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July 8, 2019

Kevin Kahn

District Supervisor

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

RE: Application # 3-19-0463 — Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility Project Affordability
Dear Kevin,

The City of Morro Bay re-affirmed seven (7) goals in 2017 to provide clear direction for the Water
Reclamation Facility (WRF) project. Two of the goals related to affordability are:

1. All aspects of the WRF project shall be completed ensuring economic value with a
special emphasis on minimizing rate payer and City expense; and

2. Design to produce reclaimed wastewater to augment the City’s water supply, by
either direct or indirect means, as described in a master water reclamation plan and
to maximize funding opportunities

Minimizing Rate Impacts

In keeping with its goals, the City of Morro Bay has made every attempt to minimize the impacts of the
City's largest ever capital project on its ratepayers by obtaining low-interest loans and grants for the
WREF project. In 2017, the City received a $10.3 million planning loan from the California Clean Water
State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) with an interest rate of 1.70 percent and was chosen to apply for a low-
interest loan from the EPA's Water Infrastructure Financing Innovation Act (WIFIA) program that will
fund up to 49 percent of the total program cost with an interest rate of approximately 3 percent. The
City also received a $75,000 recycled water planning grant from the State for the completion of a
recycled water feasibility study.

Assuming the funding sources mentioned above combined with conventional revenue bonds, the City
completed a rate study in July 2018 that recommended a surcharge of $41 per month for the average,
residential water and sewer customer to fund the $126 million WRF project. While the City was pursuing
SRF construction financing at the time, staff made the determination to not include this funding source
in the recommended rate scenario due to timing and the fact that the SRF program was significantly
overprescribed. However, the rate study did include a scenario that utilized low-interest SRF funding in
lieu of conventional revenue bonds and the result was a reduction in the surcharge by $7 per month
(total surcharge of $34 per month). While, these illustrations are for the residential customer, staff
expects to see similar percentage reductions for our commercial customers.

On June 18, 2019 the State Water Resources Control Board adopted the Fiscal Year 2019/2020 Intended
Use Plan for the CWSRF, which places the City on the fundable list for up to $105 million for the City's
WRF project. Of this $105 million, the City is eligible for up to a $5 million grant. Now that the City has
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been placed on the fundable list, they are confident that they will sign a construction loan agreement
with the State that would allow them to lower rates by approximately $7 per month. Additionally, the
City is again working with its rate consultant (Bartle Wells Associates) to determine what the impacts of
the additional grant funding could be on the rates. Anecdotally, the City staff has indicated a $1 million
grant equates to a reduction in the monthly surcharge of approximately $0.75 to S1. Therefore, if the
City receives the full S5 million grant from CWSRF, rates could be further reduced by up to S5 per
month.

Further committing to the goal of minimizing rate payer impacts, on October 09, 2018 the City Council
adopted Resolution No. 84-18, which established the annual rate review process for the WRF project.
This rate review will occur in spring 2020 concurrent with development of the next fiscal year's annual
budget. At that time, the City anticipates having a signed CWSRF construction loan agreement and will
be able to consider reducing rates based on the final amount of grants received.

Respectfully Submitted,

Rob Livick, PE/PLS
Public Works Director/City Engineer

C: Scott Collins, City Manager
Eric Casares, WRF Program Manager



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Attachments:

Cynthia Hawley <cynthiahawley@att.net>

Monday, June 24, 2019 10:36 AM

Effie. Turnbull-Sanders@coastal.ca.gog; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh,
Sara@Coastal; Mark.Vargas@coastal.ca.gov; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin,
Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal; Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga,
Roberto@Coastal

Carvill, Sarah@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal; Kahn, Kevin@Coastal; Schwartz,
Noaki@Coastal

A copy of this has been sent to staff: Unlawful consolidation and usurpation re Morro
Bay treatment works

CCC Itr_unlawful consolidation, usurpation.pdf

Dear Chairwoman Bochco and Commission s,

| represent the members and supporters of Citizens for Afforde“-'e Living, Home Front
orro Bay, and LandWatch San Luis Obispo Co ty.

Environmental Justice

informing the Commission that its actions to consolidate permitting and its attempt to usurp the
City of Morro Bay’s and County ~f San Luis Obispo’s statutory development review authority and
implementation authority over Morro Bay’s proposed treatment works are in violation of, among

other l: s, the California Coastal Act, the California Constitution, and the California Civil Code and

that these violations have caused and will cause public harms and losses.

If you have any questions please don’t hesitate to contact me

On be' 1If of my clients | thank you for your attentio~ to these matters.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Hawley
Cynthia He 2y, Attorney
P.O. Box 697

Morro Bay, CA 93443

cynthiahawley@att.net

Phone; (805) 776-5102

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

tached is a letter



The information contained in this e-mail message is privileged, confidential, and protected from disciosure. If
you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution, or copying is strictly prohibited. If you hi
received this e-mail message in error, please notify this office immediately. Thank you.






1. Coastal staff initiated and is “driving” this unauthorized consolidation.

Under Coastal Act section 30601.3 the Coastal Commission has limited authority to
consent to an application to consolidate only 1) where permits must be obtained from the
local government and the Commission (dual permits), and 2) when public participation is
not substantially impaired by the consolidation, that is, by loss of the local public hearings.
According to legislative analysis of the bill, consolidation is intended for small projects like
seawalls and bridges. And consolidation is allowed only to ““...process and act upon a
consolidated coastal development permit application...”. This section does not govern or
authorize any action after permit approval.

[t is important to understand that the dual-permit proj s to which consolidation applies
involve development in highly sensitive areas including those within specified distances
from coastal bluffs (300 feet) beaches (300 feet), wetlands (100 feet), estuaries (100 feet),
and streams (100 feet). These places are also the most sought after real estate in California.
Consolidation eliminates local public hearings and denies local public participation in
decisions that determine the fate of these crc 1 jewels of California’s coast.

In mid June 2018, Mormro Bay and San Luis Obispo County staff members were
coordinating the County’s permitting process for this project. Around this same time the
City received an email message from Coastal Commission staff who *... reached out to us
last week to discuss looking at options for processing the CDP application as a consolidated
permit through Coastal.”

The fact that elimination ol local public hearings for this project through consolidation
would impair participation of active, outspoken, dedicated, and knowledgeable public
opposition to the project was well known by Commis: ™ n staff at that time. Commission
staff knew that consolidation in this case was not authorized. In addition, this is not a small
project. It is the largest, most complex, and most costly public works project in the City’s
history.

On April 23, 2019, as a consent agenda item, the San Luis Obispo County Board of
Supe sors approved consolidation of the County's permit for Moo Bay’s proposed
treatment works. At the meeting, in response to questions by Supervisor Compton,
Planning Director Trevor Keith informed the Board that “these are typically small bridge
projects. That’s the intent for consolidation. It’s not son hing that we can dictate, it’s
something that coastal wants and they’re driving for the project kind of like this one.”

Mr. Keith stated “...it"s coastal telling us we think this is a good idea to bundle this permit
for efficiency becau~~ ‘t’s going to get to coastal anyway.”  Supervisor Compton asked:
“So_they came to us and said we want to consolidate this one”. Planning Director Keith

answered “Yeah. And so it’s orked with the jurisdictions to make sure that everybody’s
on board.”

This letter has been provided to Commission staff. 2






Hlf. Consolidation does NOT shift development review authority or
implementation authority to the Commission and Morro Bay’s proposed
treatment works is 0T the Coastal Commission's project.

Consolidation under section 30601.3 is allowed where “A proposed project requires a
coastal development permit from both a local government with a certified local coastal
program and the commission”. The proposed project includes development near and
potentially in at least one wetland and multiple streams. As a result, section 30601 requires
a permit from the Coastal Commission in addition to Morro Bay’s permit.  This section
does not extend to authorize or require any act by the Coastal Commission beyond issuance
of the permit. Specifically, it does not authorize post-permit development review authority
or implementation authority by the Commission — which is explicitly prohibited by section
30519 unless the development is in a tideland, submerged land, or public trust land.

The purpose of consolidation of these dual permits is to streamline the permitting process
by combining applications, and processing them both within a single Commission hearing
and decision.

According to the Pocket Oxford American Dictionary, second edition (2008), “consolidate”
means “To combine two or more things into a single unit”. The Commission’s authority
under section 30601.3 is to “process and act upon” a combined local and Commission
coastal development permit application. The City’s applications to its planning department
and the County do not cease to exist. The Commission permit is required “in addition to”
the local government’s permit under section 30601. The local agency has post-certification
development review authority over projects in these dual permit areas and the Commission
permit is added. Consolidation combines them, for purposes of streamlining, into a single
approval process. Again, this section gives no other authority or duty to the Coastal
Commission beyond requiring a permit.

Statutory development 1 ic authority and permit implementation authority were
not consolidated. Under section 30519, after certification “...the development review
authority ... shall no longer be exercised by the commission over any new development
in thg. area ... and shall at that time be delegated to the local government...” with an
LCP.

This local authority is also ¢ r “implementing actions” — including the development
control ordinances, regulations, and programs that implement a certified ..CP and Coastal
Act policies. (See section 30108.4.) After certification, it is the local agencies that are
authorized to monitor and enforce the requirements and conditions of approved permits.

2§ 30. 2. Delegation of development review authority

{(a) Except for appeals to the cornmission, as provided in Section 30603, after a local coastal
program, or any portion thereof, has been certified and all implementing actions within the area
affected have become effective, the development review authority provided for in Chapter

7 (commencing with Section 30600) shall no longer be exercised by the commission over any new
development proposed within the area to which the certified local coastal program, or any portion
thereof, applies and shall at that time be delegated to the local government that is implementing the
local coastal program or any portion thereof.

This letter has been provided to Commission staff. 4






The Coastal Commission through its staff is d "ng exactly hat it is prohibited from
doing. Commission staff has claimed, that this is “our CDP”. Staff has claimed that
“conditions for the project 1l be enforced by the Commission”, “the Commission has
jurisdiction over the CDP”, the Commission will enforce the issued permit, and that post-
permit amendments to the project will be applied to, and decided by the Commission.

Commission staff has claimed that it has permit implementation and enforcement authority
over the subdivision of land, the grading and construction of the treatment facility, and the
decommissioning of the existing wastewater treatment plant.

The Commission is openly planning on exercising sole development revie authority and
implementing authority ¢ :r the entire project in violation of and contradiction to, among
other laws, sections 30519, 30601, and 30601.3 and in breach of the public’s trust.

First, the Commission through its staff caused loss of local control and local public
participation in the project decision making processes by initiating and “driving” the
unlawful consolidation. Now the Coastal Commission attempts to use consolidation as a
pretext for usurping all local post-permit development review authority and preventing all
local participation in oversight of permit conditions, mitigation measures, and project
amendments.

By these unlawful actions the Coastal Commission and its staff have denied and continue to
deny the public their statutory riehts to full participation in coastal development decisions
and thetr Constitutional procedur... due process rights to the public hearing opportunities to
express those rights. The Commission and its staff are breaching and abusing the very
purpose of Environmental Justice which is intrinsically embedded in due process rights to
participate in development decisions and shape the environments in which people live.

To proceed according to the law and restore the City’s and County’s full development
review authority and the public’s statutory and constitutional procedural due process rights,
the Commussion must withdraw from its unl:  ful consolidation of this project. In addition,
the Commission must withdraw from its unlawful usurpation of the City’s and County’s
development review authorities and implementation authorities over this project. To
proceed otherwise would involve violations of, among other laws, the California
Constitution, Coastal Act, and Civil Code for which the Commission could be exposing
itself to the risk of litigation for, among other things, civil fines, and for iich
Commissioners and involved staff members could be exposing themselves to allegations of
official malfeasance.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters.
Sincerely.

Cynthia Hawley

This letter has been provided to Commission staff. 6



A Report to tF- San Luis Obispo Cou-*y Board of Supervisors
Showing Why the Staff Recommendatic- to
Eliminate Coastal Development Permit Hearings Should Be Denied

Prepared on behalf of

Home Front Environmental Justice lorro Bay
By
Cynthia Hawley, :torney

Home Front Environmental Justice Morro Bay submits the following to show that
“consolidation” under Coastal Act §30601.3 is not legal in this case and recommend that
the Board of Supervisors should not agree with the City and the Coastal Col  nission to
violate the law.

Fundamentally, it should be understood that the issu:  ; not “consalidation”. There is no
“consolidation”, no combining of permit hearings. The issue is the elimination of * ical
coastal development :rmit hearings and decisions. This report contains the following
information.

I.  The County’s staff report misrepresents the law by omitting the part of §30601.3
that prohibits consolidation in this case.

[l.  Eliminating local public hearings would be in violation of County Land Use
Ordinance 23.02.034 nich requires them. '

lIl.  The public has the statutory and constitutional procedural due process rights to full
participation in coastal development permit decisions and to the hearings that
provide the opportunity for that participation.

IvV.  Eliminating local hearings for coastal development permits would substantially
impair public participation on multiple levels.

V.  The City of Morro Bay has systematically evaded public participation.

Vl.  The record shows that there is no project budget and no project schedule and that
the City of Morro Bay has shown no interest in expediting this process or conserving
public fi ds.

VIl.  This project needs to be permitted locally on order to condition any permit with
completion of an evacuation plan to be used in case of emergency hen South Bay
Boulevard is closed at Highway One.



i.  The County’s staff report omits the part of Coa___l Act §30601.3 that prohibits
consolidation in this case.

Eliminating local public hearings on coastal development permits is authorized under
§30601.3 only when two conditions exist:

1. The agencies and the applicant must consent to it and

2. Public participation is not substantially impaired by it.!

Consolidation is not legal in this case because the City of Morro Bay's proposed sewage
treatment plant is heavily opposed and eliminating four local public hearings  ould
obviously substantially impair participation of those opposed to the plant.

The staff recommendation to consent to consolidation can only be made by concealing the
section of the law that prohibits it which the staff report does. This is a fundamer _illy
deceptive act that misleads the public and decis 1 makers to believ . that the law
supports the staff recommended action to approve consclidation which — based on the
concealed language — it does not. This deceit, for the purpose of encouraging people to
rely on it, is aimed at denying the people ho oppose this project of their fundamental,
statutory, and constitutional rights to participatory government as discussed more fully
below.

The second prong is cited in the proposed resolution and misrepresents it in order to find
that public participation would not be impaired. The resolution makes the false conclusion
that public participation would not be “impaired” because the coastal commission hearing

il be noticed and the public can attend it. That is, public participation will not be
impaired at the consolidated hearing. This finding transparently misrepresents the law,
which explicitly and unambiguously states that consolidation is authorized “provided that
public participation is not substantially impaired by that review consolidation”. It does not
say that consolidation is allowed where public participation is not impaired at the
consolidated hearing — which is contrary to the purpose of the second prong to protect the
public’s rights to full participation and the opportunities to participate.

! Section 30601.3: .....(a} Notwithstanding Section 30519, the commission may process and act
upon a consolidated coastal development permit application if both of the follc ng criteria are
satisfied: ...... (2) The applicant, the appropriate local government, and the commission, which may
agree through its executive director, consent to consclidate the permit action, provided that public
participation is not substantially impaired | that review consolidation.



This misrepresentation of the second prong shows that the deception is purposeful. This is
called fraudulent deceit and can also amount to other viclations including breach of trust
and official malfeasance.

li.  Eliminating lacal public hearings wauld be in violatian of County Land Use
Ordinance 23.02.034 which requires them.

While the Coastal Act authorizes elimination of local public permitting hearings under its
“consclidation” statute, the County has no such authorizing law. Section 23.02.034
requires a development plan permit for this project ith no exceptions. “The Development
Plan process includes a public hearing before the Revie Authority” and “The Planning
Director shall schedule the Development Plan for public hearing before the Revit

Authority as set forth in Section 23.01.060.”

Not only does Coastal Act §30601.3 “... not confer authority to the Planning Director to
approve or deny consolidation of a CDP”, as stated in the proposed resolution, it does not
automatically confer the authority to the Board of Supervisors to approve or deny
consolidation of a CDP under the Coastal Act.

Until the Coun ; Land Use Ordinance is amended to allow elimination of local hearings

for approval of coastal development permits, adopting the staff recommenc “ions would
be violations of the County’s own Land Use Ordinance. To take these actions the County
must amend its Local Coastal Program Land Use Qrdinanr - at a notice public hearing.

. The public has the statutory and constitutional proc. "iral ‘e process rights to
full partic,  1tion in coastal development permit decisions and to the hearings thot
provide tI  opportunity for that participation.

Even if the County did have an ordinance to eliminate coastal development permit
hearings, the law does not allow it in this case because it  ould substantially impair public
participation. The public has, as a matter of law:

» the statutory right under Coastal Act §30006 to fully participate in coastal
development decisions, and
» the Cons stional right to procedural due process.



Procedural due process means that where the public has a statutory right to full
participation, the public has a right to the procedural opportunities to fully participate.
Where the right exists, the public has the right to exercise it.”

I e aprojectis opposed, elimination of local public hearings and decisions on a coastal
development permit impairs public participation by eliminating the opportunities for
those opposed to the project to full participation in the decision making process.

These laws are carried out by §30601.3 which allows elimination of local public hearings on
coastal land use decisions only where the elimination of the hearings would not
significantly impair public participation.

IV.  Eliminating local hearings for coastal development permits would substantially
impair public participation on multiple levels.

It cannot be denied that where a coastal development permit is opposed in full or
challenged on specific issues, elimination of local permit hearings and the opportunity to
participate in the shaping of the project is by definition a substantial impairment of public
participation on multiple levels:

= Denial of the public’s right to participate in shaping coastal development permit
conditions of appri | to address local issues.

= Denial of the public’s right to - o hearings at which issues can be developed,
focused, and refined.

= Exhaustion of administrative remedies.’

* Elin..ation of the public’s right to participate in CEQA review.*

* Denial of opposing party’s right to develop a thorough administrai  : record.®

¢ people v. Ramirez, 25 Cal. 3d 260, 275, 599 P.2d 622, 631-32 {1979)

3 One purpose of testifying at local public hearings on land use decisions is to “exhaust

administrative remedies” by giving the local agency a chance to remedy whatever is challenged.

Elimination of local hearings eliminates this process. It denies those who challenge or see the need

for improvement of specific elements of a project the opportunity to work with the local agency to

remedy the problem with project amendments or conditions of approval.

# Elimination of local hearings eliminates the public’s opportunity to participate in environmental

review under CEQA at the local permitting hearing and the public is denied this opportunity to

contribute to the discussion of project alternatives and incorporation of mitigation measures into

the conditions of approval.

5> Where a project is opposed, elimination of local public hearings denies the opposing parties the

opportunity to create a thorough administrative record of the project at the local level ~ some of
1ich materializes from public and expert testimony, and agency deliberations at the hearings,






There is no record of a meeting at which the City Council made a noticed public decision

based on deliberations and findings to change the “new waste water treatment plant”

project into a reclamation facility. The record sh s that the City started spending money

on it. For example, there is a December 2014 siting study on the ' 2w Water Reclamation
»7

Facility Project™.

Agendized as a “business item” and with no notice or hearing, the City Council did vote
unanimously on  aril 25, 2017 to exclude ' iter reclamation as part of the sewer project
and to spend mon:  only on secondary and possibly tertiary wastewater treatment.® But
ina ay 25, 2017 public record letter, the City Council astonishingly claimed that it did not
take this action (even though it's recorded on youtube) and soon after sent out glossy
mailers premoting the Water Reclamation Facility and began spending money on it. Other
examples include the following:

=  The City Council approved the project site in a series of disguised and secret
decisions.’

= The City Council illegally executed the option-to-buy the site in an October 15, 2018
closed session.™

7 "Deliberation in this context connotes not only collective decisionmaking, but also ‘the collective
acquisition and exchange of facts preliminary to the ultimate decision.’” Frazer v. Dixon Unified Sch.
Dist. (1993) 18 Cal. App. 4th 781, 794.

B https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVTEyxRS;  at time 5:24:00 to 5:34:40

? The Mayor’s claim that the City Council identified the South Bay Boulevard site as the preferred
location in 2017 is not correct. After a public records act request in mid-2018, the City Council’s
October 25, 2016 option to buy 27 acres of a 400-acre parcel from property  ner Tri-W Inc. came
to light. This memorandum of understanding (MQU) was noticed on the City Council's October 11,
2016 meeting agenda as a “Business Item”. The staff report did not disclose all of the terms of the
MOU including the City's agreement to apply to the Local Area Formation Commission {LAFCO} to
expand the City's sphere of influence {SOI} to include the whole 400 acres north of Highway One
and provide :hicle access to this now-landlockedparcel. This was a major land use decision made
behind closed doors and memorialized in a contract with the property owner.

190n QOctober 15, 2018 the City Council secretly decided to execute the option to buy the property
in a closed session meeting that was agendized falsely as "negotiation: price and terms of payment”
and was recorded falsely in the meeting minutes as “no reportable action”. in an October 26, 2018
letter to Tri-W attorney Marshall Ochylski (also LAFCO commissioner), the City Manager confirmed
that the Council "decided to exercise its option to purchase the property at the closed session
meeting and stated that “The City looks forward to completing this purchase as soon as
possible...”. Since there was no public record of the City Council’s October 15, 2018 closed session
decision to buy the property, the public didn’t find out about it until the February 13, 2019 Council
mee  g. That night the City Attorney falsely reported that “the City properly provided a timely
notice to Tri-W in October of last year of the City’s intention to exercise its option to purchase the
property... ” when in reality the action was taken illegally in a closed session meeting.







VIi. The record shows that there is no project budget and no project schedule and thaot
the City of Morro B¢ has shown no interest in expediting this process or
conserving public funds.

In his letter, Mayor Headding stated falsely that eliminating local hearings on this project is
needed “In order to make best use of limited public resources and complete the WRF
project on time and on budget...” But the record shows that the City has dragged its feet
for si  :ral years on this project and does not even have a budget or schedule for the
project.

At the March 26, 2019 City Council meeting, staff clarified that among other things that are
still missing:

® There is no baseline program for a project schedule or a budget for the project.
= The City does not own the property {which does not even have it's own APN),

= There is only “a preliminary draft of the basis of design report and 30% design
drawings”.

= Whether reclamation is even feasible is unknown because needed tests have not
been done related to the injection of treated water into the Morro Creek basin.

And [...yor Headding's claim that the City wants to eliminate local permit hearings because
of its interest in making the best use of limited public resources is not supported by the
facts. For example, the City agreed with the design builder to pay the company more
money if construction isn’t started before the end of the year, then delayed applying for
permits to start that construction, and has spent over 57,000,000 on a project with no
permit to build it, no property, and no public oversight.

Vii.  This project needs to be permitted lacally on order to condition any permit with
completion of an evacuation plan to be used in case of emergency when South
Bay Boulevard is closed at Highway One.

As you know, Los Osos has a population of approximately 15,000 people and there are only
two roads —only two lanes ide - leading in and out of Los Osos. One of those roads is
South Bay Boulevard, 1ich connects with Highway One in Morro Bay. South Bay Bivd. is
heavily usec .y visitors, commuters, locals, and public transportation including school
buses, and is an essential evacuation route.

Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant is less than seven miles south of Los Osos. rile the
City of Morro Bay plans to ..use South Bay Boulevard entirely at Highway One during
construction, the project EIR does not address the issue at all. The City has negligently
ignored the possible impacts closure could have on everyday traffic and on a possible
emergency evacuation.



This project needs to be reviewed locally by the County and the City so plans for
emergency evacuation and for routing every day traffic during the closure can be prepared
in cooperation with the County's Office of Emergency Services and other local agencies and
be imposed on the permit as conditions of approval. Consistency with the County’s Safety
Element ould require preparing response teams with information of the closure and
providing the response teams with instructions and equipment necessary to adapt an
evacuation to the road closure.

This will not happen if the County agrees to consolidate its permit because the Coastal
Commission would not have the authority to condition the project based on requirements
for emergency preparedness.

Based on all of these reasons, and on behalf of their supporters, Home Front
Environmental Justice Morro Bay respectfully requests that the County Board of
Supervisors deny the staff recommendations. if the Board is interested in the issue of
eliminating coastal development permits under the Coastal Act’s consolidation statute, the
Board should direct staff to d  2lopment a proposal for amending the Land Use Ordinance
to include it.



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
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From: Fidell, Linda <[fidell@csun.edu>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 6:46 AM
To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subje " Please SUPPORT Consolidation for  >rro Bay WRF

Dear Commissioners,

| am a resident of Morro Bay and | STRONGLY SUPPORT our WRF project and want it completed as soon as
possible. | am STRONGLY IN FAVOR of water reclamation and view it as absolutely essential under threat of
drought and climate crisis.

[

| notice that m. yoft’ people ‘hooppose consolidation do not live in Morro Bay and will not be

paying for the project.  hy are they objecting? What business is it of theirs?

2. | notice that many of the people who oppose consolidation also opposed the reclar  tion project in
Los Osos that ended up costing several times what it should have cost due to lengthy delays.

3. Thereis aclaim of corruption in Morro Bay. | live here. What corruption? The City bent over
backwards to hear and hear again from residents. Every vote taken by the city 15 in favor of the
project.

4. The City has succeeded in obtaining a larger loan under more favorable conditions that will reduce the
cost of the project.

5. This issue has been extremely divisive (and driven by outsiders?) and the sooner it is resolved the

better for our city.

PLEASE SUPPORT CONSOLIDATIC

Linda Fidell, Ph.D.
280 Andros Street
Morro Bay, CA 93442
818 921-0765
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From: Carof Swain <carolswain3e@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 12:14 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application Ne. 3-19-0463 (Morro Bay Water Reclamation
Facility)
Carol Swain

305 Bernardo Avenue
Morro Bay, CA 93442
carolswain86@gmail.com
(805)225-1145

June 27, 2019

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, #300
Santa Cruz, CA 95080

Dear California Coastal Commission Members:

| am a Morro Bay resident and water/s: i utility customer. | am in support of the City of Morro Bay plan to build a Water Reclamation Facility
as currently proposed. | respectfully request that you approve the Motion and Resoclution for a consolidated Coastal Development Permit when
you consider it at your July 11, 2019 meeting.

The progress the City has made to date has been steady and deliberate. Citizen input has been solicited and considered in selecting the site
and design of this facility. We citizens have spoken, both verbally, and by official baliot, We want to build a modern, compliani  iter treatment
facility at the most affordable cost.

The C  Council and staff h  : work diligently to find a suitable place to build the plant. They have sought, applied, and been approved for low-
interest funding. Their process has been fully transparent and inclusive of citizen concerns.

