SAN Luis OBISPO COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

VICTOR HOLANDA, AICP
DIRECTOR

August 31, 2009

Bruce Corelitz
1920 Tapidero Ave
Los Osos, CA 93402

County Of San Luis Obispo
Department Of Public Works
Attn: John Waddell
INTEROFFICE

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF DRC2008-00103 — COUNTY OF SLO - LOWWP
HEARING DATE: August 13, 2009 / PLANNING COMMISSION

We have received your request on the above referenced matter. In accordance with
County Real Property Division Ordinance Section 21.04.020, Land Use Ordinance
Section 22.70.050, and the County Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance 23.01.043, the
matter has been scheduled for public hearing before the Board of Supervisors. A copy
of the appeal is attached.

The public hearing will be held in the Board of Supervisors' Chambers, County
Government Center, 1055 Monterey Street, Room D170,San Luis Obispo. The project
has a hearing date of Tuesday, September 29, 2009. All items are advertised for 9:00
a.m. If you have any questions, you may contact your Project Manager, Murry Wilson.
A public notice will be sent out and you will receive a copy of the notice.

Please feel free to telephone me at 781- 5718 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Wucole Redana_

Nicole Retana,
County Planning and Building Department

CC: Murry Wilson, Project Manager
Jim Orton, County Counsel

976 Osos StreeT, Room 300 *  San Luis Osisro »  CaLFORNIA 93408 » . (805)781-5600

EMAIL: planning@co.slo.ca.us . FAX: (805) 781-1242 . wessITE: http//www.sloplanning.org
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August 27, 2009

To: San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors: Bruce Gibson, Frank Mecham, Adam Hill,
K.H. "Katcho" Achadjian, James Patterson

From: Los Osos Valley residents

Re: Appeal to not put the Los Osos sewer on Giacomazzi property; case file DRC 208 00 103

The Los Osos sewer project that is before you now (File No. DRC 208 00 103) is the result of
significant modifications done by the Planning Commission. The project that the Planning
Commissioners modified was previously adopted and endorsed by the County Public Works
Department, and was identified as the preferred project in the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for the Los Osos Wastewater Treatment Project. We object to the Planning Commissioners
having changed the project.

We use this appeals process to formally state that we object to the Planning Commission’s
plan to move the sewer from the Tonini property to the Giacomazzi property, as it carries with it
numerous impacts that were not described or were inaccurately described in the FEIR. In contrast,
we favored the Public Works and FEIR sewer project at the Tonini site with its significantly reduced
impacts, and wrote to you on that in a previous letter, submitted on April 20, 2009 (see attachment
with signatures). This was just prior to the Planning Commission’s project hearings

We take this opportunity to once again voice the inadequacies of the Giacomazzi site for the
sewer, our opposition to a sewer at that location, and reasons. In your Board of Supervisor’s
review process, we hope that you do not, for simplicity reasons, re-use some of the same criteria
that the Planning Commissioners used to base their decisions favoring the Giacomazzi site over
others, as we feel the criteria they used were flawed from skewed information. The following are
supporting examples:

1. By any standards, it was very misleading to say to the public (and we heard it many times from
the Planning Commissioners) that the sewer at Tonini is inadequate for a sewer because it is
not in the basin. This has been a very misleading statement to the public, coercing the public
to believe in incorrect information, because it is well known that the wastewater is to be
pumped back into town. On this basis, the sewer can really go anywhere, and nobody should
be fooled into thinking that the only way a sewer can pump its wastewater back into town is to
have it close by. In fact, by using this argument, the sewer should go back to the Tri-W mid-
town site.

2. The public has also been misled and convinced by certain leaders in the community by them
incorrectly saying the Tonini project is not an appropriate sewer project because with its spray
fields it will rob Los Osos of its groundwater. This is a skewed argument against Tonini. Yes,

- spray fields will ‘lose’ water to evaporation, but it must be recognized that there are existing
equivalent ‘losses’ of water to the aquifer from septic discharges that flow laterally to the bay
and not down into the aquifer. The septic discharges that are lost to the bay are estimated to
be similar in volume to what would be lost from spray field disposal. On this basis and at plant
start-up, the Tonini project, without any water conservation plans or water reuse programs, will
mitigate itself, in returning wastewater back to the aquifer via the Broderson discharge site.

- The Broderson site will recharge the aquifer at equivalent rates and volumes as the septic
discharges that are currently able to reach the underlying aquifer. All of this is explained in the
project’s FEIR, and public works staff and engineers have also explained this in hearings.




However, all of this has been to no avail, because certain community leaders now have much
of the public convinced the Tonini project is not an adequate sewer because it will never be
able to return all the water back to L.os Osos.

We understand that a large reason why the Planning Commissioners abandoned the Tonini
site in favor of the Giacomazzi site for the sewer was/is to put the component of wastewater
reuse in the project as a means to eliminate the need for spray fields. This is a good thing, but
not an original idea, as it was/is in the Tonini plan too. On this basis, the sewer doesn’t need to
be redesigned and relocated, as what the Planning Commissioners propose.

The Planning Commissioner’s sewer plan is based on the assumption that everybody will want
the wastewater for reuse, that everybody will want it all the time, and that everybody will take
as much treated wastewater that can be provided all the time. These are all very dangerous
assumptions that have not been validated, and they actually have a greater possibility of being
false than true. Please acknowledge that there is/will be no guarantee from anybody in town or
out of town to take the wastewater for reuse all the time or at only crucial periods.
Consequently, spray fields should be brought back into the project, at least for backup
discharge. Accordingly, the Tonini site should be used for the sewer, as it has the land for
spray fields and for wastewater reuse on ag land.

