natural gas used by the plant dropped from $3 million annually 
to $150,000. At the same time our fishing industry was drastically curtailed by implementation of marine 
protected areas. For a city with an annual budget of $19 miHion, these two events hit us hard. We made 
major cuts to our staff and spending, and increased our city sales tax. We're still struggling, but beginning to 
see some recovery. 

In case any Commissioners aren't familiar with Morro Bay's demographics, our population has been stable at 
10,000, give or take a hundred or so, for over 25 years. The median age of our residents is 49, and the median 
income is $50,000. We have a lot of retirees living on fixed incomes, and nearly 14% of our population is at 
poverty level. Fishing and tourism are our primary industries. 

The City Council and Cayucos Board, our partners in the JPA, took a11 this into consideration when we reviewed 
various options for the WWTP upgrade. We chose to go to full tertiary treatment and add the capability for 
reclamation~ even though there is little potential use for reclaimed water at this time. We began slowly 
raising our wastewater billing rates based on the project that was developed, so that our residents wouldnlt 
be hit with a big increase later on, as is the situation in neighboring Los Osos. The location and design were 
selected to mitigate the flood zone issues and have minimal impact on public views. 

I strongly believe that the current location and design is the best option for our dty. 

In response to your staff report summary, on page 2, last paragraph, the report states that there are potential 
visitor serving uses for the current property, which would help cover the cost of moving the plant, specifica11y 

connecting Atascadero Rd. to the Embarcadero bv a bridge over the creek. A bkyde, pedestrian and 

emergency vehide bridge at this location has been considered for years. In fact, tt was one of the terms 
included in the renewal of the power plant agreement, which never came to pass. The substantial cost of a 
bridge is not something the city can afford, especially with so many of our streets in desperate need of 
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Aug 02 12 ll:lla Janice Peters 805-772-4656 p.3 

Page 2 

re-paving . . The City Maintenance Yard, City Desalination Plant, Hansen Cement Plant, Hixson Construction . 
yard and warehouse wm all remain where they are, so the only potential space available would perhaps 
attract another RV park, providing very little additional revenue to the city. In response to staffs comment 
about /Ltwo hotels and several res~aurants" nearby (page 20, last paragraph) it's actually a Motef 61 another 

similar motel, a Taco Bell, and a burger gri111 all located at the intersection of Hi_ghways 1 and 41. 

Regarding staff's comments on water reclamation (page 3, first paragraph), because of our State water 
allocation and desal plant, we do not need reclaimed water for our water supply. We did investigate 
potential user/purchasers of reclaimed water, and found little interest. The product is too salty for 
agricultural use and the high school has its own wells. The golf course is three miles away, and at an estimate 
of $150 per foot for purple pipe installation, the $2.3 million cost is prohibitive. 

Cost is a major issue with the staff-recommended Righetti property as well (page 3, fourth paragraph) 
beyond the initial purchase price of $2.4 million. Currently, the majority of our wastewater runs downhill, 
powered by gravity and minimal energy-using assistance. To pump it all uphill would require constant power 
and maintenance, using much more energy and probably more personnel, at significantly more cost. To 
acquire privately-owned County property over which we have no sphere of influence, change the zoning from 
agricultural, search for and mitigate archeological sites, acquire permits to trench for piping along State 
Highway 41, design a new project, clear the land and construct it will easily double {or more) the current 
budgeted project cost. 

In addition to the cost factor and the four years of work and several hundred thousand doltars already spent 
on this project that will be lost, there is a very important time factor. Starting over means we will not be able 
to meet the 2014 expiration date of the 301{h} waiver. ft could easi1y be another four or more years to 
complete this project as your staff recommends. 

Our JPA board spent many hours determining what we felt was the best project, similar to those approved 
by the Coastal Commission in Goleta and Crescent City. Our City staff and the JPA consultants have 
responded to your staffs technical and legal issues and concerns. 

Especially the Commissioners who are elected officials can appreciate the difficult balancing act of doing what 

is best, financially and environmentally, for the present and the future of our communities. I'm appealing to 

your compassion for the residents of a small community trying to recover from our own financial ~~perfect 

storm." The majority of our residents cannot afford a wastewater bill of $100-150 per month {currently 
$45/month), and the City can't give low income discounts. I know I couJdn1t manage it, living on my IRA 
pension. People in Los Osos are facing this tragic situation now. Please don-'t do this to Morro Bay. 

I respectfully urge you to support our project and let us proceed, so that Morro Bay will be on line in 2014 with 
a financially and environmentally economical wastewater treatment plant. Thank you for your consideration. 

Very tru1y yours, 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners, Staff 
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Date July 30, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger~ 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 2 2012 

CAL\FORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~Nt~Al.. 00Atl)T Af-'~A 

We are writing to you to express our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that will be 
considered by the Coastal Commission in the near future. MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other stakeholder groups, to 
improve the quality of its wastewater treatment to a level where it no longer will require a 
30l(h) waiver. Indeed, not only will the project significantly improve water quality but it 
will surpass the effluent discharge requirements of the State Water Resources Control 
Board by providing tertiary treatment and positioning MBCSD for water reclamation as
projects are identified. 

For the past year, MBCSD has also worked diligently with California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) staff to ensure that this project is located in the most environmentally 
appropriate location and is consistent with the land use policies of the certified local 
coastal plan and Coastal Act. Unfortunately, CCC staff is recommending denial of this 
very important water quality project primarily due to its proximity to the coast. This is an 
entirely new direction for the CCC whi~h , has recently approved similar projects in 
Goleta and Crescent City. 

We respectfully request your support for this important regional public works project. 
Approving the project will inunediately improve water quality and eliminate one of the 
last 30l(h) waivers in the state 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

/ 
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Ju.ly 2;9, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair and 
Honorable Members 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

WILLIAM H. PEIRCE 
250 1 NUTMEG AVE 

MORRO BAY/ CA 93442 
805_;772- 2004 

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Honorable Commission Mernb~rs: 

This letter is to indicate my support for the waste water treatment plant project currently 
proposed for the city of Morro Bay and to urge you and your fellow commissioners to support it 
as well. As a former member of the Morro Bay City Council, 1 was one of those who initiated this 
project and know the care and consideration that went into it~ planning. 

Initially we were urged by environmental groups to "fast track" a facility, building it as 
expeditiously as possible. We chose a timeline that was long~r than they requested, but that we 
felt WaS c;lS srort as possible, while continuing to allow US to rrJake certain the project was 
mechanically and environmentally sound. · 

At the time the city council was considering the new constru~tion, we faced a choice; to go for 
secondary treatment, which would have been much less e:XpEfnsive while continuing to meet the 
legal mandates, or go for full tertiary treatment. I was the coy neil member that made the motion 
for the tertiary project. Our goal was to be able to embrace r~-use and recycling as those 
opportunities became available 

The staffs of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Sanitary District h9ve worked closely with Coastal 
Commission staff to ensure that this project is located in the most environmentally appropriate 
location and is consistent with the land use policies of the certified local coastal plan and 
Coastal Act. 

After all that work and support by the residents of both Cayucos and Morro Bay, and after all the 
effort expended by our staff, it is extremely disappointing to hQye Coastal Commission staff 
recommend against the project. I fervently hope you will supp9rt our project. Your action will 
allow us to improve water quality and will mean the end of tfle 'necessity of 301 (h) waivers. 
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J uJy 28., 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Swte 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger ... 

RECEIVED 
P\UG 0 2 Z01Z 

CAL\FORN\A 
COASTAL COMM\SS\ON 
CENTRAL COAST AR~A 

We are writing to you to express our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that will be 
considered by the Coastal Commission in the near future. MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other stakeholder groups, to 
improve the quality of its wastewater treatment to a level where it no longer will require a 
301(h) waiver. Indeed, not only will the project significantly improve water quality but it 
will surpass the effluent discharge requirements of the State Water Resources Control 
Board by providing tertiary treatment and positioning MBCSD for water reclamation as 
projects are identified. 

For the past year, MBCSD has also worked diligently with California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) staff to ensure that this project is located in the most environmentally 
appropriate location and is consistent with the land use policies of the certified local 
coastal plan and Coastal Act. Unfortunately, CCC staff is recommending denial of this 
very important water quality project pr:imarily due to its proximity to the coast. This is an 
entirely new direction for the CCC which has recently approved similar projects in 
Goleta and Crescent City. 

We respectfully request your support for this important regional public works project. 
Approving the project will immediately improve water and eliminate one of the 
last 301(h) waivers in the state. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Very truly yours, 

d~/?1-~ 
'.r-''1"~~ 

Gary L. & Freddie M. Ream 
655 Elena Street 
Morro Bay CA 93442 
(805) 772-1058 
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Nancy E. Johnson 
1165 Morro Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
July 26, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

As the former Chair of the Morro Bay Planning Commission and a current member of the 
Morro Bay City Council I am writing to you to express my strong support for the City of 
Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade 
project that will be considered by the Coastal Commission August 9, 2012. MBCSD has 
spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other 
stakeholder groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment to a level where it 
no longer will require a 30l(h) waiver. Indeed, not only will the project significantly 
improve water quality it will surpass the effluent discharge requirements of the State 
Water Resources Control Board by providing tertiary treatment and positioning MBCSD 

, for water (eclarnation as projects are identified and funds become available. 

For the past year, MBCSD has also worked diligently with California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) staff to ensure that this project is located in the most environmentally 
appropriate location and is consistent with the land use policies of the certified local 
coastal plan and Coastal Act. Unfortunately, CCC staff is recommending denial of this 
very important water quality project primarily due to its proximity to the coast. This is an 
entirely new direction for the CCC which has recently approved similar projects in 
Goleta and Crescent City. 

I respectfully request your support for this important regional public works project. 
Approving the project will immediately improve water quality and eliminate one of the 
last 301(h) waivers in the state 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Very truly yours, 
Nancy E. Johnson 
Morro Bay City Council 
(805) 772-3738 

'11:::zmm~ners 
Staff 
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Agenda Item #: Th17a 
Permit Application #: A-3-MRB-11-01 
Name: Janet Hillson 
Position: DENY 

August 2, 2012 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

I write to you today to ask the California Coastal Commission 'to deny the coastal 
permit application for constructing a new wastewater treatment plant at its 
existing location in Morro Bay, CA. I feel that the needs of future and 
current generations of Morro Bay residents will best be met by not 
granting permission to construct a new wastewater treatment plant at its 
existing location 

Thank you for listening to the voices of Morro Bay residents on this 
important issue. 

n 
urf St. 

Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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August 1, 2012 

Mary Shellenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shellenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 

~~~~~11 ~~~~~~~~ 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plan upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be considering 
at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
and other groups, to improve the quality of wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is 
a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is and 
please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now someplace else. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with the 
improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

, ~ _ Od--~J r!/-Lt~ 
llier and Joan Collier {j'-

CC: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 

G~Colfier . 
39.7 Zanzibar-Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
~~~¥~1l ~QMMI~f;IQN - . , ___ -OAST AR~A 

Commissioners of the California Coastal Commission 

Agenda item Th17a 
Permit# A-3MRB-11-001 
Alex Beattie 
Deny Application 

I agree with the CCC staff report recommending the relocation of the existing MBCSD waste 
water treatment plant. However, their recommendation that the new plant be located at the 
Righetti site was short sighted. For some reason they failed to consider the California Men's 
Colony (CMC) site which was the second highest rated site in the MBCSD rough screening 
analysis. The CMC site offers several advantages that the Righetti site does not. My examination 
indicates that this site should R~ pr~f~rred to the Righetti site because; 

• It will probably cost lessto construct and operate due to economies of scale and lack of 
duplication. 

• It offers much better potential for waste water recycling since it is much higher in the 
drainage area and there are many more acres of irrigable land nearby. Waste water 
from the Righetti site would probably have to be pumped to another basin since there 
are not enough irrigable acres to handle all of the waste water from the MBCSD plant. 
The predominant crops near the Righetti site are avocados and citrus both of which 
demonstrate reduced yields when irrigated with water similar in quality to that of the 
MBCSD effluent. Crops near the CMC site are not as sensitive to water quality. 

• It does not affect the view shed to the extent that the Righetti site would since the CMC 
site is well off Hwy 1. The Righetti site is located right at the entrance to Morro Bay and 
along an delightful pastoral highway. I would hate to lose the homestead on the Righetti 
site. See Photo 13-1. One industrial type site is better than two. 

• Useful ground water replenishment and stream flow augmentation is possible form the 
CMC site while it would be improbable from the Righetti site. 

• An infrastructure already exists that supports a WWTP and waste water recycling. 

I recommended that the CCC deny of the MMCSD application but require them to perform a 
more in depth analysis of the Righetti site and also include the CMC site as an alternative. 

Thank you, 
Alex Beattie 

~~ 
8/~20~2 

8ear~~e 
~~ 9 A~ac~e; sr. 
A;~~~ 8~ <'"A -, 3 ~2 

; : ; 

D ~I~ .. - . 
. ~! . . ·'. I ·,: . :.-.-} ... , . 

.... , :.. ~; j . . • ' ~ .\ { 1 ' ,i .. 
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RECEIVED 
AUG 0 5 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~Nt~AL COI\§T Af-H~A 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

Th 17 
A-3-MRB-11-01 
Jan Surbey 
Dennis Cook 
Deny permit 

We wish to urge you to DENY the coastal permit application for 
constructing a new wastewater treatment plant at its existing location 
in Morro Bay. 

Building the plant in the current location would not protect views to and 
along the ocean and other coastal areas. This location is also in a 
tsunami run-up zone that would also be inundated in a 100-year storm 
event. 

Moving the plant to an alternative location and upgrading the plant to 
increase the capacity to produce large quantities of recycled water that 
can be used to provide the city with a new, reliable and affordable 
supply of water for residents is our goal for this project. 

Again, we ask that you DENY this permit. 

Thanks for your time consideration, 
Jan Surbey 

tC,s~ 
~ 3346 Tide Ave. 

Morro Bay, CA 93442 
(805)772-7273 
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RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CAL\FORNIA 

·~~~¥1~t ~~~~~s;J~~ 

Th17a 
A-3-MRB-11-01 

Linda Fidell 
DENY 

As a resident of Morro Bay, I write in opposition to the application of Morro Bay 
and Cayucos for pennission to rebuild the waste water treatment plant on its 
current location. 

1. I favor a locally controlled source of water due to the unc~rtainties of 
external supplies. 

2. The Coastal Branch is last in line for State Water Project Water; that will · 
make that source both expensive and unreliable. 

3. It is better for Morro Bay and Cayucos. to be out of the State Water Project 
and its $14 billion Peripheral Canal (supported by Jerry Brown) so that ~e 
are not considered part of "south state water users" and billed accordingly. 

4. The current Waste Water Treatment Plant stands on a beautiful location 
along the coast. Morro Bay could provide endless pleasure to visitors by 
developing the land for alternative and more interesting uses. It could also 
become a viable source of income for the city. 