Please help us remain on a path for progress. Please vote to approve 1 consolidate the Coastal Development Permit. A YES vote, as
recommended by your staff, will helr  :ep us on our path to progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Carol Swain






off the beach to aninland location, ith water recycling a high priority. Both Prop 218 votes ere to raise utility rates to
pay capital costs of a sewer system. In each election, candidates who supported moving the waste 1ter treatment plant
inlanc  an. It's clear to us that a “silent majority” of the community supports the City Council’s processes and actions

t have resulted in the proposed WRF project.
The Coastal Commission has primarily heard from a dedicated and well organized group of opponents to the City’s
proposed WRF project 1o continue 1o oppose the project for their own reasons. We {and hopefully many other citizens
of Morro Bay) are riting and will speak during public comment to express our support for the City Council and staff in
their diligent efforts to move this project forward to completion. OQur community has the responsibility to treat its
sewage to legal standards, expand its water supply, improve its wat  and wastewater infrastructure, and pay for it
ourselves with whatever outside assistance we can get to help to mitigate the cost. This project is necessary to fulfill
those community respo ibilities.
We respectfully request that the California Coastal Commission Members vote “YES” to the Motion and Resolution
approving a consolidated Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 3-15-0463 for the City of Morro Bay Water Reclamation
Facility project. We further request that the vote to approve the CDP is by unan  ous consent of all Members present at
the hearing to send a strong message of support for the Project and Morro Bay’s City Council and staff for their
collaboration with your staff to bring this innovative infrastructure project before you for approval. We also believe that
a unanimous “YES” vote will help Morro Bay get past the sometimes acrimonious and divisive debate over this project.
Sincerely,
Orris & Pat Cc il
Morro Bay, California
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From: Norma Wightman <norma.wightman@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 446 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Sui~ct: Public Comment on July 2019 agenda item Thursday 13a- application No. 3-19-0463
re: Morro Bay i ° rReclamation Facility ™ =2ar Commissioners and staff:

| support the Consolidated Permit Process.

| support all fine elements of the Coastal Permit application as submitted by the City of Morro Bay.

Keep this project affordable without delays. Piease unanimously approve the Morro Bay WRF CDP application on July
11,2019.

Since 2012 Morro Bay residents have voted 8 times to support the move of a WRP off the beach to an inland location.
On June 18,2019 the City of Morro Bay secured a position on the States fundable list for up to &1051 “lionin loans d
grants. In 2017 the WRF project was selected to apply for EPA funding up to 49% of the project costs in low interest
loans. There is an urgen’ 2ed to get the project moving as proposed to secure the loans as they are targeted for the
specific current proposed project. Delays threaten the availability of low interest loans. '

the location of the proposed sewer plant is 21l out of harms way regarding flooding and sea level rise and it will be
largely invisible to the community.

since 2012 the city of Morro Bay has held numerous public workshops including three hearings for each Prop 218
process and one on the draft EIR. while the projected costs are high the estimated rates will be in the range of $191 for
a household ing 5 units of water per month. Rates may even be lower if lc interest loans keep total costs lower than
projected.

Please unanimously approve the Morro BAy WRF CDP application on July 11, 2019 to help the city move forward with a
regulation-compliant, build able, affordable project which has strong support from a majority of the community.
Respectfully Submitted,

Peter and Norma Wightman ( senior citizens)

2905 Coral Ave.

Morro Bay, CA 93442

Sent from my iPad
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From: Pat Reed <pnr315@yahoo.com>
Sent; Friday, June 28, 2019 9:56 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-13-0463

{Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Please support the staff recommendation to approve the permit for the Morro Bay water reclamation facility. Patricia
and lames Reed, Morro Bay

Sent from my iPad









Sincerely,

citizens and receive their input. That is why we support the consolidated CDP process. Holding
additional local public hearings may allow dedicated opponents more opportunities to repeat their
negative views but it won’t change the facts: This WRF project is environmentally sound, can
realistically be built 2 1is the lowest cost option to replace Morro Bay’s aging and noncompliant
sewer plant.

4. The proposed City’'s WRF project at the South Bay Blvd. site i  1e only viable alternative to replace
Morro Bay’s aging and non-compliant wastewater treatment plant: This vital infrastructure project is
buildable, has an identified location and budgeted cost, and is well on the path to a completed design by
a qualified design-build contractor. Following CDP approval and issuance, said contractor can start the
project and complete the WRF before the February 2023 deadline in Regional Water Quality Boards
Time Schedule Order (TSQ). Denial of the CDP will alr st certainly result in the City failing to meet its
obligations under the TSO.

5. The proposed WRF project is affordable for the community: In its recent Prop 218 process, the City
estimated a monthly residential surcharge of up to $41 to pay for the WRF, increasing a typical five-unit
customers iter and sewer bill to $191 per month. This rate is consistent  th the Cayucos C5Ds
estimated Prop 218 rate of $192 for a five-unit water and sewer customer for the new Cayucos WRF.
The estimated $126 million-dollar project cost is a big hit for a community of approximately 10,500
residents. Hc  ver, the City is well on the path to securing grant funds and low interest financing for
the project from the Clean Water State Revolving Fund and Federal EPA WIFIA loan programs that may
allow a reduction in the monthly surcharge. Delays caused by denial of the CDP and relocating the
project |l result in the City losing these lower cost financing opportunities, driving up project costs and
monthly utility rates even higher.

6. The proposed WRF project meets the Coastal Commission’s and the community’s objectives: Your
staff report for this agenda item clearly details how the propo: | WRF project complies with the Coastal
Act {with one exception) and addresses all of the concerns expressed by the Commission in its 2013 CDP
denial. City Council and staff have cooperated and worked with your staff to develop a project that’s
located infand & 1y from coastal hazards, has minimal view impact, treats effluent to tertiary levels thus
exceeding clean  ter discharge standards and prc  des ane drinking water source for the community
by injecting reclaimed water into the Morro Creek groundwater basin where it can be extracted from
existing City  lls - with the additional benefit of improving groundwater basin water quality. The only
exception is the project requires conversion of 15 acres of agricultural land to industrial use which |l
be mitigated by the City as a requirement for CDP approval.

Bruce and Sandra Santoianni, 2570 lronwood, Morro Bay, California 93442






Application of City of Morro Bay to: (1) subdivide 396-acre parcel into 2 parcels {roughly
368 and 28 acres apiece); (2) construct new wastewater treatment and recycled water
facility (water reclamation facility) on smaller parcel, as well as to construct associated
pipelines, 2 new lift stations, and underground recycled water injectic .. wells; (3) modify
existing ocean outfall; (4) operate new water reclamation facility and overall system,
inuuding ground  ater injection and other related components, moving forward; and, (5)
decommission and demolish existing wastewater treatment plant and related components
and to restore all affected areas, ith project components spanning unincorporated San
Luis Obispo County, City of Morro Bay, and the Pacific Ocean.

First, the notices do not mention and thus do not advise the public that the action is on a
consolidated permit application.

The business to be transacted on this permit application is a consolidation of permits that ouid
otherwise be issued by the City of Morro Bay, the County of San Luis Obispo, and the Coastal
Commission. The business involves all three of these government agencies that hz : agreed to
the consolidation and the interested public where local permits have been eliminated. Without
differentiating this as a consolidated permit application, this is notice of an application for
development in the Coastal Commission’s retained jurisdiction (submerged land, tideland, or
public trust land) or on appeal.  ithout notification that this is a consolidated permit the public is
not informed that this is the only hearing on a matter that ould other ise be heard and acted
upon by the local government. As the process is set up in San Luis Obispo County, the notice on
the Coastal Commission’s agenda may be the only public notice that a consolidatic.. has occurred
and that a project is pending in the local jurisdiction.

In addition, the omission of this information creates a flawed publ.. record with false / incomplete
information. We suggest that the Agenda Item should say something to the effect of “Application
of the Ci of Morro Bay on consolidation under Coastal Act section 30601.3.”

Second, the notices do not mention and thus do not advise the public that the Agenda item
includes w.scussion of the highly cc . tested consolidation of the permit application under Coastal
Act sectic .. 30601.3. See staff report pages 6-8, 30, 61, and 65-66.

The Agenda Item staff report discusses 1) the propriety of the consolidation process as it is
applied in this case, 2) the staff perspective of the effect consolidation may have on
Environmental Justice, 3) the standard of review for consolidated permit hearings and decisions,
4) and the staff perspective re.ated to legislative intent of consolidation, purposes of the statute,
and tests for determining whether consolidation will cause significant impairment of public

participation. The staff report argues why, in their opinion, consolidation should be allowed in
this case.



My clients request that the Commission postpone this “~aring pending 1) adequate and proper
notice that the application before the Commission is on consolidation under Coastal Act section
30601.3 and 2) a description of consolidation as business to be discussed.

Thank you for your attention to these important matters.
Sincerely,

Cynthia Hawley
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney
P.O. Box 697

orro Bay, CA 93443

cynthiahawley@att.net

Phone: (805) 776-5102

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

The information contained in this e-mail message is privileged, confidential, and protected from disclosure. If
you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution, or copying is ¢ ictly prohibited. iIf you have
received this e-mail message in error, please notify this office immediately. Thank you.
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From: Steve Francis <steve@cathyfrancis.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 6:32 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

We respectfully request that the Coastal Commission approve Application No. 3-19-0463 (Morro Bay Water
Reclamation Facility).

We are full time residents of Morro Bay and rate payers of the City Water/ astewater Utility. We also support
the City of Morro Bay's plan for a new Water ~ clamation Facility (WRF) at the South Bay B |. site. The City
of **orrc ™ ay Council and City Staff have invested significant time, money and emotional resources to evaluate
and select a ne  facility site. While all the location options have challenges, the selected South Bay Blvd site is
the “best fit" soiution. The City of Morro Bay did extensive outreach to the citizens and rate payers, heard
hundreds or hours of public comment, and approved the plan.

The cost of the facility increases with every delay. It is time to get final appr¢ 1l by all the involved
governmental bodies and start the permit process.

Please support our community by adopting the application in item 13 on Thursday's agenda.
Respectfully,
Steve and Cathy Francis

Morro Bay Residents
805-458-7342






E " avin@Coastal

From: Patricia A. Dale <paticaake@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 30, 2019 1:12 PM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Reclamation Facility)

June 30, 2019

Dear Commissioners and Staff,

The Cali*--nia Coastal Commission, the County ~f San Luis Obispo and the City of Morro Bay have
all agreed to consolidate the permitting prc--ss for the ~'ty’s Pr~30sed Water Reclamation
Facility (WRF).

¢ | support the Consolidated Permit Process

e | support all 5 elements of the Coastal Permit Application

¢ Timely support by the CCC is necessary to keep this project affordable
After 16 years Morro Bay has a project ready that meets all the criteria required by national, state
and '-zal laws and is still affordable. The grants and low interest loans that depend on
recommending the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) will expire soon, leaving the res’-'ents of
Morro Bay back to square one, with increased costs.

The small but >cal minority that is opposing this permit are introducing arguments that are in

fact specious. The facts demand action now. We have no more time for talk. Numer - us occasions

since 2013 have allowed for the c~ponents to voice their conce -1s and each time the majority

have voted dc n their arguments. In addition to the workshops and public meetings, there have

been 8 elections during that time period in which the inland WRF was a major talking point and

each time the candidate ' 1o supported moving the wastewater treatment plant off the coast
on.

We respectful request that the California Coastal Commission Members vote Yes on the motion
and resolution approving a consolidated Coastal Development Permit 3-19-0463 for the City of
Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility project.

Sincerely,

Thomas H. and Patricia A. Dale, residents since 2005
Morro Bay, CA 93442



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Commission Members:
' 2supposed the consolidated permit process, including all five elements of the permit as submitted by the City of
Morro Bay. Keep thi- project affordable and timely. Please approve the application on July 11, 2019.

Sincerely,
Judith and Terry Newman
Sent from my iPad

Judith Newman <tnewman805@charter.net>

Sunday, June 30, 2019 3:19 PM

CentralCoast@Coastal

tlnewman@charter.net

Public comment on July 2019 agenda item Thursday "~a application no.3-19-0468
(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility
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From: Cindy = [EBNC} <ebncbetonte@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 30, 2019 3:22 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 jenda Item Thursday 13a - plication No. 3-19-0463

{(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Dear Commissioners and Staff:

The California Coastal Commission, the County of San Luis Obispo and the City of Morro Bay have all agreed to
consolidate the permitting process for the City's Proposed Water Reclamation Facility " "'RF).

+ | SUPPORT the Consa™ lated Permit Process.
» | SUPPORT all {5) elements of the Coastal Permit Application as submitted by the City of Morro Bay.
* Keep this Project Affordable. “lease Unanimously Approve the Morro Bay RF CDP pplication on

July 11, 2019

Respectfully Submitted,
Karen Schwarzmann
Morro Bay, CA

Virus-free.  /w.
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From: Glenn Sillc  ay <gsilloway@mac.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 30, 2019 5;25 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

( rro Bay ater Reclamation Facility)

To the Coastal Commission:

As a resident of Morro Bay, | support the City of Morro Bay’s application 3-19-0463 for a coastal permit to pursue the
Water Reclamation Facility project at  hat we call the South Bay Boulevard site. The CCC staff report and the
recommendation based on it reflect reality based on evidence. | urge the Commission to accept your staff
recommendation for approval of the consolidated permit, which is fully appropriate in this instance, and let our little
town move forward with this difficult project that has taken so long to get so close to fruition.

You should know that a majority of the citizens in Morro Bay support the project. Over the course of many years
(including long before the Commission’s unanimous rejection of the plan to rebuild on the beach inJanua 2013), and
many elections, two 218 processes, and countless public hearings, meetings, and Council discussions, the evidence that
the majority support a technically modern plant capable of recycling and off the beach has emerged  th full clarity. The
South Bay Boulevard project meets these objectives.

We have a good plan in place; low interest funding is available for it. Delay would be costly, as we saw in the Los Osos
case. That's a bit of history : really don’t want to repeat.

Sincerely,
Glenn Silloway

Glenn Silloway
gsitloway@mac.com
m: 805-748-9475




ahn, Kevin@Coastal
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From: Ric Deschler <ric.deschler@att.net>
Sent: Monday, July 01, 2019 12:02 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay WRF)

Dear Commissioners,

| have Iin=1 in Morro Bay for over *% years and am very aware of and involved in the well being of our
coast and our community. | hi 2 followed and attended dozens of public meetings and outre- sh

- ~orkshops dealing with the waste water treatment plant for nearly twenty years. This project has
evolved dramatically and | hope that we have finally reached a conclusion to this serious and
necessary public works project.

! urge you - support and approve tl - CDP as presented by the City of Morro Bay and
conditioned by your staff.

This project has been delayed and changed by people relying on false, old, and out-dated information
as well as by people that just refuse to consider or listen to anything other than the belief that all we
need to do is just re*1ild the plant where it now sits and it will be cheap and easy. There has been no
lack of public outreach. Nothing has been hidden from the public. Some people just do not accept the
fact that a major infrastructure is going to be expensive. Ridiculous claims of backroom deals and
ignoring the public are frivolous attempts to poison the project.

| live on a fixed retirement and understand that more delays will only make this project more
expensive. All of our electe ~ officials and all of the various committee members will need to live with
this project and its costs. None “them, nor myself, want to pay more than we must but this is a good
project ar - a necessity and we need to get it done.

For the good of Morro Bay ~d for the ~ood of the California coast, | urge you to support *9e Morro
Bay W¢*~r Reclamation Facili as presented ¢ ~d conditioned by staff.

Thank you,
Ric Deschler

2471 Hemlock
Morro Bay, CA 93442



July * 2019

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

Please consider these comments as they relate to the Thursday agenda for the
Commission’s July meeting in San Luis Obispo.

The day’s agenda is packed with several controversial matters that will " 2ly] 'ngi ny
people to the meeting at the Embassy Suites hotel, The ODSVRA matter alone could take all
day, as it is a highly publicized and impassioned subject. Moreover, OHV enthusiasts have
mischaracterized the staff report and are promoting possible closure of the park as soon as
this December, Their online petition states this as fact and has tens of thousands of
signatures based on false information.

The consolidated permit on the ‘orro Bay wastewater matter came before the San Luis
Obispo Co1  ty Board of Supervisors on April 23, It was represented that your
commission would merely take up the question of consolidating the permit at the July
meeting, not as your agenda states, the entire permit is up for consideration. The California
Public Resources Code section 30601(a)(2), says, “The applicant, the appropriate local

gc :rnment, and the commission, which may agree through its executive ""rector, consent
to consolidate the per1 " action, provided tha* »ublic participatic s not substantially
impaired by that review consolidation.” That Morro Bay has to st e Thursday with the
ODSVRA substantially impairs the public’s ability to participate. From parking and seating
to speaking at the hearing, citizens interested in the Morro Bay matter will be forced to
compromise their efforts to participate in the meeting and the matter should be postponed
to the next availal * agenda.

Other items that may take up substantial portions of the day include the LCP amendments
for cannabis, affordable * using, Pismo Beach vacation rentals and the after-the-fact
approval for the San Simeon's wastewater project violations.

Please consider postponing the Morro Bayit .

Sincerely,

Julie Tacker
PO Box 6070
Los Osos, CA93412






Brom P. Webb







Sent from Mail for Windows 10

et

L Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Nancy Bast <fairviewnancyb@gmail.com>
~nt: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal;

Escalante, Linda@Coastal; Rice, Catherine@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal; Hc ],
Erik@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Mann,
Zahirah@Coastal; Faustinos, Belinda@Coastal; Pendleton, Brian@Coastal; Urias,
Bryan@Coastal; Ward, Christopher@Coastal

Cc: Kahn, K& n@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal; Ng, Michael@Coastal; Sct  artz,
Noaki@Coastal; Selvaraj, Sumi@Coastal; Cheddar, Ann@Coastal; Ainsworth,
John@Coastal

Subject: Morro Bay Proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant Consclidated Permit. Copied to CCC
Staff

Dear Co missioners,

PLEASE DO NOT ALLLO A CONSOLIDATED PERMIT as the City of
Morro Bay has
requested from the CCC.

T* - City has spent 6 years and $10 million to date putting this project together in piecemeal
fashion, is only 30% designed, has prematurely certified the EIR, and prematurely
awarded a $69 million contract to construct only the wastewater treatment plant itself, a

contract that must be renegotiated at a higher price since it was written to begin construction
as of August 2019, ar © possibility.

Now, to fast track, the City is asking to cut out of the process 5 local Agency Public He 'ngs
while residents have had only 2 (EIR) public hearings in the past 5 plus years - all City " >uncil
Agenda project discussion has been as Business or Consent Calendar items (that do not count as
administrative record) the vehement epposition by a2 " irge sector of the community.

By consolidating the permit to the CCC, citizens will have no appeal recourse, except by lawsuit!

Since certif ~ g the FEIR, essential components have been added - the main lift
station sited in the highly visible middle of town, the routing of 3 miles of
multiple pipelines on the town's main commercial street,

re-routing ¢ ‘> a major entrance to the City of the advanced treated recycled
water - yet the cursory analysis of the impacts to the community of these
massively disruptive changes are declared to be insignificant, so no new EIR "is
necessary”.

The certified EIR does not consider ho  closure of streets will affect 80
businesses, including




the primary market and drug store, or the 200 occupant elder-care home, it's 200
employees,

or daily emergency vehicles to the home made isolated by the road laying of
piping.

The proposed project is grossly overpriced for this 10,000 population community
of many low income residents.

It is illogical - 3 1/2 miles and 137 feet uphill from the existing wastewater treatment plant.

Unlike the present gravity flow system, the proposed plant requires 4 high
pressure lift stations that will be energy intensive, only to increase with time and
age. When any and all efforts to counter Climate Change is necessary, this
propo: | design's intensive use of fossil fuel is unconscionable and

ironic as the reason for moving the WWTP is to counter sea level rise - the effects of fossil
fuel use!

There are much cheaper and more effective locations that were given inadequate
consideration due to the Council's implacable decision .. the site at South Bay Blvd.

Please do not exacerbate the flawed process that has characterized this proposal from it's
beginning, sited only to facilitate growth inducing development of 550 hillside acres of private
property and turn the City into an enclave of only the wealthy.

PLEASE DENY A CONSOLIDATED PERMIT.

Sincerely,

Nancy Bast

450 Fairview Ave.
Morro Bay

(805) 772-4238



Sent from my iPad



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

From: slomiller@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 6:39 PM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Iteam Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

{Morro Bay)

Dear Coastal Commission,

My wife and I are long-time retired, tax-paying resi“ents of Morro Bay.
As such we urge yovr~ u~an-nous support the CCC staf* recommendation
to approve the CNP for the Morro Bay wastewater treatment plant.

We are counting on you to see that our acing utility infrastructure does not
fall any further behind our present needs, and will be in place to meet
future demands.

Sincer=ly,

H-~ward S. Miller & Marlo L. Miller
205 Kern Ave., Mporro Bay, CA 93442



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
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From: Martin R.Lomeli <martinrlomeli@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 11:48 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Sukfact: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

California Coastal Commissioners,

We are writing you today to ask that you approve the consolidated permit process for the Morrc ™ay Water
Reclamatior "acility (WRF) and allow the project to be built. We are supportive of all Five elements of the
Coastal Permit Application and urge your approval to help Morro Bay meet the requirements of the Cle

ater Act and the State Water Board criteria for such a project. You approval is critical, because most
important of all the many :asons to approve this permit... THERE IS NO PLAN B!

This is realistically the only project that meets your goals of moving the plant off the coast and safer from
potential sea level rise. It has been narrowly, but continually supported, by a majority of " - citizens of Morro
Bay. This project is “inded by a combination of grants and loans that will expire if the project does not continue
to move forward. A recently contested 218 vote was also passed to fund ~ e project which indi “es the majority
of the comunity supports ' = project. Further delay of the project will jeopardize the mossaic of funding sources
and make the project much more expensive. The current projected mon™ ly cost for residents is sit " ar to
neighboring communities. While it is indeed expensive, there are no other viable practical alternatives to move
it off the coast.

There have been numerous public workshops, public hearings and an extensive and full EIR process which
provided many opportunities for public comment and input. The project itself has been the center of discussion
and contention in the last six municipal elections for Mayor and Council. The outcome of these elections has
been a Council that has continued to move the project forward to this point in time.

Please approve this ~roject for the safety and security of our Hast and of our water quality.

Martin and Roni Lomeli
Morro Bay Residents.



“~hn, - =" yastal
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From: Merrill <Infmerrill@charter.net>

Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2019 6:50 AM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subji : Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

In Support of Application No. 3-19-0463 " 1orro Bay Water Reclamation Facility} in July 10-12 meeting in San
Luis Obispo

We've been follc ing the Morro Bay se ar plant relocation discussion for years. After all the hearings and
public input, we feel we have a good grasp of the issues. City’s present design may not be universally
supported by the local citizens but its been exhaustib  studied and meets all the necessary criteria. Therefore,
please include us with those asking you to approve City of Morro Bay’s application for all the items necessary
to allow the project to move forward.

Lynda and Frank Merrill

391 Sequoia St.

Maorro Bay, California



Kahn, Kevine~----'

1 | ]
From: Robert J Keller <rikllbm@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2019 8:21 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public comment on July 2019 agenda item Thursday 13a application No, 3-19-0463
{Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)
Dear Comimissioners & Staff
| support the consolidated permit process. I support all 5 elements of the
coastal permit application as submitted by the city of Morro Bay.
Please unanimously approve the Morro Bay COP application on July 11, 2019. Bob Keller, Morro Bay, Ca.

Sent from my iPad






greatest extent they can. Thus, while would-be participants in the Morro Bay WW'TP hearing would be wise to
show up in the morning, just in case, it is likely to be afternoon, and possibly late afternoon or even evening
before they have a chance to testify. One minute apiece, or less, is the likely outcome if the preceding hearing
has run long. This uncertain timing, and the likelihood that the Commission will be fatigued from the preceding
item, and perhaps rushed by the time they get to the Morro Bay W TP item, represent a VERY
SUBSTANTIAL impairment of public participation. Any action to approve or deny this project would likely
draw litigation, and would be vulnerable to ¢ rturning due to the clearly illegal process by which the item was
consolidated.

Not only citizens of Morro Bay, but those in all jurisdictions the length of California's Coastal Zone, have a
stake in preventing the misuse of PRC 30601.3 and for preventing a precedent for such mis e from being set
by action on this item. If consolidation can happen where the law is clearly being misused, then any local

gc rnment can avoid accountability for any controversial decision in its Coastal Zone by punting the entire
process to the Coastal Commission. This would be a mammoth step backwards for democracy and for coastal
stewardship and protection.

In addition to the reasons why proceeding with a consolidated hearing are illegal, tt e are reasons why it is
unwise. The primary purpose of sewage treatment relates to public health and safety. Local governments are
required to make health and safety findings on projects of this type, and have staffs with the relevant expertise
to help decision-making bodies proverly address such issues, which have no clear standing in the Coastal

Act. The Coastal Commission ten... to be uncomfortable with being a CEQA lead agency, and does not have
local staff on the ground to ¢ rsee and monitor mitigations. They do not have a clear authority to direct local
staff who are essential to the outcome of sewage treatment projects, such as the Environmental Health Division
of the County Health Department. If the Coastal Commission approves a project which runs into problems,
public recourse to remediation is far more indirect if it is the Commission's project rather th  that of a local
government. These concerns should add weight to the necessity of stepping back from the consolidation
process on this project, but in any event, the law COMPELS you to do so! Please, whether it is on the staff
level or the commission level, do the legal thing and the right thing!

Many thanks, Eric Greening






Sincerely,

Louis and Lynette Tornatzky
1341 16th Street

Los w30s, CA 93402

(80%5) 534-9196



Los Osos Wastewater Project — Timeline and Project Costs Increases

Date  Project Cost ™~~~ ~“™-'qys & Cost Estimates

1984 $34.6 mi"'on Phase Il Facilities Planning Study by Brown & Caldwell

1987  $48.5 million Final Los Osos Wastewater Project EIR by The Morro Group

1991 C2A 'S v.SLO County & RWQCB (Superior Court)*

1992 CAWS v. SLO County (Sup  lor Court)*

1995  $62.3 million Los Osos Wastewater Study Task G Report on Detailed Evaluation of
Alternatives by Metcalf & Eddy

1997 Supplemental EIR addressing treatment plant locations

1997 TAPPS Appeal Coastal Development Permit to Coastal Commission

1997 Coastal Commission requir  additional Alte tives Evaluation

1997 C*"VS v. SLO County (Superior Court)*

1999 CSD formed, begins new project development

2001  $84.6 million Final Project Report by Montgomery Watson

2001 Coleman v, Los Osos CSD (Superior Court)*

2001 Keller v. Los Osos CSD (Federal Court)*

2001 Keller v. Los Osos CSD (Federal Appeals Court)*

2002 Keller v, Los Osos CSD (request for en banc review)*,

2002 Grand Jury Investigation Report*

2002 CASE v. C ""fornia Coastal Commission (Superior Court)*

2003 $93 million 50% Design cost estimate

2004 Cal Cities v. RWQCB & Los Osos CSD (Superior Court)*

2004 CCLO/CASE Appeal Development Permit to Board of Supervisors

2004 CCLO/CASE/Bhuta Appeal Development Pc 't to Coastal Commission

2004 $110 million  Redesign cost estimate

*All litigation has been ruled in favor of the wastewater project

CCIL.O = Concerned Citizens of Los Osos

CASE = Citizens for ffordable and Safe Environment
CAWS = Citizens for Affordable Wastewater Systems
7 2PS = Taxpayers Against Percolation Ponds
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From: Rick Carlstrom <rickcarlstrom53@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 04, 2019 7:31 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-15-0463

(Maorro B:  AMater Reclamation Facility)

The site selection of the ne  Morro Bay iste  ater plant needs to be revisited. Locating the plant, with the drainage of
any accidents, into the sensitive National Estuary, is beyond comprehension. When- and not if- this occurs, would be
catastrophic to the ecosystem of the bay, destruction of oyster farms, loss of city revenues due to tourism reduction.
There are better, more ecological sound sites available to build this plant, without these liabilities. They need to be
addressed, prior to any advancement of permits for the present project. Thank you

Sent from my iPhone



Ka!hn. Kevin@(C - stal
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From; Robert Hyde <hydebayside@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 04, 2019 940 AM
To: CentraiCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463
{Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)
W ._1the withdr: 1l of Cayucos from our current facility, there is no need to move our current facility. Second, the

proposed location poses a direct threat to the Morro Bay estuary, whicl e city council has totally ignored. Please
consider denial of this application. Robert and Josephine Hyde, 438 Arcadia Ave, Morro Bay.,









From the Desk of Julie Tacker

Morro Bay City’s permit consolidation request was on the Board of Supervisors April 23,
2019 Consent Agenda with 27 other items on that calendar. Consent calendars are for
routine items, that are approved collectively and generally have little, or no public
comment or concerns. The details of the project were not heard, only the question of
consolidation.