The term ‘spray fields’ has also been misused by those not favoring the Tonini site. There are
many reasons that the Tonini site could be used for agriculture and sustaining itself using
wastewater. Thus, spray fields are not fully necessary. In using the wastewater for ag
purposes, the treated wastewater would be applied at irrigation rates that are specific for the
intended crops. This is the same water reuse program that would be proposed to local farmers
in exchange for their groundwater. .

With the Planning Commissioner’s new sewer plan before you, all wastewater discharges will
have to rely on the Broderson site in combination with wastewater reuse programs and
agreements. We know that you are well aware that there have always been questions on how
much waste discharge the Broderson site will actually be able handle, and there are/will be no
guarantees on how much wastewater people will use. On this basis, it would be ludicrous to
build a sewer plant with a shortage of discharge areas. This is why spray fields (and storage
ponds) need to be in the project for backup and why the Tonini site needs to be brought back
into the picture. Note that there will be large opposition to spray fields (and storage ponds) on
or next to the cemetery and Robbin’s properties.

Along this line, we never heard or read in the new sewer plan where storage ponds are to fit in
with the project. Storage ponds will be needed for wet winter storage (yes/no?). Why did the
Planning Commissioners not specify in the new sewer plan where storage ponds will go when
discussing taking spray fields off the table? Is the new plan to have all the wastewater reused
and discharged at the Broderson site so that storage ponds will never be necessary? Saying
‘never’ is always risky. In contrast, storage ponds may likely be necessary at various times.
So, were storage ponds to be included later on the cemetery property and the Andre and
Robbins properties after the sewer was built on Giacomazzi? Please remember that storage
ponds on the cemetery and neighboring properties will raise problems, as those lands are not
for sale. On this basis, the Tonini site should be brought back for advanced planning of
storage ponds, and the land is for sale. '
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The volumes of wastewater that people talk about at hearings that will be reused by the
farming community and others have been over-exaggerated, and any cooperation and
commitment from farmers and large water users in this type of program has yet to be
confirmed. In fact, we have informally heard from several farmers that they will not take any
water unless they are paid to take it. Besides, using wastewater for irrigation still does not fully
address water recharge. —And, farmers may not relinquish their water rights for others to take
their well water to use in Los Osos. In other words, an ag-exchange water program may not be
successful as some peopie would like to believe.

While the wastewater will be tertiary treated and thus sterilized, it could be laden with
potentially high concentrations of harmful pharmaceutics that are not taken out with the
treatment. There are still many negative connotations on buying food products watered with
wastewater, so there are always risks to the grower, buyer, distributor, and consumer. Any
farmer who is negatively impacted from having used wastewater will want to sever its ag-
exchange water contract. Large, irreversible impacts to a farming business could result if the
soils become permanently damaged from contaminated wastewater (e.g. high salt
concentrations, pharmaceutics).

Farmers will not need the wastewater during winter. Again, this calls for spray fields and
storage ponds for backup discharge. The Giacomazzi site does not have enough land for all of
this, but the Tonini site does.

Also, there are no design plans in existence for delivering the treated wastewater to farmers.
For example, there are no the easements and right of ways already secured to cross
underneath private lands to provide wastewater to farmers. Also, would holding ponds and
new pressure systems be needed at the farm sites? Who would pay for this additional
infrastructure and engineering?

The Tonini site wasn’t getting that much public opposition, so we are perplexed on why the
Planning Commissioners eliminated the Tonini site for the sewer. In the past, we felt that if the
people in Los Osos did not want the sewer in their backyard that they should not put their '
sewer in their next door neighbor’s backyard. They should be reasonable and responsible to
pipe their sewage a little further out of town. We believe the people in town were coming
around to this thinking, as the Tonini project wasn’t getting that much opposition. In fact, the
Tonini project had the majority of public acceptance (evidenced by the community survey), and
the EIR identified Tonini as the preferred project and overall solution. Bring Tonini back for the
sewer.

We heard that the Tonini property, because of its Williamson Act contract, cannot be used for
any purpose other than farming; the only way it could be used for a sewer is if there are no
other options. However, we believe the State of California with San Luis Obispo County has
the ability and power to withdraw the property from the contract, based on ‘extenuating
circumstances’ for overall public benefit and not for personal benefit. In other words, the Tonini
site was selected through FEIR process as being the most suitable site for the sewer, because
it represents the best overall solution given the entirety of social and environmental impacts
that would be otherwise associated with alternative sites for this project. It also provides
wastewater holding and discharge capabilities on-site in the event water reuse programs fail
and the Broderson site reaches discharge limits. —But, the majority of the property could still
remain in agriculture. In addition, the sewer dilemma has been going on for the past 30 years,
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and culminated in the Tonini site being the preferred sewer site through the California
Environmental Quality Assurance Act (CEQA) process.

An argument that we’ve heard favoring the sewer moving from the Tonini site to the
Giacomazzi site is that the Giacomazzi site is less valuable, in terms of agricultural land. While
the soil type might be only partially inferior to the Tonini soils, the land could be as highly
productive as Tonini if it was managed to do so. But, Mr. John Giacomazzi has not chosen to.
Also bear in mind that crops recently and currently grown on the Tonini property are not high
value crops (e.g. hays, garbonzo beans). On this basis, the past and current status of Tonini
as pristine agricultural land should not be exaggerated over what could be accomplished on
Giacomazzi property.

