
 
 

C I T Y   O F   M O R R O   B A Y  
P L A N N I N G   C O M M I S S I O N 

A G E N D A 
 

The City of Morro Bay is dedicated to the preservation and enhancement of the quality of life.   
The City shall be committed to this purpose and will provide a level of municipal service and safety  

consistent with and responsive to the needs of the public. 
 

Regular Meeting - Tuesday, May 17, 2016 
Veteran’s Memorial Building – 6:00 P.M. 

209 Surf Street, Morro Bay, CA 
 
 

Chairperson Robert Tefft 
Commissioner Gerald Luhr Commissioner Richard Sadowski 
Commissioner Michael Lucas   Commissioner Joseph Ingraffia  
 

 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER  
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Members of the audience wishing to address the Commission on matters not on the agenda may do so at 
this time. In a continual attempt to make the public process open to members of the public, the City also 
invites public comment before each agenda item.  Commission hearings often involve highly emotional 
issues.  It is important that all participants conduct themselves with courtesy, dignity and respect. All 
persons who wish to present comments must observe the following rules to increase the effectiveness of 
the Public Comment Period: 

 When recognized by the Chair, please come forward to the podium and state your name and 
address for the record. Commission meetings are audio and video recorded and this information 
is voluntary and desired for the preparation of minutes. 

 Comments are to be limited to three minutes so keep your comments brief and to the point. 
 All remarks shall be addressed to the Commission, as a whole, and not to any individual member 

thereof. Conversation or debate between a speaker at the podium and a member of the audience 
is not permitted. 

 The Commission respectfully requests that you refrain from making slanderous, profane or 
personal remarks against any elected official, commission and/or staff. 

 Please refrain from public displays or outbursts such as unsolicited applause, comments or 
cheering. 

 Any disruptive activities that substantially interfere with the ability of the Commission to carry 
out its meeting will not be permitted and offenders will be requested to leave the meeting. 

 Your participation in Commission meetings is welcome and your courtesy will be appreciated. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in 
this meeting, please contact the Community Development at (805) 772-6264. Notification 24 hours prior 
to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this 
meeting. There are devices for the hearing impaired available upon request at the staff’s table. 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
Informational presentations are made to the Commission by individuals, groups or organizations, which 
are of a civic nature and relate to public planning issues that warrant a longer time than Public Comment 
will provide.  Based on the presentation received, any Planning Commissioner may declare the matter as 
a future agenda item in accordance with the General Rules and Procedures.  Presentations should 
normally be limited to 15-20 minutes. 
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A. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
A-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
 

A-2  Approval of minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of February 16, 2016. 
Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 

A-3  Approval of minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of March 1, 2016. 
  Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 

 
  
B.  PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 Public testimony given for Public Hearing items will adhere to the rules noted above under the 
 Public  Comment Period. In addition, speak about the proposal and not about individuals, 
 focusing testimony on the important parts of the proposal; not repeating points made by others. 
 

 B-1 Case No.: CP0-404 and UP0-364 
Site Location: 1840 Main Street 
Proposal: Coastal Development Permit and Conditional Use Permit for new construction 
of an approximate 1,400 sf restaurant with outdoor seating only, canopied parking for 
drive-up service, drive-thru service, and associated site improvements including ground 
work, retaining walls, frontage improvements, and landscaping.  The project includes 
removal of existing flatwork, landscaping and major vegetation on a vacant lot  from 
previous development.  The project also include a master sign program including total 
signage area exceeding City standards.  In addition, the project will include utility 
trenching of 4-6 feet across Main Street to the west of the property as well as trenching 
across Caltrans right of way which fronts on Atascadero Road.  This project is located 
outside the Coastal Commission appeals jurisdiction. 
CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Staff Recommendation: Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration and Conditionally 
approve  
Staff Contact: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner, (805) 772-6577 

 
 

C. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 C-1 Planning Commissioner Vacation Schedule Discussion – no staff report 
  
 
D. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
 
E. PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
  
F. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
G. ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourn to the regular Planning Commission meeting at the Veteran’s Memorial Building, 209 
Surf Street, on June 7, 2016 at 6:00 p.m. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING PROCEDURES 
This Agenda is subject to amendment up to 72 hours prior to the date and time set for the meeting.  Please refer to 
the Agenda posted at the Community Development Department, 955 Shasta Avenue, for any revisions, or call the 
department at 772-6264 for further information. 
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Written testimony is encouraged so it can be distributed in the Agenda packet to the Commission. Material 
submitted by the public for Commission review prior to a scheduled hearing should be received by the Planning 
Division at the Community Development Department, 955 Shasta Avenue, no later than 5:00 P.M. the Tuesday 
(eight days) prior to the scheduled public hearing. Written testimony provided after the Agenda packet is 
published will be distributed to the Commission but there may not be enough time to fully consider the 
information. Mail should be directed to the Community Development Department, Planning Division. 
 
Materials related to an  item on this Agenda are available for public inspection during normal business hours in the 
Community Development Department, at Mill’s/ASAP, 495 Morro Bay Boulevard, or the Morro Bay Library, 695 
Harbor, Morro Bay, CA 93442. Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Planning Commission 
after publication of the Agenda packet are available for inspection at the Community Development Department 
during normal business hours or at the scheduled meeting.   
 
This Agenda may be found on the Internet at: www.morro-bay.ca.us/planningcommission or you can subscribe to 
Notify Me for email notification when the Agenda is posted on the City’s website. To subscribe, go to 
www.morro-bay.ca.us/notifyme and follow the instructions. 
 
The Brown Act forbids the Commission from taking action or discussing any item not appearing on the agenda, 
including those items raised at Public Comment. In response to Public Comment, the Commission is limited to: 

1. Responding to statements made or questions posed by members of the public; or 
2. Requesting staff to report back on a matter at a subsequent meeting; or 
3. Directing staff to place the item on a future agenda. (Government Code Section 54954.2(a)) 

 
Commission meetings are conducted under the authority of the Chair who may modify the procedures outlined 
below. The Chair will announce each item.  Thereafter, the hearing will be conducted as follows: 

1. The Planning Division staff will present the staff report and recommendation on the proposal being heard 
and respond to questions from Commissioners. 

2. The Chair will open the public hearing by first asking the project applicant/agent to present any points 
necessary for the Commission, as well as the public, to fully understand the proposal. 

3. The Chair will then ask other interested persons to come to the podium to present testimony either in 
support of or in opposition to the proposal. 

4. Finally, the Chair may invite the applicant/agent back to the podium to respond to the public testimony.  
Thereafter, the Chair will close the public testimony portion of the hearing and limit further discussion to 
the Commission and staff prior to the Commission taking action on a decision. 

 
APPEALS 
If you are dissatisfied with an approval or denial of a project, you have the right to appeal this decision to the City 
Council up to 10 calendar days after the date of action.  Pursuant to Government Code §65009, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in 
written correspondence delivered to the Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. The appeal form is 
available at the Community Development Department and on the City’s web site. If legitimate coastal resource 
issues related to our Local Coastal Program are raised in the appeal, there is no fee if the subject property is 
located with the Coastal Appeal Area.  If the property is located outside the Coastal Appeal Area, the fee is $263 
flat fee. If a fee is required, the appeal will not be considered complete if the fee is not paid.  If the City decides in 
the appellant’s favor then the fee will be refunded.  
 
City Council decisions may also be appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to the Coastal Act 
Section 30603 for those projects that are in their appeals jurisdiction. Exhaustion of appeals at the City is required 
prior to appealing the matter to the California Coastal Commission.  The appeal to the City Council must be made 
to the City and the appeal to the California Coastal Commission must be made directly to the California Coastal 
Commission Office.  These regulations provide the California Coastal Commission 10 working days following the 
expiration of the City appeal period to appeal the decision.  This means that no construction permit shall be issued 
until both the City and Coastal Commission appeal period have expired without an appeal being filed.  The 
Coastal Commission’s Santa Cruz Office at (831) 427-4863 may be contacted for further information on appeal 
procedures. 



Current & Advanced Project Tracking Sheet

This tracking sheet shows the status of the work being processed by the Planning & Building Divisions
New Planning items or items recently updated are highlighted in yellow.  Building items highlighted in green are pending action from the applicant.

Approved projects are deleted on next version of log.

# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

1 City of Morro Bay 10/16/13 A00-013 Zoning Text Amendment - Second Unit Secondary Unit Ordinance Amendment.  Ordinance 576 passed by 

City Council in 2012.  6-11-13 City Council direction to staff to bring 

back to Planning Commission for review of ordinance.  At 10-16-13 

PC meeting, Commission recommended changes to maximum unit 

size and tandem parking design where units over 900 sf and/or 

tandem parking design of second unit triggers a CUP process. 

Council accepted PC recommendation at 2-11-14 meeting and 

directed staff to bring back revised ordinance for a first reading and 

introduction.  Item continued to 4/22/14 Council meeting to allow 

time for Coastal staff comment regarding proposed changes. Council 

approved Into and First Reading on 4/22/14. Final Adoption of Ord. 

585 at 5/13/14 Council meeting. Ordinance to be sent as an LCP 

Amendment for certification by Coastal Commission. New language 

for PC and Council review.  Second reading going to council on 

April 12, 2016. 

No review performed.

wm

Community Development Department

City of Morro Bay

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

Citywide

Agenda No:_A-1__

Meeting Date:  May 17, 2016

5/12/2016 955 Shasta Avenue Morro Bay Ca  93442 805-772-6261 1 



# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

2 Sonic 8/14/13 UP0-364 & CP0-404 Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development 

Permit to develop Sonic restaurant.

Under initial review. Comment letter sent 9/10/13. CJ.  Spoke w/ 

applicant 10/3 re: traffic study.  CJ. Public Works & Fire comments 

received & forwarded 10/8/13 to applicant.  Comments from Cal 

Trans receivd 10/31 and forwarded to Applicant.  Applicant 

requested meeting w/ City staff & Cal Trans to review project 

requirements. Had project meeting-discussed traffic study 

requriementson 11-21-13.  Requested fee estimate from 

environmental consultant for CEQA purposes.  CJ. Resubmitted 

5/27.  Environmental Review in process.  Correction letter based on 

environmental review sent 8-6-14.  Resubmittal received 1-23-15 

and correction sent 2-23-15. Resubmittal received 5/8/15.   