Specific Concerns

Growth inducing impacts at TRI-W

As stated in the staff report the project as proposed is larger in treatment capacity. The
existing system is designed for 0.88 mgd average daily flow with 2.5 mgd for wet weather.
The proposed system is 0.97 mgd average daily flow with 8.5mgd for :t weather. The
city’s reasoning for this increase in capacity is to "better treat” the wet weather flows. This
larger treatment capacity is unnecessary. If the City were to adequately address their
collection systems inflow and infiltration (I&I) that drives the need for additional capacity.
Money spent on extra capacity would be better spent on collection system improvements
that are necessary regardless of where the treatment plant is located. Furthermore, the
City cannot ignore this wet weather infiltration. When there is infiltration during wet
weather, there is exfiltration when itisd. weather. Which, in turn, equates to untreated
sewage leaching into the ground and groundwater and possibly, Morro Bay. Anecdotally,
much of the 1&I occurs along the Embarcadero from tidal exchanges. Eventually the City
will be forced to repair the collection system leaving a tremendous amount of treatment
capacity available for new users; which means the project is growth inducing.

Coastal Act Section 30241(a)_"...By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and
rural areas, including where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts
between agricultural and urban land uses.”

The City's preferred location 1l breach its long-standing boundaries, The Commission
should use a belt and suspenders approach and protect the City from new users by
incorporating a “Watsonville Straightjacket” or “Utility Easement Donut” around the site to
restrict additional service.

Visual Impacts

Coasti.. Act Section 30251 provides for the protection of the scenic and visual qualities of
coastal areas. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect vie ;of and
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms,

to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and  here feasible, to

restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly
scenic areas shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

P.0O. Box 6070 Los Osos, CA93412 805.235.8262



From the Desk of Julie Tacker

High ay 1is a designated scenic corridor; the City's project mitigation measures are
inadequate. The architectural  ign is industrial in nature and, if approved, should be
thoughtfully designed with agrarian features to fit the agricultural landscape (as was the
case with the Los Osos Recycled Water Facility, also located in a scenic corridor).

Morro Bay’s Renderings

Los Osos Reclcyed Water Facility photos {note the buildings are oriented for solar panels in the future).

Traffic Impacts

Many residents of Morro Bay h: :made their concerns known concerning construction
traffic impacts on local businesses and emergency services, including those to Los Osos. It
is important to note that there is one ambulance service that serves this area of the coast.
The two response stations that service Los Osos are in Morro Bay and San Luis Obispo, with
Morro Bay's being the closest and most frequent responder. Staff’s solution to the public's
concerns is Special Condition 2(d), requiring the City to prepare a traffic management plan
to ensure that construction activities have the least impact on road closures and emergency
access as possible.

A traffic management plan processed between the agencies may not have the benefit of
public input from the residents who may be affected throughout the area. Residentsty '
use these roads would have a better sence of hat the impacts closures will have than CCC
staff in Santa Cruz. Impacts to public transit, school bus routes, and most importantly the
cooperative agreements with Cal Fire and San Luis Ambulance need «  eful consideration.

P.0. Box 6070 Los Osos, CA 93412 805.235.8262 H



From the Desk of Julie Tacker

If necessary, the City should provide funding for addition.. amergency vehicles and
personnel to be stagged atthe sc  h west city limit during construction to address those
commitments for service.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
/

Juliana .... Tacker

P.0.Box 6070 Los Osos, CA 93412 805.235.8262 I
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From: Dawn Borst <dawnborst@icloud.com>

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 8:17 AM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject; Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Marro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

There are at least 2 legitimate alternatives that are less expensive making the WII'" * or any loan irrelevant.
Compare:

Hanson site--distance is .25 mile, so pipelines, energy consumption, pollution are minimized, no new ~ump
stations needed, no disruption to business district costing the City tax dollars.

Giannini site--distance is .75 mile, so 1 elines, energy consumption, pollution are 1. . the distance, only 1 new
pump station needed, disruption to Hwy 41 and Main St. businesses for 1/4 the time.

Respecttully submitted, Dawn Borst, homeowner and buisness owner in Morro Bay, Ca

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Dawn Borst <dawnborst@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 8:26 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Th  sday 13a - Application No, 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Environmental Justice. Who is M 0 Bay? The median resident of Morro Bay is a renter, single, on a fixed
inc” e, over 50 years old. She has live/worked here for decades, maybe raised a family here. e live in the
smaller houses, 800-900 square feet ones, while the large 2-story houses are second homes for people else
where or vacation rentals for investors. If you look at our families, our single el --entary school is a Title One
school. Our neighbors around the school are on the poverty map. This proposed permit contributes to the
mansionization and gentrification of our town. Our visitors come from Fresno and Bakerstield; they will not be
able to afford the higher motel/B&B prices due to high water costs. This is not keeping the Coast acc sible. It

is not kee; "~ - the town accessible to its inhabitants.

South San Luis County Sanitary District (Oceano) is in a very similar circumstance to Morro Bay: the plants are
the same age, they are both situation near a creek that flows into the ocean and behind dunes. However, in 2017
this CCC gave Oceano 30 years to do its managed retreat, so it would be done correctly and less expensively.
Our city didn't ask for the same consideration, though our residents would have preferred it.  : arc asking now.
It we *“ take long and we will still meet the Water Board requirement by 2023 because Cayucos is ~rojected to
be offline in 2020.

Dawn Borst, Home and buisness owner for 35 years.

Sent from my iPhone






Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
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From: Melody A. De Meritt <mdemerit@calpoly.edu>

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 941 AM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 jenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-13-0463

(Morro Bay  ater Reclamation Facility)

I have lived in Morro Bay for 26 years and served on the Morro Bay City Council from 2004 to 2008. During my ter  he majority
invented a plan to build a new wastewater plant near the ocean; we also set in place rate increases to do this job. I objected to both.

The current and recently past councils have now concocted an overly expensive plan. Because they do not know the real capacity
needed for the plant (due to leakage of feeder pipes along Main St}, they have blatantly increased the size of the plant.. for a city that
does not grow in population. And, they cite the need for a high capacity plant even though Cayucos has withdrawn from the project
years ago, reducing our need for higher capacity. This has increased the costs for the plant far beyond what ~ y could and should be.

Two alternative sites were examined and dismissed. Both shou  be feasible. Hanson site brings the plant back from the ocean while
greatly  ducing costs, Giannini site is also possible, Both will lessen disruption to busii  es along Quintana and decrease the costs to
residents.

Finally, the rates they propose for citizens in this town are and will make it an impossible place to live for several people. Many,
including me, are already making plans to move to other areas in the County. This gentrification of Morro Bay should not happen! It is
not fair for an out of control and 1 “aformed City Council to take the most expensive approach to this project when options exist.

Melody DeMeritt



K-"in, Kevin@Coas !
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From: Melani Smith <melanivsmith@gmail.com>
ot Friday, July 05, 2019 9:52 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility, Agenda Item 13a at the July
Coast ' Commission meeting. As a residential property« nersin Morre Bay, | king forward to retiring in the
community, my husband and 1 are of course monitoring the Water Reclamation Facility issue closely. We fully support
the City’s application to construct a ne  Water Reclamation Facility on Soutlk ™1y Blvd, and hope that the project can be
approved and constructed expeditiously. While, of course, few property owners seek water and sewer rate increases,
we recognize that they are necessary in order to move the plant to a location more appropriate, further from the ocean,
and with modern capabilities for local water reclamation that are so critical to future proof our community against water
insecurity, in this age of climate change.

Regards,

Craig and Melani Smith
Harbor Tract

Morro Bay, CA









including input of pollutants to the crecks and « "uary both from normal c+=2rations and accidental discharges —
other 'se known as spills.

Los Osos, our community for the last 33+ years, has made significant progress on dealing with our wastewater
and w to see a neighboring community propose an industrial project on agricultural land in an area that could

impact Los Osos is wrong and it is not necessary.

Again, send this project back to the 7ity of orro Bay with instructions to locate or relocate their sewer plant in
an area that doesn’t have the signi” ¢ * >t~ “'al to harm a neighboring community, the estuary and watershed.

Sincerely,
Andrea Lueker & Richard Hubbard

33+ Year Residents of Los Osos



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
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From: Lee Johnson <leeujohnson@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 11:25 AM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
g “Hect: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

™ear Coastal Commission,

As one of the original appellants of the City's original application back in 2013, T fully support the new
proposed plan and agree with the staffs recommendation to approve the current CDP.

Please approve the CDP at your meeting so that the City can move for ard quickly on this important project.
Thank you for your ..me and your dedication to the important work that you do for our state.

Sincerely,

Lee

Lee U. Johnson

117 Mindoro Street
Morro Bay, CA 93442
805-710-182"












In light of the facts outlined in this document, and the fact that the nearby community of

:eano has been g :n 30 years to achieve a managed retreat, we believe our request
is .sonable and proper, and that following our suggested plan is the best way to
achieve the environmental protection goal that we all she

The link below has a chronology of reports on the condition of Morro Bay sewer
collecti  system and the sewage contamination in the Morro Basin aquifer. These
reports span 12 years ¢« ~~ must be notec "~ ese reports and documents were
shared with the city of 1 Bay and mos CCC stafi.

Ref. Documents

A.Darm  :d Lines in Morro Bay's wastewater cc.._ction: tem,Aug.2007.
B. Wastewater Tre: ient Plant Joint Powers jreement,Aug.2007.

C.Se rCollec n Analysis Report, Oct.2007.

D. orro Basin Nitrate Report, April 2008

E. Morro Basin Wastewater Contamination b ort April 2015

F. Sews ~~ Contamination Morro Bay Collection System June 2015

G. Collection System and WRF, Feb.2017

H. Major orro Bay WRF | ject Cost Impacts Caused by Dilapidated
Sewer Collection System ~:b.2019

https://1drv.ms/f/s!AjOI19BoyGrdMgTt1hdrctazPppHg

Richard E.T.Sadowski
Home Front Environmental Justice, Morro Bay






Secondly, infrastructure (City Services like sewer and water) must be available.
Thirdly, there must be access to the property.

T 3 MOU conditions 3 and #10, address the SPHERE OF INFLUENCE and provision of CITY SERVICES
to the property.
Condition #8 says "City will process an annexation proposal for the property to modify it's
Sphere of Influence to include the Remainder parcel". That would pave the way for annexing the land currently
outside City limits into the City. That land then too could receive City uifrastructure services.
Condition #10 "City will continue to supply Citv Services to adjacent parcels within City Limits" which
"currently have (historical) ater service from City meters and City hereby agrees to continue to provide that
water se1  ce at rates applied to other similar uses”.

farmhouse and farm builunigs, since demolished, once stood on that parcel.

Two [OU conditions #9 and #11, address ACCESS to the entire TRI-W property.

Lack of access has been a major deterrent to otheise legal development on TRI-" " land within City

Limits. Although 150 acres of the property already lie within City Limits, they are virtually landlocked. In the
late 1980's, access to the property from City streets was estimated to cost $3 million to be funded t  the City's
taxpayers.

Condition #9 "The Access and Utility Easements to be provided over the Remainder Parcel...will be improved
and maintained by the City".

Condition #11 promises "City will provide assistance to Owner for Owner to confirm the validi  of the existing
access easements adjoining both the adjacent parcels within the City Limits and the Remainder Parcel and will
assist Owner to assure access from the City's right-of-way to those Parcels". The right-of-way is that created by
the City from South Bay Boulevard to the new WRF.

Condition #13 addresses water. It says "......the City agrees to provide that recycled water for agricultural uses
on the Remainder Parcel at rates applied to other similar users within the City". The MOU does not specify
what quality of recycled water would be made available for agriculture use - could it be the same "highly treated
reclaimed" water that the WRF project is to produce for City use. How much water is also not specified. The
City water system (and all

City utilities) is planned to be extended to the = RF for fire suppression. From there all

utilities could be extended to the TRI-  property.

The three necessary elements for development, Sphere of Influence, Infrastructure and Access will potentially

be satisfied by these terms of the MOU.

With the presence of adjacent developed property (the WRF, the Casa de Flores faci.y,

the small housing tract next to Casa de Flores and the Radcliffe housing tract on the property's west end) it
»uld not be difficult for the City to argue that the land for grazing is no longer viable or appropriate

(cultivation was ruled out long ago).

Rezoning to commercial, visitor serving and housing could be made to: ear very logical.

Any Annexation to Morro Bay must be approved by a vote of it's citizens. How " uld the City sell this idea to
a community that has long resisted the destruction of its
small town character?



It isn't difficult to imagine the City arguing that the onerous burden of sewer/water bills for the grossly
expensive new WREF project and the City's financial shortfs "~ would be alleviated t having hundreds more
rate (yers to share the hig® :osto: 1 sewer/water bills.

Out of desperation, voters might approve annexation of TRI-W property currently outside City Limits and the
development of the hill *les would begin.

fany will recognize this scenario's plausibility. The City's dogged insistence on moving forward with it's
com ' tely unaffordable and, in many ways, illogical WRF project does not appear to make sense in any other
context.

Nancy Bast
450 Fairview Ave.
Morro Bay



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

From: Kathleen Quigley <outlook_611D437DFCB649Bl@outlook.com>

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 12:05 PM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

orro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

lam riting to protest the applicat” 1~ consolidate permits for the City of Mo ) Bay's Water Reclamation Facility
project into one permit.

This is a very controversial and highly contested project in the city. A substantial citizen protest was presented in the
recent 218 process. Nearly 2,000 protest votes' re made to the city. A very large turn-out given that protests require
action hile support requires no action. Residents continue to have guestions and valid concerns about the individual
steps of this project. They should be allowed the right to a public hearing each step of the way. Consolidating the
permits denies this.

Starting this August, residents will be hit th enormous rate increases. Increases that 1ill heavily tax monthly
budgets. ~ ese rate increases seem to be a “done deal” before a final project is even approved. Please don’t let the
permit| )cess be one more “done :al”.

Deny "' e con: ‘idation of permits.

Kathleen Quigley

Morro Bay Resident

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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om: max-com-sl@charter.net
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 12:08 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Commissioners:

The City of I * wro Bay has requested a consolidated permit her “ng for their proposed ne — Water
Reclamation Facility. If the request is granted, the citizens and ratepayers would be denied the
opportunity to comment to their local staff and representatives. This will be an expensive project and
local ager -‘es have the responsibility to weigh in and be accountable.

s the project evolved the City made the decision to break it into smaller pieces {ex; treatment plant,
conveyance sys‘~T), and remove some parts (ex: decommission and demolition of existing plant).
N¢ the Ci seems to be calling all of it one project again for the sake of a quick permit process that
severely limits local comment and responsibility.

[ as that you deny the City request to consolidate the permitting process and require that normal
hearings and procedures take place.

This is a second correspondence on this issue. | do not see my first (2'°"'19) "1cluded with the other
correspondence. It was emailed and sent USPS. Why is it not included, or did | miss it?

Scott Lawson
38 year homeov ier/resident of Morro Bay
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From: Aleta Kellett <aletakdesigns@charter.net>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 12:26 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay ater Reclamation Facility)

Dear Coastal Commission,

| truly have concerns about the MBWRF. The proposed South Bay site is ridiculous since it will entail 4 pipelines th
uphill energy consumption and pollution, the distance is too “~~ the traffic concerns for Los Osos residents h:  : not
been addressed, a !the costs have not been revealed to  orro Bay residents. There are 2 legitimate alternatives for
this site that are less expensive and | urge the City of Mecrro Bay and Costal Commission to consider these sites before
going forward ‘th finalization of this project.

| believe this project is way too premature to be finalized. Please consider more public comment, more consideration of
the alternative sites, more studies still need to be submitted and more financial a_ccountability that should be presented
to residents in Morro Bay.

Thank you for the service you provide to our unique area on the Central Coast,
eta Kellett

261 Palm Avenue
Morro Bay, Ca



Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

| n ]
From: Steve Stevens <steve@beachsidecalifornia.com>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 1:40 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463
(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)
Attachments: city fact sheet 2015 prop218.pdf

Coastal Commission

Please find attached a fact sheet officially offered by the City of Morro Bay, at that point defending a maximum $75
million dollar facility, which (please note la. uestion on page 2) exposes the City’s double talk. There the City says
there is adequate revenue with approval to build without Cayucos, when subsequently the City of Morro Bay City Council
and their advisors stated quite the opposite of approved revenue.

Atalmost everyt 1 m the beginning and continuing on, the City of Morro Bay has done everyt’ * 1 to circumvent
proper protocol 1 honor a process which offers checks and balances. Instead there are myriad examples offered to short
circuit input, n ~ " mize or entirely ignore  utory requirements, and prematurely determine an outcome prior to exploring
alternative approaches which are better suited in the pursuit of the best interest of the citizens and City.

I respectfully request a postponement and an advisement that the process be conducted in a manner which honors proper
protocol.

Sincerely

Steve Stevens
Citizen of Morro Bay






prepared to respond, as needed in the next five years, in the unlikely sitvation an emergency
actually occurs.

How long are the emergency rates good for? Only five years. In five years the authority to
impose emergency rates can be renewed, but only after another opportunity for resident and
ratepayer protests. If they are not renewed, then they would expire.

Why might we need a Water Shortage Emergency Rate? Aslong: we are part of the State
Water contract (and we committed until 2023), over 90% of our water costs are owed 1o the State
(for infrastructure financing), regardless of how much water we use, or how much water the
State makes available to us to use. So, if half of Morro Bay quit using any water day, then our
walter bill to the State wou... oe nearly unchanged. In an emergency situation, if our water use
plummeted, then a Water Shortage Emergency Rate could be enacted by Council, at a public
meeting, to temporarily increase rates just enough for us to pay our State Water bill.

Why might we need a Temporary Surcharge for Desalinization? As noted above, we must pay
the State  er 90% of our water costs, even if State Water is sk " off for a long period of time.
Thankfully, we have a desalinization plant that can provide Morro Bay residents, businesses and
visitors water even in such an emergency. However, it is expensive to desalinate water. We
already run our desalinization plant during short periods when State Water is tumed off. If there
were a long period (let’s say two months) during which State Water was not railable, then we
do not have enough cash reserves in the water fund to pay for both State Water 1 the costs of
desalinization. The temporary surcharge for desalinization  uld allow the Cor :il, by
majority vote at a public meeting and only over the next five years, to temporarily increase rates
in emergency circumstances where State Water was shut down for an extended period, and we
had to run desal to keep water flowing to all the City’s water users.

Why might you use debt to finance some infrastructure projects? 1f we did not make judicious
use of some debt to spread out the cost of some major repairs ¢ r time, then current rates may
have to inerease even mare to pay for entire projects up front,  the backs of current ratepayers,
instead of spreading the cost of those projects across 20+ years of ratepayers.

Are you increasing water rates to install “smart” water mefers? No. That is not true. At the
direction of the City Council, the Ci, s researching the possibility of installing “smart” water
meters. That decision will be made only if it is both economically and environmentally wise to
do so, and will invelve public engagement and Public Works Advisory Board consideration
before going fo the Council. That process has nothing to do with the proposed water t

increase. If we were not researchin _ “smart meters,” then we would still have to increase water

rates the same amount. Our initial analysis is smart meters might reduce ter rates by around
10%.

Will the wit” “awal of Cayucos from the WWTP project affect the proposed sewer rates? The
proposed sewer rates were set asn  .imum limits ~ but as noted above, the City may not charge
more than is reasonable to provide the service in question. ..1e proposed maximum rates provide
adequate revenue to build a WWTP withour Cayucos. Were Cayucos to rejoin the Morro Bay

[ iect, sewer rates supporting the construction of the WWTP would be lower th:  if Morro Bay
builds without Cayucos, even though construction costs without Cayucos would be less.









July §, 2019
Page Two

It is known that there is not sufficient funding to complete the present proposal. Thus, if
the Commission approves the present plan, it is acknowledging there is not sufficient money to
complete the plan penalizing the average citizen with additional cost penalties.

This matter should be tabled, and the staff directed to look in depth at the  itten report
made _ Richard and Marlo Jo Sadowski.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas Rost

827 SW Topeka Blvd.
Topeka, KS 66612
785-234-5608
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From: Kerrigan Mahan <km@kerriganmahan.com>

Sent; Friday, July 05, 2019 1:50 PM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

{Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

“ear CCC,

My name is Kerrigan Mahan, ‘tizen of Morro Bay. I have spent the better part of two years digging for motive
behind Morro Bay’s sewer project. And no surprise, the conclusion is simple. Money. It’s about money and
greed and lies. This horror show isn’t about our citizens, it’s about growth. It’s about shopping centers and 400
acres and thousands « “"houses, and, and, and... Follow the money. That and that alone is the only instrument
driving this irresponsible and insane venture, witt » regard for the citizens, especially the lower income
citizens, who are treated as completely expendable. There is not one shred of common sense or truth to any of
it. Betty Wi ' sltz’s correspondence to you pretty well sums it up.

I implore you to put a magnifying glass on this, do your job and to shut this project down and dig deep “7r what
is behind this outrageous atrocity being shoved down the citizen’s of Morro Bay’s throats. Those that think this
~roject’s a good thing are confused, naive and have bet  :onned and sold a lie—a bill of goods. This monster
will tear this town apart. It will bring this to 1 to its knees on every level.

I plead for you all to responsibly look “*o this. I have all the faith that upon further discovery you will stop this
madness. It will be a catastrophic mistake of outlandish proportion if it is allowed to move forward. Not to
mention the potential for myriad lawsuits that will only add further insult to horrific injury. This project is rotten
at the head. It’s a prime example of how and~ we have a California Coastal Commission. It’s why this
commission exists. To protect and to serve California’s coast. Coastal Commission school would hold up this
horror show as a poster child for what not to allow! Please do us proud, do the absolute right thing and shut this
behemoth down.

Thank you,

Kerrigan Mahan

Kerrigan Mahan
km(@kerriganmahan.com













1. A date the protest was signed

2. Requireme... that the ballot be signed and the signature verified

3. Requirement that the protest designate if Water or Se er rates
were protested

4. An city parcels with  ater service would be eligible to vote and all

uld receive a Proposition 218 protest form.

5. All Water/Sewer rate payers would be eligible to vote and all

would receive a Proposition 218 Protest form.

On the night of the ity council proposing and passing these
requirements and others, there was much public comment, and much
of it had to do with requiring a date on the ballot. The City knew the
early protests had no date on them and that was a way to nullify those
protests. The City Council also insisted that the signatures be checked
against public records. | was told they intended to check signatures
against county registration records. | told them that would not work. |
had just re-registered to vote online, no signature required.

In the following weeks, 1 he City of Morro Bay sent out the Proposition
218 Protest Ballots. Thereafter it soon became apparent that many had
not received them. The City then sent out Proposition 218 Protest
ballots again and delayed the date they ..ere due. However the City did
not fulfill its own resolution to send protest ballots to Water Rate
Payers. | talked to man people alking neighborhoods surrounding my
house and talking to peoples at Spencer’s Market that told me that
their Water Bill was in their name, but they hau received no notice nor
Proposition 218 Protest Ballot in the mail where they received their
mail. When | asked the Cit about this, they responded to me that the
didn’t have to send Protest Ballots to Water Rate Payers per
Proposition 218 law. | commented several times in City Council






There was also the hiring of an attorney, Chad Morgan, to start a
lawsuit. The attorney visited the Cit of Morro Bay Offices to request
copies of the ballots and to begin looking at the factors for a lawsuit
pertaining to the 1,000 uncounted protest votes among other
irregularities.

Weeks thereafter The City Council voted to allow an “Unofficial
counting of the 1,000 ballots. | was an observer for the “Unofficial
counting” of protest ballots as well. . .t the end of the counting
processes, there were a number of ballots that required further
research to assess if a qualified person as authorized to sign for a
Property/APN number. The City decided not to further investigate
these ballots, thus leaving even the “Unofficial Count” to be
“incomplete.”

.t the following City Council Meeting, the result of the “Unofficial and
Incomplete Count” was announced. That made many upset but it
quickly became worse because they announced they were putting the
result of the “Official partial Count” and the “Unofficial and
incomplete” count on the City of Morro Bay ebsite. During public
comment, | objected to this information being posted since it was the
City Council’s vote that made this count “Unofficial.” The City
proclaimed this to be the Final and official count, hen lawfully it as
not. It as largely unofficial and incomplete, making this
proclamation entirely illegal.

Based on an unlawful and illegal Proposition 218 Process, The California
Coastal Commission should not be approving and permitting this
project! Since the Coastal Commission is now aware of these facts,







Ba Business is conducted at current time. The city said they

will not promise to keep one lane of Quintana open during

business hours. To date no study has measured how

catastrophic that this conveyance route will cost those
businesses and how costly the loss will be to city coffers due to
the loss of sales tax revenues. This project should not be
considered until it is fully studied and planned for. Likely an
accural _study of this will deem this aspect alone to be

“fatally flawed.”

. Additionally, The Quintana conveyance route has more than
significant impact on traffic patterns, again no traffic study has
been conducted by the city to shor ho' bad it will be. Gaining
access to county and state traffic counters, measured that
15,000 people traveled South Bay Boulevard in one day. That
traffic comes to an end at Hwy 1, where the traffic will also be
cutoff. This is a huge problem for First Responders,
Commuters, School Busses that take kids to Middle School in
Los Osos from horro Bay and brings kids to high school in
Morro Bay, from Los Osos, and public transportation just to
name a few. This project should not be considered until this
aspect has been fully studied and planned for.