Jh;e__ ~ 
Linda F idell 
280 Andros Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442-3103 
818 921-0765 
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RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 

~~~~lfi~ ~~~~i~J~~ 

470 Estero A venue 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
(805) 772-7077 

August 2, 2012 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commissioners: 

Th17a 
A-3-MRB-11-01 
David Weisman 
DENY 

I am writing today to ask that the Coastal Commission deny the coastal permit application for 
the construction of a new wastewater treatment plant to serve Morro Bay-Cayucos as proposed at 
the existing site' s location. 

In addition to the numerous flaws in the proposed plan as outlined in the staffs report, my own 
work on seismic issues affecting the central coast (as in intervenor in all CPUC proceedings on 
the Diablo Canyon seismic studies) has brought forth evidence that upper Estero Bay has all the 
characteristics of a seismic subduction zone and as such poses a much greater than anticipated 
tsunami threat to the currently proposed location. After the Great Tohoku earthquake in Japan, 
the dangers of low-lying areas and tsunami inundation cannot be ignored. A new and different 
location for the wastewater plant that mitigates this hazard is needed. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

:6:£«--
DAVID WEISMAN 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 
------ --- -----~--·--·--

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

s ·ent: Thursday, August 02, 2012 4:23 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary Districts Wastewater Plant 

For dd's 

From: ElaineGnMB@aol.com [mailto:EiaineGnMB@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2012 12:07 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: RE: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary Districts Wastewater Plant 

August 2, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 
Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 of 1 

Being a life-long Morro Bay resident, I have concerns about our Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the 
minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is 
and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. We do not want to follow in the steps of our Sister community where the battle has 
gone on and ultimately cost the citizens dearly after 20 years of fighting. 
I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with the 
improvements. 
Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 
Sincerely, 

Elaine Giannini 
2990 Juniper Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

8/15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2012 4:25PM 
To: 
Subject: 

Rexing , Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman , Diana@Coastal 
FW: Sewer Plant Permit 

Attachments: 

~Me.-, 
~ 

Scan2403, August 
02, 2012.pdf ... 

Scan2403, August 02, 2012.pdf 

For dd ' s 

-----Original Message-----
From : Brenda [mailto : brenda@genfininc . com] 
Sent : Thursday , August 02 , 2012 2 : 20 PM 
To : Carl, Da n @Coastal 
Subject : Sewer Plant Permit 

Dear Mr . Carl : 

Please forward the attached letter to the California Coastal Commission before their 
hearing next Thursday , August 9th , in support of the permit for the City of Morro Bay. 

Tha nk you. 

Steve K. Mi ller 

1 
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STEV£ K .MILLER 
1170 MAll\' STREET, .MORRO BAY CA 93442 

(805) 772-7732 (805) 772-7734 FAX 

August 2t 20 12 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
Cnli fomin Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

De~1.r Chairpcr~on Shallenherger: 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support tor the City of Morro 
Bay/Cayucoo Sanitary District's (MBCSD) \Vastcv·.:atcr Treatment Plant upgr~de 
project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The 
MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
and other groups, to improve the quality of its w<1stcwatcr treatment beyond the 
minimum standards. This has been a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

As an owner of many residential lots in :vtorro Bay ( 1170- 1 19R Main St, 1215 -
1291 Main St, 1130 Scott St, & 1.2 acres at Main St & I3onita St), the moving of 
the plant \vould cause undo hardship on my business and greatly impact my 
ability to sell these lots. Our sewer rates arc already increasing and further 
increases to pay for the moving of the plant will be devastating to my business, as 
well as the City of Morro Bay. 

Please consider that the majority of our t\.vo communities would like to keep the 
plant location a~ i~ . r ,ct us replace this older plant with better technolog,y no\v and 
not years from now in a new location. 

I respectfully request your support in favor of this important decision for both of 
our communities and vote to move forw-ard no\v with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

cl~t?·~. 
Steve K. Miller 

SKM: bb 

PDF created with pdfFactory trial version www.pdffactory.com 
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August 3, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 3 00 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

As not only residents but property owners, we respectfully request your support for this 
important decision for us to move forward now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Rick and Claire Grantham 
2940 Ironwood 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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August 4, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
% Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Board and other groups to improve the quality 
of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for 
both of our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as it is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and 
not years from now someplace else. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. Please share our concern with the Coastal Commission and 
the staff. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sin:{L~,IJ 

d~r;/~JJ1 
Glen Albright & Anne Albright 
968 Balboa 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
Residents since 1957 

350 N. cean e. 
Cayucos, CA 93430 
Residents since 1962 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 
·- - - ------·····----·---- ---

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Sunday, August 05, 2012 12:31 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Support for upgrade of existing MBCSD plant 

for dd's 

From: p sines [sines__p@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 6:02AM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

-·--·- --------- ----

Subject: Support for upgrade of existing MBCSD plant 

VIA E-MAIL on 8/2/12 and REGULAR MAIL on 8/3/12 

Ms. Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing to you to express my very strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at 
your upcoming meeting. I understand that the MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and other groups to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment well beyond the 
minimum standards. This is a huge undertaking for both of our communities, and we would like to move 
forward. 

Although there is always a vocal minority, please consider that the majority of our two communities 
would like to keep the plant location where it is. Please let us replace this older plant with better 
technology now, and not years from now someplace else. I do not believe it is right or fair to force a 
location move, and because the plant has been there for many years, it should be grandfathered at that 
location. Please, please let us move forward to upgrade the existing plant. 

I formally and respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
with improvements at the existing location. 

I also respectfully request that you share this letter with all of the Coastal Commissioners and with your 
staff. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 
Is/ 
Pamla Sines 
13 51 Clarabelle Dr. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

8115/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl , Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Sunday, August 05, 2012 12:32 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Support for existing Morro Bay water treatment plant 

for dd's 

From: azgals azgals [azgals@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 6:20AM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: Support for existing Morro Bay water treatment plant 

VIA E-MAIL on 8/2/12 and REGULAR MAIL on 8/3/12 

Ms. Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 ot 1 

I am writing to you to express my very strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal 
Commission will be considering at your meeting. I understand that the MBCSD has spent 
years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the 
quality of its wastewater treatment well beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
undertaking for both of our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location 
where it is. Please let us replace this older plant with better technology now, and not years 
from now someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with 
the improvements at the existing location. 

I also respectfully request that you share this letter with the Coastal Commissioners and your 
staff. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 
Charlene Nungaray 
1351 Clarabelle Dr. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

8/15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

tribedtwwtpaug52 
012.pdf (1 MB) ... 

for dd ' s 

Carl , Dan@Coastal 
Sunday, August 05, 2012 12:44 PM 
Rexing , Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 
FW: SLO County Tribune says "Morro Bay Sewage Plant Proposal Should be Flushed"- copy 
sent to staff 

tribedtwwtpaug520 12. pdf 

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter . net] 
Sent : Sunday , August 05 , 2012 9 : 59AM 
To: mmccl ureccc@co . del-norte . ca . us; mark . stone@co . santa-cruz.ca . us; richard@bloomlaw . net; 
esanc h ezccc@aol. com ; zimmerccc@gmail . com ; skinsey@marincount y . org ; 
brian.bre nnan@ventura . org 
Cc : Ca valieri, Madeline@Coastal ; Rexing , Stephanie@Coastal ; Carl , Dan@Coastal 
Sub jec t : SLO County Tribune says "Morro Bay Sewage Plant Proposal Should be Flushed" -
c op y s ent to staff 

He llo , 

Th e larges t paper in the County ha s just pub l ished an editorial siding with CCC staff ' s 
conc lusion that the Morro Bay plant shou ld be moved off the beach. The editorial is 
a tt ached . 

Here ' s a quote : 

We st rong l y u rge the commission to follow through on its s taff ' s recommendation and deny 
the p ermit app l ication for a project that ' s so ill advised we ' re amazed it ' s progressed as 
far a s it has ." 

Linda Stedjee 
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June 11, 2002 Page 1 of 1 

Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Monday, August 06, 2012 8:17AM 

To: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Subject: Morro Bay City staff duplicity in response to your staff report 

Hi, 

I have seen the MBCSD nonsense, and am writing my own responses to it, but although I am right in the 
middle of it, I just had to share some information on one of the points: 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 2, last paragraph: "The VVWTP is a/so situated in an area near Morro Rock and the 
Morro Bay Embarcadero - significant visitor destination-where its potential for recreation 
is both enhanced and clearly underutilized, ... " 
It is inappropriate to state that the recreation potential of an industrial zoned property, 
located adjacent to other industrial uses, is underutilized . This is a very subjective 
statement and inconsistent with the City's land use designation for the site in the certified 
LCP. It is also important to note that Atascadero Road is bisected by Morro Creek, 
limiting access between the WWTP site and the readily acknowledged popular 
visitor-serving areas of Morro Rock and the Morro Bay Embarcadero, which are 
located 3/4 mile downcoast of the site. 

My Analysis 

Of course the property was zoned industrial to accommodate the WWTP and the Power 
Plant, both of which were built in the 1950's. Subjective statement? I don't think so. 
Times have changed, and beachfront property in California is no longer considered 
appropriate for industrial use. I have no doubt that the CCC would enthusiastically 
approve of re-zoning and an LCP change to reflect current policies for the use of this type 
of land. 

Regarding the fact that Atascadero Road is bisected by Morro Creek, limiting access .. . .. 
It's funny that the MBCSD didn't bother to mention that the City of Morro Bay just 
got a $220,000 DOT grant to build a bike/pedestrian path in the subject area. Note 
the DOT's "area of performance" statement: "Situated between the Byway and the 
Morro Rock Historical Landmark, this key segment of the Byway Bay Trail 
connects the Morro Bay Embarcadero with the trail to the north including a bridge 
over Morro Creek." This is such a big deal that Congresswoman Lois Capps will 
be in Morro Bay to join in the ce lebration. Funny how the Morro Bay City staff 
could have forgotten all about this ..... "limiting access"? I think this shows very 
clearly how these folks operate. 

Yes, they have been working on this path and bridge over Morro Creek for some time. Yet, they claim that 
there is limited access due to Morro Creek bysecting Atascadero Road and imply this is a problem in regard to 
CCC staff comments. 

More later 

Linda Stedjee 

8115/2012 
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It appears that the MBCSD is trying to "snow" the Commissioners with what looks like an impressive rebuttal paper. If that 
is so, they had better hope the Commissioners don't read what the MBCSD wrote. 

Overall, it appears that one of the MBCSD strategies is to present an enormous amount of "information" that supposedly 
proves the CCC staff report is deficient. It is obvious that the MBCSD approach has to rely on quantity over quality, as 
the voluminous commentary they present consists of a variety of deceptive arguments based on failure to acknowledge 
known facts, attempts to divert attention away from the focus of CCC staff arguments, ignoring the CCC staff arguments 
and presenting comments that have no connection , and just plan wearing out the reader. 

Bottom line: A whole lot of nonsensical arguments do not change the facts , and do not prove anything other than the fact 
that the MBCSD and their hired consultants seem to have an awful lot of time on their hands, and a willingness to waste a 
huge amount of taxpayer money on nonsense. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Summary of Staff Recommendation page 1, first paragraph disputed text: 
"The WWTP site is subject to significant development constraints, and due to the proposed site of the plant .. . " 
The existing and future proposed facilities largely occupy the same physical parcel and are on currently developed land 
being used for industrial purposes by the City and District. The logical construction sequence is to first construct the 
upgraded facilities, second test and commission their operation, and then once the treatment processes are completed, 
tie them into the existing influent and effluent lines. This sequence is necessary because there can be no long term 
interruptions to wastewater service without tremendous risk of environmental damage. Once all the upgraded treatment 
processes are operating properly, the existing facilities will become redundant and will be removed/cleared to improve 
potential flood water passage in the vicinity 

My Analysis: 

Did the MBCSD read the rest of the CCC staff report to determine what constraints they were talking about? From their 
response, it appears that they did not. Their response appears to have absolutely nothing to do with the constraints 
identified by the CCC staff, which are clearly stated later in the report. For example, on page 9, we find this text: "The 
project site is subject to multiple significant constraints, including risks from a variety of coastal hazards, a location within 
a scenic public shoreline viewshed, and the presence of significant archeological resources. " 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 2, third paragraph: " ... would also be inundated in a 1 00-year storm event through a combination of inland flooding 
(associated with Morro Creek) and ocean flooding, all of which could be exacerbated by sea-level rise over time." 
Ocean Flooding 
The site-specific Shoreline Erosion Study and 100 Year Sea Wave Run-Up Analysis and subsequent analyses prepared 
by Earth Systems Pacific analyzed hazards associated with potential long-term shoreline erosion , storm surge and wave 
run-up, and sea level rise. The analysis concludes that the sea wave run-up that could occur during a 1 00-year storm 
event over the next 1 00-years would reach a maximum elevation of 15.7 feet , an elevation located approximately 300 feet 
to the west (seaward) of the site. The analysis also notes that the site is shielded from wave run-up by Atascadero Road 
and the RV Park, which lie at elevation 21 to 22 feet , adding a 6-foot buffer between the 1 00-year sea wave run-up 
elevation and the site . Further, a supplemental assessment (Earth Systems July 20 12) which included a review of vertical 
stereographic aerial photographs proximal to and covering the site to assess historical changes in the site's shoreline 
configuration, concludes that "the dune ridges have migrated marginally back and forth (to the east and west on the 
seaward side of Atascadero Road)" but that the dunes, as a landform, are considered stable. The Earth Systems studies 
conclude, based on the results of the wave run-up analysis, using the worst case scenario coastal data that the WWTP 
site will not be affected by long-term shorel ine erosion , storm surge or wave run-up, or sea level rise for a 1 00-year time 
period that extends well beyond the design life of the project. 
Inland Flooding 
Environmental Science Associates (ESA) prepared a site-specific Flood Hazard Analysis (August 2009) for the WWTP 
upgrade project, the recommendations of which were considered and incorporated into the project E IR and conditions of 
approval for the project. In response to the flood hazard analysis and associated EIR mitigation measures, a letter of map 
revision (LOMR) was filed with FEMA. The new floodpla in map, although showing the lateral extent of 1 00-year flood 
waters expanding horizontally beyond the current applicable FIRM boundaries , actually lowers the vertical extent of the 
1 00-year floodplain elevation at the site by 2 feet. In addition, a supplement to the ESA study was prepared to analyze the 
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combine effects of inland flooding, projected 1 00-year sea level rise, 1 00-year flooding , and the maximum wave run up 
event. The supplemental analysis reported that the model actually shows a 0.01 foot drop in flood levels on the site, which 
is indicative that the impacts of these worst-case hazard events are less than the error inherent in t~e model. 
Citation: Fine Screening Analys is Appendix B page 7&8, Flood ~azard Analysis , Addendum to the Flood Hazard Analysis, 

My Analysis: 

Once again , the MBCSD arguments fail to address the impacts of a COMBINATION of sea level rise , storm surges, and 
flooding in Morro Creek. They attempt to skirt the issue by citing studies on individual factors separately, and 
conveniently ignore the "perfect storm" scenario. The CCC staff made this concept clear, but the MBCSD continues to try 
to ignore it. 

Furthermore, their conclusions seem to fly in the face of other studies. For example, the San Francisco State University 
paper "The Economic Costs of Sea Level Rise to California Beach Communities" 

In regard to the FEMA map revision , that revision was done based on data supplied by Wallace Group which was, at the 
time, under the employ of the City of Morro Bay. As noted in my article at 
http://www.rockofthecoast.com/2011/09/28/fema-map-revision-raises-concerns-in-morro-bay/, there were some major 
concerns regarding the map revision . Here are a couple of them : 

"Information in Wallace Group's 2009 Flood Hazard Study appears to indicate that human activity also plays a significant 
role of flooding patterns. The Study says that, "Staff coordinates with the neighboring Hanson Aggregate owners 
regarding the orientation of their yard and supplies. Flood waters from the southeast first cross the Hanson property. 
When Hanson has stock on hand of large concrete block, they store the blocks on-site in a manner that directs flood 
waters to Atascadero Road rather than through the WWTP." The reliability of a flood inundation map in an area where the 
location of a stack of concrete blocks can markedly alter floodwater inundation patterns may be questionable. 

In addition to the impacts of ongoing natural forces and human activity , the accuracy, and thus the value of the new flood 
map may be impacted by the demolition and removal of the current WWTP. Its presence appears to have played a role in 
the Wallace flood plain modeling work. The 2009 Flood Hazard Study states, "In addition , the model was reviewed to 
determine if the current WWTP building layout and areal coverage were correctly accounted for in the model. Some minor 
adjustments were made accordingly. "" 

I double-checked this with the City Attorney, asking "2. It is unclear whether the FEMA map revis ion is for the site 
configuration as it exists today, or for the site configuration that would exist if the new WWTP were built next to the 
existing one. Can you tell me which it is? ". His response was , "2. The LOMR is made for existing conditions." 

If the presence of stacks of concrete blocks significantly alters flood patterns, how would they be altered by demolishing 
an entire faci lity and bui lding another one next door? 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 2, last paragraph : "More importantly, this is exactly the type of ocean-fronting land that the Coastal Act and the LCP 
prioritize .. . " 
The proposed project is not an ocean front development, as both Atascadero Road and the Morro RV park exist seaward 
of the proposed project. 
Citation : CCC staff recognizes that there are developments to the West of this plant on page 20 of the staff report. This is 
also shown clearly on Exhibit 2 of the staff report . 

My Analysis: 

One look at an aerial view of the site should dismiss this nonsense. Clearly, nothing but the road separates the 
northwestt section of the plant from the beach. I would call this "beachfront" Only PART of the plant is separated from the 
beach by the RV Park. So, this looks to me like "word games". Yes, there is one development, the RV Park west, of 
PART of the plant. However, the picture makes the nonsensical nature of the MBCSD argument very clear. 
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MBCSD Comments: 

Page 2, last paragraph: "The WWTP is also situated in an area near Morro Rock and the Morro Bay Embarcadero
significant visitor destination-where its potential for recreation is both enhanced and clearly underutilized, ... " 
It is inappropriate to state that the recreation potential of an industrial zoned property, located adjacent to other industrial 
uses, is underutilized. This is a very subjective statement and inconsistent with the City's land use designation for the site 
in the certified LCP. It is also important to note that Atascadero Road is bisected by Morro Creek, limiting access between 
the WWTP site and the readily acknowledged popular visitor-serving areas of Morro Rock and the Morro Bay 
Embarcadero, which are located % mile downcoast of the site. 

My Analysis 

Of course the property was zoned industrial to accommodate the WWTP and the Power Plant, both of which were built in 
the 1950's. Subjective statement? I don't think so. Times have changed , and beachfront property in California is no 
longer considered appropriate for industrial use. I have no doubt that the CCC would enthusiastically approve of re
zoning and an LCP change to reflect current policies for the use of this type of land. 

Regarding the fact that Atascadero Road is bisected by Morro Creek, limiting access .. ... It's funny that the MBCSD didn't 
bother to mention that the City of Morro Bay just got a $220,000 DOT grant to build a bike/pedestrian path in the subject 
area. Note the DOT's "area of performance" statement: "Situated between the Byway and the Morro Rock Historical 
Landmark, this key segment of the Byway Bay Trail connects the Morro Bay Embarcadero with the trail to the north 
including a bridge over Morro Creek." This is such a big deal that Congresswoman Lois Capps will be in Morro Bay to join 
in the celebration . Funny how the Morro Bay City staff could have forgotten all about this .. . .. "limiting access"? I think this 
shows very clearly how these folks operate. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 3, first paragraph: "it only includes a very modest reclamation component, one that is designed to use onsite (and 
for no other use) .. . " 
The proposed project includes facilities for truck filling with reclaimed water which can be used to meet any other off-site 
reclaimed water demands that arise within the service area. 

My Analysis: 

Again, the MBCSD dances around and avoids addressing the real point, which is the fact that very little reclamation is 
involved in the proposed project. Only a very small amount of water is involved. The CCC staff's points were that much 
more water needs to be reclaimed to augment the City's very precarious and unreliable water supply. 
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MBCSD Comments: 

Page 3, third paragraph: "Staff believes that the Righetti site, .... qan provide the most opportunity moving forward for 
maximizing beneficial recycled water reuse ... " 
The Recycled Water Feasibility Study conducted by Dudek clearly demonstrates that the plant location is not the critical 
factor in developing a recycled water program . In fact, there may be opportunistic detriments to such an idea. Moving the 
plant would require the construction of a large lift station required to have the capacity to pump all wet weather flows to 
the new site, resulting in increased energy costs , additional greenhouse gas emissions, a greater potential for 
catastrophic spills with associated environmental impacts, not to mention environmental impacts associated with 
construction of the necessary infrastructure. In addition, the Fine Screening Analysis prepared for your staff through a fully 
vetted public process determined that the existing plant site was the superior option. 
Citation: Recycled Water Feasibility Study, Fine Screening Analysis 

My Analysis : 

First, the Recycled Water Feasibility Study was done by a firm that was getting paid by the MBCSD. Dudek drew many 
very dubious conclusions, including the one that allowed them to throw out another site because it is in a flood plain, and 
leave its clients ' favored site , also in the flood plain, in the running. 

Second, the large lift station is part of a project that will eliminate far greater environmental risks than those that the 
MBCSD appear to be using as a "scare tactic". Furthermore, if the large lift station is properly constructed in accordance 
with approved COP's, with proper backup facilities provided, there should be no risk of any significant environmental risks. 

Finally, the MBCSD has historically shown little interest in protecting the environment. Various examples of this attitude 
are provided in the CCC staff report, including Morro Bays upgrading and running of a desal plant illegally (no COP) and 
continuously violating an SWRCB decision from 1997 to the present. Now, suddenly, they are environmentalists who care 
about things like energy usage and greenhouse gas emissions, and sewage spills? They rejected a PERC Plant, which 
would have a much smaller footprint than their proposed project, and would use the latest technology. Both Morro Bay 
and Cayucos have neglected their sewer infrastructure for decades. Video inspections show numerous holes, cracks and 
pipe separations. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 3, third paragraph: "The expense of moving to an alternative site .... diminishes to negligible when other factors are 
considered ... " 
The rational for this statement is based on inaccurate assumptions. The reduced costs cited for water reuse do not 
contemplate other project related costs (lift station at existing site) nor the potential environmental impacts. In addition, the 
potential revenue the City could earn/accrue from the existing site would be limited due to flood plain related issues if the 
Commission agrees with the staff analysis on this issue. With all due respect to CCC staff, the additional $25M required to 
move the plant will result in increased rates to the local ratepayers, who will likely not find the additional expense 
negligible on their monthly sewer bills. While cost may not be the determining criteria for siting a plant, City and District 
staff would not be following their fiduciary responsibilities for the citizens of the local community if they did not attempt to 
produce a cost effective solution. Detailed cost estimates showing the significant cost differences for both the Righetti site 
and the existing site were provided in the Fine Screening Analysis. Finally the orig inal Facilities Master Plan prepared by 
Carollo Engineers in 2007 included 15.7 million dollars of rehabilitation costs for the existing facilities . With the ten year 
timeline to develop a treatment plant on the Righetti site, it is likely that the existing plant would require significant interim 
investment. Because the Fine Screening Analysis agreed with the certified EIR that the proposed project was the 
preferred alternative, the Applicant has not developed some of these more speculative costs for moving the plant to the 
Righetti site. 
Citation: Fine Screening Analysis page 170,171 . Carollo Facility Master Plan Report page ES4 

My Analysis: 

The comment that the use of the current site would be limited due to flood plain issues is just plain silly. Look at the RV 
parks that are there now- they are extremely successful and generate a lot of revenue for their owners AND the City. 
There are major plans for the new bike path and bridge. There are also hotels in the area. There is a very big difference 
between these uses and a sewer plant. YOU CAN EVACUATE THE VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES WHEN FLOODING 
IS EXPECTED. YOU CANNOT PICK UP A SEWER PLANT AND MOVE IT TO HIGHER GROUND. 
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Regarding the alleged ten-year timeline to build the plant on the Righetti site, the MBCSD is forgetting a very important 
fact. PERC Water has already completed a plant design- one that can be built on any site . They say they can build the 
plant in TWO YEARS, and the firm not only guarantees schedule, but cost as well. 

Threats of higher bills are another scare tactic . The MBCSD rejected the PERC option even though that firm promise a 
plant that would cost millions less than the proposed project (and they guarantee final cost) . If the MBCSD cared about 
saving money for ratepayers, they would have jumped at that chance. They did not. 

MBCSC Comments 

Page 3, paragraph 4: "Because the Righetti site is located in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County ... it will require 
County authorization .... . staff has coordinated with the County and has discussed measures to allow for a streamlined 
review ... " 
City and District staff were surprised to hear that CCC staff had coordinated with both the County and RWQCB 
concerning this project without notifying the City and District that such communication was occurring. In a project of this 
magnitude, the City feels that it is paramount that all parties be included in any such discussions, especially the applicant. 
Keeping all parties included in these important discussions provides the best opportunity for a successful solution to these 
issues. It should be noted that the Fine Screening Analysis included a detailed project schedule associated with 
developing a WWTP at the Righetti site which concluded, given the various planning, regulatory and procedural activities 
most likely necessary for the alternative site development (conceptual design, environmental review, annexation, LCP 
amendment, conditional use and coastal development permits), that this alternative project would conservatively require 
10 years to complete. The challenges of siting the plant at the Righetti site could have been discussed in detail if the 
applicant had been invited to participate in staff's coordination efforts with the County 

My Analysis: 

Why would the MBCSD be surprised that CCC staff had talked to other agencies without notifying them? CCC staff are 
accountable not just to permit applicants, but to other stakeholders as well , including all of the affected residents of Morro 
Bay and Cayucos. The staff must, in some situations, clearly work independently in order to avoid being accused of bias. 
They must ensure that other agencies' comments and conclusions are not tainted by pressures that stakeholders might 
apply to those agencies. 

I will also note that the MBCSD has not done so well including the CCC in numerous situations where that involvement 
was not only a good idea, but legally mandated. I am , of course, referring to numerous failures to obtain COP's, and the 
City's granting of COP's where that clearly should not have been done because the approved projects violated the LCP 
and the Coastal Act. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 7, Project Site : "It is immediately adjacent to ... Morro Bay High School" 
The High School is not immediately adjacent to the project site but is situated to the North across Atascadero Road. 

My Analysis : 

The high school is , indeed, right across the road . (see aerial view in this document) . How on earth can they claim that 
something across the road is not "adjacent"? 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 7, Footnote 2: CCC staff asserts that the Morro Bay Power Plant is in the midst of a "downsizing and complete 
modification project" , and that there have been various reuse concepts identified for the power plant site. This information 
is incorrect. The downsizing and complete modification of the power plant is not viable at this time, and the application for 
modernization has been withdrawn from consideration. 

My Analysis : 

While the statement made by the MBCSD is the official word on the street, there are credible and persistent rumors that 
the City staff have been quietly working with power plant management regarding a scheme to keep the power plant 
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running using jet turbine engines, and calling the project an "upgrade" to avoid environmental studies (does this approach 
sound familiar?). This, if true, would confirm the CCC staff's statements. The rumors are unconfirmed , and how the 
plant's recent loss of business might impact such a scheme is an open question. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 9, first paragraph: "The applicant proposes to use only .4 mgd of that disinfected tertiary recycled water ... " 
As determined by the City of Morro Bay's Utilities Manager, .4 mgd is estimated to be the maximum probable urban reuse 
in Morro Bay. Reusing this quantity of water will offset nearly all outdoor potable water demands in the City's service area. 

My Analysis : 

The MBCSD has consistently refused to acknowledge, and has even denied the farmers ' stated interest in purchasing the 
water. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 9, Prior Commission Action : 
Staff neglected to include the 2009 Consistency Determination which is the most recent CCC action on th is plant. At that 
time, the CCC found the plant, as proposed to be upgraded to secondary treatment, to be consistent with the 
requirements of the Coastal Act. 

My Analysis: 

No. This document is the most recent action on the EXISTING PLANT. In January, 2009, it was believed that the project 
would be a true upgrade -an in-place refurbishing of the existing WWTP . They planned to refurbish the existing plant 
in place, and there were limits as to what could be done to enhance the old plant. 

Then, later in 2009, when the flood hazard study, it was learned that the plant would have to be completely demolished 
and replaced, and it was a whole new plant and whole new project. Would the CCC have made the same decision for an 
entirely new plant project? Doubtful 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 10, footnote 7: Commission staff acknowledges that MBCSD coordinated with them on the preparation of the 
Alternative Sites Analysis, including the methodology employed for both rough and fine screening components . 
We thank the staff for recognizing our coordination with them and wish they had included the additional analyses and 
technical documents in the attachments to the staff report as those could have been extremely useful to the Commission 
in its consideration of the matter. 

My Analysis: 

The Commission packet was already enormous. The Commissioners clearly have the option of requesting clarification on 
any issue. 

MBCSD Comments 

Page 14, LUP Policy 9.03: "All development . .. shall be prohibited in the 100-year floodplain area unless off-setting 
improvements in accordance with the HUD regulations are required .. . " 
Subsequent to approval of the City's LCP, HUD was replaced by FEMA as the National Flood Management Agency. As 
such, the LUP Policy 9.03 exception to the prohibition of floodpla in development corresponding ly applies to projects which 
include off-setting improvements in accordance with the FEMA regulations. The project as proposed meets both the local 
and the Federal flood damage prevention regulations through the offsetting improvements proposed and is therefore 
consistent with LUP Policy 9.03 . CCC staff clearly misunderstands flood prevention practice, because in footnote 28 of the 
staff report they argue that flood damage prevention only relates to residential construction . The CCC staff completely 
fails to recognize the form and function of Federal regulations on this topic leading to a faulty conclusion . 
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My Analysis: 

The staff fails to recognize the form and function of Federal regulations? The CCC staff quoted the-policy. Clearly, they 
know about FEMA, as do we all. That does not mean that a po1icy may be misquoted, nor does it mean that out-dated 
content in a policy implies any misunderstanding. The MBCSD is clearly trying to cobble together insignificant and 
unrelated information in an order to cast the CCC staff in a bad light. The bottom line is that you don't put critical 
infrastructure in a flood plain . 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 14, LUP Policy 9.05 : "Plans for development shall minimize cut and fill operations." 
Regardless of the flood plain issue, the fill for the proposed project at the existing site is estimated at 35,000 cubic yards. 
The Fine Screening Analysis states that for the Righetti site , "In doing so, the pad elevation of EL. 77 results in a large 
export (cut) quantity, on the order of 90,000 cubic yards." 

My Analysis: 

It appears that the CCC staff's estimate does not match the MBCSD estimate. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 15, first paragraph: "The LCP goes on, in Policy 9.03, to prohibit all new development in the 100 year flood plain 
areas" 
See comment above about clarifying LUP policy 9.03. 

My Analysis : 

Same as before 

MBCSD Comments : 

Page 15, LUP Policy 5.03 and footnote 18: 
The staff report footnote on page 18 concludes that policy 5.03 "refers to 'The Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment facilities', 
not future facilities, redeveloped facilities, generic wastewater facilities, or new facilities, but rather The Morro Bay 
Wastewater Treatment facilities. The LCP does not identify any future development in this context, nor does it explicitly 
protect any such future development at the site. It only references the facilities as they existed when the LCP was drafted. 
Thus, absent additional explanation, the policy must be read in the time and context in which it was written, namely 
referring to the existing WWTP facilities. 
The staff report's conclusion regarding the inapplicability of LUP Policy 5.03 to the WWTP Upgrade Project is predicated 
on the notion that Policy 5.03 was intended to apply only to the WWTP facilities as they existed at the time of LCP 
certification. The staff report supports its conclusion by indicating the LCP does not identify any future development in the 
context of the WWTP facilities existing at the time of LCP certification. However, the City's certified LCP requires that the 
"Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment facilities shall be protected in their present location" and not only anticipates future 
improvements to the WWTP facility as it existed at that time, but also directs improvements to the existing facilities , in 
terms of expanded capacity to meet future growth projections and future improvements to implement a recycled water 
program as part of an upgrade project. The certified LCP specifically anticipates a planned wastewater treatment plant 
expansion (page 64), as acknowledged by LCP pol icy 3.06 and permitted through Coastal Development Permit 406-01, 
and further directs that reclaimed water should be pursued when funded by a potential user or required as part of a 
wastewater plant upgrade (page 92). There is no evidence to support staff's conclusion that Policy 5.03 was intended to 
apply only to the WWTP facilities as they existed when the LCP was drafted, rather, the LCP requires protection of the 
WWTP while clearly anticipating future changes to its facilities and acknowledging its location in a floodplain (see page 15 
staff report reference to page 157 nof the City's LCP). 

My Analysis : 
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These are the same tired old MBCSD arguments, and they still don't make any sense. Clearly, the CCC staff is correct. 
The existing plant is protected in place because of the outfall. The new plant is not protected in place. All of this has 
been addressed before. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 15, last paragraph: "Current technology may allow for the elimination of the ocean outfall altogether' 