We also believe that developing the sewer at the Giacomazzi site represents a conflict with
existing land use policies. In existing policies, land cannot be subdivided into lots smaller than
adjacent parcels, but this is what is proposed for the Giacomazzi site. This is to reduce the
amount of land needing to be purchased for the sewer. The level land would be purchased
and the more sloped land would be left to Mr. John Giacommazzi. This breaks parcel-size
policy standards for our area and enforcement of those standards.

If the Giacomazzi site can be subdivided for the sewer, then why can’t the Tonini property be
subdivided for the sewer (if spray fields and storage ponds are not needed)? There have been
no discussions on this, and it could make withdrawing the Tonini property from the Williamson
Act contract more feasible and attractive (leave the greatest area to continued farming).

There are people (vocal minority) who agreed with and supported the Planning
Commissioner’s new sewer project, in speaking that the Giacomazzi site is better for the sewer
than the Tonini site. However, it is those same people who wanted a community survey to
decide where the sewer should go. The community survey was done, and it favored the Tonini
site over the Giacomazzi site. All of this demonstrates the majority of the community favors the
Tonini site and a vocal minority favors the Giacomazzi site. On this basis, the Tonini land
should be the site for the sewer. '

The Morro Bay National Estuary Program Director spoke during public comment favoring the
Tonini site over the Giacomazzi site, due to its greater distance from the estuary.

Another very perplexing point is the manner in which the Planning Commissioner’s decided to
take Tonini off the table, as several commissioners stated that Tonini had to be taken off the
table because there was no choice, due to extenuating circumstances (unknown to us). What
is suspicious about this is if Tonini had to be off the table because there was no choice, then
why did the Planning Commissioners need to vote on it? By voting makes it very clear that
Tonini, in fact, did not have to be taken off the table for insurmountable reasons and be left
unexplained.

There are other suspicions in the community that this project is being steered by a small
number of people and deciders using selective reasoning for the purpose of selective benefit
and outcomes, and not using public reasoning for overall public benefit. Put the sewer project
back at Tonini where there was public acceptance or put it back at Tri-W where there was also
a great deal of public acceptance.

The Tri-W project for the sewer was not as unpopular as all might believe. Measure-B to stop
that project and to move the sewer out of town won by only 19 votes. But also know that it was
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the move-the-sewer consortium in Los Osos who created Measure-B, and who constructed the
measure so that it included certain voters and excluded others. This skewed the voting
population to favor Measure-B. Here are reasons why the vote was skewed: 1) it included
renters, a population as a group that will always favor to delay a sewer project simply so sewer
costs will not be passed down to them in rental fees; 2) it excluded home and property owners
who did not live in Los Osos, those who should have been given a right to vote because it dealt
with the fate of their own property; and 3) it excluded us who live out of town and would be
affected by a sewer moving into our area. Bottom line: If all us who were excluded from voting
on Measure-B could have voted, Measure-B would not have won, and the sewer would be built
by now at Tri-W, and it would not have gone to the Planning Commission to change its design
and location and now for you to accept or reject the Commission’s sewer plan or to start over
and come up with another plan.

Measure-B has since been determined to be illegal in two court systems. However, it has been
appealed, so presently Measure-B can be interpreted as being neither legal nor illegal. On this
basis, Measure-B should be treated as if it never existed. For this reason alone, the sewer
should simply default back to Tri-W. How else can one resolve this paradox? But, by allowing
the sewer to be moved out of town, the Planning Commission essentially bypassed the court
system and took the law and court system process into their own hands, treated Measure-B as
being legal, and moved the sewer out of town. This is not justice.

Another very perplexing point is if a community could build their sewer anywhere, one would
think that the community would build their sewer somewhere other than over their own water
basin. Also, if the sewer location had viable groundwater underneath, then the water could be
withdrawn from the other basin, and not from their own basin. The Tonini site solves all of this,
because it is not over the Los Osos basin. In contrast, the Giacomazzi site is over the basin.

All the reasons to put the sewer at Giacomazzi are the same reasons why the sewer should go
back to Tri-W. In fact, that would put the solution of groundwater recharge and water reuse
distribution infrastructure directly over the salt water intrusion problem, versus trying to solve
the salt water intrusion problem from some remote location in Los Osos Valley.

Overall, the Planning Commission’s plan for the sewer still has the majority of its design
components in the conceptual stage. In contrast, the Tonini project is a project that is
significantly closer to being shovel-ready.

During a Planning Commission meeting break, Chairwoman Sarah Christie said directly to Mr.
Scott Kimura (co-author of this letter): “Yeah, you guys are getting the worst from all this, but
there is nothing that can be done about it.” This gives some comfort in that she understands
our position, but at the same time it is very discomforting to know that we are being made to
suffer the most when we are not the major cause of the problem. We do not feel this is good
County politics and planning ethics to saddle the innocent with the dilemma of others, and is
certainly not something to be proud of coming from our County decision-makers.

One major knowledge gap remaining in the whole matter of sewer site selection and sewer
design is whether the original Tri-W plant would have been able to reduce nitrates. We remind
all that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) would not permit the original Tri-W
sewer, simply because of the lack of data that demonstrated whether or not a sewer plant of
the original Tri-W design would/could reduce nitrates. (Also remember the original Tri-W plant
had wide community acceptance.) However, when the RWQCB announced they would not
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permit the original Tri-W plant, the treatment plant was then modified to the same design of
other sewer plants known to reduce nitrates. This modified sewer plant at Tri-W was the one
being built in town before construction was stopped. The modified Tri-W plant, however, did
not receive wide public acceptance, due to the design change, shift in site uses (public facilities
and amenities), and increased cost. These are the main reasons why the project was stopped
and efforts done to move it out of town. People believed a sewer plant out of town would not
need the additional features to reduce odors.