Since the se age is being pumped an additional 3 miles uphill,
an additional 2 lift stations are required. 1 ne larger of the two
stations is planned to be located by Lemos, on Main Street.
This site has several problems, the largest being that the site
sits in a flc d zone and if/when this site floods, the whole
system shuts down. Raising the site a few feet will not resolve
the low lying feature of this site. This site is next to an offramp







objecting to any more rate increases, because 5 increases since 2015
were too many and promises were broken because they did not see the
plant built for $75 million nor the major leaks in the pipes fixed, so they
lost faith in the city council. Now there have been 6 six rate increases
since 2015, the proposition 218 law has been violated to fit the
narrative of the pro-growth city council. At the last city council meeting
| attended one month ago, the project coordinator advised us that this
project was only at 30% “Conceptual Design.” That is only 30% of a

concept design, not a~ ~ctual Design. There has already been 17

change orders appr¢ ‘ed, totaling approximately 2 million dollars, just
in the concept stage. This project should not be permitted until an
actual design is completed.

Lastly, | oppose this Consolidated Permitting Process because it restricts
the Citizens from 5 separate permitting processes and vocalizing their
many concerns of this high! flawed project that needs approximately 8
more studies to yet be completed. One minute of public comment is
not full participation.

Dan Sedley, 3300 Tiue Avenue, Morro vay, CA, 93442, 805-772-,327

Co Chairperson

Citizens for Affordable Living












Se er Rates

The City is proposing to phase in a series of sewer rate increases over the next five years. Key factors
driving the need for sewer rate increases include:

= Ne $75 Million wastewater treatment plant. After substantial community input and comprehensive
evaluation of alternatives, project planning is underway for a ne  Water Reclamation Facility at the
preferred Rancho Colina site along State Route 41. The facility will replace the City’s existing treatment
plant which is now 62 years old and at the end of its useful life. Based on preliminary engineering
estimates, the City anticipates the new facility will be designed and constructed over approximately the
next 5 years at a cost of $75 Million. The treatment plant will be designed to support future recycled
water operations. The City plans to seek grants and subsidized ioans to help minimize the financial
burden on customers.

s Fund high-priority sewer ‘stem infrastructure needs. The City has identified $7.6 Million of sewer
system infrastructure improvements needed within the next 5 years, mainly for ‘habilitation and
replacement of aging sewer pipelines, many of which are over 60-years old. In addition, the City faces
over $2 Million of deferred maintenance and rehabilitation at the existing wastewater treatment plant.
That work is needed in order for the current plant to remain in compliance with state permit
requirements until the new treatment facility becomes operational.

Proposed Sewer Rates

The City is proposing to phase in s er rate increases over the next five years as shown on table on the
following page. Under the proposed rates, single-family residential customers pay a fixed monthly charge
per each dwelling unit for  istewater service, similar to current rates except without the current excess
use charges. The City is proposing to levy a reduced fixed monthly charge for multi-family residential and
condominium dwelling units. Sewer rates for non-residential customers will be based on customer class
and wastewater strength subject to a minimum monthly charge, and will continue to be billed based on
metered water use. The minimum monthly charge for non-residential accounts |l be reduced from the
current level to a level set at the proposed reduced charge for multi-family residential dwelling units.

The proposed rates assume the City can obtain lc  -interest-rate financing from the Clean Water State
Revolving Fund Financing Program to fund the planned new $75 Million Water Reclamation Facility. If the
facility ends up costing significantly more than estimated or state-subsidized financing is not available, then
the City may need to re-evaluate rate increases in future years. Likewise, if the City is able to obtain
significant grant funding or the project comes in at a lower cost than currently estimates, then the City can
potentially reduce the charges shown. The City Il continue to evaluate sewer utility finances and rates in
future years to ensure rates continue to reflect the cost of providing wastewater service.






hat is the City Doing to Control Costs?
The City has taken a number of measures in recent years to reduce costs including:
- Deferred age increases until the current labor contract expires.
- Reduced Public Employee Retirement benefits in accordance with PEPRA.
- Deferred maintenance and system upgrades due to funding limitations.
- Obtained grant funding for upgrades to the reverse osmosis system for brackish water treatment at the
City's desalination facility.

The City remains committed to cost-effectively operating its water and wastewater utilities. In upcoming
years, the City plans to seek gr ts and low-interest-rate loans to help fund future infrastructure
improvement needs including the new $75 Million wastewater treatment plant. The water utility also plans
to ...west in Automatic Meter Reading equipment to reduce future costs of monthly meter reading.
Additionally, completion of the new waste iter treatment plant will facilitate the use of purified, recycled
water to help meet the community’s future water supply needs. That may allow the City to reduce its
future reliance on imported water from the State Water Project. The City will continue evaluating water
supply alternatives in future years with goal of providing safe, reliable, and cost effective service.

For additional information or questions, please contact the City of Morro Bay's
Public Works Department at (805) 772-6261.
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From: Ed Boies <edboies@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 2:46 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment onJu 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Dear Commissioners and Staff,

| support the Consolidated Permit Process and support all five elements of the Coastal Permit Application as
submitted by the City of Morro Bay. Keep the project affordable for us rate payers. The more delays just keep costing us
rate payers more. Please unanimously approve the Morro Bay WRF CDP application on July 11, 2019. Thank you. Edward
Boies, Morro Bay Resident






pressure to the mouth of the Morro Bay National Estuary. Imagine 41,000
gallons per hour flowing into the bay!!

Potential Archaeological and Historic resources.: The proposed main
pressurized sewer line will run through or over lorro Creek, significant
wetlands and near burial ground of the Chumash Indians. The final EIR
for the pipeline has not been circulated. The Addendum to the EIR is the
pipeline and that had not been circulated or reviewed by the Chumash or
Cal Trans. These challenges have not been addressed and cannot be
ignored.

Scenic and visual qualities: The proposed WRF location is adjacent to
Scenic High ay 1. It will be an industrial plant right out in open range
land. It will be adjacent to a retirement and convalescent home occupied
by our most vulnerable.

Coastal hazards and Sea leve] rise: The proposed project has two pump
stations in the area of the 100 year flood and is in the area threated by
potential future sea level rise. A closer, higher location within the City
limits is available and was in the studies. It was not selected for unclear
reasons.

SUMM * RY: The Waste Water reconstruction project in the South
County of San Luis Obispo was given 30 years to comply with all of
the new standards and hazards. Morro Bay has done significant
studies which can be utilized to relocate and build a “State of the Art”
Water Treatment Facility hich ill satisfy all requirements. Allo
Morro Bay the same time. new plant compact plant ill produce
rec, cled water, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and not force the
economically challenges out of their homes.

Do not approve this Permit consolidation request. Require the City to
spend the time necessary to do this correctly.

ITIS NEVER TOO LATE TO DO THE RIGHT THING!!
Barry F. Branin,  wnro Bay California
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From: Robert Penzel <ibobpen@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 3:25 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

To om it may concern....

| have lived in Morro bay over a decade.....and agree we need either improvements to the existing treatment plantora
new AFFORDABLE plant.....| voted in favor of the 70 million dollar proposal in 2015 (and thought that was way too
much)....135, 150 or 170 million is absolutely ridiculous for a town of 10,000 pecple, most o f whom do not live here full
time....you need to stop this before it gets to be 200 million. The demo of the existing plant  nich is not included in the
proposal | be another 20 million. There are much better and cheaper alternatives!!!

Please STOP thisi!i

Robert Penzel
705 Sierra Ct Morro Bay

Sent from my iPad
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From: Partners In Equestrian Therapy <petslo@gmait.com>
Sent; Friday, July 05, 2019 3:31 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

{Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Dear CCC,
My name is Melanie Williams Mahan. I live in forro Bay. [ am very concerned about the current sewer plans
and Morro Bay City Council. There have ber - 1umerous protests and public input, all are being ignored. The
town of Morro Bay is one of the last of its kind, a fishing village with great tourism and thriving businesses.
One of the reasons tourists con  here is bec 1se it's a quaint little space to enjoy. The size of the current sewer
project is very large for a town of 10,000. Plans include pumping sewage uphill through our business district.
Our mayor and council don't talk about growth and more development. Our current sewer has the potential to
serve us well form  iny years to come and Hanson is the obvious site. None of this is making any sense, save
greed. any current residents have expressed interest ir 1a' ~ 7 sure the project s environmentally friendly.
e are not getting the information we need from this council and staff. We see what one of our staff members

did to Pismo Beach. This is such a large expense that has : ' :ady raised water and sewer bills beyond financial

:ach of many hon wners. '
I ould kindly ask that the CCC look into this matter. I feel there are too many unanswered questions and we
can't get through to this mayor and council ""elp us make sure that the need to develop isn't overriding a
smarter way to fix this situation. This project is forcing residents from their homes because of the cost of such
an immense project. Our concern and questions about the environment have also been ignored. Please help us
get the answers that we, as citizens, deserve and need.
Thanks you,
Melanie Williams Mahan
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F n: Dr Margaret Carman <drmargaret?@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 3:54 PM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Cc: Dr Margaret Carman

Subject: Public comment on July 2019 agenda item 13a...no. 3-19-0463

Dear CC,

I'V™ tried sevi ' :imes with long letters to get f“~~ugh to you on your website and now cannot write another

detailed let” . ..thus...

PLEASE FOLLOW YOUR OWN LEGAL RULES and do not bypass all the procedures, reports and especially
all the public comment that -* ould bed allowed.

Pernle are fed up with not being heard and t¢ many are just giving into your voting yes to this project without
proper procedure. This project benefits the developers of the adjacent proper putting in 400 houses and the tax
revenue for Morro Bay. Who on your staft is BEING PAID OFF? we do not need to move the existing plant,
cause utility bills to increase and TO PRACTICALLY KILL the businesses on Quintana road when you close
the road and or limit traffic.

Please do not allow yoi  eeting on July 11 be your final vote.

Thank you,
Dr. Margaret C. _arman












Morro Bay's request for a consolidated building permit, shoul~ "not" be granted.

As of the date of this correspondence, | have yet to see the "addendum" or whatever it is coming from
the environmental impact contractor.

ow can you rule on a permit to proceed or any other permit without having comments on this latest
piece of the project as currently considered?

Thank you for your considerations in making your decision about what Morro _ ay residents will be
given to drink.

Most appreciatively yours,

M: <Lo
Steadfast Concerned Cit"—3n






and the businesses that will be hit hardest .y the cost of building and maintaining a new wastewater
treatment plant so far from the existing piping structures, are the tourism support businesses...restaurants,
motels, hotels, B&Bs, etc. Even the construction closures the move would require on our major streets will be
devastating to local businesses already struggling to survive.

As for the financial effect on our residents, with a median age around 50 and on limited retirement or Social
Security incomes, nearly doubling current water and s rer rates is devastatingas ell.

Given that our existing plant, ith regular upgrades and maintenance, will be able to completely meet all
required processing standards when Cayucos users move to their own plant, I+ uld ask the Commission to
recommend that simple, reasonable, economical reseclution to this issue.

Sincerely,

Janice Peters
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From: debbie highfil <debbiehighfill@gmait.com>

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 4:30 PM

To: CentralCoast@Coastal

Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Dear commissioners, | am concerned about the proposed locatic - for our new water treatment plant.

" 2 new location, off of S. Bay Blvd., violates agricultural protection and unmitigated cultural resources as
noted in the staff report.

The are at least 2 legitimate alternatives that are less expensive making the WIFIA or any loan irrelevant.
Compare:

Hanson site--distance 15 .25 mile, so pipelines, energy consumption, pollution are minimized, no new pump
stations needed, no disruption to business district costing the City tax dollars.

Giar " site--distance is .75 n 'z, so ~ipelines, energy consumption, pollution are 1/4 the distance, only 1 new
pump station needed, disruption to Hwy ! and Main St. businesses for 1/4 the time.

Compare this with the proposed site on S. Bay Blvd.--" "tance is 3.5 n" "' >s, 4 pipelines with uphill energy
consumption and pollution, requires 2 pump stations, 2 miles through a majo downtov  shop 'ng/commercial
district for 1 year,

Traffic concerns on a road that has 15,000 vehicles per day is another concern. "lease take this into
consideration.

Thank you, Debbie High™ "', Morro Bay
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REPORT TO THE COASTAL COMMISSION ON WHY THIS APPLICATION MUST "= DENIED
Prepared on Behalf of
CITIZENS FOR *FORDABLE LIVING
HOME FRONT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MORRO BAY
LANDWATCH SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY

By Cynthia Hawley, Attorney
July 5, 2019

THE PROJECT DISCUSSED THE STAFF I"TORT IS NOT DESIC ED, BUT THE PLANS STAFF
PROPOSES TO APPROVE BY WAY OF APPROVAL OF SPECIAL COI'~""'C SARETH™ PLt STHE
CITY HAS .READY CONTRACTED WITH Bl K & VEATCH T~ BUILD.

According to the permit application and staff report this project is not de " ned. There is no
complete project design for the public to comment on or for issuance of a permit. There are
no formal plans or photos or maps of the proposed project. Critical required information is not
provided in the City’s application. See the list belt The ocean outfall work, the subdivision,
and the demolition of the existing wastewater treatment plant and restoration of the site
are not even included in the permit application and were nev - discussed local™-

The application should h: : been rejected by Commis ° n staff but it was not. Coastal Act
Regulations require the Executive Director to return incomplete applications to the applicant.’
Instead, Commission staff unlawfully filed the incomplete application, acknowledges openly
that the project is not fully designed (see below), and wants the Commission to approve it
anyway.

The application does not include the following required information:

1. legal lot verification.

2. Proof of legal interest in the proper for both the on site and conveyance
infrastructure.

3. planning level geotechnical report for conveyance infrastructure.

4. The site plans to which the application refers the reader either do not exist or are not
legal plans signed and stamped by the engineer.

5. Verification of all other required regulatory permits, including those from:
California Dept of Fish and Wildlife
US Army Corps of Engineers
RWQCB Section 401 Certification

LCoastal Commission Regulations at CCR § 13056. Filing.

{a) A permit application shall be submitted on the form issued pursuant to sections 13053.5 and
13053.6, together with all necessary attachments and exhibits, ... The executive director shall file the
application only after revie ng it and finding it complete.

(c) If the executive director finds the application incomplete, he or she shall specify those parts of the
application which are incomplete, and describe the specific materials needed to complete the
application.
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6. Stamped envelopes addressed to all property owners within 100 feet of any portion of
the project, along with a list containing the names, addresses and APNs of these
property owners. Envelopes must be plain, business-sized (9.5” x 4.125"), with first
class postage on each. Metered postage is not acceptable.

7. Stamped addressed envelopes for all other interested parties to the project.

The project description does not include, among other things:

1. identification of collection system development on or adjacent to PG&E property and a
stland on that property.
2. a description of the coastal streams the collection sy..om will cross and ho the
collection will cross those streams.

3. development of injection zlls in the Morro Creek basin.

The application does not include the following, ich were added by Coastal Commission staff
and for which there has not been any local public participation in project description and no
review for impacts to coastal resources.

1. demolition of the existing wastewater treatment plant and restoration of the site.
2. subdivision of the site.
3. work on the existing effluent ocean outfall.

If not postponed until a project description and project plans exist, this hearing will be a sham.
Because not only has the public been denied its right to full participation in local hearings and
decisions, the Commission is being directed by its staff to approve a project that hasn’t been
designed yet — and that the public has not even had a chance to see let alone review and
comment on, The Commission staff is directing the Commission to approve this un-designed
project and allo it to be designed as “special conditions of approval” that would be approved,
not by the Commission at 3 hearing, but by staff. Under this set up, this project will be built
ithout ever seeing the light of day at a public hearing.

The Staff report states:

“.uis CL. authorizes the project as proposed by the City except as modified by the
special conditions. Any project changes, including with respect to any Executive
Director-approved plans required pursuant to the special conditions, shall require an
amendment to this CDP, unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is
legally necessary (Special Condition 14).” (p.67)

However, the project the sti asks the Commission to approve, the project on which staff
recommends placement of “special conditions”, are described in the design-build scope of
work within the City’s contract with Black & Veatch, which has not been provided to the
Commissioners or the public.

Before any other consideration, under the laws that define and require fair hearings, this
permit must be denied because it is unla ul for a public agency to make a decision based on
information not provided to the public, and the public was not provided with the Black &
Veatch design plans.
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The the staff report states as follows:

“Revised Final Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF TEF™ ZDP, the Pe ‘ttee shall
submit two full size sets of Revised Final Plans with graphic scale to the Executive
Director for review and approval. "1e Revised Final Plans shall be p  1ared by a licensed
professional or professionals (i.e., architect, surveyor, geotechnical engineer, etc.), and
shall be based on current professionally surveyed topographic elevations for the entire
site. The Revised Final Plans shall be substantially in conformance with the
proposed pians (prepared by Black & Y tch (dated February 2019) and dated
received in the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast District office on June 10, 2019) but
shz” be odified to achieve compliance with this con "“ion, © ' iding that the Revised
Final Plans shall show the following required changes and clarifications to the project:”

The public and presumably the Commission (since they are not disclosed as an exhibit to the
staff report) have never seen these plans produced by Black & Veatch and the Coastal
Commission staff did not provide them. Therefore, in addition to the Iz that prohibits a public
agency decision to be based on information not provided to the public, the plans as “revised”
by Coastal staff ill, if the Commi ‘on allows this, be approved by Coastal staff and never
once reviewed by the Coastal Commission or the public.

These are the plans that show two separate head oarks each with the capacity to process B.14
mitlion gallons of ra  sewage a day for a total of 16.28 MGD which is not disclosed or analyzed
in the staff report. (See helow)

If the Coastal Commission takes the action staff recommends, not only will the outcome be
staff apprc 1l of the Black & Veatch plans the City has already contacted to have built, all of the
follc ing project plans will also be developed and approved by staff, without any review or
decisions by the Commission, and without any review and participation by the public.

Recycled Water lanagement Plan.
astewater Treatment Plant Removal and Restor “ion Plan.

Qutfali Assessment Plan.
Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) Approved Development Envelope.
Water Reclamation Facility Design.
Pump Stations and Related Development Design.
Construction Plan,
Riparian Enhancement Plan.

a) Baseline. A baseline assessment

c} Non-Native and Invasive Removal. area.

d) Landscape Screening.

f) Monitoring and Maintenance.

g) Reporting.

h) Provision for Possible Further Action.

i} Restoration Completion.
Archaeological Protection.
Agricultural " “itigation Program.
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The plant design is in vialation of Coastal Act section 30254.

“New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs
generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division;...”
“Shall” means mandatory under Public Resources Code §15.

This section limits the design of the City’s proposed sewage treatment ks infrastructure to
accommodate the needs generated by permitted uses, that is, limited to accommodate a
projected population of 12,000 by 2040. The staff report does not provide this analysis but
instead makes unsupported findings based on a misrepresentation / falsification of section
30254, (See below)

The facts ° therecordsh  thot the pro” ‘tis extraordin ‘ly oversized.

The project Environmentai Impact Report EIR makes the slight-of-hand claim that “... the
proposed WRF would treat a maximum average annual daily flow rate of 0.97 MGD.” (Million
gallons per day) While the oversized plant capacity “would treat” this maximum, the s ‘er
plant design the City has contracted to build is certainly not limited to accommodate that need
in violation of §30254.

Annual Average Flow is the total flc  over a one-year period divided by 365 days. According to
the EIR, a flow rate of 0.97 million gallons a day of sewage, that is, 970,000 gallons a day,
accommodates the sewage treatment needs generated by the build out population set by the
Local Coastal Program of 12,000t 2040. (EIR p. 5-5) This is an annual flow of 354,050,000
gallons. (970,000 x 365)

The infrastructure capacity of the plant the City has contracted to build is 8,140,000 gallons a
day by each of the two headworks.

Each head ork has the infrastructure capacity to process 7,170,000 gallons of sewage a day
more than is needed by the =740 population.
(8,410,000 —970,000)

2 x 8,140,000 = 16,280,000

The combined headworks have the infrastructure capacity to process 15,310,00C ~nllons of
sewage a day more than is needed by the 2040 population.

(16,280,000 -970,000)

365 x 8,140,000 = 2,971,100,000

Each headwork has the infra ~ ‘ucture capacity to process ~ 617,050,000 gallons of sewage a

year more than is needed by the 2040 population.
{2,971,100,000 — 354,050,000)
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2 x 2,971,100,000 = 5,942,200,000 total annual infrastructure flow capacity.

The combined headworks have the infrastructure capaci  to process 5,588,150,000 gallons of
sewage a year more than is needed by the 2040 population.
(5,588,150,000 — 354,050,000}

:cording to the City of San Luis Obispo’s web site, the City’s population in 2016 was
approximate’ 46,000 and “Planned improvement to the WRRF to increase treatment capacity
to 5.4 MGD would help to address wet-weather conditions ...”
http:/; » slocity.org/Home/ShowDocun  t?id=14120

“New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs
generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division;...”
“Shall” means mandatory under Puhlic Resources Code §15.

This section limits the design of the City’s proposed sewage treatment works infrastructure to
accommodate the needs generated by permitted uses, that is, limited to accommodate a
projected population of 12,000 by 2014. The staff report does not provide this analysis.

The project also includes a detention basin for emergency overflow “storage for untreated
waste ater, and provide the City the ability to evacuate the entire pond by pumping stormwater or
untreated wastewater back into the headworks.” (Exhibit B Scope of Work for Black & Veatch design-
build contract p.5-11)

The staff report misrepresents the law: Coastal Act §30254.

Again, §30254 clearly requires that “Ne  or expanded public works facilities shall be designed
and limited to accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent
with the provisions of this division;...”

The staff report states that “Section 30254 helps to regulate the capacity of the WRF, including
through service area boundary limits...” and the “...Commission has implemented Section 30254
.... through limits on the locations/types of development that can be serviced ...".

No, §30254 does not regulate the capacity of a public works project “...through service area
boundary limits” or “...through limits on the locations/types of development that can be
serviced ...”. The law does not say this. Section 30254 requires that the grc  th-inducing
potential of new or expanded public works infrastructure must be limited at the design phase.

The limited capacity of the infrastructure as it is designed is what limits the unplanned-for
development.

This is a false representation of §30254 invented and relied upon to recommend approval of
sewage treatment infrastructure that is demonstrably designed to accommodate needs
generated by new development and uses far beyond the needs of a population of 12,000
residents in 2040.
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locked parcel and no analysis of the impacts of including the land into the City’s sphere of
influence.

The City of Morro Bay is identified in the County of San Luis Obispo’s 2015 “Desalination
Opportunities Summary Report” as a site for regional distribution of desalinated water.

in the County of San Luis Obispo’s 2015 “Desalination Opportunities Summary Report”, the City
of Morro Bay is identified as one of three possible sites for production of desalinated water for
regional distribution. Morro Bay already has ocean intake and outfall infrastructure. As
mentioned above, the project includes - 2 separate headworks both of which have the
capacity to process 8.14 million gallons a day along with a third SAFE system for partial
treatment if flo exceeds the capacity of these headworks — 1ich is not anticipated by 2040
population build-out and could be remedied I -eplacing and fixing the current leaking se ar

pipes.

Nothing in the record indicates that the project design might include infrastructure adaptable
to seawater desalination but the City of Morro Bay has a history of non-public decisionmaking.
(See belc } And the idea of covert construction of desalination infrastructure is not a new one.
The C nbria Community Services District {(another site identified in the County’s 2015 report)
successfully constructed desalination infrastructure with the capacity to accommodate
distribution of water for new development without a regular coastal development permit and
without an environmental impact report.



ahn, Kevin@Coastal

I — P
From: Ter Loftus <terry_loftus@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 4:53 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

(Morro Bay  ater Reclamation Facility)

Hello,

As a property owner in Morro Bay I would like to state m  disappoin® .ent on the progress of the nc. sewer
plant project.

All of the information that I have reviewed leads me to believe that the project © not moving in the direction
that is in the best interest of the residents of Morro Bay.

In the information that I have reviewed I see no valid reason to move the plant from it current location.

One and only one observation: I have seen that there are occasional BOD and TSS water standard violations,
but also that Cayucos is going to leave the MB plant and

violations should no longer occur or become much less  :quent.

Another comn -1, | attended Morro Bay High Schor ' also on the beach in the late sixties when there was an
earthquake in Japan.

The high school was evacuated because of what I believe at the time was a large tidal wave that  1s going to hit
Morro Bay.

It was a not event if I rec "' correctly of all of a 1 foot tidal wave.

If there is an event that attects the sewer plant Morro Bay is going to have much larger problems than the sewer
plant.

1 wish I could address the many other issues that I feel very strc  {ly about at this time.

lanl

nk you for your time.
Terry Loftus



THIS IS CORRUPTION
Written on Behalf of

HOME FRONT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MORRO BAY

By
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney

This is in response to a recent request for documentation of corruption by the Morro
Bay City Council in relation to the proposed astewater treatment plant.

According to Black’s L Dictionary, “corruption” is “An act done with an intent to give
some advantage inconsistent with official duty and the rights of others.”

The City Council decided to unnecessarily spend $26 million for the construction of a
pump station and pipes to pump all of the City’s raw se iage nearly three miles uphill to
the City Council’s selected hill-side treatment plant site at end of South Bay Blvd behind
the care facility. The City Council makes no claim that the South Bay Blvd. site provides
any benefit to the rate-payers and property owners that other sites cannot.

The City’s Peer Review Panel stated that “The biggest contributor to cost at the South
Bay Boulevard (SBB) site is the site itself. Pipeline and earthwork costs there are very
high. “THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAY TO REDUCE CONSTRUCTION COST IS TO GO BACK
NE 3 OR ON THE EXIST"IG WWTP”, (I added the emphasis.)
http://morrobaywrf.com/site/wp-content/uploads/Pul  -Works-Meeting-6-7-17-

While | don’t think anyone is still thinking about the € ° “ing wastewater treatment
plant site as an option, the question is - why THIS site  /hy spend $26 million to pump
millions of gallons of raw sewage nearly three miles uphill hen that cost could be
avoided at other viable sites?

The Memorandum of Understanding {link belc | between the City and the owner of the
site answers the question. The beneficiary of locating the plant on that site is the

landc  ner, at the public’s expense.

http:/ "~ arrobaywrf.com/site/wp-content/uploads/MOU-Tri-W-Fully _. .ecuted-
201610251524 ~df

The MOU is an option for the City to buy the treatment plant site — 30 acres of an
approximately 400-acre parcel in the County unincorporated area. Using the option to
buy as a vehicle — but totally unrelated with it since the City is paying full price for the 30
acres — is the City’s promise to take the following actions. These actions provide public
resources to the property owner that will increase the value and development potential
of the remainder of the 400 acre parcel:



= Process a proposal to the Local Area Formation Commission to EXPAND MORRO
B/ S SPHERE OF INFLUENCE TO INCLUDE THE REMAINDER OF THE 400 ACRE
I CEL

» Provide and maintain the ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT that would be
constructed on the remainder parcel (instead of on the 30 acres the City is
b gl

v Assist in confirming the existence of ACCESS EASEMENTS to the remainder parcel
and in ASSURING ACCESS from the City’s rights-of- 3y to it.