Reviewing initial study for pending route to State Clearinghouse. 

Stormwater Control Plan also being reviewed.  Reviewing 

outstanding cultural resources concerns.  Reviewed project with 

archaeologist 1-27-16.  Archaeological consultation in progress.  

MND routed to State Clearinghouse.  Comment letter received from 

APCD re MND. cj.  Noticing error necessitates continuance from 

5/3/16 to 5/17/16 PC hearing.

Bldg -- Review complete, 

applicant to obtain building 

permit prior to 

construction.FD-Disapprove 

UPO 364/CPO 404 

9/11/13.9/9/14 FD App TP. 

2/10/15 FD Not App TP.

PN- on hold until Sonic 

submits Preliminary  

Stormwater Requirements.     

RPS: Intial conditions 

provide by memos of 

9/10/13 and 10/14.  Met 

with Caltrans on 10/17.  

cj

3 AT&T 4/10/15 UP0-411 & CP0-465 Conditional Use Permit & Coastal Development permit 

to modify 2006 Planning permit approval for unmanned 

cell site

WM.Was tentatively scheduled for 3-1-16 PC hearing. Awaiting 

additional info from applicant.  Tentatively scheduled for 5-17-16 

hearing.

wm

4 Romero 4/28/16 CP0-506 Admin CDP for new SFR.  2,396 sq.ft. with 598 sq.ft. 

garage

Under initial review

jg

5 James Maul 530 Morro Ave 3/12/2010 

4/20/2016

SP0-323 & UP0-282 & 

CP0-323

Parcel Map. CDP & CUP  for 3 townhomes.  Resubmittal 

11/8/10. Resubmittal did not address all issues identified in 

correction letter.  New 2,978 sq. ft. SFR with 1,516 

sq. ft. garage, 1,191 sq. ft. of decking, and a 

560 s. ft. secondary dwelling unit.  

KW-Incomplete letter sent 4/20/10. Met with applicant 5/25/10. Letter 

sent to applicant/agent indicating the City's intent to terminate the 

application based on inactivity.  City advised there will be a new 

applicant and to keep the application viable.MR:  Received letter 

from applicant's rep 11/15/12 requesting project remain open.  

Called B. Elster for further information. Six month extension granted.  

Sent Intent to Deem Withdrawn Letter 8-28-14.  Applicant requested 

to keep project open 9-25-14. Applicant has decided against the 

parcel map and development of three townhomes and now proposes 

to build one SFR and a secondary dwelling unit.  Under initial review. 

Waiting on PW comments

Please route project to 

Building upon resubmittal.  

cj  jg

6 McNamara 2720 Dogwood 3/1/16 UP0-441 Garageand 2nd story addition to existing SFR Under Initial Review. Waiting on comments.  Project 
redesign to eliminate nonconformity.  Waiting on 
resubmittal

jg

1840 Main St.

3036 Ironwood

30 -Day Review, Incomplete or Additional Submittal Review Projects:

590 Morro Street
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

7 Borges / RPM Consulting 3/1/16 CP0-503 Coastal Dev. Permit for addition of  2nd story 

office/laundry room remodel to commercial 

building in Mobile Home Park

Waiting on full project submittal. (Applicant recv'd HCD 
building permit and started construction before getting 
CDP).  Rcv'd 3/17.  Correction letter sent

jg

8 Hair 1078 Monterey St 2/26/16 S00-126 Lot Line Adjustment/ Voluntary Lot Merger Minor adjustment to reconcile historical lot line 
discrepancies.  Received legal descriptions 5-10-16 and 
under review.

cj

9 McClory 2/25/16 CP0-501 Admin Coastal Dev Permit for Demo 918sf 

SFR and construct new 2607sf SFR

wm

10 Rhine LP & Morro 94, 

LLC

2/24/16 CP0-500 & UP0-440 Coastal Development Permit & Conditional 

Use Permit for Demolition of 3 existing tanks, 

related pumps and concrete

Under review wm

11 Barry 2/4/16 CP0-498 & UP0-439 Coastal Development & Conditional Use 

Permit for SFR in Cloisters neighborhood

Under initial review.  Waiting on comments.  Cloisters 
arch review committee approval req'd before City can 
take action

jg

12 Mazzacane 1/7/16 CP0-495 Admin CDP for demo/reconstruct.  Demo 

848sf SFR and construct new 2763sf SFR w/ 

532 sf garage

JG Under initial review.  Waiting on PW 
comments…Incomplete letter sent 2/16/2016.  Historical 
evaluation required and resubmittal received 5-10-16.  
Waiting on PW comments

jg

13 Eisemann 10/12/15 CP0-490 & S00-125 Parcel map application & CDP to split 1 R-4 zoned lot in 

to two lots.

Incomplete letter sent 11-5-15.  Received revised plans and 

communicated via email to applicant regarding plan corrections.  

Resubmittal under review.  Correction letter sent 2/18/16 with Public 

Works comments.  Received revised info from Applicant 3-3-16.  

Correction sent and resubmitted 4-8-16.  Met w/ Architect to discuss 

intent to include development of 4-plex apartments.  Resubmittal 

rcv'd 5/10

jg

14 Elliott/ Bernal 9/30/15 CP0-489 Admin CDP for new 2,461sf Single family home w/ 710 

sf garage and 1495sf of balcony

JG. Under Initial Review.  Correction letter sent  10/27.  Spoke with 

Applicant and letter rcv'd 2/16- indicated desire to keep project open, 

updated plans to be submitted

PN- Conditionally approved 

per memo dated 10/22/15

jg

15 DeGarimore 7/14/15 A00-026 and UP0-442 Amendment to CUP to modify project description to 

remove proposed new awning.

Letter sent to applicant 9-9-15 regarding public access requirements.  

In process.  Applicant wishes to include a kiosk for Virg's Landing 

with the awning amendment.  Reviewed prelim site plan of kiosk and 

provided email comment corrections on 2/24/16.  Met with Virg's 

Landing owner to discuss kiosk plan 2-29-16.  TUP application 

submitted for kiosk proposal adjacent to parking lot on 4-19-16.  

Correction letter sent 5-12-16.

cj

16 Gambril 5/13/15 CP0-475 / UP0-417 New construction of 10,000sf commercial retail on 

vacant lot

WM. Under review. Will need Arch and Traffic reports.  Incomplete 

letter sent 9/4/15.

PN-Plans Disapproved. 

Req. Stormwater 

determination form & plan 

update-8/25/15

wm

1998 Main Street

3300 Panorama

1001 Front St.

2620 Laurel Ave

535 Atascadero

434 Kern Ave

2234 Emerald Circle

270 Kern 

405 Atascadero Rd.
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

17 T-Mobiile 1/30/15 UP0-403 Minor Use Permit to Modify existing wireless 

telecommunication site at church

JG - Under initial review.  Correction letter sent 3/5/2015. JG. Partial 

resubmittal rcv'd via email 9/18

JW approved jg

18 Verizon / Knight 11/19/14 UP0-394 Conditional Use Permit for installation of new Wireless 

Facility/Verizon antennas on existing pole.

Under Review. JG.  Incomplete.  Waiting on response from Tricia 

Knight.  Wants to keep project open and figure out the parking 

situation or move location. 1/26. JG.  Applicant looking to move 

location to pole across the street

RPS disapproved on 

12/15/14  since proposed 

pole site will be removed 

during undergrounding 

project

jg

19 Leage 9/15/14 UP0-389 Demolish existing building. Reconstruct new 1 story 19 

foot building (retail/restaurant use) & outdoor 

improvements

Under review. Deemed incompleted.  Letter sent 10-13-14. CJ  

Resubmittal received 2/17/15. Incomplete letter sent . Resubmittal 

received.  Not compliant with view corridors requirements.  

Resubmitta received 1-20-16.  Email corrections provided to 

Applicant on 2/10.  Reviewed revised plans received from architect 

via email on 3/7/16.

BC- incomplete RPS - Disapproved for plan 

corrections noted in memo 

of 10/14/14

cj

20 LaPlante 11/3/11 CP0-365 Coastal Development Permit for New SFR in appeals 

jurisdiction.  Proposed SFR of 3,495sf w/ 500 sf garage 

on vacant land. 

SD-- Incomplete Letter 12/12/11. Letter sent 4/11/2012 requesting 

environmental study.  MR-Met with Applicant and discussed potential 

impacts of project and CEQA information requested to complete 

MND.   Project referred to env. consultant and Coastal. MND in 

process.  Applicant revising bio report and snail study. Spoke w/ 

Applicant Representative 3-13-14. Snail study complete and sent to 

Dept of Fish and Wildlife for concurrence review. Spoke w/ env. 

consultant re environmental 4/7 CJ.  Met with application 7-18-14 to 

request addendum to bio report in order to complete CEQA.  Bluff 

determination and snowy plover report submitted 8-14-14. CJ.  MND 

complete.  Anticipate routing to State Clearinghouse on 9/18/14. 

Coastal Comission comment letter received 10-20-14.  City 

responded to Coastal on 10-27. Applicant working to address 

comments. Discussed project with Coastal staff in meeting 11-18-14 

and met with applicant 12/4/14 and 1/20/15.  Received plans 

revisions and sent request for Coastal concurrence 9-2-15. CJ.  

Continued to a date uncertain to redraw ESH buffer setback.  

Received phone call from Coastal Commission 3-2016 with request 

for project status & Discussed project's updated biological evaluation 

with Coastal staff on 5-11-16.

Review complete, applicant 

to obtain building permit prior 

to construction.

No review since conditional 

approval of 11/20/12

Conditionally 

approved, per memo 

9/22/15

cj

21 Seashell Estates, LLC 1/26/15 CP0-459/ UP0-401 Coastal Development Permit/Conditional Use Permit for 

new SFR.  Lot 4 of 1305 Teresa Subdivision

Reviewing CC&R Design Guidelines.  Deemed complete 3-2-15.  

Anticipate 4/21 PC hearing.  Project continued to a date uncertain. 

CJ.