This statement is incorrect and does not take into account the findings of the Recycled Water Feasibility Study or the 
Alternative Analysis that identifies the ocean outfall as required for a "fail safe disposal" system. The Recycled Water 
Feasibility Study did evaluate the concept of eliminating the ocean outfall and it was determined to be infeasible. In 
addition, because it is anticipated that higher treatment technologies are required (such as RO) for reclamation for 
agricultural purposes or alternative disposal purposes (such as groundwater injection and/or creek discharge) the outfall 
would be required for brine disposal. 
Citation Page ES11 2012 Recycled Water Feasibility Study 

My Analysis : 

It doesn't matter what the Recycled Water Feasibility Study or the Alternative Analysis say. The CCC just approved the 
Los Osos plant, which does not require an ocean outfall. They would not have done that unless the Los Osos design had 
the necessary safeguards. 

Furthermore, there are good options for disposing of brine without an ocean outfall, as discussed in the research paper, 
Innovative Brine Disposal Options, which discusses brine disposal mechanisms for inland communities involved in inland 
desalination of brackish groundwater. http:l/idea.library.drexel.edu/bitstream/1860/3150/1/Hoque_Aiexander_Gurian.pdf 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 15, footnote 18: 
Please see discussion above regarding LUP Policy 5.03 

My Analysis: 

Same as response to MBCSD item on Page 15, LUP Policy 5.03 and footnote 18: 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 16, first paragraph: "LUP Policy 5.03 .... should not be interpreted as the applicant urges, as a sort of LCP "override" 
for siting an entirely new WWTP facility." 
The City has never requested any LCP policy "override," the City simply recognizes the plain language of the LCP as 
written, that this site be preserved for waste water treatment facilities. 
August 3, 2012 
Page 6 
The collective ownership of these properties by MBCSD, the Industrial zoning designation, and the lack of any language 
in the policy or the LCP as whole indicating intent to limit the policy provisions to only the existing facilities refute CCC 
staff's interpretation of this LCP section. 

My Analysis: 

No, "the lack of any language in the policy or the LCP as whole indicating intent to limit the policy provisions to only the 
existing facilities" dos NOT refute CCC staff's interpretation of this LCP section. The LCP language is very clear, 
although the MBCSD obviously wishes it were not. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 16, third paragraph: " ... and the proposed project plans show that the new facility itself is situated partly (around 
50%) within this zone. " 
The City acknowledges that the existing WWTP is in the flood plain. However, staff fails to acknowledge that the proposed 
project reduces the facility footprint within the floodplain by 50% . In addition , the proposed project is removed from the 
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flood plain via the use of fill in accordance with standard local and Federal flood damage prevention regulations. In 
addition, as demonstrated in the Flood Hazards Analysis models 6A and 68, the project design resulted in a reduction of 
the effects of flooding on surrounding properties. Again , this is consistent with Federal FEMA regul?tions and procedures . 

My Analysis: 

This is the same argument previously presented in the MBCSD arguments , and has been previously addressed in this 
response. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 16, fourth paragraph: "Flooding at the WWTP site is associated with both ocean flooding (in storms) as well as 
flooding from Morro Creek." 
The WWTP does not have impacts from ocean flooding . There is no record of the plant experiencing flooding related to 
the ocean even during extreme El Nino events such as the 1983 El Nino event. However on the off chance that flooding 
should occur, design mitigation is included in the project scope and proposed special conditions. As described previously, 
the coastal hazards analysis prepared by Earth Systems Pacific at the request of CCC staff determined that the site will 
not be subject to coastal flooding . 
Citation : The text associated with footnote 13 of the CCC staff report refutes the assertions made regarding ocean 
flooding . 

My Analysis: 

This MBCSD response completely ignores the increased risk of coastal flooding due to sea level rise. 

The text associated with footnote 13 says, "In response to the Commission 's request for a more robust description and 
analysis of the coastal hazards at play at the existing WWTP site, the Applicant provided updated materials describing 
shoreline erosion and flood hazards for the site, including with respect to sea level rise, as well as 
an assessment of the ability of the existing dunes seaward of the WWTP site to effectively 
protect the site from coastal hazards." 

The text simply describes MBCSD-provided documents that make claims in favor of the MBCSD's position. It in no way 
"refutes" the assertions regarding ocean flooding . The CCC staff does not concur with some of the conclusions stated in 
those documents. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 16, fourth paragraph: "Per the applicant 's estimates, the WWTP site (including the footprint of the new VVVVTP) 
would be under 2. 8-4.7 feet of water during a 1 00-year event." 
The proposed site will not be inundated at all as fil l would be strategically placed to raise the site out of the floodpla in. No 
risk from ocean flooding was shown as discussed above. 

My Analysis: 

Same argument they made before; still invalid. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 16, Footnote 2: "The Los Osos WWTP, .. . and did not include any ocean outfall." 
The siting and disposal alternatives are unique to each and every WWTP constructed . While the City applauds the 
community of Los Osos for their projected project plans, their unique and site specific issues resulted in the project that is 
currently being pursued. The City of Morro Bay does not share the site specific issues that make the Los Osos project 
unique 

My Analysis: 

See my prior comments on innovative brine disposal options used by inland communities . 
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MBCSD Comments: 

Page 16, Footnote 20: " ... application of these LCP policies to the existing WWTP site would lead to _a different outcome in 
the Applicants alternative site analysis, perhaps even resulting in the proposed site being found to have a "fatal flaw", in 
terms of the applicants alternatives analysis." · 
As explained on page 11 of the Rough Screening Analysis, the current site was not deemed to have a fatal flaw from flood 
related issues because the entire property is not located within the 1 00-year flood plain and due to the LCP protecting the 
existing WWTP facilities in their present location as a coastal-dependent use. Prior to proceeding with the more focused 
and detailed Fine Screening Analysis, which included the existing WWTP property (in its entirety), MBCSD received 
concurrence from CCC staff regard ing the conclusions of the Rough Screening Analysis . 

My Analysis: 

Please note my previously-stated concerns with the FEMA study, including the fact it was done based on the existence in 
place of the current plant. Again, the screening analyses have some dubious content, and were done by a firm paid by 
the MBCSD. Did the CCC staff concur with the conclusions of the Rough Screening Analysis? I don 't think so. This 
appears to be another attempt at "creative interpretation". 

M BCSD Comments: 

Page 17, second paragraph : "Despite the clear language of LUP Policy 9.03 the Applicant indicates that these issues are 
mitigated by the protective ability of the existing dune field." 
CCC staff has argued on past projects that property can readily be excluded from a floodplain by a variety of methods 
including fill and that this would be found consistent with the Coastal Act. In addition the flood modeling performed has 
lead to an understanding that the dune structure contributes to inland flooding and does not protect against it. Analyses 
performed at the request of CCC staff have determined that the dune structure is protective of ocean flooding. 

My Analysis: 

It is likely that, in some cases in the past, there were properties that the CCC found could be excluded from a floodplain 
by various methods. However , EVERY SITE IS UNIQUE. Furthermore , sea level rise is a growing concern. What 
applies to other properties, and what seemed to be adequate mitigation in the past has nothing to do with this specific 
property and current knowledge and conditions. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 17, second paragraph: " ... dunes can only provide so much protection, as evidenced by the Applicants own 
predictions that the site will be under water in a 1 00-year storm, even accounting for dune protection" 
This is a highly speculative statement and does not accurately reflect the findings of the Shoreline Erosion Study and 100 
Year Sea Wave Run-Up Analysis and supplemental studies . These studies conclude that the dune structure was found to 
be geologically stable although the ridges of the dune system migrate marginally east and west on the seaward side of 
Atascadero Road. In addition it should be noted that dunes don't provide protection against flooding , but act as a flood 
control structure by limiting the passage of inland flood waters to the ocean . Flooding events caused by Morro Creek 
would not adversely affect the proposed site because the site , as proposed, would sit 2' higher than the anticipated flood 
event. Under a tsunami or ocean flooding (wave run-up) situation , the dunes are "beneficial" because they limit the 
passage of water from the ocean inland. Rising sea levels do not impact the 1 OOyr inland flood elevation because the 
dunes control the flow out from the creek. Because the applicant understands this basic concept we have proposed a 
project which mitigates flooding impacts by proposing to relocate the WWTP to the South and reducing the facility 
footprint within the flood pla in (by 50%) thus leaving large portions of the site open to allow flowing flood waters to pass. 
The proposed project thereby reduces potential risks associated with flood hazard both on and offsite . The same fill used 
to mitigate flooding risk will also mitigate an extremely low-potential tsunami risk . 
Citation: Fine Screening Analysis 

My Analysis: 

Same arguments the MBCSD made earlier in their comments; their arguments are, as previously noted, flawed . 

MBCSD Comments: 
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Page 17, third paragraph: 
Elevating structures to exactly the minimum required by code minimizes cut and fill to the extent possible and is consistent 
with policy 9.06 

My Analysis: 

Elevate them to the minimum required by code, and you may be consistent with one policy, but not with a lot of others. 
Flooding is still a huge risk. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 17, fourth paragraph: 
The proposed project will not be permanently located within a floodplain because current conditions of approval require us 
to remove it via a Letter of Map Revision . A letter of map revision will permanently remove those elevated portions of the 
upgraded facilities from the flood plain due to their elevation . The current facility is within the flood plain , and was 
recognized as such when the LCP was drafted and facility improvements anticipated during LCP certification . 

My Analysis: 

See previously noted concerns with the FEMA study. Furthermore, citing past conclusions to support current arguments 
is not valid, as the risks of sea level rise, and its contribution to flooding risks, continue to be studied, and new facts and 
concerns emerge. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 17, third paragraph: " ... but it is reasonably expected to exacerbate flooding at surrounding properties (by displacing 
an area that flood waters would ordinarily inundate), increasing flood risks on these surrounding properties." 
This is inconsistent with the findings of the Flood Study Analysis and Fine Screening Analysis that demonstrated that the 
proposed project would in fact lower the flood potential on surrounding properties by clearing obstructions in the path of 
flood waters on the existing site . 

My Analysis: 

Again , the FEMA flood map revision was done assuming the presence of the current facil ity AT ITS CURRENT 
LOCATION and the flood hazard study noted that the pattern of flood inundation of the plant could be significantly altered 
when Hanson's Concrete relocated stacks of concrete blocks. Also note that the Flood Hazard Study and the technical 
input that supported the FEMA map revision were done by a contractor paid by the MBCSD (Wallace Group) and that the 
current WWTP project management team just happens to include none other than Wallace Group. 

MBCSD Comments : 

Page 17, third paragraph: "This portion of the project is also inconsistent with LUP Policy 9. 05 (requiring minimization of 
cut and fill, and requiring denial if other alternatives are available that result in less alteration) because the project could 
be carried out with less fill (see Alternatives section below)." 
The only other alternative identified in the staff report is the Righetti site. The Fine Screen Analysis states that for the 
Righetti site , "In doing so, the pad elevation of EL.77 results in a large export (cut) quantity, on the order of 90,000 cubic 
yards. " It should be noted the proposed project would require 35 ,000 cubic yards of fill or approximately 1/3 the amount. 

My Analysis: 

This is a repeat of an earlier MBCSD argument. Evidently, the MBCSD and the CCC staff disagree on the fill amount, . 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 18, first paragraph: 
We believe it incorrect to presume that raising the facilities would not mitigate tsunami risk. In addition to raising the site, 
existing development occurs to the West of the project (including walls), which may reduce or resist tsunami forces . The 
document referenced in footnote 32 is simply a transposition of the data used in preparing the State wide maps and 
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should not be used to counter the previously prepared site specific analysis. The data used in preparing the Statewide 
map can have a vertical uncertainty of 33 feet. 
Citation: The document referenced in footnote 32 makes this clear. 

My Analysis: 

The document referenced in footnote 32 is the Shoreline Erosion Study and 1 00-year Sea Wave Run-up Analysis- done 
by a contractor paid by the MBCSD. If the CCC has better, more current information on tsunami risk, then it should 
indeed be used to counter the site specific analysis. Furthermore , once again , the implications of the latest information 
on sea level rise is conveniently ignored. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 18, second paragraph: "Such raised fill would be expected to direct eroding forces (such as floodwaters) off onto 
other areas .... Such potential to increase erosion will only be exacerbated by sea-level rise. " 
This is inconsistent with the find ings of the Flood Study Analysis that demonstrated that the proposed project would in fact 
lower the flood potential on surrounding properties by providing a floodpath for better drainage. 
As stated previously, the extensive Shoreline Erosion Study and 100 Year Sea Wave Run-Up Analysis and subsequent 
analyses prepared by Earth Systems Pacific and ESA clearly demonstrates that sea level rise will not exacerbate inland 
or ocean flooding on the proposed site; both of these studies have already considered worst-case sea level projections in 
the analyses. 

My Analysis: 

The studies cited by the MBCSD contain worst-case sea level projections that are evidently out of sync with current 
projections available to CCC staff. Again, the cited studies were done by firms paid by the MBCSD 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 18, second paragraph re : Site Stability: 
The proposed project clears a currently impacted flood way to reduce flood ing risk to surrounding properties. Reviewing 
and referencing the professionally prepared studies would preempt staff from basing analysis on erroneous expectations. 
Again flooding impacts are not exacerbated by sea level rise . Also the project proposed a non-erodible surface for those 
areas being preserved as open space to pass flood impacts. 

My Analysis: 

That coastal flooding impacts are exacerbated by sea level rise is well-known and well-documented by experts . Non
erodable surface? What about the erodiblesediments underneath and around it? 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 18, fourth paragraph: "The LCP explicitly prohibits development in the 1 00-year floodplain ." 
Please see the previous discussion on this topic. 

My Analysis: 

Please see previous comments on the previous MBCSD arguments. 

MBCSD Comments : 

Page 19, Section 30213 of the Coastal Act requires preservation of low cost visitor and recreational facilities . The site is 
not currently a low cost visitor serving or recreational facility . It is an industrially-zoned site with an existing wastewater 
treatment plant. The project reduces the size of the plant, which allows for introducing recreational uses on -site . 

My Analysis: 
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The site is immediately adjacent to low-cost visitor serving and recreational facilities and more that are planned, including 
the pedestrian and bike path and the associated bridge over Morro Creek. Furthermore, it is in the kind of area that the 
Coastal Commission reserves for low-cost visitor and recreational facilities, which was clearly the CCC staff's point. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 19, Section 30221 of the Coastal Act is applicable to oceanfront land which the proposed project is not. There is 
intervening development between the plant site and the sandy beach. 

My Analysis: 

Nonsense. Please see aerial photograph previously provided this document, and accompanying analysis. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 19, Section 30253 (e) of the Coastal Act: As the project site is occupied by the existing WWTP, the upgraded 
WWTP would not change or in any way affect the character of the surrounding area. 

My Analysis: 

First, this is not an "upgraded WNTP" project. This is a WWTP replacement project. Second, the plant is clearly 
inconsistent with the low-cost visitor serving areas next door. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 20, first paragraph: "Section 30221 protects oceanfront land such as the WWTP site for recreational uses." 
The Background section of the staff report on page 20 acknowledges the trailer park to the West of the project site. " .. . the 
WWTP site is bordered to the west... by Morro Dunes RV park". The presence of the Morro Dunes RV Park refutes earlier 
claims of oceanfront and shoreline designations for the site. Public recreation opportunities are available downcoast and 
seaward of this site . Restaurants and retail uses are also located downcoast of this site, along Highway 1. 

My Analysis: 

See previous item and aerial view and comments referenced. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 20, first paragraph: " ... the LCP also articulates a vision for the project site area where it transitions to a visitor 
serving corridor as an entrance to the City. " 
It is unclear which portion of the LCP staff is referring to in this statement. The site is designated, zoned and used for 
coastal-dependent industrial uses. Chapter 2, page 23 of the certified LCP states: 
Coastal-Dependent Industrial Land Use: This land use specifically relates to those industrial land uses which are given 
priority by the Coastal Act of 1976 for location adjacent to the coastline. Examples of uses in this designation are thermal 
power plants, seawater intake structures, discharge structures, tanker support facilities , and other similar uses which must 
be located on or adjacent to the sea in order to function . The Morro Bay wastewater treatment facilities are protected in 
their present location since an important operational element, the outfall line, is coastal -dependent; see Policy 5.03. 
We have to ask CCC staff when or where did the City articulate this vision for the City? This vision is being espoused by 
CCC staff and attributed to the Applicant yet it is largely inconsistent with our LCP and zoning ordinances. The City does, 
however, plan to make linkage for non-motorized travel between Atascadero Road and the Embarcadero, consistent with 
our policies. 

My Analysis: 

I believe that the CCC staff may be referring to material on page 201 of the Local Coastal Plan, in the Visual Resources 
Chapter. The material discusses visual resources in the Morro Rock City Beach and Atascadero Beach areas . In 
addition, Highway 41 is a primary visitor corridor into Morro Bay, as is Highway 1. The current WNTP is at the end of 
Hwy 41, very near its intersection with Hwy 1. 
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"The City does, however, plan to make linkage for non-motorized travel between Atascadero Road and the Embarcadero, 
consistent with our policies.". Hmmm, didn 't they say earlier in their document that, "It is also important to note that 
Atascadero Road is bisected by Morro Creek, limiting access between the WVVTP site and the readily acknowledged 
popular visitor-serving areas of Morro Rock and the Morro Bay Fmbarcadero, which are located :X mile downcoast of the 
site."? Yes, they certainly did. Looks like they change their "facts" depending on what they are arguing for or against. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 20, first paragraph: "Preserving or utilizing the proposed project site for visitor serving and/or recreational use will 
maintain recreational uses along this important entrance to the City." 
There is no factual basis for this statement, since Atascadero Road is a dead end and road and does not currently serve 
as an entrance to visitors driving into Morro Bay. However we recognize that there may be some value to enhance public 
access or recreational uses near the site through creative use of the flood passage areas where the footprint of the plant 
is being reduced. We have proposed th is as a condition of approval. 

My Analysis: 

See analysis for previous item. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 20, Footnote 38: We believe that the proposed Conditions of Approval provide an opportunity for the project to meet 
this expanded definition. 

My Analysis: 

Footnote 38 says, "Coastal Act Section 30210 direction to maximize access represents a different threshold than to simply 
provide or protect such access, and is fundamentally different from other like provisions in this respect. In other words, it is 
not enough to simply provide access to and along the coast, and not enough to simply protect access, rather such access 
must also be maximized. This terminology distinguishes the Coastal Act in certain respects, and provides fundamental 
direction with respect to projects along the California coast that raise public access issues, like this one 

Proposed conditions of approval are not available to me so cannot comment on any consistencies or inconsistencies with 
footnote. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 21, first paragraph: " ... there has long been a vision that the WWTP area could be both connected to the 
Embarcadero and become a core visitor access ... " 
We ask that staff provide a reference to the LCP amendment or zoning code citation changing the use of industrially
zoned properties along Atascadero Road and defining this "vision" for visitor uses at the WWTP site. While the City would 
like more connectivity between the North and South sides of Morro Creek, that is beyond the scope of the current project. 
Nonetheless, we have proposed a condition of approval to increase public access and recreational opportunities where 
the footprint of the plant will be reduced. 

My Analysis: 

Now, once again , the MBCSD has completely forgotten about the bike and pedestrian path and associate bridge -the 
one they just got that grant of $220,000 to build, and the one that is such a big deal that Lois Capps is coming to help 
celebrate. After appearing to have completely forgotten it as they began writing their comments , they remembered it 
again when they said, "The City does, however, plan to make linkage for non-motorized travel between Atascadero Road 
and the Embarcadero, consistent with our policies.". Now, it once again seems to have slipped their minds. This is, 
indeed, a vision that residents have had for a long time. Did the CCC staff say the vision was in the LCP or zoning? No. 
They said there has long been a vision, and there has. Ask any resident who has been here for awhile. 

MBCSD Comments: 
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Page 21 , second paragraph: " ... In short, although the WWTP site itself does not currently provide any recreational 
opportunities" 
The discussion recognizes the site does not currently support recreational uses, and while CCC stC!ff expresses an 
opinion that the site and surrounding area has the potential to become a vital part of the coastal recreational use 
opportunities located in other areas of the City, staff should further acknowledge that the site and surrounding areas do 
not consist of a "multitude" of public visitor-serving recreational opportunities and such land uses are not supported by the 
land use designation or applicable site-specific policies included in the LCP 

My Analysis: 

Again, the zoning and LCP can be changed to adhere to current policies for use of land by the ocean. Indeed , there ARE 
a multitude of public visitor-serving recreational opportunities. The beach provides the obvious opportunities for surfing, 
swimming, kite flying , volleybal l, birding, etc. The RV park and campground uses are obvious. Lila Kaiser Park includes a 
baseball field that is heavily used and draws in many, many visitors attending Little League and club ball for kids. 
Currently, all are negatively impacted by the smelly and ugly sewer plant. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 21, second paragraph: " ... including in terms of the articulated City vision for the area ... " 
Please see discussion above regarding this new vision. 

My Analysis: 

Please see prior comments on the bike and pedestrian path and bridge. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 21, third paragraph: " ... when evaluating whether it is an appropriate site for a new lNVVTP facility." 
The proposed project is to upgrade the treatment process on the existing site that is preserved for waste water facilities. 
While it is development, portions of the existing plant will likely be reused in the upgraded facility. One potential example 
would include the air relief structure. 

My Analysis: 

No, this is NOT an upgrade. it is a new plant. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 21, footnote 45 : "About half of that shoreline area located ... " 
The shoreline is not adjacent to the project site . 

My Analysis: 

Please see aerial view provided in this document 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 22, first paragraph: The proposed project could be readily conditioned to include the specific mentioned higher 
priority use of a low-cost visitor serving, recreational vehicle sewage dump station although one currently exists in the 
adjacent City yard . 

My Analysis: 

Oh wonderful- a dump station © 

MBCSD Comments : 
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Page 22, second paragraph: " .. . truck trips associated with recycled water use would also increase truck trips in the area." 
The WNTP impacts discussion recognizes the recycled water program as generating truck trips but later discounts the 
benefits of reclamation that is provided with the plant upgrade. "Construction impacts can be reduced through proper 
design and BMPs .. . " We agree with this statement. Of course the argument espoused by staff neglects to mention that 
moving the project will still result in even more substantial construction impacts to the surrounding area because the 
existing site would still have to be demolished, fill would still be required for any alternate use, and a large lift station with a 
raw sewage pipeline will have to be routed from this existing site to the alternate one, thereby impacting the low cost 
visitor serving facilities in the vicinity for a much longer period of time. 

My Analysis: 

Of course the construction of the new facility will have construction impacts, but as previously noted, a PERC plant could 
be built in 2 years. They do not HAVE to stretch things out to 8 years. AND once the two years are up, the disruption is 
over. Besides, would bringing in all the construction supplies and equipment to the current site- for 8 years, cause 
disruption? You bet it would. How about construction noise? The CCC's favored site is in the country. The one the 
MBCSD wants is right next to the RV park, the campground, and the high school , not to mention the fact that there are 
hotels nearby. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 22, Opportunity costs : "In light ofthe coastal hazard policies that prohibit development ... " 
We believe that the LCP preserves this location for wastewater facilities and that CCC staff has misinterpreted the coastal 
hazards. 

My Analysis: 

CCC staff are experienced in evaluating the consistency of projects with the Coastal Act and LCP's. The MBCSD is not. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 23, third paragraph: " ... constructing a new WWTP ... " 
This proposed project is not any more of a new WWTP than Crescent City's plant upgrade was. The zoning ordinance 
and the LCP have committed the City to industrial facilities in this vicinity. The existing concrete plant, water treatment 
facilities, school bus maintenance facility, the City's corp yard, the trailer storage yards to the South and East, the 
plastering shop also are committed to being light industrial facilities in close proximity to the plant. 

My Analysis: 

Yes, it is a new WWTP, and saying otherwise clearly insults our intelligence. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 23, fourth paragraph: " ... the proposed project conflicts with ... the LCP because it does not protect the site, and by 
extension the surrounding area, for visitor serving ... " 
The site is currently zoned for light industrial to ensure compatibility with the other adjacent light industrial sites as good 
planning and zoning encourage. The LCP preserves this site for WNTP facilities. 

My Analysis: 

The LCP and zoning can easily be changed to bring them into conformance with CURRENT policies for this kind ~f land. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 23, fifth paragraph, Public Access and Recreation Conclusion: 
The proposed project site is not oceanfront as identified on page 20 paragraph 2. There is intervening development 
between the WWTP site and the sandy beach, including the Morro Dunes trailer park. The proposed project 
replaces/upgrades existing facilities that serve the same function on the same site . Operation of the plant at this site, and 
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in anticipation of the proposed upgrade project, was determined to be consistent with the Coastal Act public access and 
recreation policies, in the Commission's 2009 consistency certification. Again the City agrees that an LCP amendment 
would be required to locate visitor serving recreational uses and development at this site since it is_currently designated 
for wastewater treatment facilities and zoned for light industrial uses. Our existing policy documents zone and preserve 
the adjacent ocean front Morro Dunes trailer park as visitor serving commercial, while the portion of the site used for 
trailer storage is zoned as light industrial. 

My Analysis: 

Please see aerial view and accompanying analysis provided earlier in this document. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 24, third paragraph: "The proposed development would obstruct and degrade these important views ." 
While visual resource issues are subjective in nature, the terms "obstruct and degrade" seem inconsistent with the minor 
changes discernible in the visual simulations. The view from Highway One is extremely brief because of the roadway 
geometry and cedar trees in the park. The site is largely not visible from the beach or Morro Rock use areas given the 
location of the dune landform seaward of the site, and the view from Atascadero Road improves from the existing to the 
proposed condition. 
Citation: Please see the visual simulations included in the Project EIR and Fine Screening Analysis. 

My Analysis: 

Please see earlier comments on Visual Resources chapter of the LCP, page 201 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 24, fourth paragraph: "In short, the proposed project will degrade as opposed to enhancing, the shoreline 
viewshed .. . " 
The proposed project is largely not visible from the shoreline and , with its newly created open space along the public road 
frontage, will effectively enhance public views in the project area. 
Citation: Please see the visual simulations prepared for the project. 

My Analysis: 

Yes, it would degrade the shoreline viewshed. It would be taller than the current one, which is pretty visible from the 
surrounding area. While "smell" is not the same as a view, the esthetics of the visitor-serving applications adjacent 
certainly would be impacted in that way, as well. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 24, fourth paragraph: " ... it would be larger and taller than the existing plant ... " 
Some structures are taller than the existing structures, but they are also set back considerably from the view corridor. The 
zoning ordinance has maximum height limitations for precisely this purpose. In addition camouflaging and screening 
measures supported by staff for the Righetti property, wh ich is located in a highly visible location along a designated 
scenic highway (Highway 41) could just as readily be used to hide this plant in plain site. It is important to note that the 
proposed upgrade covers a significantly smaller area than the existing facilities : therefore the upgraded plant will not be 
larger than the existing plant. 

My Analysis: 

The existing plant is visible and the new one would be taller. Furthermore , the Righetti property is NOT in a prime visitor 
serving area. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 25, first paragraph: " .. . but would be larger and taller ... " 
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The proposed plant is not larger as discussed above , but will be slightly taller. The proposed facilities occupy less of the 
site than the existing facilities. As stated above, mitigation and design measures will be incorporated to "hide in plain 
sight" similar to the concept put forth by CCC staff for the Righetti property. 

My Analysis: 

same as above 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 26, first paragraph: " ... many beneficial purposes, including agricultural irrigation inside and/or outside of the districts 
service area .. . " 
The Recycled Water Feasibility Study did not identify feasible reclamation projects within Cayucos. There is a 
questionable ability to legally provide services outside the City limits. 
Page 26, second paragraph, Water Supply background: 
The City currently contracts for 1313 acre feet with 2290 acre feet of drought buffer. The City has water rights in the Morro 
and Chorro Basins to 1723.5 acre feet of water per year. Please provide a citation for the use of the term trustworthy in 
relation to water supply. The engineers at CH2M Hill that stamped the Urban Water Management Plan believe that 
supplies are generally adequate to meet our demands to build out, as does the City, but we fail to understand why the 
analysis of our water supply is included in a discussion of our wastewater treatment plant when we are proposing to build 
the plant to accommodate sufficient reclaimed water production at the level estimated to be our entire outdoor water 
demand. 

My Analysis: 

The Recycled Water Feasibility Study was paid for by the MBCSD, which does not want to do reclamation , and which has 
steadfastly ignored the farmers ' statements that they want the water. 

Why is an analysis of the water supply included in the discussion? That this question was asked is astounding. The 
discussion of the water supply supports the need for reclamation . The fact that the City has so badly mismanaged its 
water supply may be the reason for the sensitivity over th is issue.; 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 26, third, paragraph, Groundwater Supplies: 
Flow constraints outlined in decision 1633 pertain to only Chorro Creek. Morro Creek has no flow restrictions, thus 
augmenting flow in Morro Creek does absolutely nothing to augment the City's water supply. However, the Chorro project 
analyzed in the CEQA document would provide a water supply benefit by increasing the reliability of the Chorro water 
supply. 

My Analysis: 

The Morro Basin aquifer. is contaminated with nitrates , which many believe are from the City's own sewage. Dilution is 
the primary means of dealing with nitrates, other than the extremely expensive filtering done at the City's unpermitted 
desal plant. In addition, there ARE restrictions on how much water can be taken from the Morro Basin aquifer, although 
they are not based on stream flow. These restrictions are mentioned in SWRQCB Decision 1633. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 26, Footnote 53: "As a result, the desalinization, and any use of it, is currently unpermitted." 
The permit for the outfall pipe and the seawater supply wells were issued a COP which expired in 1999. Coastal staff 
informed the City during discussions regarding the WWTP upgrade that the LCP amendment we processed to secure this 
supply would be inadequate from a permitting standpoint. City staff and CCC staff agreed that once permitting was 
complete for the WWTP upgrade the City would apply for a permit to replace the COP for those facilities. The City would 
disagree that the plant is not permitted as that was handled under a separate permit but does agree that there is sufficient 
uncertainty regarding the outfall and supply wells to warrant a follow up COP appl ication as we have already agreed to do. 
CCC staff's assertion that reclaimed water could be used for many beneficial purposes would have to be subject to an 
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even greater discount than the operation of the desal ination plant because as of yet those facilities do not physically exist 
and no permitting has been completed for their use. 

My Analysis: 

The MBCSD says , "The City would disagree that the plant is not permitted as that was handled under a separate permit". 
The permit expired over a decade ago. How can they disagree? 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 27, second paragraph : "Seawater intrusion and nitrate contamination are the predominant concerns for this 
groundwater basin." 
The City has installed facilities to remove pollution from the Morro Basin water sources and is equipped to reliably 
produce the full allotment from the basin of 591 afy. Since placing water into Morro Creek will not increase the amount of 
available water under the City's permits, and the safe yield of the basin is far above the City's permitted amount there is 
little correlation between augmented stream flows and legal availability of water supplies. 

My Analysis: 

Yes, those facilit ies to remove the pollution from the Morro Basin water were installed in the unpermitted desal plant. 

Augmentation of stream flows in the Morro Basin is not the point. The point is recharging the aquifer. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 27, thi rd paragraph: "Intrusion occurs in this basin seasonally or in wells that are influenced by wastewater treatment 
plant discharges to Chorro Creek." 
Can the CCC staff site a reference for seasonal salt water intrusion because our routine well monitoring data does not 
support this assertion? Based on past experience, salt water intrusion can only occur in extremely dry years and will 
quickly recover under return to normal conditions. Seawater intrusion is not a big reliability factor in either the Morro or 
Chorro Basins from a water supply standpoint. 

My Analysis: 

If salt water intrusion is not an issue, then why do City staff always refer to Morro Basin aquifer as "brackish"? In addition, 
Morro Bay National Estuary Program documents cite saltwater intrusion concerns. The City 's own consultant, Timothy 
Cleath, has also referred to seawater intrusion in the aquifers in documents. 

For example, in Cleath 's study of nitrates in the Morro Basin, we find this, "On page 2 of the Cleath study, it is stated , 
'Ground water movement below the narrows is controlled by the city well field. When the wells are in production, a 
pumping depression develops that draws water radially toward the wells, including sea water drought." In addition, in a 
San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District document is this statement: For the upper Morro 
Valley, water level and well capacity declines during drought would limit the availabil ity of the resource , while in the lower 
valley area sea water intrusion would be the primary constraint." The comment is attributed to: "WALLACE 
GROUP/FUGRO WEST, INC./CLEATH-HARRIS GEOLOGISTS 03/29/10" 

I can locate other references if necessary. 

MBCSD Comments : 

Page 27 , fourth paragraph: "Lacking permanent flow monitoring gauges, there is no conclusive way to tell if the pumping 
of Morro and Chorro groundwater is fully in compliance .. . " 
No stream gauges are required for Morro Creek. The City is in the process of install ing stream flow gauges on Chorro 
Creek based on recent direction from the SWRCB. The City will continue to work with the SWRCB on protecting it's water 
rights in the Morro and Chorro Basins 

My Analysis : 

The City was supposed to have the gauges installed at Chorro Creek by January 1, 1997. They have STILL not complied 
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MBCSD Comments: 

Page 28, first paragraph, Desal inization Supplies: " ... water from' the desalinization plant caR not be factored in as it is 
speculative unless and appropriately permitted. II 
Please see the preceding discussion regarding th is topic. 

My Analysis: 