»  Assistin processing any approvals necessary for VEHICULAR ACCESS FROM CITY
LIMITS to the remainder parcel.

= |f the City produces recycled water and intends to prc  Jerecycled aterto
agricultural users, the City will provide “that” WATER FOR AGRICULTURAL USE
on the remainder parcel.

It’s clear that a public agency has a fiduciary duty of tr  t to properly manage public
funds, that the public has a right to that duty, and that adding $26 million to the cost of
a public works project where the only beneficiary of the extra cost is a private property
owner adds up to Corruption. But wasting the public’s money isn’t the only loss for the
public.

There are elements of corruption that are not that clear in this case.

The promises the City made in the MOU to pave the way for new development are land
use decisions and it's the City’s duty to make land use decisions at public hearings and
the public has a right to participate in those decisions. But to make these promisesin
2016, the City Council had to have already made the decisions to include the land in the
Morro Bay sphere of influence, provide vehicle access opening the land for
development, and give any agricultural grade water to THAT landowner to the exclusion
of all other potential users and uses. These are huge decisions that will change the face
of the community, made in private by the City Council for the benefit of a private
property ¢ ner.

Finally, the City Council has a duty to protect naturai resources and the public has a right
to that protection. But the City even risks the health of the National Estuary for the
benefit the tandc  ner because the sewer plant site is on the bank of a drainage that
flows under the Highway into the National Estuary and the Environmental Impact
Report for the plant does noti ‘ude analysis of the potential risks, such as spills, of
running a sewage treatment plant on that hillside site.

Accoiu.ng to Black’s Law Dictionary, this is corruption.



Re, or* on alfeasance by the Cit of Morro Bay
Laundering the lllegal Secret Approval to
Expand the City’s Sphere of Influence

~ 1 Behalf of Home . . ont Environmental Justice * “orro Bay

By
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney

Sometime before October 25, 2016 the Morro Bay City Council decided to expand the
City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) by about 400 acres without telling anybody about it.

The City has an official duty to follow the law and to pr¢  de full public participation in
land use decisions. There was no noticed public hearing, no environmental review, and
no general plan amendment to allow this SOl expansion. The laws were ignored and
duties were evaded as if they didn't exist. The public be damned.

The land is at the end of South Bay Boulevard north of Highway 1 and is owned by Tri-W
Enterprises. Thirty acres of itic here the City nts to build an oversized mega sewage
treatment works.

The reason we knc  the Council members made this secret decision is because on
October 25, 2016 they r  le a written deal with Tri-W Enterprises to carry it out. They
not only agreed to apply to the Local Area Formation Commission {LAFCQ) to expand
the City’s 501 to include the 400 acres, they also agreed to provide utilities to the 400
acres and vehicle access to the land from the City. C elopment of this land has been
deadlocked for years for lack of utilities and access. Tri-W’s lawyer who signed the deal
is a LAFCO Commissicner.

And what did the City get in return? Nothing in the agreement except an opticn but an
option to buy the 30 acres at full market value. But the City could buy the 30 acres at
market value any time it wanted which reduces the “gption to buy” to nothing more
than a vehicle to launder the secret decision —to make the illegal secret decision appear
to be legal.

Which is exactly what the City completed at their January 22, 2019

meeting. Camouflaged as a “Monthly Review”, four Councilmembers illegally approved
a formal resolution to apply to LAFCO to expand its Sphere of Influence to include the
400 acre Tri  parcel. ~"'ith no attempt to show any public benefit {because there is
none), the reason the Councilmembers gave was.... that they signed an agreement to do
it. Thus, the illegal secret decision surfaced into the light with the appearance of legality
tucked into the resolution to apply for the Sphere of Influence expansion.

Is this a crime? Yes. For starters, malfeasance in office is a “high” crime under Article
VII, section 8 of the California Constitution and under California Government Code



section 1021 a person is disqualified from holding any office upon conviction if it.
Black’s Law Dictionary says that malfeasance is “commission of some act which is
positively unl:  ful” and “wrongful conduct which affects, interrupts, or interferes with
perfarmance of official duty”.

No permit should be issued for development of the City's s¢ age treatment orks
because the City Councilmembers’ secret decision to expand its Sphere of Influence,
their illegal decision to apply to LAFCO for the 501, and their evasion of public hearings
to do both are integral elements of the purchase of the treatment works site.



_Kahn. Kevin@Coastal

I
From: Linda Donnelly <lindald44@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 4:58 PM
To: CentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on July 2019 Agenda Item Thursday 13a - Application No. 3-19-0463

{Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility)

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

My husband and | have made Morro Bay our home now for 38 plus years.

We have seen many changes to our small fishing community of  hich is a population of about 10,000. But none as large
and expensive as the project before you on July 11th, at the end of a long day with an extremely packed calendar and
we assume will be a packed house?

We have followed this project now for years. We fought hard to inform our neighbors of how this will impact them,
businesses, and especially their pocketbooks. We had a very large contentious Prop 218 vote. Have you heard about that
debacle? That is one of the items in Section 30601, “...provided that public participation is not substantially impaired by
that review consolidation.” Well, we have been impaired to speak at every turn.

The City of Morro Bay and your staff would have you believe that you will be deciding on permitting the removal of the
current W TP, the outfall, and injection wells. However, at the city level there are no contracts with consultants to do
any of this work yet. It has NEVER come before the citizens of Morro Bay. The current project before you is only 30%
designed. Are you and The City of Morro Bay truly prepared to make a decision that has not been vetted locally by the
County of San Luis Board of Supervisors, or even the County Planning commission.

The LAND IS NOT OWNED yet by the City. It is in County jurisdiction, and many many permits are needed. Somehow city
Staff, county staff and commission staff have  arked behind elected officials backs on this.

Please rethink this project and or bring it back to be heard at a later date.
Thank you,

Linda L. Donnelly

Morro Bay, CA

Sent from my iPad



THE STAFF REPORT CONTAINS IMPORTANT FALSE REPRESENTATIONS AND
THE ACTUAL PROJECT PLANS BY BLACK & VEATCH ARE NOT PROVIDED
Prepared for
HOME FRONT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND LANDWATCH SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
By
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney
July 10, 2019

I.  The staff report contains apparently intentional false representations put forth
to mislead both the public and the Commission.

Civil Code §1711 “Deceit upon the Public” states that “One who practices a deceit with
intent to defraud the public .... is deemed to have intended to defraud every individual
in that class, who is actually misled by the deceit.! (See below for definition of “deceit”)

Page 11 of the staff report “Conditions of Approval” states:

“1. Revised Final Plans. .....The Revised Final Plans shall be substantially in
conformance with the proposed plans (prepared by Black & Veatch (dated
February 2019) and dated received in the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast
District office on June 10, 2019) .....”

A. These are not “Final Plans” to be revised.

The assertion is not true. What is being proposed is that the City must generate plans
that currently do not exist —including plans for visual appearance, landscaping, and
storm water and drainage that will flow into and directly impact the Morro Bay National
Estuary Marine Protected Area. By casting the generation of these project plans (that
should have been prepared before applying for this permit) as “conditions of approval”
the staff report proposes that they will be approved by Commission staff.

This tactic unlawfully denies public participation and unlawfully usurps the
Commission’s decision making authority. The revision of “final” plans as conditions of
approval is a false representation that implies that plans for these and other critical
project elements already exist and need revision and that existing plans will be
approved by this permit with public participation when they will not. This deceit upon
the public is another method of unlawfully eliminating public participation in this
project.

1 Under Civil Code § 1710. Deceit is defined as either:

1. The suggestion, as a fact, of that which is not true, by one who does not believe it to be true;
2. The assertion, as a fact, of that which is not true, by one who has no reasonable ground for
believing it to be true;

3. The suppression of a fact, by one who is bound to disclose it, or who gives information of
other facts which are likely to mislead for want of communication of that fact; or,

4. A promise, made without any intention of performing it.

This report has been provided to staff. 1



The fact that these plans do not exist yet also shows that the permit application is not
complete, and that Commission staff wrongly and without authority filed the
incomplete application which should be sent back to the City for completion as
discussed more fully below.

B. The proposed plans attached to this staff report were not prepared by Black &
Veatch and neither the public nor the Commission have been provided the
Black & Veatch plans.

The original plans attached to this staff report bear the name of the Morro Bay Public
Works Department and are entitled “Coastal Development Permit Application for Morro
Bay New Water Reclamation Facility Project”. And, according to this application, it was
submitted to the Commission’s Santa Cruz office on February 14, 2019 — not June 10,
2019. The later-submitted version was changed to add work on the effluent outfall in
Commission original jurisdiction to justify consolidation.

The real Black & Veatch design-build plans are dated October 2018 and were approved
by the City as Exhibit B to the contract with Black & Veatch to have the project
engineered and built. The Black & Veatch plans are also described in the May 2, 2019
Basis of Design Memorandum.

Presumably, since the staff report clarifies that the Revised Final Plans shall be
substantially in conformance with Black & Veatch plans (and the City has already
contracted to have these plans built), it will be the plans cited above produced by Black
& Veatch to which the “Revised Final Plans” —approved by Commission staff as
conditions of approval — will be in substantial conformance. Not the plans attached to
the staff report, which do not bear the name of Black & Veatch.

Il.  The Commission and the public have not seen the plans that staff wants the
Commission to approve.

The Black & Veatch plans have not been provided to the public or the Commission. In
fact, the Black & Veatch plans are referred to in the staff report only once and the only
indication that it is these plans that the Commission would be approving is the
statement that “The Revised Final Plans shall be substantially in conformance with the
proposed plans (prepared by Black & Veatch)...”

The staff report recommends that the Commission approve a project without seeing or
having access to the actual project plans.

These are the plans that disclose the fact — that is not disclosed anywhere else in any
document before the Commission — that this plant is designed with two headworks
both of which have the capacity to process 8.14 million gallons of sewage a day.
According to the Black & Veatch plans, wet weather overflows will be treated by an
additional system called SAFE. No reason other than “back up” has been provided for
the second headworks.

This report has been provided to staff. 2



And now the staff proposed “conditions of approval” direct the City to generate
additional planning documents to be approved by Commission staff - never to be seen
or reviewed by the public or the Commission. In this scenario both the public and the
Commission have been denied access to, and shut out of the review of, the project
described in the Black & Veatch plans and the plans developed as “conditions of
approval” to those plans.

The preposterous finding that the designed capacity of this plant has no significant
growth inducing impacts is based on the project EIR which omits the information about
the second headworks and bases impact calculations on daily average flows of a single
headwork at 2.75 million gallons a day.

The staff report intentionally misinforms the reader — suggests as fact — that what is
attached to the staff report is the Black & Veatch plan to which the conditions of
approval will be attached. But the reality is that the public and the Commission have
never seen the Black & Veatch plans and consequently do not know that these plans are
for two headworks both of which have the capacity to process 8.14 million gallons a day
of sewage.

Ill.  The project Environmental Impact Report is not attached to the staff report.

Not only do the Commission and the public not have access to the actual project plans,
they also have not been provided access to the Project EIR which is not attached as an
exhibit to the staff report. Where it is understood that the Commission operates with
its own “functional equivalent” of CEQA review, without access to the project EIR it is
not possible for the Commission or the public to review and assess the adequacy of the
analyses and mitigation measures referred to in the staff report. For example, where
the staff report claims that “... the proposed project includes a suite of archaeological
protection measures” this suite of measures is not described in the project plans
attached to the staff report and the EIR, where those mitigation measures presumably
are described, is not provided. Land use decision makers must make findings that are
supported by facts in the record and those findings cannot be made without access to
the documents that provide those facts.

IV.  Permitting this project is premature.

A. The fundamental requirements for this permit have not been provided.
Under Coastal Act §30412 the Commission is charged with limiting its review of this
project to:
(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.

This report has been provided to staff. 3



1. The visual appearance has not even been designed yet and, under staff’s
plan, will be reviewed only by Commission staff as a “condition of approval” at
some later post-permit date with no Commission or public review.

2. The geographic limits of the service area are misrepresented in the staff
report since the record shows that the City intends to develop the
approximately 370 acres from which the project site is to be subdivided and
the staff report falsely limits the scope of service area review to the existing
City limits. (See 7-5-19 report “The many reasons why the Morro Bay
application must be denied.”

3. Obviously there are no development projections that determine the size of the
plant because the size of the plant at a capacity of processing 8.14 million
gallons a day by each of two headworks is not disclosed.

B. The Executive Director filed the City’s permit application in violation of Coastal
Act Regulations §13056 and the application filing should be rescinded.

Section 13056 of the Coastal Act Regulations authorizes the Commission’s Executive
Director to file a permit application only after finding it is complete.

“The executive director shall file the application only after reviewing it and
finding it complete.”

C. The Executive Director does not have the authority to accept for filing a
development permit application that is incomplete and the Commission’s
acceptance and filing of it should be rescinded as without authority.

The application does not include the following required information:

1. legal lot verification.

2. Proof of legal interest in the property for both the on site and conveyance
infrastructure.

3. planning level geotechnical report for conveyance infrastructure.

4. The site plans to which the application refers the reader either do not exist or
are not legal plans signed and stamped by the engineer.

5. Verification of all other required regulatory permits, including those from:
California Dept of Fish and Wildlife
US Army Corps of Engineers
RWQCB Section 401 Certification

6. Stamped envelopes addressed to all property owners within 100 feet of any
portion of the project, along with a list containing the names, addresses and
APNs of these property owners. Envelopes must be plain, business-sized (9.5” x
4.125”), with first class postage on each. Metered postage is not acceptable.

7. Stamped addressed envelopes for all other interested parties to the project.

The project description does not include, among other things:

1. identification of collection system development on or adjacent to PG&E property

This report has been provided to staff. 4



and a wetland on that property.
2. adescription of the coastal streams the collection system will cross and how the
collection will cross those streams.

3. development of injection wells in the Morro Creek basin.

The application does not include the following, which were added by Coastal
Commission staff and for which there has not been any local public participation in
project description and no review for impacts to coastal resources.

1. demolition of the existing wastewater treatment plant and restoration of the
site.

2. subdivision of the site.

3. work on the existing effluent ocean outfall.

According to the staff report, the project itself has not been planned and the following,
among other plans, do not yet exist.

Recycled Water Management Plan.
Wastewater Treatment Plant Removal and Restoration Plan.
Outfall Assessment Plan.
Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) Approved Development Envelope.
Water Reclamation Facility Design.
Pump Stations and Related Development Design.
Construction Plan.
Storm water and drainage plan.
Facility architectural design plan.
Riparian Enhancement Plan.
a) Baseline. A baseline assessment
c) Non-Native and Invasive Removal. area.
d) Landscape Screening.
f) Monitoring and Maintenance.
g) Reporting.
h) Provision for Possible Further Action.
i) Restoration Completion.
Agricultural Mitigation Program.
Archaeological protection — development of additional mitigation measures.

V.  The plans provided are not lawful because they do not include the signature
and license number of the engineer.

Business and Professions Code §6735 requires that “All civil (including structural and
geotechnical) engineering plans, calculations, specifications, and reports ... shall
be prepared by, or under the responsible charge of, a licensed civil engineer and
shall include his or her name and license number. Interim documents shall
include a notation as to the intended purpose of the document, such as
“preliminary,” “not for construction,” “for plan check only,” or “for review only.

None of the plans include the name and license number of the engineer and the
text does not include a name and license number of an engineer or even the
name of the preparing agency or engineering firm.

This report has been provided to staff. 5
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From: Ered Collins

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: RE: Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility Project
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2019 7:07:33 AM

Hello Kevin,

NCTC has had the chance to meet with the City of Morro Bay concerning the Waste Water project.

NCTC and the City of Morro Bay are on the same page, the project is moving forward, our concerns

have been addressed and NCTC is working with the City to make this project a success.
Thank you for following up on this project.

Fred Collins
NCTC

From: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal [mailto:Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 8:53 AM

To: feollins@northernchumash.org

Subject: RE: Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility Project

Sounds good. Thank you.

From: Fred Collins [mailto:fcollins@northernchumash.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 5:36 AM

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: RE: Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility Project

Hello Kevin,

It is accurate, but, need to circle back to make sure, will check with the City and get back to you,
thank you.

Fred Collins
NCTC

From: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal [mailto:Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 3:01 PM

To: feollins@northernchumash.org

Subject: Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility Project

Hello Fred, hope you are doing well. I'm reaching out to you regarding the proposed Morro Bay
Water Reclamation Facility project. It’'s my understanding that you had previously identified
concerns related to pipeline construction impacts on tribal resources. However, you and the City

came to agreement on pipeline alignment alternatives and mitigation measures. Thus, the Northern

Chumash now supports the project with these changes.

Is this all still accurate? Please let me know when you can. I’'m also happy to discuss any other
project issues/questions you may have. We're planning on bringing the project forward to the


mailto:fcollins@northernchumash.org
mailto:Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov

Commission in July in San Luis Obispo, so please let me know of any concerns beforehand so we can
address them.

Thanks!

Kevin Kahn

District Supervisor

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

(831) 427-4863



From: Cynthia Hawley

To: Turnbull-Sanders. Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas
Mark@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin. Aaron@Coastal; Groom. Carole@Coastal; Howell
Erik@Coastal; Uranga. Roberto@Coastal; Padilla. Stephen@Coastal

Cc: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal; Schwartz, Noaki@Coastal; Ainsworth, John@Coastal
Subject: Corruption in Morro Bay must be addressed locally_consolidation should not be allowed

Date: Friday, May 31, 2019 2:10:55 PM

Attachments: Corruption in Morro Bay must be addressed locally.pdf

This email has been provided to staff.

Dear Chairwoman Bochco and Commissioners,

In the case of permitting the City of Morro Bay’s proposed treatment works, consolidation means
more than the primary denial of four out of the five public opportunities to participate in this
decision-making process at local City and County hearings. Consolidation also impairs public
participation by eliminating the only permit hearings - local hearings - where project
issues over which the Commission has no authority can be raised.

Attached is a short document called “Corruption in Morro Bay Must Be Addressed Locally”. It
provides a documented example of one way the City of Morro Bay evades public hearings by
making land use decisions by contracting to carry them out.

The example described is the City’s option to buy land for its proposed treatment works. Buried
in the option agreement, and deceptively undisclosed in the agenda notice and staff report, are
major land use decisions made by agreement to carry them out, strictly for the benefit of the
landowner.

The invalidity of this deceptive option to buy the project site and of the land use decisions buried
in it are coastal development permit matters over which the Commission has no authority.

These and other project-related issues including protection of public health and safety, public
deceptions by omission of material information, falsification of public record documents such as
the project EIR, Brown Act violations, mismanagement of public project funds, and
misappropriation of water and sewer rate money can only be addressed at local public hearings
where the scope of review is beyond Coastal Act and LCP consistency.

The attached account shows how this land-use-decision-by-contract gained the appearance of
propriety and sheds light on why the City of Morro Bay welcomes elimination of local public
hearings by consolidation.

We ask you to not consent to, or agendize the proposed July consolidated hearing.

Thank you for your dedication and your attention to this matter.

Cynthia Hawley

Cynthia Hawley, Attorney

P.O. Box 697

Morro Bay, CA 93443

cynthiahawley@att.net

Phone: (805) 776-5102
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Consolidation would obstruct the people’s right and opportunity to fight corruption

Submitted to the Coastal Commission by
Citizens for Affordable Living
Home Front Environmental Justice Morro Bay
LandWatch San Luis Obispo County

Land use decision-making at the City of Morro Bay is an undercover affair. Various methods are
used to evade public hearings and one of the City’s favorites is making land use decisions by
contracting to carry them out. Here’s an example.

In October 2016 the City Council selected a site for its planned treatment works by entering into an
“option to buy” 27 acres of a 396-acre undeveloped landlocked parcel outside City limits owned by
Tri-W Inc. This site raises the cost of the project by at least $26 million for the pumps and pipes to
pump raw sewage three miles uphill. The only beneficiary of locating the plant on that site is the
landowner, at the public’s expense.

The “option to buy” includes, among other things, the following additional land use decisions, which
were not disclosed in the agenda notice and staff report for the agreement:

= To apply to the Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO) to include the 396-acre
unincorporated Tri-W parcel in Morro Bay’s Sphere of Influence (SOl).

= To assist in getting vehicle access to the now land-locked parcel.
= |f the City uses its recycled water for agriculture, to provide “that” water to the Tri-W land.
How can the City get away with making these major land use decisions in a contract?

On the City Council’s January 22, 2019 meeting agenda, a resolution to apply to LAFCO to expand
the City’s sphere of influence to include the Tri-W 396 acres was camouflaged as a “Business” item
“Monthly Review”. Four Councilmembers approved it. The finding to support the resolution to
expand the City’s SOl was that the City signed an agreement to do so. Thus, the illegal land use
decision by contract was laundered — it was brought into the light with the appearance of legality
tucked into the resolution. Future reliance on the integrity of the public record will indicate that the
resolution was properly approved and the LCP may be amended to carry out what has already been
decided.

These acts are crimes. There is deceit by omission of information from staff reports and a
misdemeanor under the Brown Act. Falsification of public record documents (by omission) is a
felony under Penal Code 115. Malfeasance in office is a “high” crime under Article VII, section 8 of
the California Constitution and under California Government Code section 1021 a person is
disqualified from holding any office upon conviction of it. Black’s Law Dictionary defines
malfeasance as “commission of some act which is positively unlawful” and “wrongful conduct which
affects, interrupts, or interferes with performance of official duty”.

The invalidity of the purchase agreement is a permit issue that must be addressed by the City and
County. The Commission lacks the authority. Elimination of local public hearings would obstruct
and deny the Peoples’ right and opportunity to address local corruption and we ask you not to do it.

This document has been provided to Coastal Commission staff.
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From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Letter to CCC Staff and Commissioners re: Morro Bay Sewage Treatment
Date: Monday, April 22, 2019 9:17:55 AM

FYI

From: Linda Seeley [mailto:lindaseeley@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, April 20, 2019 10:56 AM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas,
Mark@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal;
Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal; Carvill, Sarah@Coastal
Subject: Letter to CCC Staff and Commissioners re: Morro Bay Sewage Treatment

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the
permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF).
What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no
administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right to
fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project siteis in the
County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff
made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes. These were not included in
the FEIR for evaluation and mitigation.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR,
rather than a new evaluation even though they are on non-EIR reviewed areas.

There are only 2 routes in and out of the community of Los Osos.

The new route negatively affects traffic circulation, getting into and out of Los
Osos over the course of construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as

tourists.

There is an aternative route.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA
Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.
| request:
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1. To be heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

2. A County hearing to know all the implications of this project and give my
Input.

3. The County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate
mitigation.

4. An appeal route to the CCC.

Please allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Thank you.
Linda Seeley
LLos Osos



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Objection to Consilidated Permitting Process for the Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility
Date: Monday, April 22, 2019 9:17:04 AM

FYI...

From: Dan Sedley [mailto:roadrunnerl_1@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, April 21, 2019 1:36 PM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas,
Mark@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal;
Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Carvill, Sarah@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal
Subject: Objection to Consilidated Permitting Process for the Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting
process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this meansiis that
there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. For you to approve
consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the permit application process
guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

City has yet to hold one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city council.
There is no project description except in the design-build contract.

City has yet to purchase the property.

Financing is not in place.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

There has been no County hearing though the property is in the County.

County Supervisors did not vote to eliminate a hearing; their staff made that decision.
Adjacent unincorporated communities have not known to weigh in on traffic circulation
disruption during construction.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold one
hearing.

To many unanswer ed questions and changing parts.

No plan for daily emergency vehicles to and from the elderly residential care facility while
the WREF is being built near it.

No plan for emergency exit of the area during construction should a Diablo nuclear power
plant alert occur.

Significant parts of this segmented project have been changed since the FEIR; City is not
redoing the EIR for these land use changes.

Desired relief.

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.
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| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.
The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing

| have lived here 33 years. Where is environmental justice for the low income?

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.
Sincerely,

Dan Sedley

3300 Tide Avenue
Morro Bay, CA, 93442
805-772-7327



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: Quintana Pipe Route - Copies of the letter herein have been sent to CCC Staff
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2019 9:20:39 AM

As mentioned earlier!

From: McKenzie Nichols [mailto:mckenzienichols@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2019 12:29 PM
Subject: Quintana Pipe Route - Copies of the letter herein have been sent to CCC Staff

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting process
for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this means is that there will be
1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies
me of my right to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal
Act.

Division 20. Ca Coastal Act 30006. “ The Legislature further finds and declares that the public has a right to
fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, and development; that achievement of
sound coastal conservation and development is dependent upon public understanding and support; and that
the continuing planning and implementation of programs for coastal conservation and development should
include the widest opportunity for public participation.”

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold one
permit hearing.

The only hearing was for the EIR, with no accompanying permit hearing.
There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County.

The County Board of Supervisors has yet to vote on whether to go along with consolidation.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR).

The City has revised the route where they will underground the 3 pipes, and added a second lift
station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a
new evaluation even though they are on land not previously reviewed in the FEIR.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1/Hwy 41, Hwy 1/Main St., Hwy 1/S. Bay Blvd

A major business district--Quintana Rd and part of Main St--will be torn up with the City on
record stating it will not keep one lane open for businesses over the period of a year.

We are a small, family-owned, business on Quintana. If both lanes were closed for an extended
period our business could not survive. We need a chance to be heard during the permit process
SO our concerns can be addressed.

An alternative route exists on the east side of Hwy 1; it limits traffic
circulation disruption with no impact to the business district, but the city council turned it
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down.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA
Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.

Requested relief: Allow the process to follow normal administrative
procedures which include public involvement at each level of
government.

Sincerely,

McKenzie Nichols and Joseph Nichols (Owners)

Joe's Surfboard Shop
362 Quintana Road
Morro Bay, CA 93442
OPEN M-SAT 10-5
Phone 805.225.1905

http://www.joes-surfboard-shop.com

https://www.f k.com NSL-Surfboar 4038701347
Instagram: @joessurfboardshop

Call

Send SMS

Call from mobile

Add to Skype

You'll need Skype CreditFree via Skype


http://www.joes-surfboard-shop.com/
https://www.facebook.com/pages/NSL-Surfboards/366403870134786

From: Cynthia Hawley

To: Brownsey. Donne@Coastal; Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas
Mark@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin. Aaron@Coastal; Groom. Carole@Coastal; Howell
Erik@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal

Cc: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal; Warren, Louise@Coastal; Ainsworth, John@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal; Chalmers
Erin@Coastal; Cheddar, Ann@Coastal; Cuffe, Kelly@Coastal; Garske, Lauren@Coastal; Engel. Jonna@Coastal;
Dettmer, Alison@Coastal; Kate.Huckelbridge@coastal.ca.g; Luster, Tom@Coastal; Mayer, Robin@Coastal; Ng,
Michael@Coastal; Reed. Jessica@Coastal; Teufel. Cassidy@Coastal

Subject: This email has been provided to staff. Consolidation of Morro Bay"s treatment works CDP should be decided by
the Commission.