2/23/15 FD Cond App TP BCR has for review 2/3/15 cj

3093 Beachcomber

1478 Quintana

833 Embarcadero

184 Main

361 Sea Shell Cove

Planning Commission Continued projects:
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Owner
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and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 
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Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

22 City of Morro Bay 1/18/12 UP0-344 Environmental documents for Nutmeg Tanks.  Permit 

number for tracking purposes only County issuing permit.  

Demo existing and replace with two larger reservoirs.  City 

handling environmental review

KW--Environmental contracted out to SWCA estimated to be 

complete on 4/27/2012.  SWCA submitted draft I.S. to City on May 1, 

2012.  MR-Reviewed MND and met with SWCA to make corrections.  

In contact with County Environmental Division for their review.  MND 

received by SWCA on 10/7/12. MND out for public notice and 30 day 

review as of 11/19/12.  30 day review ends on 12/25/12.  No 

comments received.  Scheduled for 1/16/13 Planning Commission 

meeting and then to be referred back to SLO County. Planning 

Commission continued this item to address concerns regarding 

traffic generated from the removal of soil.  In applicant's court, they 

are addressing issues brought up by neighbors during initial P.C. 

meeting. Project has been redesigned and will be going forward with 

concrete tanks. Modifications to the MND are in process.  

Neighborhood meeting conducted with Engineering on 9/27/2013. 

Revising project description and MND.

No review performed. BCR- New design concept 

completed. Needs new 

MND for concrete tank, less 

truck trips.Neighborhood 

mtg held 9/27. Neighbors 

generally support new 

design that reduces truck 

trips by 80%. Concrete 

batch plant set up on site 

will further reduce impact. 

5/5/14 - Cannon contract 

signed to finish permit 

phase. Construction will be 

delayed to FY15/16

wm

23 City of Morro Bay 6/19/13 A00-015 Sign Ordinance Update. Text Amendment Modifying Section 

17.68 "Signs" 

Text Amendment Modifying Section 17.68 "Signs". Planning Commission 

placed the ordinance on hold pending additional work on definitions and 

temporary signs. 5/17/2010.  PC made recommendations and forwarded 

to Council. Item heard at 5/24/11 City Council Meeting. Interim Urgency 

Ordinance approved to allow projecting signs. A report brought to PC on 

2/7/2011. Workshops scheduled 9/29/11  & 10/6/11 .-Workshop results 

going to City Council 12/13/11. Continued to 1/10/12 CC meeting. Staff 

Report to PC. Project went to 5/2/2012.  Update due to City Council in 

June 2013. Draft Sign Ordinance reviewed by PC on 6/19/13.  Continued 

to 7/3/13 PC meeting for further review. PC has reviewed Downtown, 

Embarcadero, and Quintana Districts as well as the Tourist-Oriented 

Directional Sign Plan. 8/21/13  Final Draft of Sign Ordinance approved at 

9/4/13 PC meeting with recommendation to forward to City Council.  

Council directed staff to do further research with local businesses.  First 

workshop held 11/14 with approx. 12 Quintana area businesses.   

Downtown workshop held March 2014, North Main business workshop 

held 4/28/14 and Embarcadero business workshop held 5/19/14.  Result 

of sign workshops discussed at 11-3-15 PC mtg.

No review performed. N/R

sg

Projects Appealed or Forwarded to City Council:

End of Nutmeg

Citywide

Environmental Review
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24 City of Morro Bay UP0-423 MND for Chorro Creek Stream Gauges Applicant requesting meeting for week of 9/9/13. SWCA performing 

the environmental review.  Received completed MND from Water 

Systems Consulting (WSC) on 4/1/15.  Routed to State 

Clearinghouse for required 30 day review period.  Tentative hearing 

8/4/15.

No review performed. MND complete.  Cut permit 

checks to RWQCB and 

CDFW on 2/27/15

cj

25 Tract 2670 11/17/15 Map Final Map. - Tract 2670 6 lot subdivision and 1 common 

lot

Under review.  Correction letter sent on 12-17-15.  Met with 

Applicant on 3-8-16 to review outstanding items.  Received revised 

CC&R's 3-8-16 for review.  CC&R documents reviewed and 

determined deficient - corrections sent 4-21-16
cj

26 Medina 10/7/11 Map Final Map. Issues with ESH restoration.   Applicant 

placed processing of final map on hold by proposing an 

amendment to the approved tentative map and coastal 

development permit. Applicant proposed administrative 

amendment. Elevated to PC, approved 1/4/12. Appealed, 

scheduled for 2/14/12 CC Meeting. Appeal upheld by 

City Council, and project with denied 2/14/12. map 

check returning for corrections on 3/9/12

SD--Meeting with applicant regarding ESH Area and Biological 

Study.  MR- Received letters from biologist regarding revegetation 

on 9/2/12. Letter sent to biologist.  Recent Submittal reviewed and 

memo sent to PW regarding deficiencies.  Initial review shows 

resubmitted map does not meet the 50 foot ESH buffer setback 

requirement.  Creek restoration required per Planning condition #4 

prior to recordation of the final map.  Unresolved Planning 

conditions.  Sent correction letter to Engineering 4-14-16. cj.

No review performed. DH - resubmitted map and 

Biological study on Dec 

19th 2012.  PW has 

completed their review. 

Received a letter from 

Medina's lawyer and 

preparing response. PW 

comments sent to RS to be 

included with his response 

letter. RS said to process 

map for CC.  Letter being 

prepared to send to 

applicant to submit mylars 
sg/cj

27 City of Morro Bay Original jurisdiction CDP for the outfall and for the 

associated wells

Coastal staff is working with staff.  Coastal letter received 4/29/2013.   

Discussed project with Coastal staff in meeting 11-18-14.

No review performed. City provided response to 

CCC on 7/12/13.  Per Qtrly 

Conference Call CCC will 

take 30days to respond

28 City of Morro Bay Desal 

Plant

Project requires a Coastal Development Permit for 

upgrades at the Plant.  Final action taken Sent to CCC 

but pursuant to their request the City has rescinded the 

action. 

Waiting for outcome from the CDP application for the outfall.  

Discussed project with Coastal staff in meeting 11-18-14.

No review performed. BCR- Phase 1 Maint and 

Repair project is underway. 

Desal plant start-up 

scheduled for 10/15/13. 

Phase 1 complete and 

finaled. Phase 2 on hold as 

of 7/22/14.

N/A

Final Map Under Review Projects:

3390

Outfall

170 Atascadero

Projects requiring coordination with another jurisdiction:

Projects going forward to Coastal Commission for review (Pending LCP Amendments) / State Department of Housing:

1899 -1911 Sunset
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

29 City of Morro Bay 2/1/13 Ordinance 556 Wireless Amendment - LCP Amendment CHAPTER 

17.27 Amendment for  “Antennas and Wireless 

Telecommunications Facilities” AND MODIFYING 

CHAPTER 17.12 TO INCORPORATE NEW DEFINITIONS, 

17.24 to MODIFY primary district matrices to incorporate the 

text changes , 17.30 to eliminate section 17.30.030.F 

“antennas”, 17.48 modify to eliminate section 17.48.340 

“Satellite dish antennas”.

Application for Wireless Amendment submitted to Coastal 

Commission 9-11-13.  Received comments back from CCC 11-27-

13, working on addressing issues.  Amendments withdrawn from 

Coastal Commission as they are no longer consistent with state 

law.  Item has been included in the FY 16/17 goals and 

objectives. 

No review preformed. N/A

sg

30 Maritime Museum 

Association (Larry 

Newland)

Embarcadero 11/21/05 UP0-092 & CP0-139 Embarcadero-Maritime Museum (Larry Newland). 

Submitted 11/21/05.  Resubmitted 10/5/06, tentative CC for 

landowner consent 1/22/07 Landowner consent granted. 

Resubmitted 5/25/07.  Resubmitted additional material on 

9/30/09. Applicant working with City Staff regarding lease for 

subject site. Applicants enter into agreement with City 

Council on project.  Applicant to provide revised site plan. 

Staff processing a "Summary Vacation (abandonment)" for 

a portion of Surf Street. Staff waiting on applicant's 

resubmittal.  Meeting held with applicant 2/23/2011. Staff 

met with applicant 1/27/11 and reviewed new drawings, left 

meeting with applicant indicating they would be resubmitting 

new plans based on our discussions.

KW--Incomplete 12/15/05.  Incomplete 3/7/07. Incomplete Letter 

sent 6/27/07. Met to discuss status 10/4/07 Incomplete 2/4/08. Met 

with applicants on 3/3/09 regarding inc. later. Met with applicants on 

2/19/2010.  Environmental documents being prepared. Meeting held 

with city staff and applicants on 2/3/2011.  Sent Intent to Deem 

Withdrawn letter 9-2-14. JG.

Please route project to 

Building upon resubmittal.

An abandonment of Front 

street necessary. To be 

scheduled for CC mtg.  

31  California Coastal 

Commission, California 

Ocean Protection Council

City-wide 4/6/16 $400,000 Grant Opportunity for funding for LCP update 

to address sea-level rise and climate change impacts.

Grant agreements for both the grants are in place and grant 

administration has been turned over to Michael Baker International, 

per terms of the GP/LCP update contract.   

No review performed. N/A

sg

Projects Continued Indefinitely, No Response to Date on Incomplete Letter or inactive:

Citywide

Grants

5/12/2016 955 Shasta Avenue Morro Bay Ca  93442 805-772-6261 7 



# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

32 City of Morro Bay City-wide Community Development Block Grant/HOME Program - 

Urban County Consortium

Staff has ongoing responsibilities for contract management. 2012 

contracts in progress. 2013 contracts in progress.  City Council 

approval 6/10/14 for City participation in Urban County consortium 

for Fiscal Years 2015-2017.  Needs Assessment Workshop 

scheduled for 9/11/14 in tandem with Cities of Atascadero and Paso 

Robles at Atascadero City Hall 5pm.  Draft 2015 CDBG funding 

recommendation approved by Council 12/9/14.  2016 Program year 

applications due 10/23/15.  Final 2016 funding recommendations to 

be reviewed by Council on 3-8-16.