Regardless of the "discussion" they can 't use the plant legally. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 28, first paragraph, State Water Supplies: " ... the City relies heavily on State Water supplies. The California State 
Water Project has long been controversial in some quarters ... " 
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) manages the State Water Project, the City has used DWR's 
projections for water planning purposes and has a reliability supply of 2290 afy which greatly increases the reliability for 
Morro Bay. On average DWR believes that water from the State Water System is 60% reliable or that in the average year 
deliveries will be 60% of contracted amounts (State Water Project Final Delivery Rel iability Report 2011 prepared by 
DWR). Under all projected scenarios except the single dry year, the City of Morro Bay would receive its full 1313 
allotment. Furthermore, the County of San Luis Obispo has historically used its unallocated State Water to further ensure 
reliable deliveries to its subcontractors . Morro Bay is joined with the 25 million other citizens in California who depend on 
State water for a large portion of its water supply. We concur with staffs assertion that State Water supplies and 
reclamation used in conjunction would provide important supply contingencies. 

My Analysis: 

The State Water Project infrastructure is known to be in terrible shape, and supplies are unrealiable. They can be cut back 
at any time. Dependence on State water is cannot be considered supportive of a sustainable water supply. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 28, Conclusion : "In short, it appears that there is some question as to whether the City's water supply is as reliable 
and trustworthy as the City contends." 
On June 26, 2012, the Department of Water Resources certified the City of Morro Bay's 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan . The City would agree that a long term adequate supply can be subject to short term interruptions. For this purpose, 
the City of Morro Bay has emergency exchange agreements with the California Men's Colony and the Whale Rock 
Commission. In add ition , the City has discussed emergency supply agreements with the Morro Bay Power Plant. These 
short term agreements increase the reliability of our supplies by allowing for delivery flexib ilities in case of emergencies. 
The professional staff at the City would be uncomfortable ascribing the adjective "trustworthy" to a water supply. 

My Analysis: 

The Morro Bay Mutual Water, which supplies the power plant, recently tried to drill another well because an existing one 
was going dry. Doing so violates the LCP as private wells are not allowed within City limits. The City-granted permit for 
the well was appealed by Coastal Commissioners Stone and Wan , and disallowed. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 29, first paragraph, Recycled Water Feasibil ity Study: " .. therefore concludes that it need not pursue use of recycled 
water with the WWTP project. II 
The MBCSD board has directed staff to upgrade the facility as quickly as possible with an eye toward reclamation. That 
statement is inconsistent with the reference provided to the Recycled Water Feasibility Study and with the 
recommendations of that report. This is CCC staff's conclusion and should not be attributed to the City or the District. 
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Consistently, MBCSD has elected to pursue reclamation in the upgrade project proposed to the CCC. We have voluntarily 
agreed to several million dollars of upgrades to the project to facilitate reclamation . Again, while we agree that recently 
State Water has become less reliable, we will continue to use the long term supply projections prepared by the State of 
California in our planning projections . If the CCC staff has issue with the projections prepared by DWR, perhaps those 
discussions should be carried out outside of the context of a wastewater treatment process upgrade designed to improve 
water quality. While we disagree with the CCC staff assertion that the desalination facility should be excluded from our 
long term supply projections, we also believe that the point is mute. The supply of State Water (at 65% for this year) 
coupled with supplies from our local groundwater basins should be adequate until we can resolve the permit expiration 
issue with the desalinization plant. The CCC staff assertion that these supplies are expensive is also true; however, the 
most significant portion of costs for State Water are fixed and the delivery charges are quite low. This means that the City 
will always elect to maximize its use of this supply to garner the best return on investment. In addition, the costs for both 
State water and desalinated water are significantly lower than the costs of reclaimed water supporting our LCP policy to 
pursue reclamation as customer and economic demands make it feasible. The energy consumption for reclaimed water in 
Morro Bay will be high as well due to the fact that our wastewater is brackish and will require additional treatment to 
reduce salt loading for most of the potential uses. Again, these costs were fully vetted and compared in the Recycled 
Water Feasibility Study and their absence from this report is disturbing. There is not a historic pattern of seawater 
intrusion in the City's well field, although under extreme drought conditions it can occur. The City has planned for this 
potentiality and for nitrate treatment by providing BWRO treatment to remove pollution from the Morro Basin. 
Citation: The text in the staff report associated with footnote 14 refutes the erroneous claims regarding the Applicants 
position on recycled water. 

My Analysis: 

The CCC report statement is fully consistent with the fact that the proposed project allows for very little water reclamation, 
and very limited usage of that water. 

The text associated with footnote 14 says, "In response, the Applicant submitted a "Recycled Water Feasibility Study" (by 
Dudek Environmental Consultants and dated March 9, 2012) that evaluates opportunities for more thoroughly 
incorporating water recycling and reclamation into the project in its current location to augment the City of Morro Bay and 
surrounding area's water supply (for irrigation uses, agricultural uses, stream replenishment and beneficial reuse). The 
study also includes a market analysis for recycled water looking for potential users, costs to those users for the recycled 
water, and market enthusiasm for such recycled water use. Finally, the study gave recommendations to move forward to 
incorporate additional water reclamation/recycling into the final WWTP project." 

Clearly, the footnote text simply restates the content of the study. It does not indicate that the CCC accepts or agrees 
with the position documented by the MBCSD's paid consultant. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 29, second paragraph: " ... there appears to be more uncertainty than not in terms of the City's conclusion that it 
does not need to pursue recycled water ... " 
The City has never made the assertion that it does not need to pursue recycled water. The footnote attached to this 
reference simply states that in the opinion of the professional engineers at Dudek, the City has adequate supplies to meet 
its demands. CCC staff is attributing their own opinions to the applicant which is inappropriate. The extractions of water 
from the Morro Basin are anticipated to reduce the degradation of the Basin as demonstrated by the grant received from 
the California Department of Public Health . 
Citation: Morro Nitrate Analysis available on the City of Morro Bay's Water Division webpage . Recycled Water Feasibility 
Study. 

My Analysis: 

Clearly, the City does not have a reliable, sustainable water supply. Equally clear is the fact that the quoted text does not 
indicate that the CCC staff is attributing its opinions to anyone else. The CCC is somply contradicting the MBCSD's 
position that the City need not be concerned with using recycled water to augment its existing water supply. The clearly
documented facts regarding that supply prove that recycling is essential. 

The MBCSD statement "The extractions of water from the Morro Basin are anticipated to reduce the degradation of the 
Basin as demonstrated by the grant received from the California Department of Public Health ." is truly puzzling . 
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You do not reduce degradation of an aquifer by taking out the polluted water, running it through the desal plant, and 
putting the cleaned water into the municipal drinking water supply. When you go back to get more water to run through the 
desal plant, it will be just as polluted . 

The upgradesto the desal plant were done in order to increase the City's drinking water supply. That is what the grant 
was for. Furthermore, I strongly doubt if the CDPH would have granted that money had it known that the desal plant is 
unpermitted. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 29, fourth paragraph: "The City's evaluation of the potential use of recycled wastewater from the WWTP is 
somewhat skewed ... " 
Again the City and District have never concluded that there is no need for reclamation . From a staff perspective, we have 
direction from the JPA Board to the opposite effect and have observed our decision-makers choose to add costly 
elements to the project to realize an upgrade that positions the City and the District for future reclamation . The City is 
providing for 0.4mgd of recycled water as a portion of the current project. By way of comparison , the City is preparing to 
reclaim approximately 30% of its wastewater through urban reuse. The much touted Los Osos Wastewater Treatment 
project is only allocating 11.8% of its recla imed water to offsetting its urban use. The 0.4mgd represents the best 
professional estimate of Morro Bay's water supply professionals as to how much outdoor demand exists within the City 
service area that could potentially be offset through reclamation . It is also important to note that the 1.5 mgd is the build 
out flow projection and not the current flow projection making the 0.4 mgd a much higher percentage of the current total. 
Additionally, the Recycled Water Feasibility study included at a request from the CCC staff a Recycled Water Program 
Comparison Technical Memorandum that reviewed the site specific conditions of numerous reclamation programs 
throughout California . From that analys is it is readi ly observable to even a casual reader that the reclaimed water 
programs are unique to the communities they serve and that costs of supply and demand cannot be readily carried from 
one community to the next. 
The staff's assertion that the City and District have relied on the unique characteristics of our program as fatal flaws is 
again a CCC staff assertion that is not supported by the study or current and past actions. The City has applied for and 
has recently been made aware that the SWRCB has published a notice of award for a $1 million dollar Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plan to San Luis Obispo County which includes additional work on our reclaimed water 
program. These funds will be used to conduct specific capital project plann ing to develop the first reuse phase outlined in 
the Recycled Water Feasibility report . Quite simply, the City and District are pursuing as an aggressive reclamation 
program as grant funds will allow. To do otherwise would be imprudent from an economic and resource perspective. 

My Analysis: 

All this rambling does not seem to address , and certainly does not alter, the fact that the City's assertions that it does not 
have a water supply problem are obviously false . There is a big problem . The aquifers are polluted , and their usage 
restricted by RWQCB rulings. The desalination plant is unpermitted . State Water is unreliable and can be reduced or cut 
off at any time- by design (due to shortages) or by accident. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 29, fourth paragraph: " .. . and made available (via truck filling station at the WWTP) as part of the proposed 
project ... " 
Page 30 First paragraph: " .. . siting the WWTP in such a location that recycled water would all need to be trucked from the 
site." 
CCC staff's assertion that the location of the facility creates the need to truck water from the site is incorrect and not 
based on any information provided by the applicant. The purpose for providing a truck fi ll station is to make reclaimed 
water immediately available to offset suitable current potable water demands. As such , it does not create additional truck 
trips. We are pursuing the grant fund ing necessary to make an affordable and successful recla imed water program , 
including the construction of infrastructure to deliver reclaimed water. The Recycled Water Feasibility Study outlines the 
first phase of that program . 

My Analysis: 

The MBCSD has made only minimal provisions for water recycling and most certainly is not working to provide for "an 
affordable and successful recla imed water program " that addresses the need to recharge the aqu ifers- which is clearly a 
major focus of CCC staff. 
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MBCSD Comments: 

Page 30, first paragraph: " ... to the concern that the water will b-e to expensive to move off site to the potential users)." 
Moving the plant to the Righetti site would involve capturing the raw sewage at the existing site (all current infrastructure 
leads to the existing site) and conveying it to the Righetti site. This would require a pump station capable of pumping the 
projected wet weather maximum flows of 6.64 mgd. Reclamation at the current site would involve pumping significantly 
smaller volumes of reclaimed water (projected estimates are from 0.4 to 1.5 mgd) to the recycled water customers. 
Pumping smaller volumes from the existing site results in reduced energy consumption, reduced costs for pumping, as 
well as reduced environmental risks in the event of a catastrophic failure of the pumping line for either a raw sewage or 
recycled water as compared to the Righetti site. The only way that anything other than this can be argued, is to neglect 
the increased raw water pumping cost. If this increased raw water pumping cost is assigned to the wastewater generators 
and not passed on to the reclaimed water users than a subsidized/false economy is created. Local sustainability will be 
greatly impacted by the increased costs of pumping raw water out to potential customers, to say nothing of the associated 
environmental impacts. 

My Analysis: 

All over the world, engineers are faced with the need to pump sewage uphill. Given that can send people into space, build 
enormous bridges and dams, etc., it seems inconceivable that the kinds of problems cited by the MBCSD cannot be 
solved in a technologically-sound and financially-feasible manner. 

Surely the MBCSD could find many examples of technology to address their stated concerns , if they would only make the 
effort. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 30, third paragraph: " ... than the recently approved wastewater treatment system in nearby Los Osos (about 7.5 mile 
away) where the Commission required that all of the wastewater effluent be reclaimed, recycled, and reused to offset 
potable water use ... " 
CCC staff is comparing this project to the Los Osos Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation program. There are major 
differences between Los Osos and MBCSD and any comparisons between the two ignores those facts. The Recycled 
Water Program Comparison Technical Memorandum discusses the Los Osos wastewater project and concludes "Los 
Osos, after decades of deliberation, selected a project that best addresses groundwater quality goals, in the most cost 
effective manner. Starting from scratch afforded Los Osos the ability to consider numerous creative solutions to resolve 
water quality, public health, and environmental objectives." (page 11 of the TM). While there are literally miles of 
differences between the established collections and treatment systems in Morro Bay and Cayucos and the proposed new 
system in Los Osos, the most important differences lies underground. Los Osos has elected to rely on its local "' 
groundwater basin by not importing or developing any new supplies. While they saved some money in the short term, this 
has led to overdraft and permanent damage to their lower aquifer. Their upper aquifer has been polluted because of 
inadequate treatment and control of waste discharges. Much of the water being reclaimed in Los Osos will be discharged 
in an attempt to ameliorate over pumping of the lower aquifer. Morro Bay's aquifers are shallow and do not provide the 
same reuse opportunities as is clearly outlined in the Recycled Water Feasibility Study. In addition, Morro Bay has 
invested heavily in securing additional water supplies, thus limiting the available investment in reclaimed water until its 
water demand or supply profiles change. 
In the proposed MBCSD project, sufficient reclamation is anticipated to offset all of its estimated outdoor demands. While 
the program will not be fully developed in conjunction with the upgrade to the WWTP, it is anticipated that reclamation will 
be in full force at some point in the future life of the facility. In addition , the City is actively pursuing and will be receiving 
grants to further develop the first phase of recycled water outlined in the Recycled Water Feasibility Study. 

My Analysis: 

The MBCSD says, "Los Osos has elected to rely on its local groundwater basin by not importing or developing any new 
supplies.". Yes, imagine that. They are working to establish a sustainable water supply. 

The MBCSD says, "Morro Bay's aquifers are shallow and do not provide the same reuse opportunities". The fact that they 
do not hold as much water clearly increases the need for enhanced recharge through the recycling of wastewater. 
Rainwater is the primary recharge source, but many months of the year we get no rain , or only a tiny amount. 
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MBCSD Comments: 

Page 30, third paragraph. " .. .. Applicant does conclude that reuse of the recycled water in the agricultural corridor offers 
the potential reuse of recycled water about Sao afy. However the applicant rules out this potential reuse of the recycled 
water because the water will be costly to produce and there will be nutrient constraints of the treated water." 
Again CCC staff has oversimplified and neglected the complexities of providing water outside the existing service 
boundaries. Costs to the end users of reclaimed water can only be reduced by subsidizing their use at the expense of the 
average rate payer. While it is easy to recognize that these types of subsidy schemes are significantly more difficult to 
implement with the requirements of Proposition 218, it remains difficult to recognize any potential benefits that would be 
derived from attempting to implement one. If subsidizing increased agricultural activity in the Morro Watershed is a goal of 
the CCC there may be more direct manners in which to accomplish this. 

My Analysis: 

The applicant is also ignoring the importance of a sustainable water supply, and we could go a long way toward having 
one if we had a more reliable year-round means of recharging our aquifers. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 30, fifth paragraph: "Although it is clear that all wastewater treatment systems need a "fail safe" disposal option for 
treated effluent, it is not clear that an ocean outfall is necessary today, in light of current technology." 
There is a significant body of data that defends the safety and health of the marine environment of the City of Morro Bay 
and Cayucos's existing outfall, while the proposed project is an attempt to further improve that effluent quality. The 
certified LCP identifies the wastewater outfall as a Coastal dependent facility . It seems unwarranted to have that 
discussion as part of a proposal which retains that facility consistent with the City's certified LCP. Again, moving the 
location of treatment greatly increases the costs, both economic and environmental, of pumping raw effluent while not 
providing a commensurate benefit in pumping the treated effluent. The simple (yet potentially disturbing) thought exercise 
of comparing sucking water through a straw (treated effluent) or sucking a milkshake through a straw (liquid with higher 
solids content) reveals that it is much easier to move treated effluent than raw sewage. On an equivalent volume basis it 
is simply more costly to pump raw effluent than treated reclaimed water. Moving the plant therefore, cannot create any 
real economic benefit from pumping raw wastewater instead of reclaimed water pumping . 

My Analysis: 

Please see my earlier comments on brine disposal methods used in inland communities. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 31, first paragraph: "Given the environmental impacts of such ocean outfalls, and the LCP and Coastal Act 
requirements to protect marine resources, .. . " 
The CCC staff statement that reducing reliance on the ocean discharge will result in a reduction in marine impacts is 
without basis. Despite decades of intensive monitoring, there has never been any evidence that the MBCSD ocean 
discharge has had any impact on marine resources. This conclusion has been repeatedly supported by numerous 
independent reviews by the staffs of the Coastal Commission Federal Consistency Review Division, USEPA, the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
This is not only the case for the MBCSD discharge, but has been quantitatively demonstrated for other, much larger, 
ocean dischargers of highly treated wastewater. Unless the CCC staff can provide specific scientific data to support their 
contention that marine ESHA and biological resources will perceptively benefit by the reduction in, or absence of, the 
MBCSD ocean discharge, they should rescind this statement. 

My Analysis: 

I beg to differ. The sea otters in this area have a death rate many times higher than those in other California coastal 
areas. Furthermore, scientists performing local studies of Goby fish have documented severe tumors and other 
deformities attributed to chemicals in sewage:,nonylphenols. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 31, second paragraph: "If the project is done correctly and in a well-thought out, deliberate manner ... " 
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City staff agrees that a deliberate, well thought out approach will reduce costs in the long run for both treating wastewater 
and securing adequate water supplies. The near decade of effort that has been invested by the current project team , 
along with the hundreds of thousands of dollars of research, have confirmed that the findings of the_ Fine Screening 
Analysis and Recycled Water Feasibil ity Study are consistent with the local zoning and LCP policies and that the 
proposed project is both the most logical and most consistent solution with the Coastal Act. 

My Analysis: 

The MBCD has thus far done a Facility Master Plan before doing a flood study or DEIR. The plan was completely redone 
once , and heavily modified again, later. The MBCSD proceeded to start design before the CCC had any chance to 
review the DEIR. When the CCC staff and the Morro Bay Planning Commission found numerous project flaws , the City 
Mayor tried to fire the Planning Commission , and ignored the CCC staff input and certified the EIR. The project has 
clearly not, thus far, been carried in anything even approaching a sensible and correct manner. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 31 , third paragraph: " Cities water supply has many constraints that range from availability and reliability of State 
Water, the use of an unpermitted, expensive desalinization plant, the overuse and contamination of the Morro and Chorro 
groundwater aquifers and the threats to stream levels in the groundwater basin 's associated with Morro and Chorro 
Creeks. " 
See previous discussion on this topic. 

My Analysis: 

See previous analysis on th is topic. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 31 third paragraph : "Regardless of the questions regarding the Applicant's conclusions regarding water availability, 
the LCP identifies use of recycled water as the City's second highest priority, it requires recycled use as part of a new 
WWTP, and use of such recycled water could benefit ESHA and biological resources and reduce the adverse impacts of 
the project on marine resources, by reducing, or possibly eliminating, the project's reliance on an ocean outfall ." 
See previous discussion on this topic. 

My Analysis: 

See previous analysis on th is topkc 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 32, first paragraph: "The projected site is located in close proximity to numerous documented archaeological sites 
and is located on top of a significant burial ground ... " 
The evidence does not support CCC staff's assertion that the site is located on top of a significant burial ground. There 
have been several archeological studies performed as part of the EIR and Fine Screening Analysis, the work of qualified 
archeologists, and the maps of known archeolog ical sites kept in our office refute that statement. In addition, it is well 
documented that most of the proposed project site has been previously excavated during the upgrade to the existing 
facility in 1984. Additionally, the City and District have made significant outreach to local Native American representatives 
throughout the upgrade process. As an applicant, we feel it necessary to point out the glaring factual inaccuracies 
contained in the staff report . A review of any of the previous archeological studies by your staff shou ld have precluded 
making this statement. 
Citation : See below 

My Analysis: 

The local Native Americans strongly disagree. Furthermore , they assert that the City has not responded appropriately to 
their input and requests . 

MBCSD Comments : 
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Page 32, second paragraph: "No resources were found at the site but there is potential "for intact portions of buried sites 
below existing infrastructure.'"' 
This quote from the Fine Screening Analysis refutes the false statement about the site being a buriaJ ground in the first 
paragraph. The staff report should be corrected to accurately reflect the conclusions of the Fine Screening Analysis which 
found that "Extensive ground disturbances within the existing WWTP site and vicinity associated with past construction 
reduce the potential for encountering intact, unknown archaeological deposits. In particular, proposed construction in the 
area within the existing sludge drying beds would have a minimal potential for encountering buried deposits given the 5-
feet of previous grading. Ground surfaces within the existing cement plant to the east would also have likely been graded, 
reducing the potential for encountering intact cultural resources ." 
In addition, our Conditions of Approval propose mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate any conflicts with 
cultural resources, including having a monitor on-site during ground moving activities. 

My Analysis: 

Local Native American groups are still concerned, regardless of that the Fine Screening Analysis by the City's paid 
consultant says. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 32, COP Determination Conclusion: 
Applicant requests that the CCC approve the project with the proposed Conditions of Approval we have compiled from 
other recently approved wastewater treatment plants including Crescent City, Goleta Sanitary District and Los Osos 

My Analysis: 

Concerned citizens join the CCC staff in asking that the Commissioners deny it. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 32, Denial with Direction: " ... proposed location of the project is inappropriate ... " 
As we have moved through the process of designing the upgraded treatment processes we found it necessary to modify 
our approach to mitigate flooding impacts to the surrounding properties. In conducting our analysis, we discovered new 
information and revised our approach based on those discoveries. We request that the CCC consider the volumes of data 
that have been prepared from the initial EIR to the Reclaimed Water Feasibility Study that show how this is the most 
appropriate site to meet the MBCSD Waste Water Treatment Facilities needs now and into the future . 

My Analysis: 

The location is clearly inappropriate. The plant obviously needs to be moved. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 33, first paragraph: " ... unless it is moved out of the 100 year flood plain ." 
The proposed project removes the WWTP out of the flood plain as requested by your staff and as required by FEMA flood 
damage prevention requirements through filling the site and preparing the necessary FEMA map revisions . 

My Analysis: 

The map is based on data supplied by Wallace Group- a firm that the City paid to do it, AND Wallace group is now part 
of the project management team. See also previous analysis regarding FEMA map reliability concerns related to inclusion 
of the current plant, and impacts of movement of concrete blocks on adjacent site .. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 33, third paragraph: " The Righetti alternative site appears to provide the best potential site of those evaluated for a 
newWWTP." 
Following an extensive and comprehensive Alternatives Analysis , the Fine Screening Analysis concluded that the current 
WWTP site is the preferred alternative. The Staff report fails to identify similar or potentially more significant concerns of 
developing the Righetti property as a WWTP in terms of protecting visual resources , agricultural resources, public access, 
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hazards, flooding and landform alteration, energy consumption and associated greenhouse gas emission , global climate 
change and sea level rise, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, and the ability to implement a viable water reclamation 
program as expeditiously as possible. The statement that there would be an increase in reclamation feasibility is not 
accurate. Fluid density and specific gravity are higher in raw sewage, requiring higher pumping energies. Raw sewage is 
more abrasive, leading to more wear and higher levels of equipment failure. Raw sewage is more chemically and 
biologically aggressive, causing higher wear and more failures. Raw sewage poses a greater health risk if released to the 
environment. 

My Analysis: 

See previous analysis on these issues 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 33, fourth paragraph: 
Staff recognizes that flood zones exist on the Righetti parcel, but elevation of the pad can remove portions of the site from 
the flood zone. This also works on the proposed project. 

My Analysis: 

These are two completely different locations. The Righetti property is not beside the ocean, where sea level rise is 
expected to exacerbate flooding problems, nor is it subject to tsunami-caused flooding unless we had a tsunami so big 
that that would wipe out the entire town - in which case we would not need a WWTP 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 33, third paragraph: " .. . siting the plant close to these potential agricultural uses would reduce costs for the reuse of 
treated water." 
See detailed explanation and comments above. While the cost of reclaimed water would be reduced for potential 
agricultural users, there are other significant impacts associated with pumping raw water to the Righetti site, such as 
much greater energy consumption, significant financial costs, and the inherent risks associated with pumping larger 
volumes of raw sewage. These financial costs will have a direct impact on the viability of low cost visitor serving facilities 
in Morro Bay and Cayucos 

My Analysis: 

See prior analysis on these same issues 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 34, first paragraph: "In addition, as was approved for the Los Osos WWTP, any visible structures and related 
elements ... .. so as to "hide in plain sight" and allay visual concerns." 
City staff would agree that Highway 41 is a scenic corridor protected in the County's LCP. Staff finds this statement 
extremely contradictory in that CCC staff recommends "using materials to help the facilities blend into the present setting 
and the use of fencing and/or landscaping for screening purposes"(page 34 staff report) at the Righetti site, but seem to 
dismiss these same concepts for the proposed project on the existing site. 

My Analysis: 

The Righetti property is NOT on the beach. It is NOT next to a campground and RV park. It is not in close proximity to 
hotels. Screening can only do so much. It can do nothing about odors, by the way,. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 34, second paragraph: " ... developing the wastewater treatment facility in the gently sloping areas in the southern 
portion of the site .. . " 
It is important to note that despite the gently sloping areas, the Fine Screening Analysis estimates that grading at the 
Righetti site would involve the cutting and removal of 90,000 cubic yards, in contrast to the estimate of 35,000 cubic yards 
of fill grading required at the proposed site. 
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My Analysis: 

The Righetti property is in the County, not the City. Thus the City 's LUP Policy 9.05: "Plans for development shall 
minimize cut and fill operations" is not applicable. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 34, third paragraph: " ... Righetti site is taken into account (it is on the market for $2.4M when the analysis identified a 
property acquisition cost of $7.5M)" 
The cost estimates included in the Fine Screening Analysis for the Righetti site included the acquisition costs for the site, 
as well as cost estimates for the Entire Right of Way acquisition of which the treatment plant site is only a small part. 
There is a tremendous danger in modifying a professional engineer's estimates if the assumptions used in the analysis 
are not fully understood. 

My Analysis: 

I cannot comment as I do not know why the CCC staff did not include right of way acquisition . 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 34 , third paragraph: "Further, it is unclear what "soft costs" constitute and why "soft costs" would be $5.5M more at 
the Righetti site ." 
See discussion above. If CCC staff had requested clarification of materials, the appropriate technical assistance would 
have been provided. 

My Analysis: 

I can only assume that, after finding much of the information provided by the MBCSD to be incorrect, the CCC staff may 
have chosen not to ask. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 34 , third paragraph: "The expense of moving to an alternative site, as opposed to leaving the wastewater treatment 
plant at the current location, diminishes to negligible when the potential opportunity costs of the current site are realized. 
These sorts of opportunity costs include, but are by no means limited to, add backs from the current site 's value ($4-9M), 
the revenue potential of developing tourist attracting and visitor serving uses at the current site, recycled water revenue 
potential (higher at Righetti due to its proximity to the agricultural users), and the avoidance of costs due to hazards ... " 
The term "negligible" is very subjective and undefined in this context. Moving the treatment plant to any other location 
from the current site will have significant cost implications that will not be negligible to the communities of Morro Bay and 
Cayucos. If the existing waste water treatment faci lities were removed , pursuing development on the existing site would 
be extremely difficult and would probably limit the future value of the site because of the interpretation of flood plain issues 
by CCC staff. The "add backs from the current sites value" are purely hypothetical. It should be noted that there is no 
mention in the CCC staff report of the requirement for accommodating the massive lift station that would be required on 
that site to pump all raw water to the Righetti site. Staff does not appear to understand or appreciate the complicated cost 
analysis that MBCSD has conducted to date, including those related to pumping and hazard mitigation . 

My Analysis: 

Given the history of WWTP project mismanagement , and the bizarre arguments that the MBCSD staff have presented, it 
appears that the MBCSD staff understands far less than the CCC staff. 

MBCSD Comments : 

Page 35 , second paragraph : "Because the Righetti site is located in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County (and just 
outside City limits) , it will require County authorization ... " 
The City would be the lead agency for permitting any project it pursues . Presuming that the City and the District were 
directed to the Righetti property by the CCC, the City would most likely pursue development of this parcel through 
annexation and local approval rather than through the County permitting process. It appears that the CCC staff may not 
be aware of the fact that if one agency (either Morro Bay or Cayucos) were to move from the existing site , the other 
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agency has a real chance at meeting the requirements of the Settlement Agreement and bowing out of our existing 
operating agreement, drastically increasing costs for both agencies . No COP would likely be required for this action . If one 
or the other agencies elects not to proceed with a project at the Righetti site, the current Waste Water Treatment Facilities 
could remain on the existing site indefinitely . There are significant policy and legal considerations that would be involved 
in reaching outside of our City Boundary purchasing a property, potentially rezoning it, and determining and resolving the 
potential LCP considerations of both jurisdictions. 

My Analysis: 

With cooperation and a positive attitude, and the help of the CCC, there is no doubt that the MBCSD could work this out. 

MBCSD Comments: 

Page 35, Conclusion : 
MBCSD requests that the CCC approve the project with the recommended conditions of approval based on the significant 
body of technical evidence provided. 

My Analysis: 

And the vast majority of residents ask that they deny it. 

Exhibit 6 
A-3-MRB-11-001 

446 of 900



Ms. Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to express my very strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your upcoming meeting. I understand that the 
MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
other groups to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment well beyond the minimum 
standards. This is a huge undertaking for both of our communities, and we would like to 
move forward. 

Although there is always a vocal minority, please consider that the majority of our 
two communities would like to keep the plant location where it is. Please let us 
replace this older plant with better technology now, and not years from now someplace 
else. I do not believe it is right or fair to force a location move, and because the plant has 
been there for many years, it should be grandfathered at that location. Please, please let 
us move forward to upgrade the existing plant. 

I formally and respectfully request your support for this important decision for us 
to move forward with improvements at the existing location. 

I also respectfully request that you share this letter with all of the Coastal Commissioners 
and with your staff. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 
Is/ 
Pamla Sines 
13 51 Clarabelle Dr. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 RECEIVED 

AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFO~NIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST ~~~~:A 
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VIA E-MAIL on 8/2/12 and REGULAR MAIL on 8/3/12 

Ms. Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to express my very strong support for the City of Morro 
Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade 
project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting . I 
understand that the MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment well beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge undertaking for 
both of our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the 
plant location where it is. Please let us replace this older plant with better 
technology now, and not years from now someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move 
forward now with the improvements at the existing location. 

I also respectfully request that you share this letter with the Coastal 
Commissioners and your staff. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 
Charlene Nungaray 
1351 Clarabelle Dr. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 RECEIVED 

AUG 0 6 2012 

CO CALIFORNIA 
CE~¥k1t CC~ftJ ~fl·- SJON 

l ' tREA 
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August 3, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

As not only residents but property owners, we respectfully request your support for this 
important decision for us to move forward now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Rick and Claire Grantham 
2940 Ironwood 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl. COAST AR~A 
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From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 
Sent: Sunday, August 05, 2012 9:59 AM 
To: mmcclureccc@co.del-norte.ca.us; mark.stone@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
richard@bloomlaw . net; esanchezccc@aol.com; zimmerccc@gmail.com; 
skinsey@marincounty.org; brian.brennan@ventura.org 
Cc: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Rexing, Stephanie®Coastal; Carl, 
Dan®Coastal 
Subject: SLO County Tribune says "Morro Bay Sewage Plant Proposal 
Should be Flushed 11 

- copy sent to staff 

Hello, 

The largest paper in the County has just published an editorial siding 
with CCC staff's conclusion that the Morro Bay plant should be moved 
off the beach. The editorial is attached. 

Here's a quote: 

We strongly urge the commission to follow through on its staff's 
recommendation and deny the permit application for a project that's so 
ill advised we're amazed it's progressed as far as it has." 

Linda Stedjee 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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August 1, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chair Shallenberger 

Homer Alexander 
340 Bernardo Ave 

Morro Bay, CA 93442 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 