In retrospect, one simple test that could have been done and should have been done for the
original Tri-W project was to contract with 4-5 sewer treatment plants of the same design for
additional water quality sampling, mainly to determine if they reduced nitrates. We don’t know
if this has been done. Comparison tests of nitrate concentrations between the sewer plant
intake and discharge would reveal whether or not nitrates are reduced at the treatment site.
This should be done before any more discussions continue on where the Los Osos sewer plant
should go and what is the appropriate design. If these comparison tests show nitrate
reductions, then the sewer plant can go back to the Tri-W site and be built according to the
original Tri-W design that was accepted by the community.

If the above nitrate tests fail, the Tonini and Tri-W sites are still rejected, and the sewer must
go onto Giacomazzi property, the only way that we will accept a sewer at the Giacomazzi site is if it
has adequate mitigation to reduce impacts.

For background, in 2008 Supervisor Bruce Gibson and Mr. Paavo Ogren visited us for a
neighborhood meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss what preferences that we who
live outside of Los Osos and in Los Osos Valley would want for a sewer likely moving out our way
and into Los Osos Valley. This meeting was the result of the Tri-W project being stopped with
associated efforts to move the sewer out of town (via Measure-B). While we were very
appreciative of Supervisor Gibson and Mr. Ogren taking time to visit us, we had no constructive
discussions on this matter, as we said that we were not in favor of any sewer at any location
outside of town in Los Osos Valley.

Time ensued and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Environmental Impact
Report process selected the Tonini site in Los Osos Valley as the preferred location for the sewer.
While we objected to a sewer in Los Osos Valley, the Tonini site represented a good compromise
and appropriate mitigation from our view point, because it was sufficiently distant from
neighborhoods (and the cemetery). We found out later from Michael Brandman Associates
(preparer of the Los Osos Wastewater Project FEIR) that the Tonini selection was based on many
reasons that did not really include any of our concerns. It was based on other reasons. However,
the San Luis Obispo County Planning Commissioners soon changed the project, and moved the
sewer to the Giacomazzi property behind the cemetery and proximate to our homes, which now
has us very concerned.

On August 12, 2009 the Telegram Tribune published an article saying the Planning
Commission will soon make their final decision to move the sewer to the Giacomazzi property from
the Tonini property. The newspaper article also mentioned that mitigation would need to be
worked out with home owners neighboring the Giacomazzi site in order to reduce impacts from the
sewer. Atthe August 13 Planning Commission meeting, Chairwoman Sarah Christie reiterated the




same newspaper statements pointing out that compromises and mitigation would be needed and
worked out with neighbors to minimize sewer impacts.

With that said and should the sewer be built on Giacomazzi property, we who would be
neighbors to the new sewer project present what would be the only appropriate mitigation to reduce
impacts to us. We will only accept a Tri-W plant, which is combined with a step-steg collection
system. This is to reduce odor impacts, pipe leakage, and the amount of sewage needing to be
delivered and processed at the site. Other conditions related to mitigation and reasons follow:

1. The sewer on Giacomazzi property must be of identical construction and design as the Tri-W
sewer that was being built in town. We would want buildings to enclose the treatment facility
(and ponds), including all of the associated state-of-the art engineering features. This is to
help ensure that odor impacts will be reduced to the best extent that is technologically feasible.

Odor impacts from a sewer in our area will be a certainty unless avoidance measures are
taken. The wind does not always blow inshore, as what many people believe. Every evening
as the air cools it becomes denser, sinks, and reverses direction in the low-lying areas of Los
Osos Valley. This wind pattern each evening and morning will carry with it sewer odors to the
nearby neighborhoods. Only a Tri-W sewer plant with state-of-the art treatment and odor
containment will provide assurance that impacts from the Giacomazzi sewer will be reduced to
the best extent that is technologically achievable.

2. We also demand that the sewage collection system be the step-steg system. Having welded
pipe joints and seams, versus bell and spigot pressed joints, will reduce the chance of leakage.
Most importantly, it will eliminate the need for sludge treatment at the Giacomazzi site and the
transport of sludge from the site on a semi-daily frequency basis. This minimizes the amount

. of sewage processing and order impacts, including potential traffic impacts from sludge
hauling.

3. We insist that we be compensated for inevitable losses in property values with a sewer being
constructed in our area. A sewer with its potential impacts from odors, traffic, lighting, noise,
and growth will always have to be disclosed in real estate transactions. This will always
negatively affect our property values in our area. Many real estate transactions, past and
ongoing, in our area include buyer awareness disclosures that odors from farming are present
in our area. New impacts from a sewer plant close by will have to be added to disclosure lists
in real estate transactions.

One option to help offset inevitable impacts to property values from the sewer plant would be to
eliminate our property taxes or provide compensation payment. Such a program could be
evaluated for adequacy at various frequencies, which would be based on trends in property
values in our neighborhood compared to patterns and trends of property values and sales in
areas not affected by a sewer plant. The evaluations would also include total numbers of odor,
noise, and traffic complaints issued to the County from people surrounding the Giacomazzi
sewer.

4. We also demand that the treatment facility have conditions that it cannot not be expanded later
to increase its capacity and provide service beyond what is built at start-up.

5. We demand that other public and private services not be allowed to be constructed and
operated at the Giacomazzi site. This includes recycling centers and dump sites that handle
hazardous wastes, discarded televisions, old paints, etc., and auto wrecking yards. Such a
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combined-use facility occurs at the Morro Bay sewage treatment plant where the sewer site is
also where hazardous wastes are received and processed. We don’t want that type of multiple
use facility behind the cemetery.