No review performed.  N/R

33 City of Morro Bay City-wide Climate Action Plan - Implementation Staff has ongoing responsibilities for implementation of Climate 

Action Plan as adopted by City Council January 2014.  Staff 

coordinating activities with other Cities and County of SLO via 

APCD.

1 Abel 765 Alta 4/27/16 B-30796 SFR Addition Foundation approved. JL/PN-Not Approved per 
Memo dated 12/21/15

2 Sangren 675 Anchor 04/27/216 B-29813 SFR Addition   No activity on this project. Remains in 
plan check.

Requested corrections 1/9/13. CJ.  Resubmittal received and 
under review (November 14, 2013). Denial letter sent 4/24/14 
GN

BC- Returned for 
corrections 1/9/13.

N/A

3 LaPlante 3093 Beachcomber 4/27/16 B-29586 New SFR: 3,495sf w/ 500 sf garage on vacant land.   
No activity on this project. Remains in plan check.

SD--Incomplete Letter 12/12/11. Phase 1 Arch Report 
required and Environmental Document.  Incomplete letter 
sent 2/2012.  Building Permit on hold until Planning process 
complete. CJ.

BC- Application on hold 
during planning processas 
of 4-2-2012

DH- Provide SW mgmt, 
drainage rpt, EC per 
memo of 1/18/12.

4 Ocean View Manor 456 Elena 4/27/16 B30746 Remodel of existing senior rental 40 apts. with 
common buildling and site improvements. First phase 
drywalled. 

Planning approved. CJ PN-Disapproved 
11/30/15

5 Parks 2810 Elm 4/24/16 B-30775 New 480sf detached garage with new driveway & 
walkway.  Framing completed 4/22/2016.

PN-Approved 12/16/15

6 Leage 1205 Embarcadero 4/24/16 B-30651 686sf second story addition.  Remains in Plan check 
status. 

Correction letter sent.  Not compliant w/ Planning conditions.  
CJ

Plans Denied 09-24-2015 
cdk

PN- Approved 10/1/15, 
no memo.

7 PG&E 1290 Embarcadero 4/27/16 G-040 Soil Removal.  Remains in plan check status. CJ- Monitoring Well location partially in Coastal original 
jurisdiction.  Coastal Commission processing consolidated 
permit. Waiver granted by Coastal 9-14-1491-W

BC- on hold pending 
planning process. Plans 
have been denied.

Memo of 11/29/13. CDP 
application should 
address soil 
revegetationor 
stablization of excavated 8 Appleby 381 Fresno 4/27/16 B-30227 Carport& Storage Shed.  Remians in plan check 

status. 
Correction sent 8-7-14. WM. Will require a CUP prior to 
building.  JG.  Corrections sent 2/23 JG

Building approved 08-04-
15 cdl

RPS - No PW comments 
if street access is not 
required for storage bldg

9 Decker 430 Fresno 4/27/16 B-30491 Convert existing laundry room into bathroom.  
Remains in plan check status.  

Approved. SG 6/15/15 Plans approvede. 07-02-
15 cdl

PN- Disapproved, needs 
sewer video & bwv 
6/12/15

10 Nico 2431 Greenwood 4/27/16 B-30783 74 sqft addition to existing 604 sqft deck.  
Foundations approved 4/26/2016

JL/PN-Approved 
12/21/15

Projects in Building Plan Check:
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

11 Monie 2577 Greenwood 4/27/16 B-30483 600sf addition (1st & 2nd floor) to front of existing 
SFR.  Drywall and Shower pan approved. 

PN-Disapproved, needs 
Erosion control plan 
11/23/15

12 Jackson, Addis 2860 Greenwood 4/27/16 B-30639 Detached 160sf Guest cottage.  Remains in plan 
Check Status.  

Approved 11-19-15. JG Approved 1-12-16. cdl PN-Disapproved, needs 
Erosion control plan 
11/23/15

13 Hurless 2265 Hemlock 4/27/16 B-30477 SFR Garage converted to 492sf apartment with new 
bedroom and bathroom. Remains in plan check 
status.  

Disapproved 8-28-15. JG 05-15-15 Plans denied. 
Cdl

PN- Disapproved needs 
sewer lateral video-

14 Gonzalez 481 Java 4/27/16 B-30029 SFR Addition/ Remodel:  add 578 sf living and 112 sf 
decking. Remains in plan check Status.  

WM. Expecting Admin Use Permit application for minor 
revision to approved design.

Plans approved 9-18-15 
cdl

PN-Disapproved, needs 
swr video & plan 
corrections. 9/24/15

15 Nisbet 225 Kern 4/27/16 B30761 Remodel & Addition of 123sf to 1,107sf of existing SFR.  

Foundations inspection approved.  

JG. Requires a Conditional Use Permit PN-Disapprovedper 
memo dated 12/2/15

16 Nisbet 500 Kings 4/27/16 B30710 New 2,434 sf SFR with 672 sf garage and 228 sf of decking & 

shared driveway with adjacent lot  foundation , ufer, and 

underground plumbing ok.

Plans under review.  10-
21-15  cdl

PN-Disapprovedper 
memo dated 10/27/15

17 Banuelos 350 Las Vegas 4/27/16 B-30613 Demo 832sf SFR & 384sf non-conforming detached 
garage. Build new 1,600sf SRF & 484sf garage. No 
request  for inspections, yet.  

Approved 11-12-15. JG. Plans denied 10-16-15 cdl PN-Approved 11/12/15

18 Douglas 2587 Laurel 4/27/16 B-30352 Addendum to B-30074.  Add 24 sq. ft., converting 
1,020 sq. ft. to habitable space, add 120 sq. ft. porch, 
and 191 sq.ft. deck. Remains in plan check.

Under Review. JG.  Denial Plans Denied 08-05-15 cdl PN 9/30/15 Approved as 
submitted. No memo

19 Dyson 117 Main 4/27/16 B-30248 Covered Patio  Remains in plan check Status. Corrections. 9-5-14. WM. BC-Returned for 
corrections 9/8/14.

NRR

20 Meisterlin 315 Morro Bay Blvd. 4/27/16 B30275 Commercial Alteration-Handicap restroom.  Remains 
in plan check Status. 

Approved 9/25/14. CJ. Plansw approved 9-30-
2014  bc

RPS returned for 
corrections per memo of 
9/25/1421 Bunker 491 Panay 4/27/16 B30777 203sf interior remodel to existing 1144sf two story 

SFR.  Remains in plan check Status. 
PN- Approved 12/16/15

22 Dennis 290 Piney 4/27/16 B-30382 New SFR.  Remains in plan check Status. Under review 2/26 JG. Waiting for conditions of approval to 
be included in plan set. 3/5 JG Approved 3/17 JG

Permit Issued 8-24-2015 
cdl

ME approved 4/16/2015

23 Frye 244 Shasta 4/27/16 B-29910 Garage to Second Unit conversion.  Remains in plan 
check Status. 

KM - Needs to comply with or  amend existing CDP. 2006 
Planning permit modified to allow non-conforming structure.  
No activity since 2014 on this building permit.

BC- on hold pending 
planning process.

BCR-approved 5/13/13

24 Dolezal 1885 Sunset 4/27/16 B-30758 Lot 6: New SFR with 1140sf and 480 garage.  
Remains in plan check Status. 

Disapproved 2-4-16. Corrections needed. CJ. PN- Disapproved per 
memo 12/17/15

25 Dolezal 1889 Sunset 4/27/16 B-30757 Lot 5: New SFR with 1140sf with 480 garage.  
Remains in plan check Status. 

Disapproved 2-4-16. Corrections needed. CJ. PN- Disapproved per 
memo 12/17/15

26 Dolezal 1893 Sunset 4/27/16 B-30756 Lot 4: New SFR with 1140sf living and 480sf garage.  
Remains in plan check Status. 

Disapproved 2-4-16. Corrections needed. CJ. PN- Disapproved per 
memo 12/17/15

27 Dolezal 1897 Sunset 4/27/16 B-30753 Lot 1: New SFR with 1140sf living and 480sf 
garage.Remains in plan check Status.   

Disapproved 2-4-16. Corrections needed. CJ. PN- Disapproved per 
memo 12/17/15

28 Dolezal 1901 Sunset 4/27/16 B-30754 Lot 2: New SFR with 1541sf living and 483sf garage.  
Remains in plan check Status. 

Disapproved 2-4-16. Corrections needed. CJ. PN- Disapproved per 
memo 12/17/15

29 Dolezal 1905 Sunset 4/27/16 B-30755 Lot 3: New SFR with 1457sf living and 480sf garage.  
Remains in plan check Status. 

Disapproved 2-4-16. Corrections needed. CJ. PN- Disapproved per 
memo 12/17/15

Planning Projects & Permits with Final Action:

5/12/2016 955 Shasta Avenue Morro Bay Ca  93442 805-772-6261 9 



# Applicant/ Property 
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and Notations

Engineering Comments 

and Notations

Harbor/Admin 
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Notations

Project Planner

 Hearing or Action Ready Projects:

Project Address

1 Regan 3/7/16 CP0-504 Admin Coastal Permit for 496 sf guesthouse 

addition 

Under initial review.  Waiting on comments.  Noticed 
4/25.  Permit issued 5-9-16

jg3030 Beachcomber Dr
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ACTION MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING –  FEBRUARY 16, 2016 
VETERANS MEMORIAL BUILDING – 6:00 PM 
 
 
PRESENT: Robert Tefft    Chairperson 
  Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
  Richard Sadowski   Commissioner 
  Gerald Luhr    Commissioner 
  Joe Ingraffia    Commissioner 
     
STAFF: Scot Graham    Community Development Manager 
  Whitney McIlvaine   Contract Planner 
  Joan Gargiulo    Contract Planner 
   
     
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Commissioner Luhr announced there is a new government relief fund for fishermen. 
 
Commissioner Sadowski elaborated on the relief fund. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=3m43s 
 
Nancy Castle, Morro Bay resident, notified the Commissioners the City of Fresno had changed 
their zoning on order to allow “tiny homes on wheels” to be placed permanently on properties.  
She noted how it would benefit Morro Bay’s housing stock and asked the Commissioners to 
consider this for a possible future agenda item. 
 