~~~¥~1t ~~~f¥11~~~~ 

I am writing about the pending permit for a Waste \Vater Trea1meut Pfunt in ~1orro Bay_ I a._~ a resident of 
Morro Bay and I have been paying attention to the permitting process. I have also read all the key documents. I 
have.a.lways been concerned about the additional cost and time delays if the plant is moved from its existing 
location to a site beyond the city's limits. · · 

I disagree with your staffs comments in the second paragraph of page 35 oftheir report. For the uninformed 

reader it would appear that securing a permit to build the plant on the Righetti Ranch site would be smooth and 

could happen fairly quickly. 

Highway 41 is one of the three main entrances into Morro Bay. Your staff report, failed to mention that Cal 

Trans needs to grant an easement and give the MB/CSD permission to dig up Hwy 4l(which is a one lane road 
in each direction) to place the conveyance pipe from the terminus of the existing collection system to the new 
site. Also, it is one of only two escape routes that are available in the event of a problem at Diablo Canyon (see 

attached). Cal Trans may be hesitant to grant the easement and even if they do grant an easement it will not be 

done quickly. 

Additionally, there are documented major archeologicaL issues in the Highway 41 corridor east ofHighway 1. 

The report also assumes that San Luis County would approve ·converting prime agriculture land to an industrial 
use because the County? s LCP allows for such a conversation. Effective in early January the San Luis Obispo 
County Board of Superiors majority will have a stronger agricultural preservation leaning. This new Board will 
not look favorably on rezoning agricultural land. 

My only request is that before you vote; ask a lot ofquestions of the MB/CSD?s representatives at the meeting 
to be sure you and your fellow commissioners are making the decision to approve or deny the permit based on 
complete and accurate information. 

Sincerely 

Homer Alexander 

Cc: Dan Carl 
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Emergency Planning Zones 
Protective Action Zones (PAZ) 1-12, Public Education Zones (PEZ) 13-15 
Reception/Congregate Care Centers and School Evacuation Centers 

R \3 he-+h To Pas.o Robles, Mid-State 
Fairgrounds & Camp Roberts 

. South to Santa Barbara County 
Fairgrounds, Santa Maria 
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Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

AUG 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST APr: A 

August 1, 2012 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal 
Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of 
its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both 
our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not 
years from now someplace else. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 
E-mail to Dan Carl: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 
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Wednesday, August 01 , 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair California Coastal Commission 

c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 
I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and let us replace this older plant with better technology now, not years from now and 
someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with 
the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0~ 3 2.012 

CAL\FORN\A . 
COASTAL COMMISS\ON 
'cENTRAL COAST AREA 
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August 2, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 
Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 
Being a life-long Morro Bay resident, I have concerns about our Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. We do not want to follow in the steps of our Sister community where the battle 
has gone on and ultimately cost the citizens dearly after 20 years of fighting. 
I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with 
the improvements. 
Thank you for your consid~ration and courtesy. 
Sincerely, 

1 ( 0' . ~ c_/cu-
Elaine Giannini 
2990 Juniper Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0' 3 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~NTRAb COA~T ARtA 
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August 3, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I wish to covey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your upcoming meeting. Many years have been spent by our communities 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve and 
upgrade the quality of our wastewater treatment beyond minimum standards. 

A high priority should be placed by your Commission on the fact that the majority of our two 
communities would like to keep the plant location as proposed, allowing us to replace the older 
plant with newer and better technology, and not place additional obstacles in the path of this 
effort which we know will place significantly higher economic burdens on our already stressed 
rate payer base. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with 
the improvements. 

Sincerely, ~hw ~ 

John Freitas 
400 Las Vegas Ave 
Morro Bay, Ca. 93442 

RECEIVED 
AUG o·' 3 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CiNTR.Ak CQA~T AREA 
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August 3, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I wish to covey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your upcoming meeting. Many years and significant amounts of public funds have 
been invested by our communities working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
other groups, to improve and upgrade the quality of our wastewater treatment. 

A high priority should be placed by your Commission on the fact that the majority of our two 
communities would like to keep the plant location as proposed, allowing us to replace the older 
plant with newer and better technology, and not place additional obstacles in the path of this 
effort which we know will place significantly higher economic burdens on our already stressed 
rate payer base. 

I respectfully request your support for this project at its current proposed site. Thank you for 
your consideration 

Sincerely, 

;1 r e Salwasser 
t '. Morro Strand RV Park 

21 0 Atascadero Rd. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
559-906-7741 

RECEIVED 
AUG o· 3 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
GENTRAk GQA~T AREA 
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/ 
Dan H.Wixom 

660 Ponderosa St. Ave 

Morro Bay, CA 93442 

805 - 772 - 1310 

July 30, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair and 
Honorable Members 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Honorable Commission Members: 

This letter is to indicate my support for the waste water treatment plant project currently 
proposed for the city of Morro Bay and to urge you and your fellow commissioners to support it 
as well. As a fourth generation resident of Morro Bay (and 30 year business neighbor to the 
plant location) I believe this project meets the needs of our community now and into the future. 
There has been much community, as well as professional input and involvement in this WWTP 
projects planning. 

Environmental groups were urged to "fast track" a facility, building it as expeditiously as 
possible. A timeline was chosen that was longer than they requested, but was as short as 
possible to allow certainty the project would be mechanically and environmentally sound. 

At the time the JPA was considering the new construction, it was faced with a choice; to go for 
secondary treatment, which would have been much less expensive while continuing to meet the 
required mandates, or to go to full tertiary treatment. The MB/Cayucos JPA made the decision 
to make the plant a tertiary facility. The goal was to include re-use and recycling as those 
opportunities became available. 

The staffs of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Sanitary District have worked closely with Coastal 
Commission staff to ensure that this project is located in an environmentally appropriate location 
and is consistent with the land use policies of the certified local coastal plan and Coastal Act. 

After years of work, and support of the residents and staff in both Cayucos and Morro Bay it 
is disappointing to have a Coastal Commission staff recommendation against this project. I am 
hopeful you will support this project and allow us to continue moving forward . 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 .. 3 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
g~~ysb AALL COM!~l SS/0 N 

11 COAv 1 ARLA 

Exhibit 6 
A-3-MRB-11-001 

460 of 900



August 1, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street. Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA. 95060-4508 

Dear Chair Shallenberger: 

We are writing to you to express our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and other groups to improve the 
quality of it wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a monumental 
endeavor for both of our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of members of our two communities would like to keep 
the plant location as it is and allow us to replace this older plant with better technology 
now and not years from now somewhere else. 

We respectfully request your support for this vital and important decision for both of our 
communities to move forward now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl & Keith Taylor 
Morro Bay, CA. , 

~L:: 
Cc: Coastal Commissioners 

Staff 
·. · ,, .. , . .. · •' l": RECE
r'l'l\?~ .~-
w t0/ ~ . .. 

AUG o· 3 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMM!SSlO~-l 
CENTRAL COAs·c A:~~~r' 
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August 1, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 

California Coastal Commission 

c/o Dan Carl 

725 Front St. # 300 

Santa Cruz, CA. 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Schallenberger, 

Mary Hutchinson 

437 Arcadia St 

Morro Bay, Ca. 93442 

RECEIVED 
AUG Oi 3 2012 

CAL! rO AN lA 
COASTAL COMMI SSION 
CENTRAL COAST A~tA 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's {MBCSD) 

Wastewater Treatment plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. 

The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve 

the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both 

communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location at its near current 

site and replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision to allow us to continue moving forward with these 

improvements and new project at this location. 
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August 2nd, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0' 3 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSI ON 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

/ 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Amit Patel, Resident and Business owner Morro Bay 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners Staff 
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8/2/12 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA. 95060-4508 

Dear Chair Shallenberger, 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0' 3 Z012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISS ' ('~ ! 
CENTRAL COAST 

As long time residents of Morro Bay, we are writing to you to convey our strong support 
for the City of Morro Bay/ Cayucos Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment 
Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting in 
Santa Cruz. The MBDSD has spent many years working with the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This has been a huge endeavor for both of our 
communities and there have been many public hearings in which public input was 
received. 

Please take time and consider that the majority of our two communities wish to keep the 
plant location as is, so as to enhance energy efficiency and save costs. Please let us 
replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now. Many of our 
citizens our on fixed incomes and any large increases in their sewer rate will be 
devastating to their way of life and ability to continue living in this city. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements as proposed. 

Si.nce_rely, \ \ __ 

~~~ 
r~v-<--~~~~- -

St~ &·'-Janice House 
Morro Bay, Ca. 

Cc: Coastal Commission Staff 

I 
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08/06/2012 02:17 FAX 

STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 

SACRAfv1Ef\JTO. CA 94249-0033 
(9 16) 31 9·2033 

Ff\X (916) 319·21 33 

DISTRICT OFFICE 
1150 OSOS STREET SUITE 207 
SAN LUIS OBISPO. CA 93401 

(805) 549-3381 
FAX (805) 549-3400 

August 6, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Con1n1ission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

~~zzrtnhl~ 
Qlalifnrttiet 7!I~£izlzrfurt 

KATCHO ACHADJIAN 
ASSEMBLYivlEt11l8ER. THIF\TY·THIRO DISTRICT 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 6 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

~ 002/002 

COMMITTEES 
VICE CHAIR: BANKif-J G AND 

FINANCE 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEVV 
. ARTS. ENTERTAINMENT, 

SPORTS. TOURISM, AND 
INTERNET MEDIA 

HIGHER EDUCATION 
TRANSPORTI\TION 

JOINT COMMITTEES 
ARTS 
FAIRS. ALLOCATION. AND 

CLASSIFICATION 

SELECT COMMITTEES 
AEROSPACE 
CALIFORNIA-ME XICO BI-NATIONAL 

AFFAIRS 
STATE HOSPITAL SAFETY 
WINE 

I am writing to express tny support for the City of MotTo Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's (MBCSD) 
Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that will be considered by the California Coastal 
Con1n1ission (Con1m.ission) in the near future. MBCSD has spent years \vorking with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other stakeholder groups, to itnprove the quality of hs waste\\rater 
treatn1ent to a level \vhere it no longer \Vill require a 301 (h) \Vaiver. Not only will the project 
significantly in1prove water quality, but it v\dll surpass the eflluent discharge requiren1ents of the 
State Water Resources Control Board by providing tertiary treatn1ent. Additionally the proposed 
upgrade wiJl position MBCSD for \Vater reclan1ation as projects are identified. 

For the past year, MBCSD has also 'vorked diligently with Commission staff to ensure that this 
project is located in the 1nost environn1entally appropriate location and is consistent \vith the land 
use policies of the certified ]ocal coastal plan and Coastal Act. Unfot1unately, Commission staff is 
recomn1ending denial of this very important water quality project primarily due to its proximity to 
the coast. This is an entirely ne\v direction for the Con1n1ission which has recently approved similar 
projects in Goleta and Crescent City. 

I respectfully request your support for this important regional public works project. Approving the 
project will in1n1ediately in1prove \:Vater quality and eliminate one of the last 301 (h) \Vaivers in the 
state 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

~--
Khatchik H. "Katcho'' Achadjian 
33rd Assembly District 

Cc: Commissioners 
Dr. Charles Lester. Executive Director: California Coastal Commission Exhibit 6 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 
·-----·------- ---------

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Tuesday, August 07 , 2012 10:06 AM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Morro Bay Sewer Plant 

For dd ' s 

From: John Weiss [mailto:jweiss@infostations.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2012 8:15 AM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: Morro Bay Sewer Plant 

August 7th, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 of 1 

As a homeowner in Morro Bay since 1986 and a small business in Morro Bay since 1978, I have concerns 
about the possible delays to the current project to upgrade our sewer plant which is going tertiary. As a witness 
to the neighboring community of Los Osos which had an approved sewer project in 1978, the project is still not 
complete with unbeleivable delays and increased costs. 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at 
your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is and please 
let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with the 
improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 
John Weiss, 
Home owner 
611 Fresno Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
805-748-9615 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 

Fax to Santa Cruz office: (831) 427-4877 
E-mail to Dan Carl: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 

8/15/2012 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission: 

AgendaNo.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-ll-Ol 

Position: Deny 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
O~NTAAL, QQI\~TAR&A 

I am writing this letter in support of locating the new waste water treatment plant 
in another setting. The present site would be better utilized for other purposes. 

The new waste water treatment plant in Morro Bay provides a golden opportunity 
to ensure that we make beneficial use of the treated wastewater. Locating the new plant 
closer to agricultural uses, that can make the best use of that commodity, just makes good 
sense. Moving the plant closer to the farmers makes tertiary treatment a reasonable cost. 

A plant away from the ocean and closer to agriculture is a step in the right 
direction. Instead of dumping the treated water into the ocean, it can be utilized to offset 
the shortage of useable water. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Richard L. Rutherford 
Member of Public Works Commission of Morro Bay City 

Richard L. Rutherford 
475 South Bay Blvd 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
' 

( 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners; 

RECEIVE[ 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA -

~~~~~1t ~~~IW~~~~ 
Augu~2 . 2012 · · -

The arguments against demolishing the old and constructing a new the Morro 
Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant (MB/CSD WWTP) in 
an appropriate area have long since gone from the sublime to the ridiculous. The 
poorly drafted Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) between the Cayucos Sanitary 
District and the city of Morro Bay has allowed the continual wasting of ratepayers' 
monies by local staff. The monies wasted on lobbyist, hired consultants and 
attorneys in the past 9 years on this matter are in the millions of dollars. 