6. Should a sewer be built on Giacomazzi property, and in anticipation that a Tri-W sewer would
be built, we also insist that community parks also be included, as those were to be included in
the Tri-W sewer at the mid-town site. This is to: 1) provide the same public benefit in the form
of a park that was to be provided with the Tri-W mid-town project; and 2) ensure the area
immediately surrounding the sewer is maintained in perpetuity. The park should be designed
for dog parks and equestrian trails only. Public restrooms and garbage maintenance would
need to be included. Soccer and baseball fields should be definitely excluded, as they are not
compatible with the rural setting of our area. The exclusion of soccer and baseball fields also
minimizes the traffic volumes, noise, and night lighting impacts that would occur otherwise.

7. As with many, we insist the treatment facility include solar power at start-up or as close to start-
up as possible to help operate the facility. Federal stimulus money is available for ‘green’
projects, and should be pursued.

8. The cost of the Tri-W type sewer at the Giacomazzi site, its step-steg collection system, solar
power, and amenities, will probably surpass the cost of building and operating the same plant
at the mid-town site, but it provides the mitigation that anybody would want, no matter where it
is located, including the Tonini site. If this is not acceptable, the sewer should be moved back
to the Tri-W mid-town site.

Set /@mm/
Bruce Corelitz, Scott Ki

Speaking for the Bear Valley~Land Stewardship Alliance

Attachments: Letter and signatures to the Planning Comfnission, Board of Supervisors, and Public Works
Dept.

cc: Public Works Dept: Paavo Ogren, Mark Hutchinson, John Waddell




To: San Luis Obispo County Planning Commissioners
From: Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance
Date: April 20, 2009

Re:  Comments on the Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We, property owners and residences in Los Osos Valley, support the Los Osos
Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). Mainly, we favor the
Tonini property as the location to site and operate the Los Osos sewer treatment facility,
storage ponds, and spray fields (preferred alternative in the FEIR). Our supporting
signatures are attached along with a previous letter to the County supporting the same
project that was described in the Draft EIR. We hope that you as Planning
Commissioners also agree with the FEIR decisions and rationale.

Our support comes with both grief and relief. We live close to the edge of town where a
number of sites nearby were considered for the sewer (cemetery, Giacomazzi, Branin,
Gorby, Andre, Robbins, others). For geographic reference, the Tonini site is furthest
from us.

For background on our grief, we are the ‘new’ people having to contend with the Los
Osos sewer dilemma. We, outside of town, were never part of the Los Osos sewer and
its issues. However, Measure B, a vote by only the people within boundaries of the Los
Osos Community Services District (LOCSD), was the mechanism that stopped the
mid-town sewer project, and was the catalyst to move the Los Osos sewer out of town
somewhere in our area. Measure B passed by only 19 votes. We, outside of town,
could not vote on Measure B. Measure B, however, was soon determined to be illegal
in two court systems. —But, what is transpiring now is how an illegal measure can
accomplish its original goal in moving a sewer out of town and involving another set of
people and properties that were not part of the reason for the sewer in the first place.

Our other concern that we have expressed to the LOCSD, Technical Advisory
Committee, and County during the process of evaluating out-of-town sites for the sewer
is the potential for odor impacts to us edge-of-town home and land owners. We
explained that the physical setting where we live at the edge of town (west terminus end
of Los Osos Valley) is a unique location where odor impacts could definitely arise and
become significant if they are not fully controlled or contained at the sewer facility.
While the EIR points out that the prevailing winds are directed onshore (generally away
from us), the winds, in fact, reverse nearly every evening as the inland air cools.
Consequently, we at the edge of town would be exposed to odor impacts on a frequent
basis.
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The wind pattern in Los Osos Valley is largely locally driven by the sun. As the inland
air cools during the late afternoon/early evening it begins to settle, due to becoming
denser. The inland settling air mass pushes air in Los Osos Valley in an offshore
westerly direction, resulting in a wind reversal each evening (slight offshore swirling
breeze). The increase in land elevation at the terminus west end of Los Osos Valley
functions as a wall block and creates a sink trap of the cooler denser air. This air could
be laden with sewer odors, particularly from a sewer facility located nearby on the
cemetery, Giacomazzi, and Branin properties or other properties close by. Hence, we
favor the Tonini site for the sewer, due to its distance from us.

Even though the DEIR describes various methods to reduce odor impacts to levels less
than significant (for all of the project options and locations), a sewer facility with storage
ponds and disposal proximate to the edge of town would still negatively affect individual
properties and neighborhoods over the long-term from the potential for odor impacts

and the mere perception of odor impacts.

For background on our relief, the Tonini site is sufficiently east and far from the edge of
town, which represents a greater distance for odors to diminish. This distance appears
sufficient to eliminate the perception that odors from a facility at the Tonini site could
become a significant impact to residences located to the west and closer to the edge of
town.

As we look at next steps, on April 23 you will become engaged in many more
discussions on the Los Osos wastewater project and FEIR. We wish that you do not
open up opportunities to modify the project on where the sewer facility and its disposal
components should be located, particularly in Los Osos Valley.

So, please support our position. After all, our position is consistent with the FEIR. We
would like the FEIR and final project stand, as is, with respect to the Tonini site being
the location for the sewer facility, storage ponds, and spray fields, should the sewer be
constructed in Los Osos Valley.

In the Community Survey, we, in fact, indicated the mid-town Tri-W site as our first
choice for the sewer location, as that is where the sewer was originally being
constructed. Our choices in the Community Survey, however, were not analyzed
separately from those inside of town. Our second choice in the Community Survey was
the Tonini site. When considering all of the potential sites for a sewer in Los Osos
Valley, we support the Tonini site, due to its lack of proximity to neighborhoods, public
gathering places (churches, cemetery), and schools.