Erica Crawford, Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce gave information for the SBA small business 
loan meeting for tomorrow.  The representatives will be at the Central Coast Women’s Fisheries, 
1287 Embarcadero, Wednesday 12 pm – 5 pm, Thursday 8 am – 5 pm and Friday 8 am – 12 pm.  
Contact Chamber of Commerce with any questions. 
 
Dorothy Cutter, Morro Bay resident, stated the house on the corner of Shasta and Acacia (non-
conforming unit) had been demolished yesterday.  She noted the permit was for a second story 
addition and does not believed the whole unit was to be demolished. 
 
Betty Winholtz, Morro Bay resident, followed up on Dorothy Cutter’s previous comment.  
Winholtz stated there are certain requirements to be followed when a permit is issued, she feels 
there should be some kind of penalty when the requirements are not followed. 
 
Graham responded to the comments and gave an update on what will be taking place on the 
project. 
 
Chairperson Tefft closed the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=12m6s 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM:     A-2                                           
 
DATE:   MAY 17, 2016   
 
ACTION:       
  

https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=3m43s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=12m6s
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PRESENTATIONS – NONE 
 
A. CONSENT CALENDAR 

https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=13m29s 
 
A-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
  

A-2 Approval of minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of January 5, 2016. 
Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 
There was a discussion between the Commissioners on some of the items on the 
Planning Processing List. 

 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sadowski moved to approve Consent Calendar A-1 and A-
2.  Commissioner Lucas seconded and the motion passed unanimously (5-0). 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=19m55s 

 
 B.  PUBLIC HEARINGS  
   

(continued from the January 5, 2016 Planning Commission meeting) 
B-1 Case No.: A00-029 (Local Coastal Program and Zoning Text Amendment) 

Site Location: Citywide 
Applicant/Project Sponsor City of Morro Bay 
Request: Local Coastal Program and Zoning Text Amendment proposing to 
amend Section 17.48.320 (Secondary Units) modifying the section to be 
consistent with State law and other related sections in the Morro Bay Municipal 
Code for internal consistency, as well as Section 17.48.315 (Guesthouses/Quarters 
and Accessory Areas).   
CEQA Determination: Negative Declaration. 
Staff Recommendation: Forward a favorable recommendation to the City 
Council to approve the proposed Amendment and adopt the Negative Declaration.   
Staff Contact: Whitney McIlvaine, Contract Planner (805) 772-6211 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=20m26s 
 

COMMISSIONERS DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS – NONE 
 
McIlvaine presented staff report. 
 
Chairperson Tefft opened the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=42m24s 
 
Betty Winholtz, Morro Bay resident, asked if she could hear other suggestions the 
Planning Commission had for staff before she made her comment. 
 
Chairperson Tefft responded he only had his personal notes and they were going to speak 
about language. 
 
Winholtz stated her concerns on vacation rentals and opposes rental of guest homes and 
noted she feels they should be separated.  Winholtz stated secondary dwelling units and 

https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=13m29s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=19m55s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=20m26s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=42m24s
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guest-homes should not be on the same lot because it would change the character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Roger Ewing, Morro Bay resident, stated his concerns on allowing secondary units and 
guest homes on one lot. 
 
Dorothy Cutter, Morro Bay resident, stated the State had mandated secondary units as 
affordable housing, but somehow they are now becoming income properties.  She 
suggested the Commission incorporate this enforcement in Morro Bay. 
 
Erica Crawford, Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce, reviewed the “Total Occupancy 
Rates” in Morro Bay with the Commissioners. 
   
Chairperson Tefft closed the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=49m12s 
 
MOTION: Vice-Chairperson Luhr moved to adopt PC Resolution PC 01-16 with 
Attachment A, and recommend it to the City Council with changes as discussed.  
Commissioner Lucas seconded, and motion passes (5-0). 
 
 
B-2  Case No: UP0-438 and AD0-105 
   Site Location: 225 Kern Avenue 

Proposal:  A request for Conditional Use Permit and Parking Exception approval 
at 225 Kern for an addition to a residential structure with a nonconforming 
garage.  Specifically, the Applicant proposes to add 122 sq. ft. of habitable floor 
area and 133 sq. ft. of additional decking.  The project is located within the R-1 
Single-Family Residential Zoning District and outside of the Coastal Commission 
Appeal Jurisdiction. 
CEQA Determination:  Categorically Exempt, Section 15301, Class 1 
Staff Recommendation:  Conditionally Approve 
Staff Contact:  Joan Gargiulo, Assistant Planner 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h22m33s 

 
 COMMISSIONERS DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS – NONE 
 
 Gargiulo presented staff report. 
 
 Chairperson Tefft invited the applicant to address the Commission. 
 https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h27m54s 
 

Bob Crizer, agent/builder, stated he understands the conditions, accepts them and asks for 
the Commissioners approval. 

 
Chairperson Tefft opened the Public Comment period. 

 https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h27m54s 
 

https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=49m12s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h22m33s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h27m54s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h27m54s
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Lisa Curtis, applicant, stated this was her mother’s home and has been living in the home 
for 23 years.  She noted she does not plan on adding a second story and is unable to 
afford the proposed changes for the garage.  She is hoping to have the permit approved. 

   
 Chairperson Tefft closed the Public Comment period. 
 https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h34m15s 
 

MOTION: Commissioner Sadowski moved to approve PC Resolution PC 06-16 as 
amended.  Commissioner Lucas seconded, and motion passes (5-0). 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h37m9s 
 
 

C.   NEW BUSINESS 
  
 C-1 Review of City of Morro Bay Manufactured Home requirements related to 

placement of units on Single-Family lots. 
 Staff Recommendation:  Review staff report and provide comment  
 Staff Contact:  Scot Graham, Community Development Manager  
 https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h38m12s 
 
 Chairperson Tefft opened the Public Comment period. 
 https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h47m49s 
 

Bob Crizer, agent/builder, stated what goes into construction of a manufactured home and 
noted he would be building the home for this project.  

 
Chairperson Tefft closed the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h52m2s 

 
  
D.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS - NONE 
 
E.  PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
  https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=3h37m35s 
 
 Commissioner Lucas discussed the Toro Lane project with staff. 
 

Commissioner Sadowski discussed the algae bloom issue and eel grass with staff.  
Sadowski would like to have more dialogue and noted it should be discussed in the 
General Plan. 

 
F. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MANAGER COMMENTS 
 https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=3h48m41s 
 

Graham announced there will be a Special Joint Meeting for City Council on February 
23rd, from 4 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

 
G. ADJOURNMENT 
 The meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. to the regular Planning Commission meeting at the 
 Veteran’s Memorial Building, 209 Surf Street, on March 1, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. 
  

https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h34m15s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h37m9s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h38m12s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h47m49s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=2h52m2s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=3h37m35s
https://youtu.be/X2NuZHgY2_U?t=3h48m41s
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____________________________ 
            Robert Tefft, Chairperson 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Scot Graham, Secretary 
 



                
 
 
                                                          

 
 

 
 
ACTION MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING –  MARCH 1, 2016 
VETERANS MEMORIAL BUILDING – 6:00 PM 
 
 
PRESENT: Robert Tefft    Chairperson 
  Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
  Richard Sadowski   Commissioner 
  Gerald Luhr    Commissioner 
  Joe Ingraffia    Commissioner 
     
STAFF: Scot Graham    Community Development Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 
     
     
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Commissioner Sadowski wanted to acknowledge all of the people who are using the bike park. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
 
Chairperson Tefft opened Public Comment period and seeing none closed the Public Comment 
period. 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=2m7s 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS – NONE 
 
A. CONSENT CALENDAR 

https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4 
 
A-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Sadowski moved to approve Consent Calendar.  
Commissioner Lucas seconded and the motion passed unanimously (5-0). 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=2m28s 
 

 
 B.  PUBLIC HEARINGS  

  
B-1 Case No.: #CP0-410 & UP0-369 

Site Location: 289 Main Street  
Proposal: Reconsideration of Coastal Development Permit & Conditional Use Permit to 
construct a 2,837 single family residence with 503sf basement and 520sf garage on a 
vacant lot. On January 12, 2016, City Council upheld an appeal of Planning 
Commission’s October 20, 2015 denial.  This project is located inside the Coastal 
Commission appeals jurisdiction. 
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 3 

AGENDA ITEM:     A-3                                         
 
DATE:    MAY 17, 2016  
 
ACTION:       
  

https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=2m7s
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4
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 Staff Recommendation: Conditionally approve 
Staff Contact: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner, (805) 772-6577 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4 

   
 Chairperson Tefft recused himself due to living in the 500 feet proximity of the project.  

Vice-chairperson Luhr took over the public hearing. 
 

COMMISSIONERS DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS –  
   
  Commissioner Ingraffia met with Mrs. Hough when he visited the site. 
 
  Commissioner Sadowski also met with Mrs. Hough. 
 

 Jacinth presented staff report. 
  

Chairperson Tefft opened the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=23m8s 
   
John Hough, owner, presented the details to his project and thanked the staff for working 
with him to understand what the Planning Commission was looking for. 
 
Betty Winholz, Morro Bay resident, stated the home next door to the north was built as a 
duplex with two families, so in fact the Hough’s proposed home would be the biggest 
home in the neighborhood.  She noted the map showed by staff does not show the other 
completed homes on the Applicant’s adjacent properties.  Winholz feels the owner 
piecemealed the property because he didn’t come forward with a plan for the whole area.  
She disagrees with the City Council regarding reduction of bulk and scale. 
 
Dorothy Cutter, Morro Bay resident, stated there was no master plan and feels there 
should’ve been because it falls under their subdivision code.  Cutter noted if there was a 
master plan the home would have been more compatible to the neighborhood and instead 
is too large.  The home is a three story home and is the largest in the neighborhood.  
Cutter would like to know if the lot is 6000 square feet, not counting the road, with the 
correct setbacks. 
 
Tom Martin, architect, answered questions regarding the roof height and deck reduction. 
 
John Hough, commented on Cutter’s statement.  Hough stated this was never a 
subdivision.  Hough noted the land was purchased as three landlocked properties. 
 