As a former employee of the Cayucos Sanitary District, I have first hand 
knowledge of some of the deceitful actions by the local staff, attorneys and 
certain JPA Board Members that have lead to the waste of public funds and 
continual degradation of our beaches and local drinking water supplies. This 
evidence was documented and received by regional and state water regulators, 
federal agencies and the state courts. The continual abuse of the CEQA process 
by local staff and complicit nature of some of the JPA Board members has 
pushed this issue past all common sense. As a certified wastewater collections 
system professional with an accredited degree in mechanical engineering, I 
presented evidence to the California Office of Emergency Services and FEMA 
that showed some of the liquefaction damage to the sewer collection system 
from the 2003 San Simeon earthquake and successfully was able to secure 
funds for repair on behalf of the CSD. Simply put, the condition of the sewer 
collection and conveyance systems of Morro Bay and Cayucos are in deplorable 
condition. This is in no small part due to how the Joint Powers Agreement is 
written, 'vvhich economically benefits raw sewage from exfiltrating from the 
associated sewer collection system of each of the participating public agencies. I 
have stressed for years that the MB/CSD WWTP project EIR must be integrated 
with the sewer collection system infrastructure and not separated or ignored. 
Current state policies for Low Impact Development can not be successfully 
implemented by a myopic approach of separating wastewater treatment and the 
associated collections and conveyance infrastructure. 

The first step in dealing with this public health emergency is to construct a new 
WWTP in a suitable location with the latest technology that will address the 
current issues that we face today, for example Sea Level Rise (SLR), drought 
and polluted ground water aquifers to name a few. The capacity of the new 
WWTP must be such that it could handle the increased loading that comes from 
being a tourist area where flows can increase 4 times the daily average. 
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The issues and concerns regarding coastal ocean easements are critical, 
especially Wastewater Treatment Plant outfall easements which continually have 
been overburden due to the revolving door policy and caviler actions by 
regulatory agencies regarding adherence to the Clean Water Act and the 
issuance of waivers. A clear example of this abuse could be seen in the way the 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Boards (CCRWQCB) has for 
decades allowed Morro Bay I Cayucos Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (MB/CSD WWTP) to operate with a 301 (h) waiver. The need to eliminate 
partially treated sewage from being deposited into our coastline could not be 
overstated. 

The California Coastal Commission is poised with an opportunity to show that 
we as a generation will move in the direction of setting the goal of maintaining 
and creating "conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive 
harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and 
future generations of Americans" as stated in the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

~ard E.T.Sadowski 

Lo.."'\J ~Juwsh 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commission: 

AgendaNo.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-01 

Position: Deny Permit 

Please deny the permit before you to build the new Morro Bay-Cayucos 
waste water treatment plant in the same location as the current one. 

I do not believe the dire predictions concerning the cost of moving the 
plant. I don't think we really know what it will cost, but I do not accept that 
adding some piping and acquiring a piece of land that is currently on the market 
for a reasonable price will be that much more expensive, knowing that the 
current site has development potential that would enhance the waterfront and 
provide tax revenue (as well as potentially adding water/ sewer rate-payers). I 
am also convinced that if we build the plant at the current location, a catastrophic 
atmospheric event such as the Commission staff has pointed out could require us 
to rebuild the plant in a very few years. That potential makes moving the plant a 
far less expensive option than having to build it again in a very few years, at 
which time it will most certainly have to be moved away from the shoreline. 

Thank you for your help in ensuring that the community does the right 
thing. 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~NtRAL COAST ARt.;A 

/ 
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Homer Alexander 
340 Bernardo Ave 

Morro Bay, CA 93442 

/ 

RECEIVED 

August 1, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chair Shallenberger 

AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

I am writing about the pending permit for a Waste Water Treatment Plant in Morro Bay. I am a resident of 
Morro Bay and I have been paying attention to the permitting process. I have also read all the key documents . I 
have always been concerned about the additional cost and time delays if the plant is moved from its existing 
location to a site beyond the city's limits. 

I disagree with your staffs comments in the second paragraph of page 35 of their repcrt. For the uninformed 

reader it would appear that securing a permit to build the plant on the Righetti Ranch site would be smooth and 

could happen fairly quickly. 

Highway 41 is one of the three main entrances into Morro Bay. Your staff report, failed to mention that Cal 

Trans needs to grant an easement and give the MB/CSD permission to dig up Hwy 4l(which is a one lane road 
in each direction) to place the conveyance pipe from the terminus of the existing collection system to the new 
site. Also, it is one of only two escape routes that are available in the event of a problem at Diablo Canyon (see 

attached). Cal Trans may be hesitant to grant the easement and even if they do grant an easement it will not be 

done quickly. 

Additionally, there are documented major archeological issues in the Highway 41 corridor east ofHighway 1. 

The report also assumes that San Luis County would approve converting prime agriculture land to an industrial 
use because the County's LCP allows for such a conversation. Effective in early January the San Luis Obispo 
County Board of Superiors majority will have a stronger agricultural preservation leaning. This new Board will 
not look favorably on rezoning agricultural land. 

My only request is that before you vote; ask a lot of questions of the MB/CSD.,s representatives at the meeting 
to be sure you and your fellow commissioners are making the decision to approve or deny the permit based on 
complete and accurate information. 

Sincerely 

Homer Alexander 

Cc: Dan Carl 
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Emergency Planning Zones 
Protective Action Zones (PAZ) 1-12, Public Education Zones (PEZ) 13-15 
Reception/Congregate Care Centers and School Evacuation Centers 

R '3 he+ti To Paso Robles, Mid-State 
Fairgrounds Camp Roberts 
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Garry W.E. Johnson 
1165 Morro Ave. 
Morro Bay, Ca 93442 
garryj ohson@charter.net 

Date: 8/01112 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 l 20 12 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~NTRAL COAST l~R~A 

We are writing to you to express our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that will be 
considered by the Coastal Commission in the near future . MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other stakeholder groups, to 
improve the quality of its wastewater treatment to a level where it no longer will require a 
301(h) waiver. . Indeed, not only will the project significantly improve water quality but it 
will surpass the effluent discharge requirements of the State Water Resources Control 
Board by providing tertiary treatment and positioning MBCSD for water reclamation as 
projects are identified. 

For the past year, MBCSD has also worked diligently with California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) staff to ensure that this project is located in the most environmentally 
appropriate location and is consistent with the land use policies of the certified local 
coastal plan and Coastal Act. Unfortunately, CCC staff is recommending denial of this 
very important water quality project primarily due to its proximity to the coast. This is an 
entirely new direction for the CCC which has recently approved similar projects in 
Goleta and Crescent City. 

We respectfully request your support for this important regional public works project. 
Approving the project will immediately improve water quality and eliminate one of the 
last 30l(h) waivers in the state 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Very truly yours, 

~lA4~ 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 

Staff 
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J Cf V\,f ~. HtCft~ 

3020 BeCfc~coV~~tber- Dr-tve 

Morro BCftj, CA _33442 

(gos) 7-7-2-'1-Ggs 

RECEIVED 1 
AUG07Z012 V 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
lj~Nr~J\l, OOAST Af.:\~A 

AgendaNo.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-ll-Ol 

Position: Deny Permit 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Ladies & Gentlemen: 

I am a resident of the beach tract area of north Morro Bay. I find myself in an odd 
positio~ asking you to deny my elected representatives' appeal of the Coastal Permit for 
the Morro Bay/Cayucos Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

Over the past two years, I have frequently attended meetings of the Morro 
Bay/Cayucos Joint Powers Authority (JPA) as they discuss ways to go forward with a 
plan that Coastal Commission staff has consistently rejected. Instead of applying staffs 
recommendations, our JP A moves forward with the old plan, superficially addressing the 
core deficiencies the staff identified, and instead of making real efforts to satisfy the 
commission's concerns, hires consultants and lobbyists to try to convince you to change 
your minds and let them build a plant that fails to address either the present or the future 
needs of our community. 

I have listened to my neighbors at public content urging, shaming, even begging 
the members of our JP A to listen to reason concerning the plans to rebuild our waste 
water treatment plant on the existing site. The public comment usually runs 10-1 in favor 
of reconsidering the plan the JP A has submitted to the Commission. But, over and over, 
the JP A votes to stay on the same untenable path. The most frequently cited reasons for 
continuing to resist the well-reasoned objections of Commission staff are cost and time. 
Neither are well-placed, but our JP A has been unwilling to listen to the majority of its 
constituency (at least, in Morro Bay) and direct its own staff to take steps toward 
redirecting the energies to focus on a different location for the plant. 

A lot has changed since the 1950's when the current WWTP was built. For one 
thing, coastal property was not valued as something special 60+ years ago. Case in point: 
when my neighborhood, the Beach Tract, was built in the 1960's, the developer was also 
developing property in Atascadero in eastern San Luis Obispo County. For every lot 
someone bought in Atascadero, the developer offered a lot in the beach tract for free. 
That's because the coastal property was considered just a bunch of worthless sand dunes. 
We find that funny now, when those "free" lots are among the most desirable property in 
the country. More important, though, there were many things we did not know or 
appreciate in the 1950's that we know now. There are also environmental and 
atmospheric changes that cannot be ignored, which the Commission staff report has 
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amply demonstrated. Unfortunately, our JPA continues to apply a 1950's mindset to a 
21st Century project. 

We have a unique opportunity here to correct a fifty year old mistake. The plant 
has served us well but it cannot be saved, for all the reasons you already know. Upgrade 
is off the table. We must build a new plant. If this community was being developed in 
2012, there is absolutely no question that it would not put its WWTP within a rock's 
throw of the Pacific Ocean. 

I am a taxpayer and ratepayer in Morro Bay. This capital expenditure will impact 
my family personally for decades, but I am not persuaded by the fear-mongering I hear. 
First of all, we are not Los Osos. I am tired of hearing that asking the JP A to consider an 
alternative site for the plant will send us down that road. The statement is ludicrous. Los 
Osos resisted a sewer for 25 + years because they did not want to invest in infrastructure, 
and many wanted to control growth. Morro Bay has a sewer, and a WWTP. We are 
going to rebuild. That is not an issue. The only issue is, are we going to repeat a 50 year 
old mistake and potentially rebuild this plant again in 10 or 15 years because it has been 
impacted by flooding or sea water rise? Or, are we going to make a more difficult, but 
smarter decision to bite the bullet and do it right? Sadly, because of the intransigence of 
the current JP A majority, we must rely on you to make sure we do not make that mistake. 

I have seen wild estimates of the cost of moving the plant. I am not naive. I 
know that building the new plant will be expensive, but the fact is, we do not really even 
know what rebuilding on the current site will ultimately cost. We have no bidding 
process yet and the JP A is relying entirely on general projections from one consultant 
(which ultimately hopes to be awarded the contract) that are now years old. There are 
MANY decisions to make before we know the true cost of even the plant this JP A has 
proposed to build. But I also know it will be more expensive if we make a mistake and 
have a plant failure because of flooding. I have confidence that our newly elected 
counsel, and the members of the Cayucos District can find ways to ensure that the cost is 
fairly apportioned, through rate structures that recognize the needs of all citizens, 
including those on retirement or fixed incomes. 

In short, our elected representatives are ignoring us-and your staff. We are 
counting on the Coastal Commission to fmally convince our JP A that building a new 
plant in the wrong place is not an option. It is unfortunate that we have to go this route. 
We have recently taken steps in our community to replace our council majority, in part 
because of the WWTP issue. Those newly elected folks, who take their seats in 
December, pledged during the campaigns that they will not support a lawsuit against the 
Coastal Commission. If you deny this appeal and refuse the permit, the JP A will have no 
choice but to move forward on an alternative site. 

Please follow the staff recommendation and deny this permit. 
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Th17a / 
A-3-MRB-11-01 
Dorothy Cutter 
Morro Bay, Ca. 

Please deny the cities of Morro Bay/Cayucos a permit to build the WWTP at the current location. 

/) - ~~~ ... \J4 ...... ... l l •' , ... ~··· ·\. 1 .:> .\"''"-
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RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTAALCOASTAREA 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commission Members: 

Agenda No.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-01 

Position: Deny 

Please listen to a majority of Morro Bay citizens and deny the permit 
currently before you to construct a new waste water treatment plant in··our 
community on the current site. There are reasonable and viable alternatives to 
rebuilding at the ocean's edge. Since discharging effluent into the ocean is no 
longer allowed, proximity is_ Lin necessary and potentially harmful to this precious 
resource. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

J 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
GENTRAb G9AST AREA 
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/ 
August3,2012 

RECEIVED 
California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 

~~~~~t ~~~f~8~~~ 

I have spoken out against the current location for the upgrade of the Morro Bay Waste Water 
Treatment Plant for close to seven years now. The number one reason is there are excellent 
alternative sites that exist at a very minimal land cost. Currently land prices are in the $10,000 
per acre range and with the plant site only needing a couple acre foot print. Land cost for 
relocating should be a non issue considering all the benefits. 

The estimate to rebuild at the current proposed location is $34,000,000. 
My wife and I toured the Santa Paula PERC Plant Site where they have a state of the art 
recycled waste water treatment plant on approximately a 2 acre site. It is totally odorless and 
visually very acceptable and pleasing. The entire operation was underground, and highly 
efficient. 

We were told by PERC that they could duplicate this plant in Morro Bay for between 
$20,000,000 and $25,000,000 with no out of pocket upfront costs to the City of Morro Bay. 
Unfortunately PERC was squeezed out of the bidding process, and this has so far cost Morro 
Bay $3,000,000 in wasted time and money. 

On top of the Righetti Property Site (240 acres at $10,000 per acre), just be aware there are 
multiple other alternative locations, in and around the city limits of Morro Bay. This is why I feel 
you need to deny the City's request to locate the new sewer plant on prime oceanfront property 
across from an existing High School and next to an RV Park. 

This location may have made sense 50 years ago for discharging the semi treated sewage in 
the ocean. But in 2012 with modern technology and environmental awareness, and the need to 
recycle water, this should not be allowed and I ask that you deny the proposed project. 
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In closing my wife attended Morro Bay High School in the 60's and the odor and smell from the 
Waste Water Treatment Plant at times could be overwhelming. Another reason to move the 
Sewer Plant and not use old technology 

Sincerely, 

Bill Mag~ 
P.O. Box 294 
Cayucos, CA 
93430 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission: 

AgendaNo.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-ll-Ol 

Position: Deny 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

COAS CALIFORNIA 

ceNr~!i ~~~W~~2: 
On the news last night, I saw a map of the areas of this country currently in 

drought conditions. It was shocking. Well over% of this nation is in drought at this 

moment. Water is the new oil. If we do not find every way to capture and re-use water, 
we are headed for a very serious situation indeed. This land of plenty may find itself 
with food shortages. The new waste water treatment plant in Morro Bay provides a 
golden opportunity to ensure that we make beneficial use of our treated wastewater. 
Locating the new plant closer to agricultural uses, that can make the best use of that 
commodity, just makes good sense. 

When the current plant design was developed, the JP A opted for a plant that 
provides full secondary treatment with an option to upgrade to tertiary, which could then 
be re-used in a variety of applications. It was argued that the cost of piping/transporting 
the treated water would be too high so full tertiary treatment was not included in the 
initial design. Moving the plant closer to the farmers mitigates that expense, making 
tertiary treatment more cost-effective. 

Forcing the JP A to move the plant by denying the permit will allow this 
community to look at how it wants to address 21st Century needs. Water is chief among 
them, and a plant away from the ocean and closer to agriculture is one such step. 

Thank you for your stewardship. 
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August 7th, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEI ED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COASt AREA 

As a homeowner in Morro Bay since 1986 and a small business in Morro Bay since 1978, 
I have concerns about the possible delays to the current project to upgrade our sewer 
plant which is going tertiary. As a witness to the neighboring community of Los Osos 
which had an approved sewer project in 1978, the project is still not complete with 
unbeleivable delays and increased costs. 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the 
Coastal Commission will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve 
the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant 
location as is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not 
years from now someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 
John Weiss, 
Home owner 
611 Fresno Ave. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
805-748-9615 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 

Fax to Santa Cruz office: (831) 427-4877 
E-mail to Dan Carl: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commission: 

AgendaNo.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-ll-01 

Position: deny 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
n~NTAAkQQA~TAA~A 

I urge you to deny the permit before you to build a new waste water treatment 
plant within a few feet of the beach. There are other options, including one which would 
allow treated water to be used for agricultural uses adjacent to and nearby. It just makes 
good sense. Please do not yield to the expensive lobbying our JPA elected to employ 
instead of doing the smart thing and sincerely considering alternatives. The citizens of 
Morro B want a new plant and know that it will be expensive, but we want the right 
plant, in h right place. · 

11 7 Mindoro Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coas'r Distric't C/.ri:ice 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commission: 

AgendaNo.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-0l 

Position: Deny Pennit 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
00A£TAL COMMISSION 
~f:NfRAl t3,t:U\~T Af:l~A 

Please deny the permit before you to build the new Morro Bay-Cayucos 
waste -water treatment plant in the same location as the current one. 

I do not believe the dire predictions concerning the cost of moving the 
plant. I don't think we really know what it will cost, but I do not accept that 
adding some piping and acquiring a piece of land that is current! y on the market 
for a reasonable price will be that much more expensive, knowing that the 
currentt site has development potential that would enhance the waterfront and 
provide tax revenue (as weJJ as potentially addjng water/ sewer rate-payers)- 1 
am als.o convinced that if we build the plant at the current location, a catastrophic 
atmosjpheric event such as the Commission staff has pointed out could require us 
to rebuild 'tne p1lan'r in a very iew years. Tna't po'rentia1 ma"kes moving 'tne pian't a 
far less expensive option than having to build it again in a very few years, at 
which time it will most certainly have to be moved away from the shoreline. 

thing. 
Thank you for your help in ensuring that the community does the right 

Joseph M. Bimey 
195 Easter Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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Agenda No.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-01 

Position: Deny 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

To the Coastal Commission members: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
goASTAL COMMISSION 

ENTRAI., CQA~T AR~A 
We are writing to ask you to DENY the city of Morro Bay's application for a permit to 
build a new wastewater treatment plant at the existing location. 

We, and we believe a majority of our fellow residents, have been asking the city 
. decision-makers to make a good faith effort at finding an alternative site for the plant. 
We have followed the issue closely, and know they have not done so. 

This new treatment plant is a generational investment, and it is crucial that we get it 
. . 

right. Theyisues we should address more fully than we have to date include: 

Wat~r reclamation and re-use. 

Alternative uses for the current site near the coast. 

Alternatives to ocean discharge of treated effluents. 

Long term environmental hazards due to flooding, either from rain or tsunami. 

Technological alternatiyes for treatment and energy efficiency. 

Long range water quality and availability (the city is currently dependent on state 
water, which is highly uncertain). 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, . 

~l~rlys~~~ 
840 Luisita Street 

Morro B9y, CA 9.344.2 ... 

805-772-1452 

glenn.silloway@charter.net marlys.mcpherson@charter.net 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Agenda No.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-01 

Position: Deny 

REC EIVED 
AUG 0 7 20 12 

. . CALIFORNIA 
Dear Commtsston Members: COASTAL COMM ISSION 

r. f:NTRAL COAST AREA 
Please listen to a majority of Morro Bay citizens and deny the permit 

currently before you to construct a new waste water treatment plant in our 
community on the current site. There are reasonable and viable alternatives to 
rebuilding at the ocean's edge. Since discharging effluent into the ocean is no 
longer allowed, proximity is unnecessary and potentially harmful to this precious 
resource. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

v~~ 
30 30 6.ee<_dce:_owvi..a/ V /.'/C/-e_ 

NIP/I'~ g'l I C/1. 1'3 'fC/02 

Exhibit 6 
A-3-MRB-11-001 

486 of 900



August 2, 2012 

VIA E-MAIL on 8/2/12 and REGULAR MAIL on 8/3/12 

Ms. Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALI~ORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Re: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to express my very strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal 
Commission will be considering at your upcoming meeting. I understand that the MBCSD has 
spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and other groups to improve 
the quality of its wast~ water treatment well beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge 
undertaking for both of our communities, and we would like to move forward. 

Although there is always a vocal minority, please consider that the majority of our two 
communities would like to keep the plant location where it is. Please let us replace this older 
plant with better technology now, and not years from now someplace else. I do not believe it is 
right or fair to force a location move, and because the plant has been there for many years, it 
should be grandfathered at that location. Please, please let us move forward to upgrade the 
existing plant 

I formally and respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move 
forward with improvements at the existing location. 

I also respectfully request that you share this letter with all of the Coastal Commissioners and 
with your staff. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request 

Sincerely, 

G~~ 
Pamla Sines 
1351 Clarabelle Dr. 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Coastal Commissioners : 

August 3, 2012 

I ask you to deny the proposed location for the upgrade of the Morro Bay Waste Water Treatment Plant. 

1. I believe there are better sustainable locations than the City's current proposed location. 

2. As a resident of Morro Bay since 1955 this current location has been smelly and an eye sore, 
and not attractive to locals and tourists. 

3. Moving the location inland further away from the oceanfront and closer to the farming area 
only makes sense. especially since we need to recycle and reuse the million gallons a day that 
are currently being discharged into the ocean and wasted. 

4. Also in this day in age, I don't believe Morro Bay should be proposing to build a Waste Water 
Treatment Plant using old technology. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

~2~¥ftl_b~g~~~SION 
J f-fAL, CQA~T ARt;A 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commission Members: 

Agenda No.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-01 

Position: Follow staff recommendation and deny 

Please support of the Coastal Commission Staff recommendation to deny the permit to 
build a new waste water treatment plant in the current location. 

There are two primary reasons to support this recommendation: 

1. As pointed out in the staff recommendation, the proposed project is inconsistent 
with numerous policies of the City's LCP and the Coastal Act, including policies 
related to coastal hazards, public access and recreation, reclamation, and visual 
resources, where these inconsistencies are almost entirely related to the 
Applicant's chosen site. 

2.. The financial issues presented to the community by the Applicant are short
sighted. and incomplete, focusing almost entirely on construction costs. The 
Applicant failed to reveal to the community disaster recovery estimates not 
covered by insurance, including cleanup costs, lost business costs, property value 
loss. 

This means that in the event of even a relatively minor coastal event, the financial and 
environment cost to the community will be substantially higher if the new WWTP is built 
at the existing site rather than at the alternative site. 

Please deny the permit so that our officials must truly consider alternatives. 

Regards, 

Margaret . Hall 
300 Trinida Street 
Morro Bay, .CA 93442 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~Nf~AL GOA~T A~Ef.\ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central C-oast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

August 3, 2012 

Dear Commission Members: 

Agenda No.: Th-17A 
Permit Application: A-3MRB-11-01 

Position: Deny 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALI FORNIA 
COAStAL CoMM!~~! ON 
CENTRAL COAST AHEA 

Please listen to a majority of Morro Bay citizens and deny the permit 
currently before you to construct a new waste water treatment plant in our 
community on the current site. In June we overwhelmingly supported the 
election of 3 City Council members who spoke to the need to consider other 
locations for the plant. There are reasonable and viable alternatives to rebuilding 
at the ocean's edge. Since discharging effluent into the ocean is no longer 
allowed, proximity is unnecessary and potentially harmful to this precious 
resource. 

Thank you fbr your consideration. 

Nicole Dorfman 
570 Olive Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
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RECEIVED 

August 2, 2012 

VIA E-MAIL on 8/2/12 and REGULAR MAIL on 8/3/12 

Ms. Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 

~~~l~~~ ~~~~i848J~Z 

Re: Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing '-to .you to express my very strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Sanitary .District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal 
Commjssion will be considering at your meeting. I understand that the MBCSD has spent years 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality 
of its wastewater treatment well beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge undertaking for 
both of our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location 
where it is. Please let us replace this older plant with better technology now, and not years from 
now someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with 
the improvements at the existing location. 

I also respectfully request that you share this letter with the Coastal Commissioners and your 
staff. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

C:t~~ 
Charlene Nungaray - '. 
1351 . Clarabelle Dr . . 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 . 
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August 6, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALiFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~NTRAL COAST AR~A 

I am writing to you in response to the Coastal Commission staff recommendation to deny the 
permit for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment 
Plant upgrade project that you will be considering at your meeting this week. The MBCSD has 
spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board along with many other 
agencies and groups to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum 
standards. 

I am frustrated at some of the comments as well as a number instances of omitted information in 
the CC staff report in regard to the current purposed location vs. the alternative site on the 
Righetti property. First the DUDEK report (Fine Screening Analysis) is referenced in the report, 
but not included. This analysis, at CC staffs recommendation, took place over several months at 
the cost of several hundreds of thousands of dollars. It included many public workshops and 
community testimony. 
The fact that it was not included, yet over 200 pages of comments from one community activist 
was included in the report, is very perplexing. 

In regard to the Righetti site, I would like to offer the following comments. First, please know I 
am a home owner next to the Righetti site and our family has ranch land one property down from 
this site. This site is next to a large area of Morro Bay residents and near a residential mobile 
home park. It is zoned in the county as agriculture, is on a scenic highway and I believe the 
Cambria fault line (inactive) runs thru the property. Having similar ranch property we know it is 
prone to landslides in the upper area and flooding in the lower areas. These ranch areas as well as 
nearby properties in the city limits have been known to be rich archeological sites. 

Please consider that the majority of residents of Morro Bay and Cayucos would like to keep the 
plant location as purposed and build a new plant with up to date technology now and not years 
from now someplace else. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision to allow us to move forward now 
with the improvements as they will meet our needs now and into the future 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Carla Borchard - Morro Bay resident, business owner - City Councilmember 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 
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08/07/2012 11:44 FAX 8057729051 l4l 001 

RECEIVED 
Date: Tue, Aug 7, Z012 8:00am AUG 0 7 2012 

_... .. M---~-- ........------
8-6-2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL cnMMISSION 
c~ r ITn ' ,AST AREA 

~y name is Dave Williams. I worked for the city of Morro Bay Waste Water Treatment Plant since 
1987. During that time at th~ WWTf my primary job for 11 years was as an operator. Also during this 
time I ·was the solid waste hi-1

fbasically worked in the sludge bed areal have seen many pictures 
thru the years ofthe plant construction in 1983 that shows the area excavated to 10" to 12" or more 
for dewatering and new soil compaction. 