Date: Sunday, April 07, 2019 4:42:52 PM

Attachments: REPORT THE COMMISSION SHOULD DECIDE WHETHER TO CONSOLIDATE.pdf

Dear Commissioners,

I write on behalf of Citizens for Affordable Living, Home Front Environmental Justice
Morro Bay, and LandWatch San Luis Obispo County. These organizations and their
supporters strongly protest the City of Morro Bay’s proposed sewage treatment works.

Coastal Act section 30601.3 allows consolidation only where it will not substantially impair
public participation.

Even though the project is highly contested, Home Front EJ Morro Bay was informed that
staff decided to consolidate four local hearings into a single hearing on the treatment
works CDP by the Commission.

The attached report contains facts and legal analyses showing why the Commission,
instead of staff, should make the decision as to whether consolidation may occur in this
case, and a request that you place this proposed consolidation on the July meeting
agenda for the Commission to decide.

The report has four sections:

l. Elimination of local public hearings would be an unlawful denial of
a) the public’s statutory right to full participation in coastal decisions
and b) the public’s Constitutional procedural due process right to
opportunities to exercise that full participation.

1. The Legislature did not authorize the Commission’s executive
director to make the decision on his or her own whether consolidation
may or may not occur.

II. The City of Morro Bay has systematically excluded opportunities for
public participation in this project by improperly noticed decisions and
making private, closed door decisions.

V. There is no rush. The record and this report show that the City
of Morro Bay has significant work to do before it will be ready to apply
for a CDP from any agency.

Thank you for your dedication and your consideration of this matter.
Sincerely,

Cynthia Hawley
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A Report to the California Coastal Commission on Consolidation

The Decision Regarding Elimination of Four Local Public Hearings
For Permitting the City of Morro Bay’s Proposed Treatment Works
Should be Made by the Commission

Prepared on behalf of

Citizens for Affordable Living
Home Front Environmental Justice Morro Bay and
LandWatch San Luis Obispo County
By
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney

Coastal staff informed Home Front EJ Morro Bay that four public hearings and decisions on
the highly contested treatment works proposed by the City of Morro Bay will be eliminated
and consolidated into a single hearing and decision by the Coastal Commission under
Coastal Act §30601.3. No reason other than streamlining the process was given. No finding
has been made that the consolidation would not cause substantial impairment of public
participation as required by §30601.3 . We are told that this consolidated hearing on the
single coastal development permit for the Morro Bay treatment works will take place at
the Commission’s July meeting. The purpose of this report is to demonstrate why the
decision of whether consolidation may occur under the statute must be made based on
testimony at a Coastal Commission meeting and to request that the Commission schedule
the issue for the July meeting in San Luis Obispo. This report is divided into four issues.

I.  Elimination of local public hearings would be an unlawful denial of the public’s
statutory right to full participation in coastal decisions and Constitutional
procedural due process right to opportunities to exercise that full participation.

II.  The Legislature did not authorize the Commission’s executive director to make the
decision whether consolidation may or may not occur under §306013.

lll.  The City of Morro Bay has systematically excluded opportunities for public
participation in this project: Its decision to omit reclamation from the project was
not properly noticed. Its decisions to re-include reclamation, to select the site, to
buy the site, and to add expansion of the City’s sphere of influence as an element of
the purchase of the site were made privately, behind closed doors.

IV.  There is no rush. The record shows that the City of Morro Bay has significant work
to do before it will be ready to apply for a CDP from any agency.

! Section 30601.3: .....(a) Notwithstanding Section 30519, the commission may process and act upon
a consolidated coastal development permit application if both of the following criteria are satisfied:
...... (2) The applicant, the appropriate local government, and the commission, which may agree
through its executive director, consent to consolidate the permit action, provided that public
participation is not substantially impaired by that review consolidation.

This document has been provided to Coastal Commission staff. 1





A Report to the California Coastal Commission on Consolidation

I.  The public has the statutory right to full participation and the Constitutional
procedural due process right to exercise that right at public hearings.

California provides strict protections of statutory public rights and constitutional
procedural due process rights and prohibits denial of these rights. For that reason,
elimination of public hearings through consolidation under Coastal Act §30601.3 is allowed
“only”..... “...provided public participation is not substantially impaired by that review
consolidation.”>  The decision as to what amounts to substantial impairment by
consolidation needs to be determined based on testimony by the appointed decision
makers.

A. By legislative declaration Californians have the statutory right to full
participation in the land use decisions in the coastal zone.

Coastal Act §30006 confers on the public the statutory “..right to fully participate in
decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, and development”. A governmental
purpose of this right is “..that achievement of sound coastal conservation and
development is dependent upon public understanding and support...”

B. Procedural due process requirements protect the public’s right to the
opportunity to fully participate.

“Procedural due process under the California Constitution... extends potentially to any
statutorily conferred benefit ....”> In this case that right is full participation in coastal
development decisions — a right that has been systematically denied by the City of Morro

Bay as shown below.

Procedural due process means that where the public has a statutory right to full
participation, the public has a right to the procedural opportunities to fully participate.
Where the right exists, the public has the right to exercise it.*

According to the Court in Conejo “....due process analysis under California law focuses ....
simply on what process is constitutionally required given the governmental and private
interests at issue.” (See footnote 3)

/

/

/

2 For purposes of correction it should be noted that at the Coastal Commission’s March g meeting,
Coastal staff materially misstated section 30601.3 by omitting the statutory requirement that
consolidation may occur only where “...public participation is not substantially impaired by that
review consolidation” and misstating that consolidation is determined by “...whether the local
government had provided adequate opportunity for participation at the local level.”

3 Conejo Wellness Ctr., Inc. v. City of Agoura Hills, 214 Cal. App. 4th 1534, 1562

4 People v. Ramirez, 25 Cal. 3d 260, 275, 599 P.2d 622, 631-32 (1979)
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In this case, note that under §30006 the governmental interest depends on realization of
the public interest: “....achievement of sound coastal conservation and development [that]
is dependent upon public understanding and support...” is realized through the public’s
“..right to fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, and
development”.

C. Coastal Act section 30601.3 provides the constitutionally required process to
satisfy both the governmental and public interests.

The obvious solution is to simply obey §30601.3 by allowing elimination of local public
hearings by consolidation “only”..... “...provided public participation is not substantially
impaired by that review consolidation.” See footnote 1 above for the text.

To conform to section 30006, “substantial impairment” must mean at least impairment of
the statutory right to fully participate in coastal development decisions. To conform to
procedural due process under the California Constitution, “substantial impairment” must
mean impairment of the opportunity to fully participate in public hearings where coastal
development decisions are made. The statutory right to full participation exists and the
public has the Constitutional procedural due process right to exercise that right at public
hearings.

It is the Coastal Commission that should decide whether consolidation would cause
“substantial impairment”.

Where opposition to a development project exists, elimination of local public hearings
would deny those in opposition their statutory and Constitutional procedural due process
rights to full participation in that coastal development decisionmaking process.

Streamlining the process to save time and/or money for the agencies is not a ground on
which the Coastal Commission may deny these statutory and constitutional rights.

Il.  The Coastal Commission’s executive director is not authorized by Senate Bill 1843
or §30601.3 to eliminate local public hearings through consolidation on his or her

own.

When the Legislature intends to authorize the Coastal Commission’s executive director to
carry out certain duties, it says so directly and clearly... Here are two examples:

m  Section 30354 states that “The executive director of the commission shall review
and evaluate each claim submitted pursuant to this article.”

=  Under section 30716 “The executive director may determine that a proposed
certified port master plan amendment is de minimis....” under certain conditions.

This document has been provided to Coastal Commission staff. 3
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The legislative analyses do not state that the executive director shall or may eliminate local
public hearings through consolidation. Neither does the statute. (See footnote 1)

The Legislative Counsel’s Digest on SB 1843 makes no mention of authorizing the executive
director to determine whether consolidation will occur. It simply states the requirement
that “...the applicant, local government, and commission agree to consolidation.”” This is
straightforward.

The Senate Rules Committee Analysis of SB 1843 mirrors the Legislative Counsel’s Digest
with the requirement that “The Commission, local government, and applicant must agree
to use a consolidated permit.” Again, there is no mention of staff involvement in the
decision to agree to consolidation.

As codified, §30601.3 does not say that the executive director shall or even may decide
whether consolidation will occur. If this had been the intent, surely the legislature would
have expressed it clearly, obviously and directly — especially when critical citizen rights are
involved.

And it is clear from the words in §30601.3 that whether the executive director is to be
involved in the decision to eliminate local public hearings is discretionary with the
Commission — which may agree through its executive director. While what amounts to
agreeing through the executive director is not clear, what is clear is that the executive
director is not authorized on his or her own to eliminate the people’s statutory and
constitutional rights to local public hearings through consolidation.

At the Commission’s March 8, 2019 meeting on Environmental Justice, staff clarified that
“... the Commission typically does not agree to permit consolidation if there is opposition to
the project” and “the Commission makes these determinations on an individual basis...”.
This is what we are asking the Commission to determine.

lll. The City of Morro Bay systematically uses multiple evasive procedures to
eliminate and reduce public participation in coastal land use decisions.

The City uses various methods to eliminate and reduce public participation in land use
decisions. The City Council makes undisclosed / secret decisions, provides misleading
agenda notices to conceal decisions, and approves projects or project elements by
budgeting funds for them or contracting to have them carried out. Examples of illegal
decisions related to this treatment works project involve Coastal Act and General Plan
violations, misdemeanor Brown Act violations, constitutional misappropriation of funds,

5 “This bill would authorize the commission to process and act upon a consolidated coastal
development permit application when a proposed project requires a coastal development permit from
both a local government with a certified local coastal program and the commission, and the
applicant, local government, and commission agree to consolidation.”
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felony falsifications of public record documents under Penal Code §115, malfeasance, and
deception. Here are some examples.

Reclamation was approved behind closed doors®. Agendized as a “business item” and
with no notice or hearing, the City Council voted unanimously on April 25, 2017 to exclude
water reclamation as part of the sewer project and to spend money only on secondary and
possibly tertiary wastewater treatment.” In a May 25, 2017 public record letter, the City
Council astonishingly claimed that it did not take this action and began contracting to
spend millions on the reclamation facility without any public decision to approve it.

The City Council approved the project site in a series of disguised and secret decisions.
After a public records act request, it was mid-2018 when the City’s October 25, 2016 option
to buy 27 acres of a 400-acre parcel from property owner Tri-W Inc. came to light. This
memorandum of understanding (MOU) was noticed on the City Council’s October 11, 2016
meeting agenda as a “Business Item”. The staff report did not disclose the terms of the
MOU including the City’s agreement to apply to the Local Area Formation Commission
(LAFCO) to expand the City’s sphere of influence (SOI) to include the whole 400 acres and
provide vehicle access to this now-landlocked parcel. This was a major land use decision
made behind closed doors.

The City Council illegally executed the option to buy in closed session. On October 15,
2018 the City Council secretly decided to execute the option to buy the property in a closed
session meeting that was agendized falsely as “negotiation: price and terms of payment”
and was recorded falsely in the meeting minutes as “no reportable action”.

In an October 26, 2018 letter to Tri-W attorney Marshall Ochylski (also LAFCO
commissioner), the City Manager confirmed that the Council “decided to exercise its option
to purchase the property” at the closed session meeting and stated that “The City looks
forward to completing this purchase as soon as possible....”.

The City Council unlawfully decided to apply to LAFCO to expand its sphere of influence
disguised on the agenda as a business item. Camouflaged as a “Monthly Review”
“Business Item” on the City Council’s January 22, 2019 meeting agenda, the City Council
made another major land use decision to apply to LAFCO to expand its sphere of influence
based on the single finding that they had agreed in the MOU to do so.® Selection of this
site benefits only Tri-W Inc. and provides no public benefit that other sites do not offer.

6 “Deliberation in this context connotes not only collective decisionmaking, but also ‘the collective
acquisition and exchange of facts preliminary to the ultimate decision.”” Frazer v. Dixon Unified Sch.
Dist. (1993) 18 Cal. App. 4th 781, 794.

7 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVTEyxRSgws at time 5:24:00 to 5:34:40

8 Expansion of the SOl is an integral element of the project at this site since purchase of the 27
acres is contingent on it. This information is omitted from the EIR, which makes a finding of no
significant growth inducing impacts.
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Acting without authorization, City staff signed an amendment of the MOU. On February
4, 2019 City staff, without Council approval,’ executed an amendment of the MOU stating
that the “City and Tri-W shall enter into a purchase and sale agreement .....” for the
property.

Since there was no public record of the City Council’s October 15, 2018 closed session
decision to buy the property, the public didn’t find out about it until the February 13, 2019
Council meeting. That night the City Attorney falsely reported that “the City properly
provided a timely notice to Tri-W in October of last year of the City’s intention to exercise
its option to purchase the property....”

A. The City of Morro Bay’s systematic evasion of public participation in coastal
planning and development decisions is an ongoing pattern of abuse.

The above series of events is not the exception. It’s business as usual. The record shows
multiple general plan / LCP amendments agendized and approved as “business items” and
even one as a “consent item”.'® Approval of a project in the Coastal Commission’s original
jurisdiction to “restore” a bank near the mouth of Morro Creek with rip rap was made by
approving the budget to pay for it."" There were no public hearings for any of these — no

findings of consistency with the LCP, no environmental review.

Now the City of Morro Bay wants to involve the Coastal Commission in its evasion of public
participation in this coup d’état of public exclusion from the coastal decisionmaking
process for the most expensive and most impactful public works project in the City’s
history. Consolidation would:

1. Deny statutory and constitutional rights to public participation.

2. Limit the opportunity to develop the administrative record to the Commission’s
single hearing at which all non-LCP issues would also have to be raised.

3. Limit issuance of the CDP to LCP consistency with no consideration of local issues
such as cost, Brown Act violations, misappropriation of public funds etc.

4. If the Coastal Commission approved the CDP, expose the Commission to writs of
mandate for abuses of discretion for errors such as permitting a project where
findings of LCP consistency are not/will not be backed up with facts in the record.

9 March 22, 2019 email from City Clerk.

10 See http://www.morrobayca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/ltem/4216 (C-2)
http://www.morrobayca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Iltem/4361 (C-3)
http://www.morrobayca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Iltem/4495 (A-3)

11 http://morrobayca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12082/FY-2018 19-Adopted-Operating-and-
Capital-Budget Search for “restoration”.

This document has been provided to Coastal Commission staff. 6





A Report to the California Coastal Commission on Consolidation

IV.  There is ample time for both sides to be heard on consolidation because,
according to City staff at the March 26, 2019 Council meeting, the City is
significantly unprepared to submit a CDP application.

At the March 26, 2019 City Council meeting, staff clarified that:

= The City does not own the property.

= There is complete project description. The City has only “a preliminary draft of the
basis of design report and 30% design drawings.”

= The City’s Water Reclamation Facility Citizen Advisory Committee will not be
reviewing the 30% design until a special meeting in April.

=  Whether reclamation is even feasible is not known because:

= The capacity of the groundwater basin to receive injected reclaimed water
will not be known until this fall, the “September time period”, and

= No tracer test has been done to determine if the mandatory underground
travel time for the injected water is possible at the selected site.

= The analysis of possible impacts of long term pumping and injection related to salt
water intrusion and the movement of nitrates within the lower Morro groundwater
basin have not been completed.

= Asubsequent EIR is required.*?

= The City has still not produced a baseline program for a project schedule or a
budget for the project (even though over $1 million has been paid to the
design/build contractor).

= There is an unresolved question of whether the City’s hiring of the firm of Black &
Veatch for both development of the basis for design (the Facilities Master Plan) and
construction of the project is illegal.

Based on all of these reasons and on behalf of their supporters, Citizens For Affordable
Living, Home Front Environmental Justice Morro Bay, and LandWatch San Luis Obispo
County, request that the Commission schedule a hearing for its July 2019 meeting in San
Luis Obispo at which the parties may provide testimony for the Commission’s decision on
consolidation under Coastal Act §30601.3.

12 The EIR does not apply to the currently known project. For example, it makes the finding that the
project will cause no significant growth inducing impacts based on a plant capacity of .97 million
gallons of sewage a day while the plant the City contracted to have built has two head works each
of which has the capacity to process 8.14 MGD.
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A Report to the California Coastal Commission on Consolidation

The Decision Regarding Elimination of Four Local Public Hearings
For Permitting the City of Morro Bay’s Proposed Treatment Works
Should be Made by the Commission

Prepared on behalf of

Citizens for Affordable Living
Home Front Environmental Justice Morro Bay and
LandWatch San Luis Obispo County
By
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney

Coastal staff informed Home Front EJ Morro Bay that four public hearings and decisions on
the highly contested treatment works proposed by the City of Morro Bay will be eliminated
and consolidated into a single hearing and decision by the Coastal Commission under
Coastal Act §30601.3. No reason other than streamlining the process was given. No finding
has been made that the consolidation would not cause substantial impairment of public
participation as required by §30601.3 . We are told that this consolidated hearing on the
single coastal development permit for the Morro Bay treatment works will take place at
the Commission’s July meeting. The purpose of this report is to demonstrate why the
decision of whether consolidation may occur under the statute must be made based on
testimony at a Coastal Commission meeting and to request that the Commission schedule
the issue for the July meeting in San Luis Obispo. This report is divided into four issues.

I.  Elimination of local public hearings would be an unlawful denial of the public’s
statutory right to full participation in coastal decisions and Constitutional
procedural due process right to opportunities to exercise that full participation.

II.  The Legislature did not authorize the Commission’s executive director to make the
decision whether consolidation may or may not occur under §306013.

lll.  The City of Morro Bay has systematically excluded opportunities for public
participation in this project: Its decision to omit reclamation from the project was
not properly noticed. Its decisions to re-include reclamation, to select the site, to
buy the site, and to add expansion of the City’s sphere of influence as an element of
the purchase of the site were made privately, behind closed doors.

IV.  There is no rush. The record shows that the City of Morro Bay has significant work
to do before it will be ready to apply for a CDP from any agency.

! Section 30601.3: .....(a) Notwithstanding Section 30519, the commission may process and act upon
a consolidated coastal development permit application if both of the following criteria are satisfied:
...... (2) The applicant, the appropriate local government, and the commission, which may agree
through its executive director, consent to consolidate the permit action, provided that public
participation is not substantially impaired by that review consolidation.
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I.  The public has the statutory right to full participation and the Constitutional
procedural due process right to exercise that right at public hearings.

California provides strict protections of statutory public rights and constitutional
procedural due process rights and prohibits denial of these rights. For that reason,
elimination of public hearings through consolidation under Coastal Act §30601.3 is allowed
“only”..... “...provided public participation is not substantially impaired by that review
consolidation.”>  The decision as to what amounts to substantial impairment by
consolidation needs to be determined based on testimony by the appointed decision
makers.

A. By legislative declaration Californians have the statutory right to full
participation in the land use decisions in the coastal zone.

Coastal Act §30006 confers on the public the statutory “..right to fully participate in
decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, and development”. A governmental
purpose of this right is “..that achievement of sound coastal conservation and
development is dependent upon public understanding and support...”

B. Procedural due process requirements protect the public’s right to the
opportunity to fully participate.

“Procedural due process under the California Constitution... extends potentially to any
statutorily conferred benefit ....”> In this case that right is full participation in coastal
development decisions — a right that has been systematically denied by the City of Morro

Bay as shown below.

Procedural due process means that where the public has a statutory right to full
participation, the public has a right to the procedural opportunities to fully participate.
Where the right exists, the public has the right to exercise it.*

According to the Court in Conejo “....due process analysis under California law focuses ....
simply on what process is constitutionally required given the governmental and private
interests at issue.” (See footnote 3)

/

/

/

2 For purposes of correction it should be noted that at the Coastal Commission’s March g meeting,
Coastal staff materially misstated section 30601.3 by omitting the statutory requirement that
consolidation may occur only where “...public participation is not substantially impaired by that
review consolidation” and misstating that consolidation is determined by “...whether the local
government had provided adequate opportunity for participation at the local level.”

3 Conejo Wellness Ctr., Inc. v. City of Agoura Hills, 214 Cal. App. 4th 1534, 1562

4 People v. Ramirez, 25 Cal. 3d 260, 275, 599 P.2d 622, 631-32 (1979)
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In this case, note that under §30006 the governmental interest depends on realization of
the public interest: “....achievement of sound coastal conservation and development [that]
is dependent upon public understanding and support...” is realized through the public’s
“..right to fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, and
development”.

C. Coastal Act section 30601.3 provides the constitutionally required process to
satisfy both the governmental and public interests.

The obvious solution is to simply obey §30601.3 by allowing elimination of local public
hearings by consolidation “only”..... “...provided public participation is not substantially
impaired by that review consolidation.” See footnote 1 above for the text.

To conform to section 30006, “substantial impairment” must mean at least impairment of
the statutory right to fully participate in coastal development decisions. To conform to
procedural due process under the California Constitution, “substantial impairment” must
mean impairment of the opportunity to fully participate in public hearings where coastal
development decisions are made. The statutory right to full participation exists and the
public has the Constitutional procedural due process right to exercise that right at public
hearings.

It is the Coastal Commission that should decide whether consolidation would cause
“substantial impairment”.

Where opposition to a development project exists, elimination of local public hearings
would deny those in opposition their statutory and Constitutional procedural due process
rights to full participation in that coastal development decisionmaking process.

Streamlining the process to save time and/or money for the agencies is not a ground on
which the Coastal Commission may deny these statutory and constitutional rights.

Il.  The Coastal Commission’s executive director is not authorized by Senate Bill 1843
or §30601.3 to eliminate local public hearings through consolidation on his or her

own.

When the Legislature intends to authorize the Coastal Commission’s executive director to
carry out certain duties, it says so directly and clearly... Here are two examples:

m  Section 30354 states that “The executive director of the commission shall review
and evaluate each claim submitted pursuant to this article.”

=  Under section 30716 “The executive director may determine that a proposed
certified port master plan amendment is de minimis....” under certain conditions.
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The legislative analyses do not state that the executive director shall or may eliminate local
public hearings through consolidation. Neither does the statute. (See footnote 1)

The Legislative Counsel’s Digest on SB 1843 makes no mention of authorizing the executive
director to determine whether consolidation will occur. It simply states the requirement
that “...the applicant, local government, and commission agree to consolidation.”” This is
straightforward.

The Senate Rules Committee Analysis of SB 1843 mirrors the Legislative Counsel’s Digest
with the requirement that “The Commission, local government, and applicant must agree
to use a consolidated permit.” Again, there is no mention of staff involvement in the
decision to agree to consolidation.

As codified, §30601.3 does not say that the executive director shall or even may decide
whether consolidation will occur. If this had been the intent, surely the legislature would
have expressed it clearly, obviously and directly — especially when critical citizen rights are
involved.

And it is clear from the words in §30601.3 that whether the executive director is to be
involved in the decision to eliminate local public hearings is discretionary with the
Commission — which may agree through its executive director. While what amounts to
agreeing through the executive director is not clear, what is clear is that the executive
director is not authorized on his or her own to eliminate the people’s statutory and
constitutional rights to local public hearings through consolidation.

At the Commission’s March 8, 2019 meeting on Environmental Justice, staff clarified that
“... the Commission typically does not agree to permit consolidation if there is opposition to
the project” and “the Commission makes these determinations on an individual basis...”.
This is what we are asking the Commission to determine.

lll. The City of Morro Bay systematically uses multiple evasive procedures to
eliminate and reduce public participation in coastal land use decisions.

The City uses various methods to eliminate and reduce public participation in land use
decisions. The City Council makes undisclosed / secret decisions, provides misleading
agenda notices to conceal decisions, and approves projects or project elements by
budgeting funds for them or contracting to have them carried out. Examples of illegal
decisions related to this treatment works project involve Coastal Act and General Plan
violations, misdemeanor Brown Act violations, constitutional misappropriation of funds,

5 “This bill would authorize the commission to process and act upon a consolidated coastal
development permit application when a proposed project requires a coastal development permit from
both a local government with a certified local coastal program and the commission, and the
applicant, local government, and commission agree to consolidation.”
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felony falsifications of public record documents under Penal Code §115, malfeasance, and
deception. Here are some examples.

Reclamation was approved behind closed doors®. Agendized as a “business item” and
with no notice or hearing, the City Council voted unanimously on April 25, 2017 to exclude
water reclamation as part of the sewer project and to spend money only on secondary and
possibly tertiary wastewater treatment.” In a May 25, 2017 public record letter, the City
Council astonishingly claimed that it did not take this action and began contracting to
spend millions on the reclamation facility without any public decision to approve it.

The City Council approved the project site in a series of disguised and secret decisions.
After a public records act request, it was mid-2018 when the City’s October 25, 2016 option
to buy 27 acres of a 400-acre parcel from property owner Tri-W Inc. came to light. This
memorandum of understanding (MOU) was noticed on the City Council’s October 11, 2016
meeting agenda as a “Business Item”. The staff report did not disclose the terms of the
MOU including the City’s agreement to apply to the Local Area Formation Commission
(LAFCO) to expand the City’s sphere of influence (SOI) to include the whole 400 acres and
provide vehicle access to this now-landlocked parcel. This was a major land use decision
made behind closed doors.

The City Council illegally executed the option to buy in closed session. On October 15,
2018 the City Council secretly decided to execute the option to buy the property in a closed
session meeting that was agendized falsely as “negotiation: price and terms of payment”
and was recorded falsely in the meeting minutes as “no reportable action”.

In an October 26, 2018 letter to Tri-W attorney Marshall Ochylski (also LAFCO
commissioner), the City Manager confirmed that the Council “decided to exercise its option
to purchase the property” at the closed session meeting and stated that “The City looks
forward to completing this purchase as soon as possible....”.

The City Council unlawfully decided to apply to LAFCO to expand its sphere of influence
disguised on the agenda as a business item. Camouflaged as a “Monthly Review”
“Business Item” on the City Council’s January 22, 2019 meeting agenda, the City Council
made another major land use decision to apply to LAFCO to expand its sphere of influence
based on the single finding that they had agreed in the MOU to do so.® Selection of this
site benefits only Tri-W Inc. and provides no public benefit that other sites do not offer.

6 “Deliberation in this context connotes not only collective decisionmaking, but also ‘the collective
acquisition and exchange of facts preliminary to the ultimate decision.”” Frazer v. Dixon Unified Sch.
Dist. (1993) 18 Cal. App. 4th 781, 794.

7 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVTEyxRSgws at time 5:24:00 to 5:34:40

8 Expansion of the SOl is an integral element of the project at this site since purchase of the 27
acres is contingent on it. This information is omitted from the EIR, which makes a finding of no
significant growth inducing impacts.
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Acting without authorization, City staff signed an amendment of the MOU. On February
4, 2019 City staff, without Council approval,’ executed an amendment of the MOU stating
that the “City and Tri-W shall enter into a purchase and sale agreement .....” for the
property.