Chairperson Tefft closed the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=36m59s 
 
Chairperson Tefft opened the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=45m36s 
 
Alaire Hough, owner, clarified what the square footage was for 289, 281 and 279 Main 
Street.  Hough stated she would like to screen the area near the parking lot and park so 
the neighbors would not have to see the house. 
 

https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=23m8s
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=36m59s
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=45m36s
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Chairperson Tefft closed the Public Comment period. 
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=47m24s 
 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sadowski moved to approve PC Resolution PC 07-16 with the 
additional change to maintain the landscape.  Commissioner Ingraffia seconded, and 
motion passes (4-0). 
 
 

C.   NEW BUSINESS - NONE 
  
 
D.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS – NONE 
 
 
E.  PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=56m 
 

Commissioner Sadowski commented on a book presentation which was held at the 
Coalesce Book Store.  Sadowski recommended the book to everyone who is concerned 
about the environment. 

    
F. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MANAGER COMMENTS 
 https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=57m32s 
 

Graham discussed the policy for cargo containers in Morro Bay with the Commissioners.   
  
G. ADJOURNMENT 
 The meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m. to the regular Planning Commission meeting at the 
 Veteran’s Memorial Building, 209 Surf Street, on March 15, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. 
  
       
 
 

____________________________ 
            Robert Tefft, Chairperson 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Scot Graham, Secretary 
 

https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=47m24s
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=56m
https://youtu.be/HHeyZz28Tq4?t=57m32s
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     Staff Report 
 
 

 
TO:  Planning Commissioners      DATE: May 11, 2016 
      
FROM: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner 
 
 
SUBJECT: Coastal Development Permit (#CP0-404) and Conditional Use Permit (#UP0-364) 
at 1840 Main Street for new construction of an approximate 1,400 sf drive-thru, drive-up restaurant 
with canopied parking and associated site improvements and removal of major vegetation.  The 
project also includes a master sign program including total signage area exceeding City standards.  
In addition, the project will include utility trenching of 4-6 feet across Main Street to the west of 
the property as well as trenching across Caltrans right of way, which fronts on Atascadero Road.  
This project is located outside the Coastal Commission appeals jurisdiction 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH#2016031064) with Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program (MMP) and Conditionally Approve the project by adopting Planning Commission 
Resolution 15-16 which includes the Findings and Conditions of Approval for the project depicted 
on plans received April 20, 2016.      

                    
APPLICANT/AGENT: Scott McMillan, 
Consumer Science, Inc.  
 
ADDRESS/ APN: 068-324-019 / 1840 
Main Street 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The Applicant is requesting coastal 
development permit and conditional use 
permit approval to construct an 
approximate 1,400 sf restaurant with 
outdoor seating only, canopied parking for 
drive-up service, drive-thru service, and 
associated site improvements including 
ground work, retaining walls, frontage 

 

 
AGENDA NO: B-1 
 
MEETING DATE: May 17, 2016 
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improvements, and landscaping.  The project includes removal of existing flatwork, landscaping 
and major vegetation left over from previous development.  The project also include a master sign 
program including total signage area exceeding City standards.  In addition, as part of public 
improvement conditions, the project will include utility trenching of 4-6 feet across Main Street to 
the west of the property as well as trenching across Caltrans right of way fronting on Atascadero 
Road.   
 
BACKGROUND:   The vacant lot at 1840 Main Street was previously the location of a Shell 
Service Station until 2005, when the Shell Station was demolished and removed.  The Shell station 
included three 12,000-gallon underground gasoline storage tanks, which were the source of an 
MTbE leak.  The underground storage tanks and gasoline-impacted soil beneath the USTs were 
removed from the location in January 2002.  The site was remediated and 68 groundwater 
monitoring wells were installed.   
 
In 2008, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued a report confirming that the 
site has been remediated and the need for further investigation or cleanup action has been 
eliminated with direction to destroy all monitoring wells.  The City then issued a coastal 
development permit (CDP) for removal of the wells.  The City’s approval of the CDP well-removal 
project was appealed to the Coastal Commission in 2008 and the Coastal Commission found no 
substantial issue and denied the appeal.   
 
Though there were previous approvals granted in 2006 for new construction of a multi-tenant retail 
building, the retail project never went forward, and the site has been vacant since the removal of 
the Shell gas station. 
 
At the May 3, 2016 Planning Commission meeting, Commissioner Sadowski voiced concerns and 
provided a report regarding (Exhibit G) sewage contamination of Morro Bay Municipal Wells and 
that the primary source of Morro Valley aquifer Nitrate contamination is due to the leaking sewer 
main located in Main Street and Atascadero Road.  The City’s Public Works Director/ City 
Engineer, Rob Livick, has provided a response dated May 11, 2016 which is attached as Exhibit 
F.  He states that both the City and the Regional Water Quality Control Board disagree with 
Commissioner Sadowski’s report.  The Water Board has reviewed this issue in detail at their May 
2014 and May 2015 meetings where Mr. Livick also provided testimony.  The Water Board 
concurs with City’s findings that the predominant source of nitrate contamination is upstream 
irrigated agriculture.  Mr. Livick’s letter concludes by recommending that the proposed project at 
1840 Main Street not be delayed for the following reasons: 
 

 There is no nascent Public Health risk associated with the sewer line in Main Street or 
Atascadero Road.  

 The City has CIP for the repair or replacement of Main Street and Atascadero Road sewer 
lines. 

 The most cost effective time to perform the work is with the collection system 
modifications required to serve the new WRF. 
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 The proposed project has recommended conditions to pay their fair share of the sewer CIP 
improvements. 

 
Mr. Livick’s letter was also sent to the City Attorney’s office for review.  The City Attorney 
reviewed the letter and recommends that the Planning Commission not delay a decision on this 
permit request based on the issues raised in the April 2016 report provided to the Commission by 
Mr. Sadowski. 
 
ZONING / LAND USE:  The property is located in the MCR/R-4 zoning district and within the 
North Main Specific Plan.    
 

 

General Plan, Zoning Ordinance & Local Coastal Plan Designations 
 

General Plan/Coastal Plan 
Land Use Designation 

Mixed Use Area “F” 

Base Zone District MCR/R-4 

Zoning Overlay District N/A 

Special Treatment Area None 

Combining District N/A 

Specific Plan Area North Main Specific Plan 

Coastal Zone Yes, Located outside the Coastal appeals jurisdiction 

 
 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE COMPLIANCE FOR MCR/R-4/SP  DISTRICT 

 
Development 

Standards 

 
Proposed  

Plan 

 
Ordinance 

 Requirement 

Complies? 

Adjacent Zoning/Land Use 
 

North:  MCR/R4, gas station (Lucky 7) South    C-VS, gas station (Chevron) 

East:  MCR/R-4 (PD), vacant lot West: Main St. and Highway 1 

Site Characteristics 
 

Overall Site Area Approximately 2/3 acre 

Existing Use Vacant site 

Terrain Gently sloping 

Vegetation/Wildlife Ruderal to none with major vegetation present 
Access Hwy 41 (Atascadero Rd.) and Main St. 
Archaeological Resources Known resources within 300 feet 
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Setbacks:   

Main Street 
 
Highway 41 
Rear (East) 
Side (North) 

34’6” canopy setback 
65’10” building setback      
6’ canopy setback   
74’ 6” building setback 
7’10” canopy setback 

5 Feet 
 
5 Feet 
5 Feet 
5 Feet 

Yes 

Lot Coverage  
 

17% 60% Maximum Coverage Yes 

Maximum Height: 
    

17’6” parapet height 
23’6” feature tower height 

25 feet, or 30 feet with architectural 
variation under North Main Specific Plan 

Yes 

Lighting, 
Illumination & Glare 

Photometric plan submitted, which shows 
lighting foot-candle reduced to zero at 
property line. 
 

Not directed toward adjacent residential 
uses and onto streets. Lighting glare 
shall be screened. No direct or reflected 
glare visible boundary of property. Sky-
reflected glare shall be controlled so as 
not to inconvenience or annoy persons 
or interfere with use and enjoyment of 
surrounding property. 

Yes 

Landscaping 
 

Landscape plan submitted. Approx. 27% of 
lot dedicated to landscaped areas.   

Plan Required.  Setbacks shall be 
landscaped. A minimum of 5 feet of 
landscaped area shall be provided in 
front of any building or parking lot facing 
a public street. 

Yes 

Parking  
 

No indoor seating.  Restaurant interior is 
kitchen only.  Restaurant model is drive-up 
or drive-thru service with outdoor seating 
only. 
15 covered stalls 
5 uncovered stalls 
11 cars for drive up stack space 

1 space for each 60sf of customer floor 
area.  Outdoor seating up to 125sf 
requires zero spaces.  Above 125sf 
requires one-half the parking ratio for 
indoor seating. 

Yes 

Bike Parking 4 space bike rack 1 space per 5 parking spaces Yes 

Signs  See discussion below. Sign program required.  Can exceed 
standards with approval of Planning 
Commission through conditional use 
permit process. 

Exceeds base 
sign allowance 

 
PROJECT DISCUSSION:  
The project proposed would be new construction of a  Sonic Drive-In restaurant.  The Sonic brand 
is a fast-food style drive-up, drive-through restaurant with canopied parking and menu 
boards/intercom system for direct ordering, in-car eating with carhop service, and covered patio 
for outdoor seating.  The business model of the proposed commercial restaurant relies  entirely on 
outdoor seating or drive up parking canopy stalls each with an individual menu board (in-car 
dining).  There is no indoor customer access other than a restaurant bathroom.  The entire 1,400 
square foot building is the kitchen for the restaurant with mechanical equipment mounted in the 
roof area.  The building will be clad in a mixture of materials, including stone veneer and plaster 
in varying earth tones.   The Sonic brand’s trademark yellow, red, green and blue design elements 
identify the restaurant.   
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North Main Street Specific Plan 
The project is located within the North Main Street Specific Plan (NMSP) area at the southern end 
of Area C.  This area is characterized as an underutilized visitor serving commercial area that 
would benefit from a reduced height limit, landscaping, and continuous frontage improvements as 
well as control of the effects of light, glare, odor and noise from commercial businesses on 
neighboring residents.  The immediate neighboring properties are developed with a mixture of 
commercial and residential uses of various architectural themes, tenure, and quality.  The property 
is also located on a highly visible corner at one of the key gateways to the City. 
 