We are unified on this with the Los Osos Cemetery Corporation and other edge-of-town
land owners whose properties were included as potential sites for the sewer. These
other potentially affected land owners and businesses in Los Osos Valley, as us, have
submitted letters to the County in support of the Tonini site as a Los Osos Valley
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location for the sewer project (Keith M. Benit, CHAFFE McCALL, LLP letter code P60,
Vivian and Barry Branin letter code P14 in the FEIR).

In closing, the people in the town of Los Osos voted with Measure B to move the sewer
out of town, and then voted on AB2701 as the regulatory and political mechanism to
accomplish this. In contrast, we were excluded from voting on any of these matters,
and therefore we had no mechanism to counter those actions or provide input in
planning for a sewer outside of town. Now that it appears the sewer will be constructed
outside of town, we feel that those of us outside of town should be given the strongest
public voice on where in our area the sewer should go and not go. Again, we support
their FEIR in identifying the Tonini site as the preferred location for the sewer treatment
facility, ponds, and spray fields should these facilities be built in Los Osos Valley.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.

Attachments:
Supporting signatures from Los Osos Valley residences and land owners

Letter response that appears in the FEIR from the Zumbrun Law Firm representing Los
Osos Valley residences and land owners with regards to the Los Osos Wastewater Project

cc: County Board of Supervisors
Frank Mecham
Bruce Gibson
Adam Hill
K.H. “Katcho” Achadjian
James Patterson

County Public Works Department
Paavo Ogren
John Waddell
Mark Hutchinson
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Signatures of Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance land owners and residences in Los
Osos Valley supporting the Tonini site as the location for the Los Osos sewer treatment
facility, storage ponds, and spray fields (Project 4), as described in the
Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report

Submitted for the April 23, 2009 San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission Meeting
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Signatures of Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance land owners and residences in Los
. Osos Valley supporting the Tonini site as the location for the Los Osos sewer treatment
facility, storage ponds, and spray fields (Project 4), as described in the
Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report

Submitted for the April 23, 2009 San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission Meeting

Printed Name

Signature

Address

7C '{7[ Mt/iq ms

(472 LosCros 4/4//7,(’»/
105 ﬂ-’”.f 2 C..q,

/(@Vﬂ\ | er/é;m(

/%’ Vg, MZ‘W;

1972 Co5 Cros 4 ey £
Loy ey Ca,

Jcm\) '24T TA lTAC

24eo Loy Bras \,(AUJZ(ZJM
Ces Gses, Cagagozl

| ‘>4>«v cLSeﬁLém; @ASUVL/

Q\w %-@Ny\(p(»—‘lfa
(0SS Osos G,

AT Ltts

2270 Cimpilod b

A0S o5p5 . £F

V998 Loj osss~BEY

Loy Osos G345

/PS5y Lo
(éfOJbJ g&e‘f’s\mz

j) MM /)Ha)%/

22 LO C/7 782~

loj Slef (A. ?77‘@2[

A M AW »,,(c

‘); by )
/

2e7~ Uesesos OaMegjid
Los 6505 o, F3407

4

Johin Miihonar

2267 f’h/&% & JzL-L\
LosOsos, (1 Q;syuz_

Dudy NicHaner ¥/ :

a7 Faleon &043@4»1
Foo Osen. Ca 9340

P Enbos

Fad e Packey—
2&8 W-’%’

Do (Babn

22 7(2 fa-jc‘a n R 99¢
los Oxog <A

2196 Foreer Cuxe (J
Oy, (4




Signatures of Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance land owners and residences in Los
Osos Valley supporting the Tonini site as the location for the Los Osos sewer treatment
facility, storage ponds, and spray fields (Project 4), as described in the
Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report

Submitted for the April 23, 2009 San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission Meeting

Address

Gormic. Miemen

Printed Name Signature
2170 8pmbrern Yy
Sudy beseors  (CyadloRodoars | Tmomntn B

20T Tapechs A
lg.s@.ﬁ'os/m F3go=l

po———

@J No e we &n

A2 7S 72;«494:-,@ 770(
1%@33, C A T3¢o=—

Steven A A vlonse.

/443 '/’a'{zé@ré e
Los Osos, CA. 43402,

£ & Mackin

1440 Tagidero Ave.
Los Osos, CA. a34oL

195 2> 28
<L g TEL”

7t /%W%%&Z%

| <OIRN | RSN

Q. - SIS
Rssan Wy, TR DSOS, 93400

amGodug

WM Beddq

A O\ lanat O
Ls$os cA a8ype.

fﬁd—— ‘5@5//4/

(o4 éq/r# D
bot Ores P36 |

190! Lariet Or.
éw‘ Jto'.r CA ?3709—

e P

Q115 tuanad DL
Les p505 QA TIMOL

. -
Lorie ™ W\\"ﬁlmr "

/9 by Vel R0
_L.aé OSO5 é‘bl ?34

| 2070 tAniadb De

£OS Osas ca, 33407

Kie K U °/<,47

-3 A



Signatures of Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance land owners and residences in Los
Osos Valley supporting the Tonini site as the location for the Los Osos sewer treatment
facility, storage ponds, and spray fields (Project 4), as described in the
Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report

'Submitted for the April 23, 2009 San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission Meeting
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Signatures of Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance land owners and residences in Los
Osos Valley supporting the Tonini site as the location for the Los Osos sewer treatment
facility, storage ponds, and spray fields (Project 4), as described in the
Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report