Since there was no public record of the City Council’s October 15, 2018 closed session
decision to buy the property, the public didn’t find out about it until the February 13, 2019
Council meeting. That night the City Attorney falsely reported that “the City properly
provided a timely notice to Tri-W in October of last year of the City’s intention to exercise
its option to purchase the property....”

A. The City of Morro Bay’s systematic evasion of public participation in coastal
planning and development decisions is an ongoing pattern of abuse.

The above series of events is not the exception. It’s business as usual. The record shows
multiple general plan / LCP amendments agendized and approved as “business items” and
even one as a “consent item”.'® Approval of a project in the Coastal Commission’s original
jurisdiction to “restore” a bank near the mouth of Morro Creek with rip rap was made by
approving the budget to pay for it."" There were no public hearings for any of these — no

findings of consistency with the LCP, no environmental review.

Now the City of Morro Bay wants to involve the Coastal Commission in its evasion of public
participation in this coup d’état of public exclusion from the coastal decisionmaking
process for the most expensive and most impactful public works project in the City’s
history. Consolidation would:

1. Deny statutory and constitutional rights to public participation.

2. Limit the opportunity to develop the administrative record to the Commission’s
single hearing at which all non-LCP issues would also have to be raised.

3. Limit issuance of the CDP to LCP consistency with no consideration of local issues
such as cost, Brown Act violations, misappropriation of public funds etc.

4. If the Coastal Commission approved the CDP, expose the Commission to writs of
mandate for abuses of discretion for errors such as permitting a project where
findings of LCP consistency are not/will not be backed up with facts in the record.

9 March 22, 2019 email from City Clerk.

10 See http://www.morrobayca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/ltem/4216 (C-2)
http://www.morrobayca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Iltem/4361 (C-3)
http://www.morrobayca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Iltem/4495 (A-3)

11 http://morrobayca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12082/FY-2018 19-Adopted-Operating-and-
Capital-Budget Search for “restoration”.
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IV.  There is ample time for both sides to be heard on consolidation because,
according to City staff at the March 26, 2019 Council meeting, the City is
significantly unprepared to submit a CDP application.

At the March 26, 2019 City Council meeting, staff clarified that:

= The City does not own the property.

= There is complete project description. The City has only “a preliminary draft of the
basis of design report and 30% design drawings.”

= The City’s Water Reclamation Facility Citizen Advisory Committee will not be
reviewing the 30% design until a special meeting in April.

=  Whether reclamation is even feasible is not known because:

= The capacity of the groundwater basin to receive injected reclaimed water
will not be known until this fall, the “September time period”, and

= No tracer test has been done to determine if the mandatory underground
travel time for the injected water is possible at the selected site.

= The analysis of possible impacts of long term pumping and injection related to salt
water intrusion and the movement of nitrates within the lower Morro groundwater
basin have not been completed.

= Asubsequent EIR is required.*?

= The City has still not produced a baseline program for a project schedule or a
budget for the project (even though over $1 million has been paid to the
design/build contractor).

= There is an unresolved question of whether the City’s hiring of the firm of Black &
Veatch for both development of the basis for design (the Facilities Master Plan) and
construction of the project is illegal.

Based on all of these reasons and on behalf of their supporters, Citizens For Affordable
Living, Home Front Environmental Justice Morro Bay, and LandWatch San Luis Obispo
County, request that the Commission schedule a hearing for its July 2019 meeting in San
Luis Obispo at which the parties may provide testimony for the Commission’s decision on
consolidation under Coastal Act §30601.3.

12 The EIR does not apply to the currently known project. For example, it makes the finding that the
project will cause no significant growth inducing impacts based on a plant capacity of .97 million
gallons of sewage a day while the plant the City contracted to have built has two head works each
of which has the capacity to process 8.14 MGD.
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From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: City of Morro Bay Water Reclamation Project-
Date: Tuesday, April 02, 2019 10:37:22 AM

From: Dorothy Cutter [mailto:dcutter738@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, March 23, 2019 12:06 PM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal; Aminzadeh,
Sara@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal; Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga,
Roberto@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal

Cc: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: City of Morro Bay Water Reclamation Project-

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate
the permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility
(WRF). What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with
no administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of
my right to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed
by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has
yet to hold one CDP hearing.

The project has been segmented, but still not one permit hearing at
either the city planning commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in
the County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing;
their staff made that decision. Now it is scheduled for the end of April.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a
second lift station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not
included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the
FEIR, rather than a new evaluation even though they are on previously
non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities
adjacent to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.
Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes,
emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency
evacuation routes, as well as tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1
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and Main St., Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low
incomes.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the
top (CA Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal
route.

Requested relief:

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the
area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents
with appropriate mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.
The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

| have lived here 33 years. | want environmental justice per your
new Environmental Justice policy.

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and
procedures.

Dorothy Cutter

290 Cypress Ave.

Morro Bay, Ca. 93442
805-772-7232
http://www.dorothycutter.com
send to: dcutter738@gmail.com


http://www.dorothycutter.com/
mailto:dcutter738@gmail.com

From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Consolidation of WRF Hearing (Same letter also being sent to CCC staff)
Date: Tuesday, April 02, 2019 9:06:12 AM

Attachments: 2019 03-27 Letter to CCC re WRF.pdf

From: David & Monique [mailto:nelsonswest@charter.net]

Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2019 4:36 PM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas,
Mark@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal; Carvill,
Sarah@Coastal

Subject: Consolidation of WRF Hearing (Same letter also being sent to CCC staff)

Attached please find our letter in its entirety, the body of which is pasted below:

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting
process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). This means there will be
one hearing instead of five, with no administrative appeal. Your approval to consolidate
would deny us of our right to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by
the Coastal Act.

We object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for five years and has yet to hold one
hearing.

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city council.
There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site isin the County.

The County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made
that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station next to a
creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these magjor changes to merely be an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a
new evaluation even though they are located on areas not reviewed in the EIR.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro Bay
who will be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected include nearby residents, business owners, commuters, and tourists.
Emergency vehicles will be impeded. Also impacted will be school bus routes, public bus
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March 29, 2019

CA Coastal Commissioners
Effie Turnbull-Sanders
Donne Brownsey

Sara Aminzadeh

Mark Vargas

Aaron Peskin

Carole Groom

Erick Howell

Robert Urango
Stephen Padilla

Dayna Bochco

Mary Luevano

Via Mail:

Via Email:

Effie. Turnbull-Sanders@coastal.ca.gov
Donne.Brownsey@coastal.ca.gov
Sara.Aminzadeh@coastal.ca.gov
Mark.Vargas@coastal.ca.gov
Aaron.Peskin@coastal.ca.gov
Carole.Groom@coastal.ca.gov
Erik.Howell@coastal.ca.gov
Roberto.Uranga@coastal.ca.gov
Stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov

CA Coastal Commission Headquarters
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105
CA Coastal Commission Staff:

Sarah Carvill sarah.carvill@coastal.ca.gov

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting process for
the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). This means there will be one hearing instead
of five, with no administrative appeal. Your approval to consolidate would deny us of our right to
fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

We object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for five years and has yet to hold one hearing.
There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County.

The County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made that
decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station next to a
creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to merely be an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a new
evaluation even though they are located on areas not reviewed in the EIR.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro Bay who will
be affected during year-long construction.





Those affected include nearby residents, business owners, commuters, and tourists. Emergency
vehicles will be impeded. Also impacted will be school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, and Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes.

Three major intersections in and just outside of Morro Bay will be disrupted: Highways 1 and 41,
Highway 1 and Main Street; and Highway 1 and South Bay Boulevard.

Morro Bay is recognized as a disadvantaged community due to our low incomes.

The ratepayer’s cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We citizens of Morro Bay deserve to be heard at every government level and allowed to present
evidence and testimony. The permitting process should not be consolidated and ushered to the top
(CA Coastal Commission) where administrative appeal is not available. Such a decision would
prevent the public from participating fully in the decision-making process and circumvent the intent of
the Coastal Act. This is especially true if the CCC hearing is not held in San Luis Obispo County.

Too many unanswered questions exist concerning the project -- including the project description, land
purchase, and financing -- for the hearing process to be abbreviated.

Desired Relief:

We want our voices heard locally by people we know and who know the area. We want to exercise
our rights to provide evidence and testimony for consideration as part of the permitting process.

We want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate mitigation.

We want an appeal route to the CCC. If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no
appeal. The only recourse would be to go to court. The public should not have to go to court after
only one hearing.

We have lived here over 30 years. Where is environmental justice for low income residents?

We ask that the Commission deny the City of Morro Bay’s request to consolidate the permitting
process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). We further request you
allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Sincerely,

David and Monique Nelson
2580 Juniper Avenue
Morro Bay, CA 93442
805-772-2524






routes, emergency vehicles, and Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes.

Three major intersectionsin and just outside of Morro Bay will be disrupted: Highways 1
and 41; Highway 1 and Main Street; and Highway 1 and South Bay Boulevard.

Morro Bay is recognized as a disadvantaged community due to our low incomes.
The ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We citizens of Morro Bay deserve to be heard at every government level and alowed to
present evidence and testimony. The permitting process should not be consolidated and
ushered to the top (CA Coastal Commission) where administrative appeal is not available.
Such a decision would prevent the public from participating fully in the decision-making
process and circumvent the intent of the Coastal Act. Thisis especialy true if the CCC
hearing is not held in San Luis Obispo County.

Too many unanswered questions exist concerning the project -- including the project
description, land purchase, and financing -- for the hearing process to be abbreviated.

Desired Relief:

We want our voices heard locally by people we know and who know the area. We want to
exercise our rights to provide evidence and testimony for consideration as part of the
permitting process.

We want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate mitigation.

We want an appeal route to the CCC. If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there
isno appeal. The only recourse would be to go to court. The public should not have to go to
court after only one hearing.

We have lived here over 30 years. Where is environmental justice for low income residents?

We ask that the Commission deny the City of Morro Bay’s request to consolidate the
per mitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). We
further request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Sincerely,

David and Monique Nelson
2580 Juniper Avenue
Morro Bay, CA 93442
805-772-2524



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: City of Morro Bay Sewer Project, Consolidating Permits
Date: Tuesday, April 02, 2019 9:04:53 AM

Attachments: 3312109Letter2CCC.docx

From: Kristen Headland [mailto:donkris@charter.net]

Sent: Sunday, March 31, 2019 11:41 PM

To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: City of Morro Bay Sewer Project, Consolidating Permits

Hello,

Attached you will find the letter below. Thank you for your time regarding this
important matter! Respectively

Subject: Consolidate Permitting Process Proposed Water Reclamation Facility
PLEASE DENY A CONSOLIDATED PERMIT

The California Coastal Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to
consolidate the permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility
(WRF). What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no

administrative appeal.

For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the permit
application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold one
Coastal Develop Permit hearing.

The project has been segmented, but still not one application permit hearing at either
the city planning commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made
that decision. Suddenly, it is scheduled for the end of April.


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=17377868EFA54A05B748B62B34E2FC97-CARVILL, SA
mailto:Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov

Date:		March 31, 2019



To:		California Coastal Commissioners


Subject:	Consolidate Permitting Process Proposed Water Reclamation Facility 

		PLEASE DENY A CONSOLIDATED PERMIT 

	
The California Coastal Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. 



For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

I object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold one Coastal Develop Permit hearing.


The project has been segmented, but still not one application permit hearing at either the city planning commission or city council.


There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County.


County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made that decision. Suddenly, it is scheduled for the end of April.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).


The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.


The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a new evaluation even though they are on previously non-EIR reviewed areas. 


These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.


Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as tourists.


Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and Main St., Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd. 


Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes.


Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.


We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.

Requested relief:
I want my voice heard locally by people I know and who know the area. 
I want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate mitigation.
I want an appeal route to the California Coastal Commission.
If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.
The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.




I’m a thirty year homeowner of Morro Bay. I have attended many City Council meetings, Planning Commission meetings, workshops and public presentations regarding the proposed sewer project. I’ve attended all of these meetings to find out first-hand what the city is proposing for a new sewer plant. 



This letter is to inform you of strong community opposition to the currently proposed Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility. The feasibility and costs associated with the project remain largely uncertain. According to the City of Morro Bay, 1,832 residents opposed recently approved water/sewer rate hikes for a project that remains a large hypothetical at best. 



The currently proposed Water Reclamation Facility is sited dangerously close to a national estuary. Any and all discharge from the facility will enter the estuary and endanger habitat at the Morro Bay National Estuary. This comes after the neighboring community of Los Osos was largely responsible for over three decades of nitrate pollution into the estuary from dilapidated septic tanks. 



The City has commissioned feasibility studies for injection wells near the proposed site. This would help determine whether it's possible for water reclamation to successfully occur at a retention rate suitable for “water independence.” However, our clay-based aquifer and excess nitrate concentration in the groundwater will make it extraordinarily difficult for residents to achieve water independence. Even if the proposed facility is able to treat wastewater to California's Title 22 water reuse standards, the treated water would be percolating in preexisting untreated, nitrate-heavy water, therefore reducing the effectiveness of reclamation. 

I request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.


PLEASE DENY A CONSOLIDATED PERMIT. 



Thank you, 

Kristen and Donald Headland 

Morro Bay Resident 







Please Read:

Morro Bay City Council takes action to jeopardize the Morro Valley

I object to the recently approved contract with GSI Water Services to enable them to test the feasibility of injecting large amounts of reclaimed water into the lower Morro Valley groundwater basin. The potential risks their testing poses to the residents of Morro Bay and the farmers in the lower Morro Valley, far outweighs any benefits that they may uncover. I understand the WIFIA funding for the currently proposed water reclamation facility depends on the presence of a groundwater aquifer to make water reclamation a reality. Without groundwater recovery from the lower Morro Valley, the water recycling plans will have to be either changed or abandoned. 

Bear with me while I explain the basic concepts that lead me to object to the GSI contract. The lower Morro Valley groundwater basin between the narrows and the beach is directly adjacent to the groundwater/seawater intrusion boundary. This boundary moderates the transport of salts into the fresh water of the lower Morro Valley groundwater basin. The boundary has been established over geologic time, and if it is disturbed, will take a similar amount of time to be reestablished. The intrusion boundary is fragile to the ionic strength of the two separated boundary liquids in the water- permeable, sand/rock media in which the boundary exists. Pumping hundreds of thousands of gallons a day of purified water into this alluvial debris field is wherein the risk lies. The magnitude of the danger is directly proportional to the time frame to reestablish the barrier. No company can correct such a problem in their lifetime. 

Doubters may say this is purely a hypothetical scenario, but I assure you it is not. Monterey County wanted to undue seawater intrusion into their coastal aquifer due to excessive pumping of ground water for agricultural purposes1. The obvious solution they tried was to release large amounts of water into the aquifer. By doing so, they compromised the fragile seawater intrusion boundary. Thus, ultimately they created an artificial environment in their aquifer to keep seawater from intruding further inland and now must maintain that artificial environment in perpetuity! Today, decades later (50+ years), they still have to carefully monitor and supplement this aquifer intrusion. The water source for this remediation comes from both Lake Nacimiento and the San Antonio Reservoir. The two lake levels drop appreciably each year as a result of needing on the order of 270,000 acre feet of water annually to retard the seawater intrusion. Even with this intervention, they have not been able to stop the intrusion. Over the last 50 years the seawater intrusion has migrated many miles inland from the coast to include the cities of Castroville and Salinas. 

Morro Bay has no such water reserve to correct any damage done to the Morro Valley groundwater intrusion boundary. If the boundary were to be damaged, it would very likely require more water than could be achieved from the proposed wastewater treatment plant. This result essentially would be the opposite of enhancing the City’s water supply while jeopardizing the numerous agricultural ventures in the Morro Valley river basin. I strongly oppose the contract to GSI Water Solutions or any other company for the purpose of tampering with the Morro Valley groundwater. The City needs to 

establish a totally new strategy for recycling water before applying for any necessary permits to build a water recycling facility. 

It is not like there are no other solutions for getting value out of the RO treated wastewater. The Citizens for Affordable living have long proposed pumping the purified water to the Whale Rock reservoir. This solution would not jeopardize coastal ecology and could prove valuable not only to Morro Bay, but to other Central Coast communities. While the economics of this option has not been rigorously evaluated, there is significant infrastructure already in the ground that could be utilized once Cayucos’ new sewage treatment facility is completed. This would save money for all involved (heaven forbid, the need for another engineering consulting contract!!!). 

The City of Morro Bay claims they want an assured water supply in times of drought, but the WIFIA loan will subsidize only some of the costs of building a recycling wastewater facility, if they can find an aquifer that can handle the volume of wastewater they could recover. Unfortunately, such an aquifer does not exist in Morro Bay. According to the 2012 Dudek Recycled Water Feasibility Study2, the Morro Valley ground basin only consists of thin alluvial aquifers that offer only seasonal storage capacity during drier periods. Ultimately, their capacity is small and not reliable year round. Using them jeopardizes the coastal ecology in an irreversible way. This criterion alone should negate the WIFIA argument as the volumes are small, seasonal, and unreliable and pose a significant threat to the environment. Economically, the Dudek report estimates the cost of recycled wastewater is 2 to 10 times more expensive than desalinization. For Morro Bay utilizing their desalinization facility is noticeable less expensive, more flexible and far more reliable to supplement their water supply during drought without jeopardizing the coastal ecology. In fact, during drought pumping water out of the lower Morro Bay River basin also jeopardizes the intrusion boundary whereas during wet seasons the risk is lower3; again, this is the opposite of an ecologically safe strategy. A rigorous current economic analysis of the two above options needs to be done, including the cost to renovate the long neglected desalinization facility and real costs for the RO facility for wastewater purification, before any monies are spent to assure an affordable, secure water future for Morro Bay. 

I strongly urge the California Coastal Commission and the California State Water Control Board to deny the permit for the City of Morro Bay to Drill new wells in the lower Morro Valley River Basin and to pump thousands of gallons of potable water into the basin, which, to the best of my knowledge, is prohibited by State Water Code 100. 

Larry Truesdale, Ph.D. Resident of Morro Bay 

Some Key References
1. Monterey County Groundwater Management Plan, prepared with assistance from 

RMC and Luhdorf & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, May 2006. (http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/shadowdocument?id=22563) 

2. City of Morro Bay and Cayucos Sanitary District, 2012 Recycled Water Feasibility Study, prepared by Dudek Study Team, March 2012. (http://www.morrobayca.gov/DocumentCenter/view/14071/Draft-Recycled- Water-Feasibility-Study-3912?bidid=) 

3. Morro Bay Nitrate Study, prepared by Cleath and Associates, December 2007. (http://www.coastalrcd.org/imigages/cms/files/Farmtrainingnitratereportpres. pdf) 
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The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station
next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather
than a new evaluation even though they are on previously non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to
Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and Main St.,
Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA Coastal
Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.

Requested relief:
| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate
mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the California Coastal Commission.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

I’'m a thirty year homeowner of Morro Bay. | have attended many City Council
meetings, Planning Commission meetings, workshops and public presentations
regarding the proposed sewer project. I've attended all of these meetings to find out
first-hand what the city is proposing for a new sewer plant.



This letter is to inform you of strong community opposition to the currently proposed
Morro Bay Water Reclamation Facility. The feasibility and costs associated with the
project remain largely uncertain. According to the City of Morro Bay, 1,832 residents
opposed recently approved water/sewer rate hikes for a project that remains a large
hypothetical at best.

The currently proposed Water Reclamation Facility is sited dangerously close to a
national estuary. Any and all discharge from the facility will enter the estuary and
endanger habitat at the Morro Bay National Estuary. This comes after the neighboring
community of Los Osos was largely responsible for over three decades of nitrate
pollution into the estuary from dilapidated septic tanks.

The City has commissioned feasibility studies for injection wells near the proposed site.
This would help determine whether it's possible for water reclamation to successfully
occur at a retention rate suitable for “water independence.” However, our clay-based
aquifer and excess nitrate concentration in the groundwater will make it extraordinarily
difficult for residents to achieve water independence. Even if the proposed facility is
able to treat wastewater to California's Title 22 water reuse standards, the treated
water would be percolating in preexisting untreated, nitrate-heavy water, therefore
reducing the effectiveness of reclamation.

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

PLEASE DENY A CONSOLIDATED PERMIT.

Thank you,

Kristen and Donald Headland

Morro Bay Resident

Please Read:

Morro Bay City Council takes action to jeopardize the Morro Valley

| object to the recently approved contract with GSI Water Services to enable them to test



the feasibility of injecting large amounts of reclaimed water into the lower Morro Valley
groundwater basin. The potential risks their testing poses to the residents of Morro Bay and
the farmers in the lower Morro Valley, far outweighs any benefits that they may uncover. |
understand the WIFIA funding for the currently proposed water reclamation facility depends
on the presence of a groundwater aquifer to make water reclamation a reality. Without
groundwater recovery from the lower Morro Valley, the water recycling plans will have to be
either changed or abandoned.

Bear with me while | explain the basic concepts that lead me to object to the GSI contract.
The lower Morro Valley groundwater basin between the narrows and the beach is directly
adjacent to the groundwater/seawater intrusion boundary. This boundary moderates the
transport of salts into the fresh water of the lower Morro Valley groundwater basin. The
boundary has been established over geologic time, and if it is disturbed, will take a similar
amount of time to be reestablished. The intrusion boundary is fragile to the ionic strength of
the two separated boundary liquids in the water- permeable, sand/rock media in which the
boundary exists. Pumping hundreds of thousands of gallons a day of purified water into this
alluvial debris field is wherein the risk lies. The magnitude of the danger is directly
proportional to the time frame to reestablish the barrier. No company can correct such a
problem in their lifetime.

Doubters may say this is purely a hypothetical scenario, but | assure you it is not. Monterey
County wanted to undue seawater intrusion into their coastal aquifer due to excessive
pumping of ground water for agricultural purposesl. The obvious solution they tried was to
release large amounts of water into the aquifer. By doing so, they compromised the fragile
seawater intrusion boundary. Thus, ultimately they created an artificial environment in their
aquifer to keep seawater from intruding further inland and now must maintain that artificial
environment in perpetuity! Today, decades later (50+ years), they still have to carefully
monitor and supplement this aquifer intrusion. The water source for this remediation comes
from both Lake Nacimiento and the San Antonio Reservoir. The two lake levels drop
appreciably each year as a result of needing on the order of 270,000 acre feet of water
annually to retard the seawater intrusion. Even with this intervention, they have not been
able to stop the intrusion. Over the last 50 years the seawater intrusion has migrated many
miles inland from the coast to include the cities of Castroville and Salinas.

Morro Bay has no such water reserve to correct any damage done to the Morro Valley
groundwater intrusion boundary. If the boundary were to be damaged, it would very likely
require more water than could be achieved from the proposed wastewater treatment plant.
This result essentially would be the opposite of enhancing the City’s water supply while
jeopardizing the numerous agricultural ventures in the Morro Valley river basin. | strongly
oppose the contract to GSI Water Solutions or any other company for the purpose of
tampering with the Morro Valley groundwater. The City needs to



establish a totally new strategy for recycling water before applying for any necessary permits
to build a water recycling facility.

It is not like there are no other solutions for getting value out of the RO treated wastewater.
The Citizens for Affordable living have long proposed pumping the purified water to the
Whale Rock reservoir. This solution would not jeopardize coastal ecology and could prove
valuable not only to Morro Bay, but to other Central Coast communities. While the
economics of this option has not been rigorously evaluated, there is significant infrastructure
already in the ground that could be utilized once Cayucos’ new sewage treatment facility is
completed. This would save money for all involved (heaven forbid, the need for another
engineering consulting contract!!!).

The City of Morro Bay claims they want an assured water supply in times of drought, but the
WIFIA loan will subsidize only some of the costs of building a recycling wastewater facility, if
they can find an aquifer that can handle the volume of wastewater they could recover.
Unfortunately, such an aquifer does not exist in Morro Bay. According to the 2012 Dudek
Recycled Water Feasibility Study2, the Morro Valley ground basin only consists of thin
alluvial aquifers that offer only seasonal storage capacity during drier periods. Ultimately,
their capacity is small and not reliable year round. Using them jeopardizes the coastal
ecology in an irreversible way. This criterion alone should negate the WIFIA argument as the
volumes are small, seasonal, and unreliable and pose a significant threat to the
environment. Economically, the Dudek report estimates the cost of recycled wastewater is 2
to 10 times more expensive than desalinization. For Morro Bay utilizing their desalinization
facility is noticeable less expensive, more flexible and far more reliable to supplement their
water supply during drought without jeopardizing the coastal ecology. In fact, during
drought pumping water out of the lower Morro Bay River basin also jeopardizes the
intrusion boundary whereas during wet seasons the risk is lower3; again, this is the opposite
of an ecologically safe strategy. A rigorous current economic analysis of the two above
options needs to be done, including the cost to renovate the long neglected desalinization
facility and real costs for the RO facility for wastewater purification, before any monies are
spent to assure an affordable, secure water future for Morro Bay.

| strongly urge the California Coastal Commission and the California State Water Control
Board to deny the permit for the City of Morro Bay to Drill new wells in the lower Morro
Valley River Basin and to pump thousands of gallons of potable water into the basin, which,
to the best of my knowledge, is prohibited by State Water Code 100.

Larry Truesdale, Ph.D. Resident of Morro Bay



Some Key References
1. Monterey County Groundwater Management Plan, prepared with assistance from

RMC and Luhdorf & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, May 2006.
(http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/shadowdocument?id=22563)

2. City of Morro Bay and Cayucos Sanitary District, 2012 Recycled Water Feasibility Study,
prepared by Dudek Study Team, March 2012.

(http://www.morrobayca.gov/DocumentCenter/view/14071/Draft-Recycled- Water-
Feasibility-Study-3912?bidid=)

3. Morro Bay Nitrate Study, prepared by Cleath and Associates, December 2007.
(http://www.coastalrcd.org/imigages/cms/files/Farmtrainingnitratereportpres. pdf)
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From: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Staff is included; Re: Consolidation of the city of Morro Bay WRF CDP will significantly injure my statutory
rights under the Ca. Coastal Act.

Date: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 1:04:44 PM

From: Marla Jo Bruton <woollymamma@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 31, 2019 5:45 PM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal <effie.turnbull-sanders@coastal.ca.gov>; Brownsey,
Donne@Coastal <donne.brownsey@coastal.ca.gov>; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal
<sara.aminzadeh@coastal.ca.gov>; Vargas, Mark@Coastal <mark.vargas@coastal.ca.gov>;
Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal <aaron.peskin@coastal.ca.gov>; Groom,
Carole@Coastal <carole.groom@coastal.ca.gov>; Howell, Erik@Coastal
<erik.howell@coastal.ca.gov>; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal <roberto.uranga@coastal.ca.gov>; Padilla,
Stephen@Coastal <Stephen.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov>; Carvill, Sarah@Coastal
<sarah.carvill@coastal.ca.gov>; Ainsworth, John@Coastal <John.Ainsworth@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Staff is included; Re: Consolidation of the city of Morro Bay WRF CDP will significantly injure
my statutory rights under the Ca. Coastal Act.