The NMSP regulates some design aspect of building in the area. Section 17.40.110.D.2 regulates 
the Roofline Variation and View Corridors. It states the maximum height shall be generally two 
stories and not to exceed twenty–five feet; except that the Planning Commission may allow up to 
thirty feet to encourage roofline variations and sloping roof treatments provided that the additional 
height is necessary for such roof treatment and that corridors protecting significant views are 
provided.  The NMSP also discourages flat roofs wherever possible.  
 
The Applicant’s proposal does not seek increased height as it is single story.  However, the 
proposed architecture of the building is a mostly flat parapet roof that is designed to hide the 
rooftop mechanical equipment. Although a flat roof is proposed and the North Main Street Specific 
Plan states that they should be discouraged, the Applicant has proposed architectural elements such 
as towers and arches that attempt to break up the flat roof look of the building. The highest point 
of the building is the towers on the building at a height of 23’4”. There are also architectural arches 
that extend from the towers to a height of 26’3½” designed with the characteristic Sonic-yellow 
color.  The mostly flat roof design is typical of the corporate branding for Sonic restaurants as a 
franchise.  Though the NMSP discourages flat roof design, it does not outright prohibit the design. 
 
The height is taken into consideration in order to preserve the view corridor that is visible from 
Highway 1. The new restaurant building will be single story similar to the  previous single story 
development located on this lot.  The site is surrounded by commercial and residential uses and 
construction, as a single story building in the center of the lot will not substantially change the 
scenic views to and from the site. The scenic view from Highway 1 to the surrounding hills will 
not be substantially affected by the new construction of the building at a height of approximately 
17 ½ feet, which is comparable to other buildings in the area. 
 
Major Vegetation Removal 

The NMSP also requires that mature trees be shown on plans submitted for development.  
Landscape plan submitted shows removal of 10 trees primarily in the northeast corner of the lot.  
Removal of major vegetation is necessary for development of the lot.  Consistent with the City's 
Major Vegetation Guidelines, the project is required to provide for a 2 to 1 replacement where new 
trees are 5 gallon in size, and a 1 to 1 replacement where new trees are proposed at 15-gallon size.  
The applicant is proposing 12 replacement trees; all to be a minimum of 15-gallon size.  New trees 
proposed are a mix of Monterey Cypress, African Sumac and Arbutus Marina.  In addition, the 
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City's Major Vegetation Guidelines prohibit tree removal during bird nesting season and this has 
been added as a condition of approval. (Planning condition 8). 
 
Parking 
The parking lot would surround the building in the form of 15 covered stalls each with its own 
menu board and intercom speaker system with which to place orders.  In addition, outdoor seating 
will be available at an covered patio on the west side of the building, which adds a requirement for  
five additional uncovered standard parking spaces for a total of 20 parking spaces provided.  The 
drive-up window wraps around the building with queuing space to accommodate 11 cars.  Orders 
are taken on the south side of the building with order pickup given at a second window located on 
the north side of the building.   
 
The trademark of the Sonic franchise business model is the carhop service and the customer 
ordering experience with menu board and intercom system mounted at each parking space.  
Typically, parking for restaurants is parked at 1 space per 60 sf of customer dining area.  In this 
sense, the City’s parking standards do not fully address parking impact to the restaurant use due to 
the in-car dining experience.  Therefore, for those customers who are dining at the outdoor patio, 
an additional 5 standard parking spaces are provided.   
 
The parking chapter of the Municipal Code requires bicycle facilities for non-residential parking 
lots that have 10 or more parking spaces, which is 1bike space/5 parking spaces.  At a total of 20 
parking spaces, the requirement is therefore 4 bike spaces, which a bike rack is shown on plans.  
   
Visual simulation   Plans submitted show visual simulation of views of the proposed project from 
Main Street looking southeast toward Atascadero Road with existing Monterey cypress trees in 
the background.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:   
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an initial study was prepared which 
resulted in a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  (SCH# 2016031064).  Impacts related to 
aesthetics, cultural resources, noise, transportation/circulation were identified and mitigation is 
proposed to reduce these impacts to a level less than significant.  Mitigations have been 
incorporated as conditions of approval on the project and are summarized in the Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program (MMP), which is attached to the MND. (Exhibit B).  The MND was routed 
to the State Clearinghouse for the required 30 days and the comment period ended on April 19, 
2016. 
 
During the 30-day comment period, the City received one comment letter from the San Luis 
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) dated April 18, 2016 (Exhibit C).  The 
APCD comment letter noted that although the project did not exceed their thresholds, construction 
activities could generate fugitive dust (also discussed in the Air Quality section of the MND).  To 
ensure fugitive dust emissions are managed to avoid nuisance violations per APCD, a condition of 
approval has been added (Planning condition 9).  In addition, in order to address construction phase 
idling limitations, the APCD is requesting implementation of diesel idling regulations during 
construction and this has also been added as a condition of approval (Planning condition 10). 
 
Aesthetic Resources – Signage 
Plan sheet CUP-8 denotes the proposed sign program.  Pursuant to the City’s sign ordinance found 
at 17.68.110, which states where surface signs are used in conjunction with other types of signs on 
the same site, the aggregate area allowed for all signs shall not exceed one square foot for each 
one linear foot of building frontage on the site.  The frontage for this property is 155 square feet 
and the proposed combination of monument sign, wall signs, directional signs and menu board 
signs equals 286.2square feet of signage as summarized below: 
 

Sign Program for 1840 Main Street 
Monument Sign, up to 8’ in height permitted 
with additional landscaping (17.68.110.C.2) 

One 4 x 8’ = 32 sf 

Wall Signs (images shown on exterior 
elevations sheet CUP-3) (2 “Sonic”, 1 
“Drive-thru open”, 1 “Full Menu All Day”, 1 
“Fresh Every Time”, and 4 changeable wall 
poster graphic 

9 signs combined area of 99.9sf 

Directional Signs (3 “enter”, 2 “exit”, 2 
“drive-thru”) 

7 signs combined area of 34.3 sf 

Menu Board Signs (1 drive thru menu board, 
15 covered parking menu boards, 1 patio 
menu board) 

17 signs combined area of 120 sf 

Total Sign Area 286.2 square feet 
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The Applicant’s proposed sign program exceeds the maximum allowed signage by 131.2 square 
feet and possibly more if the Applicant’s max sign allowance is strictly limited to the building 
frontage versus property frontage.  However, the business model of this type of fast-food restaurant 
with the drive-up menu board in each parking stall along with building signage and outdoor patio 
menu board lend itself to more signage than what would be seen at a typical fast food restaurant.  
Applicant’s justification notes that the menu boards at the drive thru are an integral part of the 
Sonic concept and are necessary for the function of the Sonic Drive-In.  The menu boards are sized 
for direct reading by a customer and are not intended to be seen from the public right of way.  
 
The City’s sign ordinance allows a sign program to be approved pursuant to the conditional use 
permit or coastal development permit process with Planning Commission approval.  In addition, 
given that the signage is intrinsic to the business model of the Sonic franchise, and the sign 
ordinance regulations recognize the importance of the business activity to encourage 
communications and aid orientation, staff is supportive of the proposed sign program.  Of the signs 
that are easily viewable from the public right of way – the monument sign and the two Sonic wall 
signs, this portion represents a total area of 63.4 square feet (of the total proposed 286 square feet).  
Therefore, with the majority of proposed signs designed for direct customer use while on the 
property, Planning Commission can make the necessary findings that that signs proposed are not 
excessive or distracting to motorists and pedestrians and do not detract from the City’s appearance 
and visual environment.   
 
Archaeological 
The property has been surveyed for archaeological significance numerous times previously and as 
a result, a mitigation and monitoring strategy was prepared and submitted by Cogstone, Inc. The 
recommendations of that report, which would require both qualified archaeological and Native 
American monitors present during ground disturbing activities, have been incorporated as 
mitigation measure CR-1. (Attachment A to Exhibit A). 
 
Noise 
Several noise-sensitive uses are located within the vicinity of the project, specifically the 
residential uses to the north and east of the project site.  It is anticipated that noise from the 
proposed restaurant would not be significantly louder than the existing surrounding traffic and 
commercial uses present.  The City’s Noise Element contains noise limitations and specifies 
operational hours and requirements.  The Applicant submitted a noise analysis, which details the 
noise level that will be generated by the standard intercom systems at each parking stall’s menu 
board.  Mitigation is proposed to ensure installation and testing as recommended in the noise 
analysis is performed. (Attachment A to Exhibit A). 
 
Traffic 
As part of the review of the project, the Applicant prepared and submitted a Traffic Impact Study 
by Ruettgers & Schuler Civil Engineers dated April 2014 to assess potential traffic impacts from 
the proposed Sonic restaurant.  Eight intersections were studied with the general conclusion that 
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level of service is  acceptable and that development of the site would not significantly increase 
traffic trips to and from the site.  Trip generation is greatest during Saturday peak period and also 
noted that three intersections are impacted but not significantly.  The report concluded that the 
impacts can be mitigated by payment of fair share costs for improvements to these impacted 
intersections.  The project is required to contribute to overall impact mitigation for transportation 
infrastructure as required by City code.   
 
In addition, staff consulted with Cal-Trans staff regarding future intersection improvements at the 
corner of Highway 41 and Highway 1.  Preliminary analysis indicated that should a roundabout be 
constructed at this intersection, the minimum required radius would necessitate a dedication of a 
small area of the southwest corner of this property and the acknowledgement of the dedication 
requirement is noted on the site plan. (Public Works condition #3). 
 