I believe soine one bas said in your reports that the area was once an Indian burial site. In my years 
working at the WWTP I have never seen any indication of this claim. The old pictures can document 
this. 

The ~ghetti site has only had horses, cows, wagons and other agriculture uses. The Reghetti site is 
an archeological rich site and could contain what has been commented to be at the current WWTP 
sites sludge bed(Indian burial sites) · 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision and allow us to move forward now 
with these improvements. · 

I 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Dave Williams 
Morro Bay 

J' 

til' 
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Central Coast Regional Water Quality Contro l Board 

August7,2012 

Ms. Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Com mission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COM fv1l SSION 
CENTRAL (' ~ '.ST AREA 

Dear Chair Shall en berger and Commissioners: 

EoMUNI> G. Bf'low N Jf<, 
t~\:':'-'H?~.O~ 

COASTAL COMMISSION CONSIDERATION OF COP APPLICATION FOR MORRO 
BAY/CAYUCOS WWTP (APPLICATION NO. A-3-MRB-11-001) 

The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Board appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
California Coastal Commission's scheduled consideration of the coastal development permit 
(COP) for the City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Services District's (Discharger) 
proposed wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) upgrades. We have reviewed your staffs report 
for the proposed action and have the following comments. 

After a nearly six-year review process, the existing wastewater treatment plant's Clean Water 
Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit was renewed in January 
2009 and became effective in March 2009. The current permit expires on February 28, 2014. 
Under its existing permit, the WWTP is exempted from meeting full secondary treatment 
standards normally enforced under the NPDES program . These exemptions (i.e., 301 (h) 
waivers) are rare , with only three granted in California at the time of the current NPDES permit's 
adoption. There are no assurances that United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA) will renew the waiver with subsequent NPDE S permits. 

As part of the NPDES permit renewal process in 2006, the Water Board presented an 
application for the 301 (h) waiver. In its presentation, the Water Board identified concerns 
regarding the continued discharge of partially treated wastewater to the ocean and potential 
effects on the southern sea otter and brown pelican . As a result, the USEPA developed an 
Endangered Species Act Biological Evaluation (BE) on potential effects. The BE had to receive 
concurrence of "no likely adverse effects" pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The USEPA drafted 
the BE in September 2007, finding "no likely adverse effects" provided the Discharger 
implemented conservation measures including: 

• Public outreach program to minimize the input of cat litter-box wastes into the municipal 
sewer systems. 
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Chair Shallenberger - 2- August7,2012 

• Regular monitoring of nutrient loading from the facility 's ocean outfall. 
• Facility upgrade to at least full secondary or tertiary treatment by 2014. 

USFWS concurred with the BE; however, they recognized material gaps in data and that 
additional data gathering would be needed to optimize understanding of the potential effects 
from the continued discharge. The Water Board and the Discharger entered into an agreement 
in which the Discharger committed to upgrade the WWTP process to meet full secondary 
treatment requirements by March 31, 2014, thus addressing one of the components central to 
the USEPA's BE findings and USFWS's concurrence . 

We are very concerned that delays in obtaining the COP will significantly affect the Discharger's 
ability to commence and complete construction of the required upgrades. The timely WWTP 
upgrades were a critical component of the finding of "no likely adverse effects" for the 301 (h) 
waiver and are part of the Water Board's agreement with the Discharger. The delay of WWTP 
upgrades could potentially adversely affect water quality and endangered species, not 
previously considered as part of the permit's issuance. 

If the Commission were to deny the COP as staff recommends, the Discharger would fail to 
meet full secondary treatment standards by March 31, 2014. The Discharger would need to 
apply for a new NPDES permit at least 180 days before its existing permit expires in February 
2014. As part of the December 2008 Settlement Agreement signed for issuance of the existing 
permit, the Dischargers and the Water Board agreed to certain terms regarding future permit 
terms. Specifically, the following agreement language is particularly relevant: 

• "The Discharger agrees not to apply for a permit that includes modifications to full 
secondary discharge requirement after the expiration of the [existing] permit." 

• "For the five (5) year period following the expiration of the [existing] permit, the [Water 
Board] shall (i) issue a NPDES Permit that includes effluent limits consistent with [Clean 
Water Act] full secondary treatment requirements, or any more stringent requirements 
that are necessary due to New Evidence or that the Discharger agrees to, and (ii) 
concurrently issue a [time schedule or cease and desist order] . The time schedule or 
cease and desist order shall include interim effluent limits for B005 and suspended 
solids that are the same as those in the [existing] permit." 

Therefore , in the event the COP is denied and the Dischargers pursue new construction on a 
new site, the Dischargers' 2014 renewal application package could not request a 301 (h) waiver 
and the Water Board could not issue a new permit with greater than a 5 year period to meet full 
secondary standards. The issuance of the permit is a Water Board action, and therefore there 
is uncertainty and discretion as to whether the Water Board members would issue a time 
schedule or cease and desist order, and if so, how long the term would be to reach full 
secondary treatment standards in the future order. It could be that the compliance term is 
shorter than the permit's five year term . Additionally , it is too premature to opine the 
implications in terms of enforcement of the Settlement Agreement penalties in the event the 
permit is denied. 

The timely upgrade of the W'NTP's discharge to meet secondary or tertiary treatment standards 
by 2014 was central to the existing NPDES permit and associated 301 (h) waiver. 
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Chair Shallenberger - 3 - August7,2012 

We respectfully request the Coastal Commission issue the COP for the proposed project. If you 
would like to discuss the matter further, please contact Harvey Packard, Supervising Engineer, 
at (805) 542-4639. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Thomas 
Michael J. Thomas 
Assistant Executive Officer 

Digitally signed by Michael Thomas 
ON: cn=Michael Thomas, o=Ce ntral Coast Water Board, ou, emai l=mThomas@waterboa rds.ca.gov, 

. c;;oUS 
Date: 2012.08.07 14:25:39 .{)7'00' 

Cc: Bruce Keogh, City of Morro Bay, mbwwtp@yahoo.com 
Dennis Delzeit, City of Morro Bay, delzeit@charter.net 
Rob Livick, City of Morro Bay, Rlivick@morro-bay.ca.us 
Rick Koon, Cayucos Community Services District, rkoon@cayucossd.org 
David Smith, USEPA NPDES Permits, Smith .DavidW@epamail.epa.gov 
Jamie Marincola, US EPA NPDES Permits, Marincola.JamesPaul@epamail .epa.gov 
Katie DiSimone, Water Board, Katie.disimone@waterboards.ca.gov 
Jack Gregg, CA Coastal Commission, Jack.Gregg@coastal.ca.qov 
Dan Carl, CA Coastal Commission, Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov 

S:\NPDES\NPDES Facilities\San Luis Obispo Co\Morro Bay-Cayucos \tV\IVTP\California Coastal Commission\Aug 9 2012 comment 
letter. doc 

CIWQS Place 10: 241479 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

AUG 0 7 2012' 

Ms. Mary K. Shallenberger 
Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105~3901 

CEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

. - ~ C ;~UFOP,~~SS\ON 
~~~~T{A\ ~O"~ST AREA 

RE: City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Service District Coastal Permit 
Application. 

Dear Chair Shallenberger: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed coastal development permit 
for the City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Service District ("MBCSD") 
Wastewater Treatment Plant ("WWTP") upgrade. We recognize the need to protect and enhance 
coastal resources and generally support efforts to accomplish that goal. We are, however, 
concerned that a denial of the proposed permit would delay scheduled WWTP upgrades. These 
upgrades are necessary to meet minimum secondary standards required of all publically owned 
treatment plants under the federal Clean Water Act's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System ("NPDES") permit program and are critical to protecting and restoring the quality of 
California's coastal waters. 

On January 13,2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) granted MBCSD 
a five-year waiver from secondary treatment requirements, as authorized under section 301(h) of 
the Clean Water Act. This facility is one of only three facilities on the West Coast that is 
exempted from secondary treatment requirements. At the time the waiver was granted, EPA 
understood that the facility was under a Settlement Agreement with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board ("RWQCB") to upgrade its facility to achieve full compliance with federal 
secondary treatment requirements by March 31,2014. According to the agreement, MBCSD was 
supposed to obtain a coastal development permit by May 31,2011. Delays in obtaining this 
permit bas significantly impeded MBCSD's ability to commence and complete construction of 
their upgraded treatment facility in the agreed upon timeframe. 

Denial of MBCSD's coastal development permit would likely delay MBCSD from 
achieving federally required treatment upgrades that are critical to improving coastal water 
quality. At the time EPA last granted MBCSD a waiver from this requirement in 2009, we 
understood further waivers would not be needed because the District was on a rapid path toward 
implementation of full secondary treatment by 2014. Furthermore, at the time of issuance, a 
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Biological Evaluation determined that the discharge was not likely to affect endangered species. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") concurred with EPA's determination on the 
basis that MBCSD would be imminently upgrading to tertiary treatment. USFWS indicated that 
MBCSD's progress towards implementing their upgrades would be a significant factor in the 
review of any future Biological Evaluations. If the coastal development permit application is 
denied, MBCSD will likely need to conduct further facility planning and permitiimt, w~~~ thp.t,. 
would substantially delay implementation of full secondary treatment, which could breat~ · ~ ~ 1 ~·-; 
adverse water quality impacts on coastal receiving waters for many years to come. 

Due to these likely delays in facility permitting, MBCSD may need to apply for a new 
301(h) waiver concurrent with its next Clean Water Act permit renewal application. As we 
know from our experience working with the Commission on the San Diego 301 (h) waiver 
process in 2009, the Commission is generally opposed to further delays in upgrading treatment 
of coastal wastewater discharges. We request that the Commission carefully consider the water 
quality impacts of delays associated with denial of the coastal development permit before 
denying the permit application. 

We appreciate the opportunity to.comment on the proposed decision and understand that 
you must consider many factors when granting a coastal development permit. If you would ·like 
to further discuss these comments, please contact David Smith, Manager of the NPDES Permits 
Office, at (415) 972-3464. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Woo 
Acting Director 
Water Division 

cc: Harvey Packard, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Bruce Keogh, City of Morro Bay 
Rick Koon, Cayucos Community Service District 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2012 11:40 AM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Chapman, Diana@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Morro Bay/Cayucos WVVTP -

For dd's 

----------· 
From: Carlaborchard [mailto:carlaborchard@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2012 11:39 AM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: Morro Bay/Cayucos WWTP rv 

August6, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 3 00 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

rage 1 01 L 

I am writing to you in response to the Coastal Commission staff recommendation to deny the permit for 
the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District' s (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade 
project that you will be considering at your meeting this week. The MBCSD has spent years working 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board along with many other agencies and groups to improve 
the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. 

I am frustrated at some of the comments as well as a number instances of omitted information in the CC 
staff report in regard to the current purposed location vs. the alternative site on the Righetti property. 
First the DUDEK report (Fine Screening Analysis) is referenced in the report, but not included. This 
analysis, at CC staffs recommendation, took place over several months at the cost of several hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. It included many public workshops and community testimony. 
The fact that it was not included, yet over 200 pages of comments from one community activist was 
included in the report, is very perplexing. 

In regard to the Righetti site, I would like to offer the following comments. First, please know I am a 
home owner next to the Righetti site and our family has ranch land one property down from this site. 
This site is next to a large area of Morro Bay residents and near a residential mobile home park. It is 
zoned in the county as agriculture, is on a scenic highway and I believe the Cambria fault line (inactive) 
runs thru the property. Having similar ranch property we know it is prone to landslides in the upper area 
and flooding in the lower areas. These ranch areas as well as nearby properties in the city limits have 
been known to be rich archeological sites. 

Please consider that the majority of residents of Morro Bay and Cayucos would like to keep the plant 
location as purposed and build a new plant with up to date technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

8115/2012 
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Page 2 of2 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision to allow us to move forward now with the 
improvements as they will meet our needs now and into the future 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Carla Borchard - Morro Bay resident, business owner - City Councilmember 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners 
Staff 

8/15/2012 
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August 7, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

RE: Application No. A-3-MRB-11-001 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

We are deeply concerned with Staff's recommendation to deny the 
above mentioned application by the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Community Services Dist. I know the MBCSD has worked very closely 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and many other waste 
water consultants to try to develop the most efficient, cost effective 
and best design plan to move forward in treating wastewater discharge 
far beyond the minimum standards the current plant has been 
operating under. We believe moving the location of this plant will add 
years to the completion of the new plant and many millions of 
additional dollars to its cost. This is not something that the Cities of 
Morro Bay and Cayucos can afford. 

To move the location to the Righetti Ranch poses many problems, 
including acquiring the property at additional cost to the district. It is 
also approximately 1 mile out of town so the additional cost of piping 
and pumping will be considerable on an ongoing basis. The property is 
a beautiful 240+- rolling hills ranch that has been used by the Righetti 
family for cattle grazing for 100 years. We would assume its zoning is 
Agriculture or Rural, another obstacle to building a wastewater 
treatment plant. As a neighbor to this property, it would be a grave 
disservice to this area to take this lovely rolling hills property and turn 
it into a treatment plant. There will most certainly be a devaluation of 
surrounding property. The construction issue of tearing up Hwy. 41, 
which is a main East/West traffic corridor into Morro Bay and the 
number 1 evacuation route for the area in case of a disaster at Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, is another great concern of the new 
location. 

As business owners in Morro Bay we are most concerned with the time 
delay and additional costs that are going to result from moving the 
treatment plants current location to a location out of town. It would 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal ____________ , __ _ 
From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 08, 2012 8:59AM 

To: Carl, Dan@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Craig, 
Susan@Coastal 

Subject: Very pleased to learn of Morro Bay W\NTP project hearing delay 

Hi, 

Page 1 of 3 

I am so pleased to hear that you have postponed the Morro Bay/Cayucos WWTP hearing. Many of us 
were already hoping for that, long before the MBCSD issued its nonsensical (all quantity, no quality) 
rebuttal to your staff report. 

This is because the delay will limit the time period in which the Morro Bay lame duck City Council 
majority could have done more damage and wasted a lot more money going in bad directions. I even 
wrote to the Commissioners and asked them to try to delay any significant actions on the project until 
after the new majority takes office. 

Regarding that ridiculous rebuttal document, I am only speculating, but I think I know what the MBCSD 
strategy was. 

I think that they hoped to unnerve CCC staff with that huge document full of nonsense, knowing 
that you would have no time to analyze it before the hearing. Then, having unnerved you, to 
convince you to reverse your position at the last minute, and to support the current site, with the 
conditions specified by the MBCSD 

The MBCSD rebuttal is an enormous document, and could appear imposing for its size alone. Just 
holding it up at the hearing and stating that these were all the problems the MBCSD found in your staff 
report could have been a major (and very bad) influence on the Commissioners- a possibility that I am 
sure did not escape your attention. 

So, I think that the MBCSD gambled, and lost- lost because now, there will be a delay while you 
perform due diligence and analyze what the MBCSD has said in its rebuttal, and they will gain nothing. 
I have no doubt that your final conclusions will be the same as the original ones. The beach is no place 
for a sewer plant. 

It is a shame that you have to waste your time picking apart their nonsense, and a shame that they have 
seen fit to attempt to discredit you (no doubt another one of their motives), but I have been dealing with 
these folks for eight years, and this is just how they operate. They try to "demonize'' anyone who 
opposes them. For them, that is S.O.P. Obviously, if you did not take the time to counter their 
arguments, they would not only have cried "foul" on this project, but would have used their material to 
try to discredit you in the future. 

As to their rebuttal, I have done a cursory review of it and found quite a few really major problems, 
including recurring "themes" that are really outrageous. Just as examples, I describe two particularly 
striking pieces of nonsense below this message. 

Linda Stedjee 

8/15/2012 
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Page 3 of3 

By page 10, they evidently forgot again. Arguing against a CCC staff statement that "there has long 
been a vision that the WWTP area could be both connected to the Embarcadero and become a core 
visitor access ... ", they said, "We ask that staff provide a reference to the LCP amendment or 
zoning code citation changing the use of industrially-zoned properties along Atascadero Road and 
defining this "vision" for visitor uses at the WWTP site. While the City would like more 
connectivity between the North and South sides of Morro Creek that is beyond the scope of the 
current project." 

Yes, it is beyond the scope of "this project" but they just got that grant for the other project, the bike 
and pedestrian path and the bridge, which will give them the "connectivity between the north and south 
sides of Morro Creek." As to the vision, we need look no farther than records of the City's 2004 deal 
with the Power Plant operator. The bridge and bike path were part of a power plant modernization plan 
that was approved in 2004 but never implemented. The city had convinced the power plant operator to 
build the bridge and later donate it to the City. 2012-2004, let's see, that's at least 8 years that the 
vision has been around ... Maybe the MBCSD doesn't think that's a long time. 

8/15/2012 
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August 2nd, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
'725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Cc: Coastal Commissioners Staff 
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August 2, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Ms. Shallenberger, 

I have a complaint regarding the attachments to your staff report. 

After it was determined that the permit application had a number of deficiencies the CCC staff 
requested a great deal of documentation from the MB/CSD. The MB/CSD hired a highly 
respected environmental engineering fum to perform an alternative site analysis. Your staff also 
requested an update of a 1999 recycled water study. The two reports cost the ratepayers over 
$400K. The only attachments that were included from these two lengthy documents were several 
pictures and four pages of cost information. Your staff referenced the two reports in the footnotes 
of their report but without the entire source documents how you were going to do any research 
on your own. It seemed strange to me that CCC staff would not have included the two reports 
from Dudek Engineering that they requested and were very expensive. 

Instead the CCC staff included 39 emails and letters comprising 234 pages from one Morro Bay 
resident who has a history of being opposed to everything, they also included a 75 page 
discussion of a potable water issue on one individual's property in the Chorro Valley that was 
not related to the WWTP. 

Closing paragraph 

Sincerely 

-------~ 

Terry Simerly 
Morro Bay, CA 

Cc: Dan Carl 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front St 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
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July31,2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
%Dan Carl 
725 Front St., Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

We are writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBSCD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our coiiDnunities. 

We respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now 
with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

and 

cbJ:·e~ mm ) O)T; L. ciss of 
Morro Bay, Ca. 
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RECEIVED 
August 7, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

RE: Application No. A-3-MRB-11-001 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

AUG 0 S 2012 

CA1 \FORN IA 
CO ASTAL COMMISSiON 
, .. TRAL CQAST AREA 

We are deeply concerned with Staff's recommendation to deny the 
above mentioned application by the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos 
Community Services Dist. I know the MBCSD has worked very closely 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and many other waste 
water consultants to try to develop the most efficient, cost effective 

. and best design plan to move forward in treating wastewater discharge 
far beyond the minimum standards the current plant has been 
operating under. We believe moving the location of this plant will add 
years to the completion of the new plant and many millions of 
additional dollars to its cost. This ls not something that the Cities of 
Morro Bay and Cayucos can afford. 

To move the location to the Righetti Ranch poses many problems, 
including acquiring the property at additional cost to the district. It is 
also approximately l mile out of town so the additiona I cost of piping 
and pumping will be considerable on an ongoing basis. The property is 
a beautiful 240+- rolling hills ranch that has been used by the Righetti 
family for cattle grazing for 100 years. We would assume its zoning is 
Agriculture or Rural, another obstacle to building a wastewater 
treatment plant. As a neighbor to this property, it would be a grave 
disservice to this area to take this lovely rolling hills property and turn 
it into a treatmen,t plant. There wHI most certainly be a devaluation of 
surrounding property. The construction issue of tearing up Hwy. 41, 
which is a main East/West traffic corridor into Morro Bay and the 
number 1 evacuation route for the area in case of a disaster at Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, is another great concern of the new 
location. 

As business owners in Morro Bay we are most concerned with the time 
delay and additional costs that are going to result from moving the 
treatment plants current location to a location out of town. It would 
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not allow greater access to the .beaches nor do we believe the City of 
Morro Bay will have funding to develop the area for recreational use. 
The City now is asking businesses to sponsor existing parks and 
maintain them as a cost saving measure. 

We strongly urge the Commission to grant approval of this application 
and let the MBCSD move forward with the current plans to develop a 
new plant in the existing location with utmost speed. 

Sincerely, 

tffVC~.A. ~--- fku~ /3~ -
Harold and Karen Biaggini 

PAGE 02/02 
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Aug. 7. 2012 4:18PM 

August 5, 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street., Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

No. 0471 P. 2 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COtv1MlSSION 
CENTRAl . COAST AREA 

I wish to covey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary District's 
(MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be 
considering at your upcoming meeting. Many years have been spent by our communities 
working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve and 
upgrade the quality of our wastewater treatment beyond minimum standards. 

A high priority should be placed by your Commission on the fact that the majority of OUl' two 
communities would like to keep the plant location as proposed, allowing us to replace the older 
plant with newer and better technology, and not place additional obstacles in the path of this 
effort which we know will place significantly higher economic burdens on our already stressed 
rate payer base. 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move fo1ward now with 
the improvements. 

· ~-----
Steve Ryan 
1180 Marengo Dt. 
Morro Bay., Ca. 93442 
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August 3rd , 2012 

No. 0471 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 
('r · - L COAST AREA · 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Motel!Hotel!Inn 

.t\3\'=ea\irs · ~ ~ 

t ru botcodAio :k"'o 
J3 ~~FISc> n I _1 VI V1. 

-- __.-
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August 3rd , 2012 

No. 0471 P. 5 

RECEI ED ~ 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
r. ~~,!Tf"' · . JOAST AREA 

Mary Shallenberger_, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 .. 4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
Districes (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities, 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important d~ision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Motel/HoteJ/Inn 

rYlas}upiYL YYurb)~ 
lAs+ w1~vu Pws&w ~ltbsl!Lf'v 
8 t..oe .3//IL / /V AI 

\) i' II ct ~ e-r IV' C? ~e. 
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August 3td , 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

I~ 0. V 't f I 

R CEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 . 

CALIFORN IA 
CO ASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTP !\ 1 COAST AREA 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

r. o 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the p1~nt location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important de~ision for us to move forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Blw'~deu2;YIJ.-5 
--42nck\J \ eu l 'C1Wl ·~ ~ 
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August 3rd , 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 .. 4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

CEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
C~NTRA~ OOAGT AR;A 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

l~o .V4 / I r. I 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
Distlict's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working 'vith the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater · 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our commWlities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
ls and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important decblion for us to move forward 
now with the improvements .. 

, Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Motel/Hotel/Inn 

f}-.£.c.....+ s: \J 14--cd ._ 
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August 3rd , 2012 

Mary Shallenberger:. Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFO~N IA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENT0 AIL COAST AREA 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

No. 04/l 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent yearS working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respe~tfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward 
now with the Improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Mote1/Hote1/Inn 

..s ~~~. clt() WI\ Itt '1 
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August 3rd :1 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

R ECEI ED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFOP{NIA 
COASTAL COMMIS8-ION 
CENTRALCOASTAREA 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

r. '1 

· V 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to mol'e forward 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Restaurants 

~l&ert d.(~, Reg-hu~,d' 
· .-y]20N.A-~~r:V; 5 \>~ tb£ 

71!/11/1 .&A!rY 
qAUort, t\Vl 
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August 3ro , 2012 

Mary Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
c/o Dan Carl 
725 Front Street, Ste. 3 00 
Santa Cruz) CA 95060-4508 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 0 7 2012 

CALIFOfliNIA 
CO£\C'TAL COMMISSION 
' · RAL COAST AREA 

CC: Coastal Commissioners Staff 

No.vq 11 

I am writing to you to convey our strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos Sanitary 
District's (MBCSD) Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission 
will be considering at your meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater 
treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is a huge endeavor for both our communities. 
Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as 
is and please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now 
someplace else. 

I (We) respectfully request your support for this tmpoliant decision for us to move fonvard 
now with the improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Ataurants . 

I o v ,kNI'Il .S 

Name I Signature 

(}foliA nt1t .!k ~) ,..wres;-~~ 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2012 12:32 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Morro Bay/Cayucso SAnitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant 

For file and next hearing 

From: Suzy Moyer [mailto:suzycay@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 08, 2012 5:24 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: Morro Bay/Cayucso SAnitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Chairperson Shallenberger: 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing to you to convey my strong support for the City of Morro Bay/Cayucos District's 
Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade project that the Coastal Commission will be considering at your 
meeting. The MBCSD has spent years working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
other groups, to improve the quality of its wastewater treatment beyond the minimum standards. This is 
a huge endeavor for both our communities. 

Please consider that the majority of our two communities would like to keep the plant location as is and 
please let us replace this older plant with better technology now and not years from now some place else 
(which could be quite costly). 

I respectfully request your support for this important decision for us to move forward now with the 
improvements. 

Thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Suzy Moyer 
2848 Orville A venue 
P. 0. Box 102 
Cayucos, California 93430. 

8115/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Friday, August 10, 2012 2:48 PM 

Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

Subject: FW: treatment plant 

For file 

From: LaVerne Smith [mailto:elfmsmith@charter.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 
Subject: treatment plant 

Page 1 of 1 

Please keep this in the same location. Update what needs to be done, which will be less expensive 
than building a new one and will do a better job. We live in Cayucos and are very concerned about the 
more money needed to change locations. Mr. & Mrs. Fred Smith 

8/15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 
------------· .. ·----

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Friday, August 10, 2012 5:02 PM 

To: Carl, Dan@Coastal; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal 

Subject: Morro Bay resident misunderstanding regarding postponement of hearing 

Hi, 

Some of our residents are very concerned that the WWTP project hearing was postponed. I am certainly 
not one of them. Many of us think that postponement was really the only action you could have taken, 
given the circumstances, and will lead to the best result. 

However, I am hearing comments from some people who are terribly disappointed that they did not get 
their chance to speak at the hearing on Thursday. I think that when they heard that our City manager 
had requested that the hearing be held in San Diego, they may have somehow gotten the idea that the 
two things are connected when in fact they are not. People here are so accustomed to the tactics of our 
local politicians and their senior staff that they seem to have assumed the CCC staff decision might be 
connected to an inappropriate political agenda- namely, depriving residents of their chance to speak. 

I must say that I, too, am not happy about the prospect of the meeting being held in San Diego. We had 
literally dozens of people coming to speak. If it is at all possible, the concerned residents of this 
community would very much appreciate the hearing being held at a location that is more easily 
accessible. 

The government officials and staff will travel to the hearing, at taxpayer expense, to push their 
agenda. The residents just want an equal opportunity to be heard, and the time and expense involved in 
traveling to San Diego makes attendance at a meeting there infeasible. 

Anyway, I believe that you will be getting some negative feedback, but please don't take it personally. 
When the new Council majority takes over, the atmosphere around here will change radically for the 
better 

Thanks for all you do for our community 

Linda Stedjee 
Morro Bay 

8/15/2012 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

AUG 0 7 201£ 

Ms. Mary K. Shallenberger 
Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco,, CA 94105-3901 

AUu 1 o LUu~ 
CALIFORNIA 

cqASTAl COMMiSS ifH\J 
CtNTRAL COAST ArltA 

RE: City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Service District Coastal Permit 
Application. 

Dear Chair Shallenberger: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed coastal development permit 
for the City of Morro Bay and the Cayucos Community Service District ("MBCSD") 
Wastewater Treatment Plant ("WWTP") upgrade. We recognize the need to protect and enhance 
coastal resources and generally support efforts to accomplish that goal. We are, however, 
concerned that a denial of the proposed permit would delay scheduled WWTP upgrades. These 
upgrades are necessary to meet minimum secondary standards required of all publically owned 
treatment plants under the federal Clean Water Act's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System ("NPDES") permit program and are critical to protecting and restoring the quality of 
California's coastal waters. 

On January 13, 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) granted MBCSD 
a five-year waiver from secondary treatment requirements, as authorized under section 301(h) of 
the Clean Water Act. This facility is one of only three facilities on the West Coast that is 
exempted from secondary treatment requirements. At the time the waiver was granted, EPA 
understood that the facility was under a Settlement Agreement with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board ("RWQCB") to upgrade its facility to achieve full compliance with federal 
secondary treatment requirements by March 31, 2014. According to the agreement, MBCSD was 
supposed to obtain a coastal development permit by May 31, 2011. Delays in obtaining this 
permit has significantly impeded MBCSD's ability to commence and complete construction of 
their upgraded treatment facility in the agreed upon timeframe. 

Denial of MBCSD's coastal development permit would likely delay MBCSD from 
achieving federally required treatment upgrades that are critical to improving coastal water 
quality. At the time EPA last granted MBCSD a waiver from this requirement in 2009, we 
understood further waivers would not be needed because the District was on a rapid path toward 
implementation of full secondary treatment by 2014. Furthermore, at the time of issuance, a 
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Biological Evaluation determined that the discharge was not likely to affect endangered species. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") concurred with EPA's determination on the 
basis that MBCSD would be imminently upgrading to tertiary treatment. USFWS indicated that 
MBCSD's progress towards implementing their upgrades would be a significant factor in the 
review of any future Biological Evaluations. If the coastal development permit application is 
denied, MBCSD will likely need to conduct further facility planning and permitting.wor_k thfltl 
would substantially delay implementation of full secondary treatment, which could bn~ate i J ) · ~ 
adverse water quality impacts on coastal receiving waters for many years to come. 

Due to these likely delays in facility permitting, MBCSD may need to apply for a new 
301(h) waiver concurrent with its next Clean Water Act permit renewal application. As we 
know from our experience working with the Commission on the San Diego 301 (h) waiver 
process in 2009, the Commission is generally opposed to further delays in upgrading treatment 
of coastal wastewater discharges. We request that the Commission carefully consider the water 
quality impacts of delays associated with denial of the coastal development permit before 
denying the permit application. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed decision and understand that 
you must consider many factors when granting a coastal development permit. If you would like 
to further discuss these comments, please contact David Smith, Manager of the NPDES Permits 
Office, at (415) 972-3464. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Woo 
Acting Director 
Water Division 

cc: Harvey Packard, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Bruce Keogh, City of Morro Bay 
Rick Koon, Cayucos Community Service District 
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Central. Coast' Region a I Water Quality· Control Board 

August 7, 2012 

Ms. Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Commissioners: 

R ~~ ~tve·· o-· . . :':.'"" .· .. ~~ · .. . : 
\i. ~~ -~ '*- -·· 

/'.Utj I 3 2012 
Ct\t.IFORNIA 

C': f\~T;iL COMMISSION 
GC\{1 h ,~L COAST AR EA 

COASTAL COMMISSION CONSIDERATION. OF COP APPLICATION FOR MORRO 
BAY/CAYUCOS WWTP (APPLICATIO~ NO. A-3-MRB~11-001) 

The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Board appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
California Coastal Commission's scheduled consideration of the coastal development permit 

·(COP) for·the 'Cit)l>of-Morrq Bay and the Cayuco~. Commu_nity_ Service? .Ot?tri~t's (Qi~<?~.am~~) 
prop'osed .. wastewater-:freatni:ent' plarit'(VvWTP)' upgrades. ·we~ h'ave reviewed ybur .. 's·taffs': te;pdrt 
for the proposed action and have the following comments. 

, . '- · 

After a nearly six-year re\/iew process, the existing wastewater treatment . plant's . Clean· Water 
Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit was renewed in January 
2009 and became effective in March 2009. The current permit expires on February 28, 2014. 
Under its existing permit, the . WWTP is exempted ·from · meeting full ·secondary treatment 
standards normally enforced under the · NPDES program. These exemptions (i ~ e., 301 (h) 
waivers) are rare, with only three granted in California at the time of the current NPDES permit's 
adoption. There are no assurances that United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA)will renew the waiver with subsequent NPDES permits. · 

As part of the· NPDES permit : renewal process in · 2006, the Water Board presented an 
application for the 301 (h) waiver. In its presentation, the Water Board identified concerns 
regarding the continued discharge of partially treated wastewater to the ocean and potential 
effects on the southern sea otter and brown pelican. As a result, the USEPA developed an 
Endangered Species Act Biological Evaluation (BE) on potential effects. The BE had to receive 
concurrence of "no likely adverse effects" pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The USEPA drafted 
the BE in September 2007, finding "no likely adverse effects" provided the · Discharger 
implemented conservation measures including: 

'i - , . • 

·_.:- . ~ - . · · · P-ublic · outreach program to minimize the input of cat litter~box wastes i~ta··tt1e · rnun.ldpaJ 
'··; : :·=< 'sewer:syst'ern·s: -: · : . ~ ··: · .-. ·:;.;._ : ·:: · .. · : . · · ·· · · ··· : ..... : - · .. · .;:.:·::<lr' 

....... • :.:· : . 4 • • , •• • -· .- - .-• • - •• - .. ~ • --.' • ..-f , _ ~_;_: ~; -

- i' . 

, JEFFReY S. YouNG, CHA•R 1 KeNNerH A. !-' IMl!'t t5 J " . . '"' r tR•M ACTING E:.<E c ur•vE OFFIC ER 

895 . .O.erovista PlacH. Suite 101 , San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 I www.waterboaod,;.ca.gov/cerrt ralcoas t 
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Chair Shallenberger - 3 - August 7, 2012 

We respectfully request the Coastal Commission issue the COP for the proposed project. If you 
would like to discuss the matter further, please contact Harvey Packard , Supervising Engineer, 
at (805) 542-4639. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Thomas 
Michael J. Thomas 
Assistant Executive Officer 

Digitally signed by Michae l Thomas 
DN: cn=Michael Thomas, o=Central Coast Water Board, ou, email=mThomas@waterboards.ca.gov, 

·c, us 
Date: 2012.08.07 14:25:39 -Q7'00' 

Cc: Bruce Keogh, City of Morro Bay, mbwwtp@yahoo.com 
Dennis Delzeit, City of Morro Bay, delzeit@charter.net 
Rob Livick, City of Morro Bay, Rlivick@morro-bay.ca.us 
Rick Koon , Cayucos Community Services District, rkoon@cayucossd .org 
David Smith, USEPA NPDES Permits, Smith .DavidW@epamail.epa.gov 
Jamie Marincola, USEPA NPDES Permits, Marincola.JamesPaul@epamai l.epa.gov 
Katie DiSimone, Water Board, Katie.disimone@waterboards.ca.gov 
Jack Gregg, CA Coastal Commission, Jack.Gregg@coastal.ca.gov 
Dan Carl , CA Coastal Commission, Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov 

S:\NPDES\NPDES Facilities\San Luis Obispo Co\Morro Bay-Cayucos WWTP\Califomia Coastal Commission\Aug 9 2012 comment 
letter.doc 

CIWQS Place 10: 241479 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: betty winholtz [winholtz@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2012 9:46AM 

To: Carl, Dan@Coastal 

Cc: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

Subject: A-3-MRB-11-001 

Dear Mr. Carl, 

As the appellants who brought the matter of the Morro Bay/Cayucos waste water treatment project (A-3-
MRB-11-00 1) to the Commission's attention, we appreciate the decision by Coastal staff to postpone the 
de novo hearing as necessary in order to evaluate the large amount of data the City submitted in the two 
days prior to the scheduled hearing. 

We believe Coastal staff should take as much time as necessary to review and respond to the City's 
detailed 24-page submission. We appreciate that Coastal staff has committed to meet with the 
appellants, as well as City Staff separately, prior to the de novo hearing. We also appreciate the 
Commission's historical practice of scheduling meetings that have significant projects on the agenda 
geographically close to the affected community. Hence, of the Commission's remaining meetings for 
2012, rescheduling the hearing for the October meeting in San Diego would be a disservice and a 
hardship to us and to interested local residents, and the scheduling option least conducive to assuring the 
affected community an opportunity for meaningful input. 

The Commission will be holding other meetings later in the year closer to the Central Coast. We urge 
you to re-schedule the hearing to a later date for the benefit of all parties-- Appellants, Coastal staff, 
City staff, and the Public. 

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

8/15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2012 7:47AM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal ; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal ; Carl , Dan@Coastal 

Subject: Resident analysis of MBCSD rebuttal to CCC staff report on Morro Bay WWTP project 

Hello, 

Page 1 of 3 

It is understood that you will necessarily be conducting your own independent review and 
analysis of the MBCSD rebuttal to your staff report, but in case it may be of interest to you, a 
resident analysis is available online at 
http://morrobayissues.info/MBCSD/MBCSDrebuttalresp.htm 

In this resident analysis, MBCSD arguments are organized by topic and sub-topic, and 
responses to pertinent MBCSD arguments are provided. Topics are: 

<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Flood Risk Issues 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Land Use Issues 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• LCP and LUP Policy Issues 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Plant Cost issues 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Righetti Property Issues 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Ocean Outfall Issues 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Water Reclamation/Recycling Issues 

In general, the content of the MBCSD document appears to support previously-stated resident 
suspicions that the document was compiled for the purpose of unnerving CCC staff and 
influencing them to accept the current plant site with the MBCSD's recommended conditions. 
It appears that quantity, not quality, was the prime objective of the authors. Old arguments 
that your agency has previously dealt with appear again, and are repeated throughout the 
document, and the "logic" used in MBCSD arguments is heavily flawed . 

A lack of understanding and/or (as some believe, attempts to deceive) characterize MBCSD 
arguments on a variety of topics. Examples include the MBCSD's apparent inability or 
willingness to understand/admit that: 

<!-:-[if !supportlists]-->• <!--[endif]--> The project is to build a new plant. This is not an upgrade 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• The City of Morro Bay's water supply is extremely 

precarious and unsustainable 
<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Water reclamation and recycling can make a major 

contribution toward making the City's water supply more sustainable and reliable 
<!--[if !supportlists]-->< !--[endif]-->• There is tremendous visitor-serving and associated 

revenue-producing potential at the current site 
<!--[if !supportlists]-->< !--[endif]-->• Other studies' conclusions on the impacts of climate 

change and sea level rise don't mesh with their privately-funded studies that claim the 
current site is safe from major flooding risks . 

<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Their preferred W\NTP site is not immune to the forces 
affecting the rest of the California coastline 

<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Flood risks at the current site are a much bigger problem 
for a W\NTP than for recreational uses 

8/15/2012 
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<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Although their monitoring reports state that the health of 
marine life in the immediate area of the outfall reportedly doesn't differ from that of 
wildlife in a broader area, such reports do not mean that it's fine to keep dumping 
pollutants into the ocean They only mean that ocean currents are dispersing the 
pollutants into a wider area. 

<!--[if !supportlists]--><!--[endif]-->• Although their tests purportedly show that sea water is not 
reaching the wells, seawater intrusion into the aquifers is still a serious problem due to 
environmental damage AND intrusion is known to be occurring. 

<!--[if !supportlists]-->• It does NOT have to take 8-1 0 years to build a plant. Firms using 
modern technology, such as PERC, can build a plant in two or three years .. <!--[endif]--> 

Also notable is the prevalent tone in the document- just plain bad attitude, which is particularly 
evident in this "in your face" commentary: 

"It appears that the CCC staff may not be aware of the fact that if one agency (either Morro 
Bay or Cayucos) were to move from the existing site , the other agency has a real chance at 
meeting the requirements of the Settlement Agreement and bowing out of our existing 
operating agreement, drastically increasing costs for both agencies. No COP would likely be 
required for this action. If one or the other agencies elects not to proceed with a project at the 
Righetti site, the current Waste Water Treatment Facilities could remain on the existing site 
indefinitely." 

Overt disrespect for CCC staff is also clear in this text: 

"Subsequent to approval of the City's LCP, HUD was replaced by FEMA as the National Flood 
Management Agency. As such, the LUP Policy 9.03 exception to the prohibition of floodplain 
development correspondingly applies to projects which include off-setting improvements in 
accordance with the FEMA regulations. The project as proposed meets both the local and the 
Federal flood damage prevention regulations through the offsetting improvements proposed 
and is therefore consistent with LUP Policy 9.03. CCC staff clearly misunderstands flood 
prevention practice, because in footnote 28 of the staff report they argue that flood damage 
prevention only relates to residential construction. The CCC staff completely fails to recognize 
the form and function of Federal regulations on this topic leading to a faulty conclusion ." 

Your analysis is clearly correct, and they are the ones who have misinterpreted the policy and 
the issues. Whether their analysis and conclusions are a result of ineptitude, or stem from a 
deliberate attempt to deceive, is unclear. 

Other examples of attitude are found in flippant and baseless arguments , such as the one that 
claims that the current plant site and the high school are not adjacent because there is a 
roadway between them. 

Finally, the the values of the MBCSD document authors appear to change radically depending 
upon what they are arguing for or against. For example, when arguing against the Righetti 
site, they state that a big lift station use a lot of energy and contribute to greenhouse gases. 
Yet, when arguing that there are no problems with the City of Morro Bay water supply, they do 
not mention energy consumption and greenhouse gas issues in regard to their desalination 
plant and their heavy dependence on State water. The authors also appear to forget and 
remember information according to what they are arguing for or against. 

8/ 15/2012 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: Linda Stedjee [lstedjee@charter.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2012 7:13PM 

To: betty winholtz; Barry Branin; Michael Lucas; Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club; Brad Snook; john 
diodati; info@gcfsurf.com; leeujohnson@yahoo.comJohnsonJohnson ; roger ewing ; anne reeves; 
morrocreekranch@gmail.com 

Subject: 2011 Trib article "Morro Creek Wanders Out of Bounds" - I think this is important r.e. WWTP Project 

Hi, 

I had forgotten all about this article: http ://www.sanluisobispo.cmnJ20 11/04/01/1545427 morro-creek
wanders-out -of-bounds.htn1l 

I think it may be good evidence of the increasing problems we will face due to sea level rise and climate 
change- the problems the MBCSD says will not happen here because their studies say so. Note the part 
I put in bold text. 

I think this may be important with regard to flooding risks at the current plant site, but someone who 
knows more than I do about such things needs to evaluate this. Does this mean the dunes are a lot more 
vulnerable than the MBCSD's studies say they are, and thus do NOT provide any reliable flood 
protection? 

Linda 

"http://www.sanluisobispo.com/20 11 /04/0 11 1545427 morro-creek-wanders-out-of
bounds.html#storylink=cpy 

"Morro Creek wanders out of bounds 
The creek often meanders north during storms, but 1,500 feet north is unusual 
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Emergency crews were at work Friday on the beach in Morro Bay reburying a sewer outfall line 
and rechanneling the mouth of Morro Creek to the south . 

A beachgoer early Monday told operators at the Morro Bay sewage treatment plant that Morro 
Creek had meandered far to the north and uncovered the plant's 27 -inch steel discharge 
pipeline at Atascadero Road north of Morro Rock. 

Normally, the pipe lies at least 5 feet below the sand, but the creek mouth had scoured away a 
1 00-foot section. The pipe carries treated sewage effluent to an outfall a half-mile offshore. 

The creek often meanders north during winter storms, but nobody can recall ever 
seeing it go this far north, said Rob Livick, Morro Bay public services director. Maps 
show that the creek has shifted about 1,500 feet north. 

"We've had very high tides and large storm flows recently," Livick said. "The tides kept 
the creek back up against the dunes, so it needed to flow north until it found a spot 
where it could flow into the ocean." 

The city contracted with local construction firm Associated Pacific to make the emergency 
repairs. The first job was to divert the creek mouth south on the beach away from the outfall 
line. 

Crews could then rebury the pipe. Exposed , it posed a public safety hazard because the 
erosion left deep pockets in the sand . City officials do not think the pipe leaked. 
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The work required emergency permits from a variety of public agencies including the Army 
Corps of Engineers and the state Department of Fish and Game. 

A fisheries biologist was on hand to make sure that no steel head trout or tidewater gobies, 
both on the endangered species list, were stranded in the creek, Livick said." 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

From: betty winholtz (winholtz@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 201 2 11:02 PM 

To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 

Subject: A-3-MRB-11 -{)01 support for new site 

Stephanie, 

Betty 

1. Just brainstorming but consider the potential of 
including a wind project like or more likely solar, on the 
remainder of the + 200 acres of the Righetti property (along 
with potential avocados & ranching) to increase lease 
revenue potential. 

2 . A big potential on this property for avocados, 
and there is also a couple of great areas for 
holding ponds for the water to be pumped up to. 
Thirdly, the upper part of this property would be 
spectacular for a City Park/Open Space. So, we 
believe you are right on track on your thinking. 
As far as wind generation even though it 
appears to be a good site the amount of windy 
days per year do not equate to an ideal wind 
generation site, but you never know it doesn't 
hurt to test the winds. Having owned 
several ranches of this type around 
here the hilltops are not as windy as 
you would think. Even the Los Osos 
Valley wind tunnel has proved to be 
marginal, but really great thoughts. 

Since the Righetti property is one large 
parcel, it could be share cropped for 
avocados on approximately 1/3 that 
appears to have adequate soil, and 
with the recycled water on hand for 
irrigation farming may be your best 
source of revenue, and aesthetically it 
would turn the hills green coming into 
Morro Bay. Also I believe there may be 
enough useable land to incorporate the 
existing cement plant and city yard at 
this location, thus freeing up the 
remainder of the property across from 
the high school. This may be 
something incorporate and look into , as 
the PERC Plant in Santa Paula only 
required a 1 acre or two acre foot print. 

3. The other thing is a need for a "North Coast 
Composting Operation" that would accept green 
waste collected in the area instead of hauling it all to 
SLO = a lot of savings and the potential of additional 
revenue from tipping fees. This program would be 
compatible with a biosolids composting operation . 

8/ 15/2012 

I have been emailed three ideas in support of the CCC 
chosen site of the Righetti property. I pass them on to you 
fo r what their worth. 
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Dan Carl 
District Director, Central Coast District 

California Coastal Commission 

725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Permit Number A-3-MRB-11-001 

Dear Mr. Carl: 

August 10, 2012 

RECEIVED 
AUG 1 4 2012 
CALIFORNIA 

C_QASTAL COMMISSION 
tl~NTf'lAb OQA~T 1\fi~A 

We have heard that our city manager, Andrea Leuker, has requested that you reschedule the 
hearing on the Morro Bay wastewater treatment plant for the meeting in San Diego. 

We are writing to ask you to adhere to your stated policy to hold this meeting /{close to the 

location of a proposed development." There are some of us who very much want to attend that 
hearing, and the closer it is, the more likely you will have a good cross section of our residents in 
attendance. 

We realize that you must manage your workload, but holding the hearing in December in San 

Francisco would save. us 2 to 2.5 hours travel each way, and make it possible to do the round 

trip in one long day. The San Diego location is impossible without an overnight stay, taking two 
days of time and added expense (that some cannot afford). At this point, the two added 
months' delay is inconsequential, and there is no legal deadline immediately pending. 

We appreciate your consideration. 

/lt~fh~ 
Marlys McPherson 

Sincerely, 
~ /t;,/ --~. _, 
Glenn Sillo~~ 
840 

o~a)t. 
e 

315 Bernardo, Morro Bay 

\1.~ 5:-::o::::> 
Bo~~wa~i~n---------

305 Bernardo, Morro Bay 

cc: Andrea Leuker 

595 Harbor Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Pat Reed 

31c;;:;crr~ 

Carol Swain 

305 Bernardo, Morro bay 
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August 11, 2012 

Mr. Dan Carl 

Richard L. Rutherford 
475 South Bay Blvd. #69 

Morro Bay, California 93442 

(805) 225-1171 

District Director, Central Coast District 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Cc: Andrea Leuker, 595 Harbor Street, Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Re: Permit Number A-3-MRB-11-001 

Dear Mr. Carl: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 1 4 2012 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
GfiNTRAl:: CQA£T ARfA 

I was very disappointed at the loss of the opportunity to speak in support of the denial of 
the City of Morro Bay's and Cayucos Sanitary District's permit application to build a 
new wastewater treatment plant at its current location. At great expense and logistical 
effort, a group chartered a bus and were prepared to travel to Santa Cruz so that they 
could be heard, only to have to then undo all of that when the hearing was removed from 
the August 9th meeting agenda less than 24 hours before they were scheduled to leave for 
Santa Cruz. When I heard that the Morro Bay city manager requested a hearing date for a 
meeting that will take place in San Diego, I felt twice disenfranchised. 

I request that the de novo hearing be conducted at a location on the Central Coast so that I 
can travel a reasonable distance to be heard. Twelve hours total travel time will place a 
hardship on me. 

Sincerely, 

~A~~~..~. 
Richard L. Rufherl~~~ 
Member of Morro Bay Public Works Commission 
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405 Acacia 

Morro Bay, CA 9442 

Au~ ·14,·:-2012 

i 

805-772-2157 

:pan Car~ Deputy Director 

725 Fremon.t St, Ste. 300 

Santa Cruz, CA 950604508 

ASAP REPROGRAPHICS 

REC ED 
AUG 1 4 2012 

CALIFORN IA 
COASTJ\L COMMISSION 
CENTP !\I _ COAST AREA 

RE: A-3 .. MRB-ll-001, Morro Bay WWTP 

Dear Mr. Carl: 

PAGE 01/01 

/IC 
S/'Z 
DC 

As the appellants who brought the matter of the Morro Bay/Cayucos waste water treatment project (A .. 
3..;MRB-ll-001) to the Commission,s attention, we appreciate the decision by Coastal staff to postpone 
the de novo hearing as necessary in order to evaluate the large amount of data the City submitted in the 
two days prior to the scheduled hearing. 

We believe Coastal staff should take as much time as necessary to review and respond to the City's 
detailed 24-page submission. We appreciate that Coastal staff has committed to meet with the 
appellants, as well as City Staff separately, prior to the d.e novo hearing. We also appreciate th.e 
Commission's historical practice of scheduling meetings that have significant projects on the agenda 
geographically close to the affected community. Hence, of the Commission's remaining meetings for 
2012, rescheduling the hearing for the October meeting in San Diego would be a disservice and a 
hardship to us and to interested local residents, and the scheduling option least conducive to assuring 
the affected community an opportunity for meanill_$ful input. 

The Commission will be holding other meetings later in the year closer to the Central Coast. We urge 
you to re--schedule the hearing to a later date for the benefit of all parties -- Appel.lants, Coastal staff, 
City stafl: and the Public. 

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

~J/0~ :etty wl/moltz 
for the Appellants , (Morro Bay Farmers and Ranchers Ag Coalition; Sierra Club; Surfrider 
Foundation; Barry and Vivian Branin; Roger Ewing~ Anne Reeves, and Betty Winholtz; Steve Hennigh; 
Lee Johnson; Michael Lucas~ and Linda Stedjee) 
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