Submitted for the April 23, 2009 San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission Meeting
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Signatures of Bear Valley Land Stewardship Alliance land owners and residences in Los
Osos Valley supporting the Tonini site as the location for the Los Osos sewer treatment
facility, storage ponds, and spray fields (Project 4), as described in the
Los Osos Wastewater Project Final Environmental Impact Report

Submitted for the April 23, 2009 San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission Meeting
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 COUNTY OF SANLUIS OBISFO-

szuary._9,200) B 77 DEPARIMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

- MpMarkHutchinson
- Environmental Programs Manager =~ - -

G

San Luis Obispo County Depatment of Piblic Works: L

- CountyGovemment Center
~ 1055 Monterey Street;, Room 207 -
. San Luis:Obispo, CA 93408 - ="

- DGaTMl Hutchmson

~ . Re Los Osos Wé8t6W§f§:-'P'r'_o_iéct'liﬁf&iﬂ:Envirbhmbnfa) Impact Report

- Werepresent the Bear Vailey Land Stewardship Alliance (BVLSA) in Los Osos Valley inrogard

1o the Los Osos Wastewater Project (LOWP) Draft Enyironmental Impact Report (DEIR). The

- purpose of this letter is to comment on the DEIR onbehalfof BVLSA. - .

e adknowledge and commend the seletion ofthe Tonis property as the ewvionmentally
- superior location for the LOWP (identified as Project 4 i the DEIR).. This decision is logical in . - s

- that it consolidates all of the wastewater facilities in Los Osos Valley onto one ptoperty. The
- ofher project options would have spread the LOWP facilities acioss Los Osos Valley. L

. Consolidating the LOWP onto oné propeity follows the same logic of lnster housing.on open

- Land, mainly 1 avoid spreading impacts. Envitonmental impacts from traffic, roddways, night

lighting, noise, and.odors in Los Osos Vialley would be confined fo the best extent practical if the

" Tonini property is used for the LOWP. The location also makes sense from a maintenancé and. -+ -

e - operations standpofnt. . .

" We would also liks to comment on issues that may arise in transitioning from the DERtothe =~ -
final BIR, In'this I‘Qg@fd,"Wé,'lihd'el-‘:staﬁd-.'.t,he;Cpunt:y’:s_jggjdm'eg:‘in:.seye_m] recent public meetings - - -

* " that comments on the DEIR should not be on the particular locations selected for disposal; those

. befng the Broderson and Tonini sie. The isposal locations are fixed. Commentsmay b

. ‘580()W.mAvemlc R
v Suited0) o
Sacrimento, CA 95621

o moiedseso0 -



‘P26
S Page 2 of 3 _
- Mr. Mark Hutchinson - - ’
- “January 29, 2()09 '
; agc" '

' _chrected at the treatment fauhty 'md stox age ponds meludmt, then loca’nons, but relatwe to

~ environmental lmpact assessments that ‘may have not been addressed completely orwere

- ovcx lookcd Thtq is not to exclude comments supportmg unpact descnptlont. and dec.mons

Althoug,h we aeknowlcd ge the Tomm property as thc cnwronmentally supenon locanon for the

‘ "*.'.LOWP we also] recognize that the. ultlmate locations for the treatment facility and storage ponds

* could change How and.in what manner these may changc (or not change) will, of COUTSE, -

o -:'.depend on the'nature of pubhc comments to the DEIR, results from a “community survey,” how

S propertles, however, should be excluded fiom consideration. should any. reevaluation ocour ‘
 concerning the location of the LOWP. Tn addition fo bemg proxxmate to ex1stmg nelghboxhoods |,

. _Creek and Lake and the Mom) Bay National Estuary would be it close nsk to‘accidental. sewage '

o _'by the County F loodmg is not compatlble withi sewagc. treatment

el ".inexghborhoods in Los Osos: Creek Valley if Project Options 1, 2; or 3 is imiplemented, in -

. y' _"- :Odor 1mpacts were conveyed ina letter dated September 4 2007 to the County Board of
© . Supervisors and Public. Works Departiient; The letter mcludes a s:gned petition from ta1gcly all .

U propert:es ‘The petmon list mcludes signatures from 60 property owners and six nonpmpex“cy

o Los Osos Creek V'nlley functmnmg as a “sink’” of cooler denser air. " A slight offshore wind also

e . ['(Crcek Valley 1f PrOJeot 4is lmplernented dependmg on the design and operation-of the LOWP

- your office interprets the comments and survey, and the ﬁnal dee:sxon by the San Lms OblSpO N
'.-ACountyBoardofSupcmsors TP SO PR

- -Wlth that said, we rocogm?c that Pro;ect Optlons 1 2, and 3 consmt of usmg Various
- combinations of the cemetery, Gidcomazzi and Branin properties for the treatment facﬂlty and
" storage, ponds Other sifes considered nearby inchide the Andre and Robbins properties, All ﬁve:

. these properties drain towards Warden Creek and Like, which are on the propertics. Warden | P261

8 spills.- Some of these: propcrtles are.also classified as bemg Wwithin ﬂood zone hazards identified aE
orage and spray field -

'_ _-'dtsposa] -We hope that: the uriique physical characteristics of these properties were mcluc_led as 4
. important reasons for reJcchng Project Options 1,2,'and 3 and seleotmg I’mJect4 as the Lol
. env:ronmentally supertor looauon for the LOWP SERTE AR

o '_:‘The DEIR d1d not appear to shongly h1ghhght the fiear certamty of odor 1mpacts to. o

. -_fcompanson to Prolect 4. There was no apparent dlstmctxon made, or the dxstlnctlon waq subtle -