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate
the permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility
(WRF). What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with
no administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of
my right to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by
the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has
yet to hold one hearing

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning
commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in
the County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made
that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station
next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather
than a new evaluation even though they are on previously non-EIR reviewed areas.
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These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent
to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as
tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and Main St.,
Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low
incomes.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top
(CA Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.

Requested relief:

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.
| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with
appropriate mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

| have lived here 38years. | want environmental justice per your new
Environmental Justice policy.

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Sincerely,

Marla jo Bruton Sadowski
240 Bali St.

Morro Bay, CA 93442



From: Richard E.T. Sadowski

To:

Cc:

Turnbull-Sanders. Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas
Mark@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom
Carole@Coastal; Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal

Carvill, Sarah@Coastal; Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: CCC staff is receiving this email , Re: Morro Bay WRF project
Date: Sunday, March 31, 2019 3:57:40 PM

March 31, 2019

Dear Commissioners:

I have served on the Morro Bay Planning Commission for the past 4 years.
Also, | served on the Water Reclamation Facility Citizen Advisory Committee (
WRFCAC) as a representative of the Planning Commission during my tenure. |
vehemently oppose the consolidation of the Morro Bay Water Reclamation
Facility permit. On its face, to even suggest a consolidation for this project is an
example of procedural environmental injustice.

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the
permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF).
What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no
administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right
to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal
Act.

I object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet
to hold one hearing

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or
city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the
County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff
made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift
station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.
The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR,
rather than a new evaluation even though they are on previously non-EIR
reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent
to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as
tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and
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Main St., Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low
incomes.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA
Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.

Requested relief:

I want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.
I want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents

with appropriate mitigation.

I want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

Richard E.T. Sadowski

Home Front EJ, Morro Bay

490 Java Street

Morro Bay, California
93442

Sent from my iPad
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From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: CCC STAFF

Date: Friday, March 29, 2019 2:41:35 PM
FYI.

From: Lawrence McNally [mailto:lorenzomcnally@att.net]
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2019 5:43 PM

To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: CCC STAFF

CCC Headquarters
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting process for the
City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5
hearings, with no administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully
participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold one hearing
There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project
POST-Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station next to a
creek/drainage. These items were NOT included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR,
rather than a new evaluation even though they
are on previously non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities
adjacent to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes,
emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes,
as well as tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1
and Main St., Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.
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Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes.
Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top
(CA Coastal Commission) where there is noNO administrative appeal route.

Too many unanswered questions: project description, land purchase, financing.

Desired relief:

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate mitigation.
| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing

| have lived here 20 years. Where is environmental justice for the low income?

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Sincerely,

Lawrence McNally,SSI recipient
476 Fresno Avenue
Morro Bay, CA 93442



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Proposed Consolidation of Permit for Morro Bay WRF. To ALL CCC staff
Date: Thursday, March 28, 2019 2:04:45 PM

More...

From: Bobby Wheeler [mailto:bcwheeler2003@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2019 2:04 PM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas,
Mark@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal;
Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal; Carvill, Sarah@Coastal
Subject: Proposed Consolidation of Permit for Morro Bay WRF. To ALL CCC staff

March 28, 2019

Dear Commissioners:

We understand the Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting
process for the City’s proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). The results will be that instead of 5
hearings there will only be 1 with no administrative appeal. This consolidation denies residents the right
to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

WE OBJECT TO CONSOLIDATING THIS PERMIT.

The City of Morro Bay has been working on this particular project for 5 YEARS AND HAS YET TO
HOLD ONE HEARING.

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city council meetings.
There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County. County Board of
Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made that decision.

The City of Morro Bay continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station next to
creek/drainage. These items were NOT INCLUDED in the FEIR. The City expects these major
changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a new evaluation even though they are
on previously non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro Bay who will
be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency vehicles, Diablo
Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and Main St., Hwy 1 and S.
Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes. Ratepayer’s cost is
above the EPA’s affordable index.

We deserve to be heard at every governmental level, not ushered to the top (CA Coastal
Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.

TOO MANY UNANSWERED QUESTIONS: project description, land purchase, financing.
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DESIRED RELIEF: We want our voice to be heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

We want the COUNTY TO WEIGH IN on impacts to County residents with appropriate mitigation.

We want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal. The public should not have to go to
court after only 1 hearing. There needs to be strong consideration for low income families and
businesses that rely on tourists to survive. This is our home for 30 yrs. PLEASE ALLOW THE
PROCESS TO FOLLOW NORMAL PROCEDURES.

Sincerely,

Bobby C. Wheeler, Darlene Wheeler Mailing address: PO Box 7060
2885 Ironwood Ave,

Morro Bay, CA. 93442 Gardnerville,
NV. 89460

805 444-6482



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: blocking ingress and egress from Los Osos during Morro Bay sewer pipe construction [NOTE: CCC staff
receiving same email]

Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 5:08:38 PM

FYI.

From: Abe Perlstein [mailto:ap3dguy@hotmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, March 23, 2019 5:49 PM

To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Cc: Padilla, Stephen@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Howell, Erik@Coastal; Groom,
Carole@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Ryan.Sundberg@coastal.ca.gov; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;
Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal

Subject: re: blocking ingress and egress from Los Osos during Morro Bay sewer pipe construction
[NOTE: CCC staff receiving same email]

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to
consolidate the permitting process for the City's proposed Water
Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this means is that there will be 1
instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. For you to
approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in
the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| firmly object to consolidating this permit.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project
site is in the County. San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made that
decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The City has revised
three underground piping routes. These were not included in the
FEIR for evaluation and mitigation. The City expects these major
changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a new
evaluation even though they are on non-EIR reviewed areas.

Most importantly, there are just 2 routes in and out of
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the community of Los Osos. The new route negatively affects
traffic circulation, getting into and out of Los Osos over the course
of construction. Those affected are commuters, school bus routes,
public bus routes, emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant
emergency evacuation routes, as well as tourists. There is an
alternative route.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered
to the top (CA Coastal Commission) where there is no
administrative appeal route.

| request:

1) to be heard locally by people | know and who know the area.
2) a County hearing to know all the implications of this

project and give my input.

3) the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents
with appropriate mitigation.

4) An appeal route to the CCC.

Please allow the process to follow normal routes and
procedures.

Sincerely,
Abe Perlstein

ap3dguy@hotmail.com

Los Osos resident, 2000-present
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From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: Morro Bay WRF Consolidated Permit- to all commissioners and ccc staff
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 5:01:45 PM

| have some catching up to do on these...

From: Lorie Noble [mailto:jinoble50@shbcglobal.net]

Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2019 2:12 PM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas,
Mark@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal; Howell, Erik@Coastal; Uranga,
Roberto@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal

Cc: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal; Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: Morro Bay WRF Consolidated Permit- to all commissioners and ccc staff

*This letter is sent by e mail to all commissioners, by surface mail to Ms Bochco and
Ms Luevano, and to staff Sarah Carvill and Kevin Kahn.

3/26/2019
Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the
permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What
this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal.
For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the
permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.
The City has been working on this project for 5 years and has yet to hold one hearing

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city
council. There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the
County. County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their
staff made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The City has revised three underground
piping routes and added a second lift station next to a creek/drainage. These items
were not included in the FEIR. The City expects these major changes to be merely
an addendum to the FEIR, rather than a new evaluation even though they are on
previously non-EIR reviewed areas. These new changes are unknown to the
unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-
long construction. Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus
routes, emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency

evacuation routes, as well as tourists. Three major intersections will be disrupted:
Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and Main St., Hwy 1 and South Bay Blvd.
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Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes. Rate
payer's cost for this project is above the EPA's affordability index. We deserve to be
heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA Coastal Commission)
where there is no administrative appeal route.

There are many unanswered questions: project description, land purchase, financing.
Desired relief:

e | want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

e | want San Luis Obispo County to weigh in on impacts to County residents
with appropriate mitigation.

e | want an appeal route to the CCC. If you consolidate the permit hearings into
one, there is no appeal.

e | request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Sincerely,

Lorie Noble

2920 Greenwood Ave
Morro Bay, CA 93442
805-772-5060



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Morro Bay WRF...

Date: Friday, March 22, 2019 1:38:47 PM
FYI...

From: Roger [mailto:rle42@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2019 7:09 AM
To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: Morro Bay WRF...

Dear Sarah Carvill...

The California Coastal Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate
the permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this
means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. For you to
approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the permit application
process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold
one hearing

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning commission or city
council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in the County.
County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff
made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station
next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR,
rather than a new evaluation even though they are on previously non-EIR reviewed
areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to
Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency evacuation routes, as well as
tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and Main St.,
Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes.
Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA
Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal route.
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Requested relief:

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate
mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

| have lived here 33 years. | want environmental justice per your
new Environmental Justice policy.

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.
Respectfully,
Roger Ewing,

P.O. Box 1323
Morro Bay, Ca. 93443-1323



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Proposed Consolidation

Date: Thursday, March 21, 2019 11:31:03 AM
FYI

From: karen beckman [mailto:karenandbart@me.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2019 11:30 AM

To: Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal

Cc: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: Proposed Consolidation

March 21, 2019

Dear Commissioner Aminzadeh,

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the permitting
process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). This means is that
there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. For you to approve
consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the permit application

process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.
I object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold

one hearing.

I request you allow the process to follow normal routes and procedures.

Sincerely,

Karen Beckman

2323 Nutmeg Avenue
Morro Bay CA 93442
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From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: WRF Hearings
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 9:27:30 AM

Last one (for now, anyway).

From: Lyn Bailey [mailto:lyncoaches@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 8:28 AM

To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: WRF Hearings

Dear Sarah Carvill,

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to
consolidate the permitting process for the City's proposed Water
Reclamation Facility (WRF). What this means is that there will
be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal. For
you to approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully
participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the
Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years
and has yet to hold one hearing

There has not been one public hearing at either the city
planning commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project

site is in the County.
County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing;
their staff made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a
second lift station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not
included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the
FEIR, rather than a new evaluation even though they are on previously
non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated
communities adjacent to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long
construction.

Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes,
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emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency
evacuation routes, as well as tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1
and Main St., Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantaged community due to
our low incomes.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered
to the top (CA Coastal Commission) where there is no
administrative appeal route.

Too many unanswered questions: project description, land
purchase, financing.

Requested relief:

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know
the area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents
with appropriate mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no
appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

| have lived here 33 years. | want environmental justice per
your new Environmental Justice policy.

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and
procedures.

Sincerely,

Linda Bailey

475 South Bay Boulevard SPC #3
Morro Bay, CA 93442



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: letter sent to commissioners Luevano and Bochco
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 9:14:05 AM

From: betty winholtz [mailto:winholtz@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 1:25 AM

To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: letter sent to commissioners Luevano and Bochco

THISLETTER HASBEEN SEND VIA EMAIL TO STAFFER SARAH CARVILL, CCC
CENTRAL COAST

405 Acacia
Morro Bay, CA 93442

March 17, 2019

Commissioner Mary Luevano and Dayna Bochco
45 Fremont St, St. 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Commissioner Bochco and Luevano:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the
permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). What
this meansis that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no administrative appeal.
To approve consolidation denies me of my right to fully participate in the permit
application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this per mit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to hold 1
hearing.

There has not been a hearing at the County either though the project siteisin the
County.
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Cty Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made that
decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-FEIR.

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a second lift station
next to a creek/drainage. These items were not included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather
than a new evaluation even though they are on previously non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro
Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.

3 mgor intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1/Hwy 41, Hwy 1/Main St., Hwy 1/S.
Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low incomes.
Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA Coasta
Commission) where thereis no administrative appeal route.

Requested relief:
I want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents with appropriate
mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.
If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.

The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

| have lived here 33 years. | want environmental justice per your new EJ Policy.

| request you allow the processto follow normal routes and procedures.



Sincerely,

Betty Winholtz



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: copied to CCC staff regarding Morro Bay WRF consolidated hearing request
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 9:12:22 AM

From: betty winholtz [mailto:winholtz@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 12:45 AM

To: Turnbull-Sanders, Effie@Coastal; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas,
Mark@Coastal; Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; Groom, Carole@Coastal; Howell,
Erik@Coastal; Uranga, Roberto@Coastal; Padilla, Stephen@Coastal

Cc: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: copied to CCC staff regarding Morro Bay WRF consolidated hearing request

Dear Commissioners:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate
the permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility
(WRF). What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with
no administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of
my right to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed
by the Coastal Act.

| object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has
yet to hold one hearing

There has not been one public hearing at either the city planning
commission or city council.

There has not been a hearing at the County though the project site is in
the County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing;
their staff made that decision.

The City continues to make major revisions to the project post-Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The City has revised three underground piping routes and added a
second lift station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not
included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the
FEIR, rather than a new evaluation even though they are on previously
non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unknown to the unincorporated communities
adjacent to Morro Bay who will be affected during year-long construction.
Those affected are commuters, school bus routes, public bus routes,
emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant emergency
evacuation routes, as well as tourists.
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Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hwy 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1
and Main St., Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our low
incomes.

Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We deserve to be heard at every government level, not ushered to the
top (CA Coastal Commission) where there is no administrative appeal
route.

Too many unanswered questions: project description, land
purchase, financing.

Requested relief:

| want my voice heard locally by people | know and who know the
area.

| want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents
with appropriate mitigation.

| want an appeal route to the CCC.

If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no appeal.
The Public should not have to go to court after only 1 hearing.

| have lived here 33 years. | want environmental justice per your
new Environmental Justice policy.

| request you allow the process to follow normal routes and
procedures.

Sincerely,

Betty Winholtz

405 Acacia

Morro Bay, CA 93442



From: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal
Subject: FW: ccc staff and commissioner Carvill
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 9:09:18 AM

A couple more emails re: this issue to come...

From: 4areisner@charter.net [mailto:4areisner@charter.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2019 4:12 AM

To: Carvill, Sarah@Coastal

Subject: ccc staff and commissioner Carvill

Dear Commissioners Carvill:

The Commission has been asked by the City of Morro Bay to consolidate the
permitting process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF).
What this means is that there will be 1 instead of 5 hearings, with no
administrative appeal. For you to approve consolidation denies me of my right
to fully participate in the permit application process guaranteed by the Coastal
Act.

I object to consolidating this permit.
Please let the process continue as usual.

Thank you
Ann Reisner , citizen Morro Bay
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From: Carl, Dan@Coastal

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: Re: Consolidation of Commission and Morro Bay CDPs for proposed Water Reclamation Facility
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 11:27:44 AM

Thanks.

From: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Sent: Thursday, February 7, 2019 9:16 AM

To: cynthiahawley@att.net

Cc: Carl, Dan@Coastal; Ainsworth, John@Coastal

Subject: RE: Consolidation of Commission and Morro Bay CDPs for proposed Water Reclamation
Facility

Hi Cynthia, thanks for your inquiry. First, I'm the lead planner assigned to the Morro Bay WRF, so
please direct any future questions and comments to me and I'd be happy to help.

| was able to confirm with our legal staff that Coastal Act Section 30601.3’s consolidated CDP statute
does not have any special/unique regulations that implement it. Rather, the regulations that apply
for regular CDPs (beginning with 13050 of the Commission’s regulations) that dictate application
requirements, noticing, staff reports, etc. govern consolidated CDPs.

With respect to the Morro Bay WRF specifically, and for consistency with 30601.3’s requirement
that “public participation is not substantially impaired” by the Commission’s CDP review process, we
informed both the City and the County that in order for us to consolidate, there must be a local
hearing or some other type of public venue whereby members of the public can comment and voice
any concern over the proposed project. This public hearing would be before any Coastal
Commission hearing, and would offer an additional opportunity for public comment and potential
project changes to address any such concerns. We're still working with the City and County on the
specifics of what this would exactly entail (date, venue, format, etc.), so any thoughts you have on
how to ensure this public hearing would be most fruitful would be appreciated. And with respect to
the actual Coastal Commission hearing, no date has been set yet (the City has yet to actually apply
for the CDP), but we’re planning on bringing it forward to a hearing that is as close to Morro Bay as
possible to further maximize public participation.

| hope this helps. Feel free to let me know if any questions moving forward. And thanks again for
your interest in this important project, as well as your interest in Morro Bay’s and SLO County’s
coastal resource protection more broadly.

Thanks.

Kevin Kahn

District Supervisor

Central Coast District Office
California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
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Santa Cruz, CA 95060
(831) 427-4863

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2019 1:11 PM

To: Kahn, Kevin@Coastal

Subject: FW: Consolidation of Commission and Morro Bay CDPs for proposed Water Reclamation
Facility

FYI1 and for file.

From: Cynthia Hawley [mailto:cynthiahawley@att.net]

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2019 11:50 AM

To: Ainsworth, John@Coastal <John.Ainsworth@coastal.ca.gov>

Cc: Carl, Dan@Coastal <Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov>

Subject: Consolidation of Commission and Morro Bay CDPs for proposed Water Reclamation Facility

Dear Mr. Ainsworth,

| am writing on behalf of Home Front, a Morro Bay nonprofit organization, in relation to your role as
Executive Director in the Coastal Commission’s permit consolidation process.

As you know, consolidation of local agency and Coastal Commission CDPs under Coastal Act section
30601.3 requires the consent of the project applicant, the local government, and the Coastal Commission,
and the agreement may be made through the Commission’s Executive Director. The Commission's
authority to consolidate is also limited by the provision “that public participation is not substantially
impaired by that review consolidation”.

The Morro Bay City Council recently voted to pursue a consolidated coastal development permit for its
proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) under section 30601.3.

Section 13058 of the Coastal Commission's regulations provides procedures for consolidation of staff
reports and hearings related to multiple CDP applications for Coastal Commission permits where actions
require a separate vote.

However, | have not found a regulation that provides procedures for consolidation of applications for
Coastal Commission and local agency coastal development permits for a single decision by the Coastal
Commission as section 30601.3 allows.

Home Front is preparing comments and information for the Commission’s consideration related to its
decision whether to consent to the consolidation proposed by the City of Morro Bay. We would like to
know what procedures will be applied to carrying out section 30601.3 and to whom we should send our
comments on consolidation. We would also like to know if a date has been set for the Commission’s
decision on this proposed consolidation.

Thank you for your work and for your assistance.

Best regards,



Cynthia Hawley

Cynthia Hawley, Attorney
P.O. Box 697

Morro Bay, CA 93443
cynthiahawley@att.net
Phone: (805) 776-5102

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

The information contained in this e-mail message is privileged, confidential, and protected from
disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution, or copying is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail message in error, please notify this office
immediately. Thank you.
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Those aft ted include nearby residents. business owners, commuters, and tourists. Emergency
vehicles will be impeded. Also impacted will be school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency
vehicles, and Diablo Nuclear Po  r Plant emergenc evacuation routes.

Three major tntersections in and just outside of Morro B:  will be disrupted: Highways 1 and 41;
Highway 1 and Main Street; and Higt 1y 1 and South Bay Boulevard.

Morro Bay is recognized as a disadvantaged community due to our low incomes.
The ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index.

We citizens of Morro Bay deserve to be heard at every government level and allowed to present
evidence and testimony. The permitting process should not be consolidated and ushered to the top
{CA Coastal Commission) where administrative appeal is not available. Such a decision would
prevent tt  sublic from participating fully in the decision-making process and circumvent the intent of
the Coastal Act. This is especially true if the CCC hearing is not held in San Luis Obispo County.

Too many unanswered questions exist concerning the project -- including the project description, land
purchase, and financing -- for the hearing process to be abbreviated.

Desired Relief:

We ' nt our voices heard locally by people we know and who know the area. We want to exercise
our rights to provide evidence and testimony for consideration as part of the permitting process.

We want the County to weigh in on impacts to County residents ith appropriate mitigation.

'e want an appeal route to the CCC. If you consolidate the permit hearings into one, there is no
appeal. The on recourse would be to go to court. The public should not have to go to court after
only one hearing.

We have lived here over 30 years. Where is environmental justice for Ic  income residents?

¢ ask that the Commission deny the City of lorro Bay’s request to consolidate the permitting
process for the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). We further request you
allow the process to follc normal routes and procedures.

iﬁa&% s Nelsor—
David and Monique Nelson

2580 Juniper Avenue

Morro Bay, CA 93442

805-772-2524
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The reason the Morro Bay plant is now estimated to be $126M+ rather than a realistic
estimated $65M is that the staff and the city council have allowed consultants to establish
bidding requirements that exclude the small California contractor. The requirement to be
qualified for a contractor to bid on the Morro Bay Project, the contractor must have completed
three $80M like projects within a period of five years. That excluded the small California
contractors from bidding. An example is that PERC, a California contractor, sent a letter to

lorro Bay that it could build a plant for Morro Bay for $50M which would include taking water
to a tertiary level.

The City staff and council have refused to repair the sanitary infrastructure to prevent
infiltration from rain water and exfiltration into the ground water. Before a size of a sanitary
plant could be realistically determined, a present flow volume would be required excluding
infiltration of rain water. Rain ater processing would establish over-capacity in design. This is
only logical. Morro Bay’s staff and council have refused to acknowledge this realistic
conclusion that would prevent needless expenditure of tax dollars. All the California publicity
and concern about affordable housing 1s not taken into consideration with the excessive
expenditure of needless tax dollars that result in needless end user fees by over-design.

In this project the Water Reclamation component has not been thoroughly vetted in that
the processed effluent being injected into the ground water flows to the City water wells. This
water after traveling 60 days would enter an aquafer that is contaminated by nitrates from the
exfiltration of the City unrepaired sewage lines.

Excluding the various hearing processes that would be required by the County and other
oversight entities negates the extensive vetting process as it relates to this project. The City’s
attempt to short-circuit the normal oversight process provided by the California legislature limits
those entities to properly vet the concerns of professional engineers and citizens. This is
particularly true considering the over-capacity construction costs being contemplated which
places a needless burden on the enterprise fund user, ratepayer, citizen.

Morro Bay council and staff having had the opportunity on two separate occasions to
place well-qualified engineers on their water reclamation advisory board but have declined both
opportunities. The vacancies were filled by persons not having background knowledge of water
treatment and reclamation which meant they could not make technical recommendations to City
staff and council. Council members have made the comment “Why would you appoint someone
who you knew would be in disagreement with the Council’s position”? This is another example
of creating a run-away train because you refused to have a qualified operator running the train. It
does not serve the population to have only “yes” persons appointed. Knowledge needs to be
present in advisory positions.

Alternative sites have not been properly vetted because they would be much less costly
and disruptive to the businesses of the City when compared to the present site and cost. The
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proposed piping to the TRI-W site disrupts businesses that provide 25% of the retail tax base of
the City. The City is operating at a deficit. The deficit is diminished by transferring enterprise
funds to the general account.

Circumventing the established process puts the cart before the horse. The excessive
expenditures for this project have resulted from reliance on outside consultants driving up the
price by disregarding the normal process of repairing the existing infrastructure before
determining needed capacity. These excessive expenditures could well have been prevented by
using licensed civil engineers within the Morro Bay locale.

The Coastal Commission has a chance by denying the combining hearing requests to
protect the senior retired citizen and the lower economic citizenry of the Morro Bay community
so that appropriate hearings and alternative vetting locales m: be established.

Other examples of overreach and excessive dollars being spent relating to this process
include attempting to acquire a 30-acre site for a plant that needs less than 5 acres. Wanting to
establish a sphere of influence ov.. 396 acres when the City does not have plans within their
own established territory for undeveloped areas but to name a few other shortcomings.

To verify the claims asserted herein please have your staff provide you with copies of the
Morro Bay Project by Richard and Marla Jo Sadowski, the Morro Bay WIFIA Letter of Interest
Issues and Concerns and the Peer Review Report on the City of Morro Bay Water Reclamation
Facility Project.

If your staff does not have these documents, I will be happy to provide them to your staff
and/or to each of you individually. You may contact me at my office or on my cell at 785-640-
7033.

You would think when it is kno 1that sewage pipes are misaligned within your City, as
documented on film of your infrastructure, that would be the first place to start repair and then
build a foundation by further repair of the infrastructure system and subsequently finishing the
repair to determine the actual capacity needed for a new sewer plant. None of this has taken
place.

R acnnnfﬁlllj j

827 SW Topeka Blvd.
Topeka, KS 66612
785-234-5608









| request you allo  the process to follow normal routes and procedures.
PLEASE DENY CO S3OLIDATED PERMIT.
Thank >,

Kristen and Donald Headland
Morro B: Resident

VIS oV B G A
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Dear Commissioner Peskin, CAL

The Commission has been asked by the City of lorro Bay to consolida\al*“. e e onnding
process “r the City's proposed Water Reclamation Facili  (WRF). What this means is
that there will be ONE instead of FI E hearings, with no administrative appeal.

For you to approve consolidation denies me of r  right to fully participate in the permit
application process guaranteed by the Coastal Act.

| strongly object to consolidating this permit.

The City has been working on this particular project for 5 years and has yet to
hold one hearing! There has not been one public hearing at either the city
planning commission or city council. There has not been a hearing at the County
though the project site is in the County.

County Board of Supervisors did not vote to excuse a public hearing; their staff made
that decision.

This is unacceptable!

"he City continues to make major revisions to the project post - Final

Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The City has re sed three underground piping
routes and added a second lift station next to a creek/drainage. These items were not
included in the FEIR.

The City expects these major changes to be merely an addendum to the FEIR, rather
than a new evaluation even though they are on pre ously non-EIR reviewed areas.

These new changes are unkn: /n to the unincorporated communities adjacent to Morro
Bay who will be affected during year-long construction. Those affected are commuters,
school bus routes, public bus routes, emergency vehicles, Diablo Nuclear Power Plant
emergency evacuation routes, as well as tourists.

Three major intersections will be disrupted: Hw 1 and Hwy 41, Hwy 1 and lain St.,
Hwy 1 and S. Bay Blvd.

Morro Bay is a recognized disadvantage community due to our fow

incomes. Ratepayer's cost is above the EPA's affordability index. We deserve to be
heard at every government level, not ushered to the top (CA Coastal Commission)
where there is no administrative appeal route.

;I'oo many unan: /ered questions: project description, land purchase, financing.

Desired relief:
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FE  maps have since been revised. Was this reviewed by the Coastal
Commission? Have you considered adjusting your conditions?

Wouldn't it be common sense to look at this as a State wide issue and make it a
GOAL of this commission to upgrade all plants on the coast and not to single us
out and at the same time set precedence if flooding and /or a tsunami is of
such concen

Couldn't mitigation ork like elevating our existing plant? Tell us what is
possible to be in compliance and meet our requirements for affordability.

This oks like a “Land Grab” by our me »r to force residents out to make way
for the wealthy so h” friend] developers can one day build where our current
plant is. There's no other explanation!

HHHHHH#