‘. of the property owners. lmng in ¢lose proxumty to the cemetery, Giacomazzi, and Branin

o ‘owner residerits (of votmg age). The leiter and the petmon oppose any sewer pmjcet in these - ,
.. aréas. The letter specifically states that'odor: impacts would occur, and includes a detailed = = . | pog o
- descnptlon of how' they: would OCeur:. The mechamsm stemsfrom the low-lymg nature of : IR

y develops ncarly every night. The comblnahon would resultin sewage odors bemg convcyed and ,
© " retained in Los Osos Creek Valley on a ﬂequent bams 1f Pro_;ect Optlons 1 2 or 3 is L
""‘_1mplemented ce , : A o

o '4In contrast sewer odors would have a lower probabxhty of affectmg netghboxhoods in Los Osos N

o _and because 1t 1s more. dxstant from nelghborhoods Thls may have bcen conmdered m selectmg _
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o ‘options would.require the purchase of two or more.pr operties (Tonini plus unidentified “others”).

o :.would mgmﬁcantly delay comp]etmn of the LOWP

: - town site should be the only site reconsideréd, with perhaps the: ougma] Tri-W treatment f’lclhty.',
. Inother. words, the treatment. taclhty could be built on the M id-town property thh efﬂuent
e slorage and dlsposal sttll occumng on the Brodcrson 'md Tomm propemes ' s

L Should a reconsnderatxon of locatxon occur, we strongly bellevc that the Mtd—town sﬂe should be-
o consxdered as. the prefexred site for the’ Los Osos sewer, or ranked snmﬂarly to the Tomrn site. A

.7 EIR. Also, the Mid-town property remains undeveloped and is sull owned by the Los Osos o
 "'.,"CommumtyServwelestnct T DT

| : T herefore should the ]ocatnon for the LOWP be reevaluated only the M1d-town s1te should be : o
' ;,cons1dered and preferably selected as the final site for the treatment facility. Otherwise; the -

_-fﬁeld

B ':Fmally, we assume 1f PrOJect 4 goes through that vanous pump stanons wﬂl need to be metal]ed ‘

s 'Lake, and Warden Crcek in the event of pump stdtlon fa:]ures

" P26

T | " Page3of3
,Mx Mark]tutehmson '. a 900 .
‘_ ..,-January 79, 2009
i Page 3
-'-Pto_]ect 4 as the enwronmcntally supcnor locatlon for thc LOWP _over_the othet pmJect optmns P26-2

'-:]f thw was the case, it was not cleaﬂy appm ent m thc DEIR

| It s.hould be noted that 1mptemcntmg Pro;eet Optzons 1, 2 or. 3 would not elummte thc need to
still purchase the Tonini property for spray fi field dlsposal Imp]ementmg any. of these project”

R Acquisition. of “other”: propetties iri Los. Osos leley may not be possxble and at mlmmum _

o If any leevaluatlon is to occm regdrdmg the ]ocat:on of the LOWP oir posmon is that the de- :

1 Poes

B primary reason is that the Mld-town site was the prefen‘ed site: for the LOWP based on & prior

- Toniii site 1epresents the next reasonable optlon used in- c,ombmatwn w:th the Broderson leach 4

.. -in Los Osos Valley and Los Osos Creek Valley.. If this occurs, we would like to see ‘each pump
station associated with overflow. sewage capture and retention equ1pment (e £., overflow tanks). |

P26-4
“This would minimize the potentml ofaccidental, sewage. spills reachlng Los Osos Creek Warden '

e Thank you for the opportumty to comment on thc DEIR

T Respeetfully submltted . R

: RONALD A ZUMBRUN
- Manag,mg Attorney
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County of San Luis Obispo
Los Osos Wastewater Project - Response to Comments Responses to Commenis

The Zumbrun Law Firm, Ronald A. Zumbrun, January 30, 2009 (Letter P26)

Response to Comment P26-1

This comment states that the Cemetery, Giacomazzi, and Branin properties should be excluded from
consideration of further evaluation due to the proximity of the sites to existing neighborhoods,
Warden Creek and Lake, and the Morro Bay National Estuary. These three properties are included in
one or more of the proposed projects. None of the proposed projects have been rejected; however, as
identified in Appendix Q the Preferred Project is to use the Tonini site for the proposed treatment
facilities as well as sprayfield disposal.

Response to Comment P26-2
This comment expresses a concern that the Draft EIR did not emphasize odor impacts to

neighborhoods from the implementation of Proposed Projects 1, 2 or 3. Section 5.9, Expanded Air
Quality Analysis, in Appendix K~1 discusses odor impacts on page 5.9-54 through 5.9-61. This
section addresses potential odor impacts associated with the components of the proposed projects as
well as the project features that are included as part of the project to reduce potential impacts to less
than significant. These project features are critical in reducing potential odor at the ireatment plant

site.

Response to Comment P26-3
This comment expresses the opinion that should the location for the LOWWP be reevaluated, only

the Mid-town site should be considered and preferably selected as the final site for the treatment
facility. Because there are no comments on the contents of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Responise to Comment P26-4

This comment expresses concerns about pump stations and potential spills. All pump stations are
designed with the capacity to contain flows in the event that the pumps are not running, typically
within the “wet well” that contains the pumps themselves. As described in Section 3 of the EIR, the
only pump stations required in the Los Osos Valley or the L.os Osos Creek Valley are the pump
stations necessary to move treated effluent back to Broderson and to the sprayfields. These stations
would be located at the treatment plant and/or wet weather storage sites.

Michael Brandman Associates 3483
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