GENERAL PLAN / LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM (LCP) CONSISTENCY  
The General Plan identifies this property as a Mixed Use and Overlay designated parcel, which is 
Mixed Use Area F.  Land Use Element Policy LU-74 states that Mixed Use Area F shall encourage 
a mixture of all uses as appropriate and that an evaluation of appropriate uses shall be done on a 
parcel-by-parcel basis.  The LCP identifies this area as being within Planning Area 3 – Del Mar. 
which is for those parcels east of Highway 1 and north of Highway 41.  Additional policies not 
already discussed which apply include: 
 

Plan Policies Consistency  
Analysis 

  
Safety Element & Hazards Policies 
(LUP Chapter X, Policy 9.05) 
 
SE Program S-6.2:  “...minimize cut and fill 
operations.” “...excessive cutting and filling shall 
be modified or denied if it is determined that the 
development could be carried out with less 
alteration of the natural terrain 

Consistent with Conditions:   
 
The project site is essentially flat sloping up 
slightly towards the northeast corner.  The 
property was previously developed with 
commercial uses and grading cut and fill is 
limited to the amount necessary to implement 
the proposed project. 
 
The project development is not located within 
a 100 year flood hazard area as delineated 
on FEMA maps.   
 
 

Visual Resource & Scenic Highway Element 
&Coastal Land Use Plan Visual Resource 
Policies (LUP Chapter XIII) 
 
Policy 12.01: The scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance.  Permitted 

Consistent with Conditions. 
 
The proposed development would not 
exceed the maximum height allowed of 25 
feet above average natural grade.  Project is 
proposed as a single story commercial use 
well under maximum lot coverage allowed. 
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Plan Policies Consistency  
Analysis 

development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
and coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of 
natural landforms, to be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding areas. 

Visual simulation submitted.  Public views of 
scenic resources will not be altered as a 
result of this project. 
 
 

 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  
Notice of a public hearing on this item was posted at the site and published in the Tribune 
newspaper on May 6, 2016, and mailed directly to all property owners of record within 500 feet 
of the subject site and occupants within 500 feet of the site.  Previous noticing was published in 
the Tribune on April 22, 2016, which due to administrative error required new newspaper noticing.  
Previous postcard notices, which were mailed on April 22, 2016, did contain correct hearing 
information.  In both cases, the notices invited the public to attend the hearing and express any 
concerns they may have regarding the proposed project.  
 
CONCLUSION: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
Mitigation, and Monitoring Program and conditionally approve the project for the Sonic Drive-In 
commercial restaurant proposal at 1840 Main Street by adoption of Planning Commission 
Resolution 15-16 attached herein.   
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
Exhibit A – Planning Commission Resolution 15-16 
Exhibit B – Mitigated Negative Declaration, SCH #2016031064 & Mitigation and Monitoring  
  Program 
Exhibit C – APCD comment letter, dated 4/4/16 
Exhibit D – State Clearinghouse letter dated 4/6/16 
Exhibit E -- Plan Reductions and Visual Simulations date received 4/20/16 
Exhibit F – 5/3/16 response letter from Public Works Director/City Engineer Rob Livick 
Exhibit G – Correspondence received 5/3/16 from Commissioner Richard Sadowski 
 



RESOLUTION NO. PC 15-16 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION ADOPTING A 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (SCH #2016031064) WITH MITIGATION AND 

MONITORING PROGRAM (MMP) AND APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT (CP0-404) AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (UP0-364) FOR NEW 
CONSTRUCTION OF AN APPROXIMATE 1,400 SQUARE FOOT DRIVE UP 

RESTAURANT WITH CANOPIED PARKING AND ASSOCIATE SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
AND REMOVAL OF MAJOR VEGETATION.  THE PROJECT ALSO INCLUDES A 

MASTER SIGN PROGRAM AND UTILITY TRENCHING ACROSS MAIN STREET TO THE 
WEST OF THE PROPERTY AS WELL AS TRENCHING ACROSS CALTRANS RIGHT OF 

WAY WHICH FRONTS ON ATASCADERO ROAD.  THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED 
OUTSIDE THE COASTAL COMMISSION APPEALS JURISDICTION,  

AT 1840 MAIN STREET. 
 

 
 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Morro Bay (the “City”) conducted a 
public hearing at the Morro Bay Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, Morro Bay, California, on 
May 17, 2016, for the purpose of considering Coastal Development Permit (CP0-404) and 
Conditional Use Permit (UP0-364) for a new commercial drive-up restaurant with master 
sign program and removal of major vegetation located at 1840 Main Street, in an area located 
outside the Coastal Commission appeals jurisdiction; and  
 
WHEREAS, notice of the public hearing was provided at the time and in the manner required 
by law; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has duly considered all evidence, including the 
testimony of the applicant, interested parties, and the evaluation and recommendations by staff, 
presented at said hearing. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Morro Bay as follows: 

 
Section 1: Findings. Based upon all the evidence, the Commission makes the following 
findings: 

 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 

 
A. That for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act, Case No. CP0-404 and 

UP0-364 is subject to a Mitigated Negative Declaration based upon potentially 
significant impacts to Aesthetics, Cultural Resources, Noise, and Traffic/Circulation 
Impacts.  Any impacts associated with the proposed development will be brought to a 
less than significant level through the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program. 
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B. That the Mitigation and Monitoring program attached to the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration has been reviewed and determined to be adequate in mitigating or avoiding 
potentially signficant environmental effects. 
 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 
 

A.  The  project  as  proposed  is  consistent  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  the 
certified  Local  Coastal  Plan.  The Local Coastal Plan is consistent with the General 
Plan and the project is an allowable use in its zoning district. 

 

 
 

MAJOR VEGETATION FINDINGS 
 

A. That the major vegetation removal, of 10 trees to be removed, as mitigated, will not 
significantly impact any threatened or endangered plant or animal habitat areas, because 
the removal will be consistent with the City’s replacement policy for tree removal, and 
will avoid vegetation removal and site disturbance during bird nesting season. 
 

B. That reasonably calculated mitigation measures are in place to avoid dangerous soil 
erosion or instability resulting from the removal; 
 

C. That the Major Vegetation removal will not adversely affect the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood because the project is conditioned to provide for tree 
replacement consistent with the City’s major vegetation guidelines. 

 
 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FINDINGS 

 
A. The project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort and general 

welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood in that the proposed new 
construction of a commercial restaurant with drive-up service are permitted uses within 
the zoning district applicable to the project site and the project complies with all 
applicable project conditions, City regulations.   

 
B.  The project will not be injurious or detrimental to property and improvements in the 

neighborhood because the use is designed to be consistent with the City regulations 
applicable to this development. 

 
C. The project will not be injurious or detrimental to the general welfare of the City because 

the new construction of a commercial restaurant is a permitted use within the zone 
district and plan designation applicable to the site and said use is designed to be 
accordance with all applicable project conditions and City regulations. 
 

 
North Main Specific Plan Findings 
 

A. As required by Ordinance Section 17.40.110, the Planning Commission finds that the 
project is consistent with the goals of the North Main Specific Plan and development 
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standards have been met as evaluated in the staff report dated May 11, 2016 and with the 
adoption of the conditions of approval. 

 

Architectural Consideration 

 
A. As required by Ordinance Section 17.48.200 the Planning Commission find that the 

architectural treatment and general appearance of all proposed buildings, structures and 
open areas are in keeping with the character of the surrounding areas, are compatible with 
any design themes adopted by the city, and are not detrimental to the orderly and 
harmonious development;of the city or to the desirability of investment of occupation in 
the area.  

 
 
SIGN PROGRAM FINDINGS 
 

A. Due to the size and colors of the signs and the necessity of the signs for the business 
model of the drive-in, carhop service which requires menuboard at each parking stall, it is 
has been determined that they will not be distracting to motorists because the majority of 
signs are intended for direct customer viewing and not viewable from the public right of 
way. The signs  are of comparable color, shape, and size as those of other nearby fast 
food restaurant, and, therefore the sign will not negatively affect the safetly of traveling 
motorists.  

 
B. The signs are not excessive or poorly designed, and do not have a negative impact on 

residents and visitors. 
 

C. The signs clearly represent the type of business and services being offered by Sonic, and 
provides important information to the public regarding the business. 
 

D. The signs are consistent with both the City’s General Plan and certified Local Coastal 
program. The visual environment is important to the property values and pleasant, 
enjoyable quality of life for residents. The sign maintains aethetics comparble to 
commercial signs in the area while balancing the need for appropriate publicity for the 
business, therefore, the proposed signs will not degrade the environment or affect the 
welfare of the public. 

 
 

Section 2. Action. The Planning Commission does hereby approve Coastal Development 
Permit CP0-404 and Conditional Use Permit UP0-364 for property located at 1840 Main 
Street subject to the following conditions: 

 
STANDARD CONDITIONS 

 
1.  This permit is granted for the land described in the staff reports dated May 11, 2016 for 

the project at 1840 Main Street depicted on plans date stamped received by the City on 
April 20, 2016, on file with the Community Development Department, as modified by 
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these conditions of approval, and more specifically described as follows: Site 
development, including all buildings and other features, shall be located and designed 
substantially as shown on plans, unless otherwise specified herein. 

 
2.  Inaugurate  Within  Two  Years:    Unless  the  construction  or  operation  of  the 

structure, facility, or use is commenced not later than two (2) years after the effective 
date of this Resolution and is diligently pursued, thereafter, this approval will 
automatically become null and void; provided, however, that upon the written request of 
the applicant, prior to the expiration of this approval, the applicant may request up to two 
extensions for not more than one (1) additional year each.  Any extension may be 
granted by the City’s Community Development Manager (the “CDM”), upon finding the 
project complies with all applicable provisions of the Morro Bay Municipal Code (the 
“MBMC”), General Plan and certified Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP) in 
effect at the time of the extension request. 

 
3.  Changes:  Minor changes to the project description and/or conditions of approval shall 

be subject to review and approval by the Community Development Manager.  Any 
changes to this approved permit determined, by the CDM, not to be minor shall require 
the filing of an application for a permit amendment subject to Planning Commission 
review. 

 
4.   Compliance  with  the  Law:      (a)  All  requirements  of  any  law,  ordinance  or 

regulation of the State of California, the City, and any other governmental entity shall be 
complied with in the exercise of this approval, (b) This project shall meet all applicable 
requirements under the MBMC, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies 
contained in the LCP and General Plan for the City. 

 
5.  Hold Harmless:   The applicant, as a condition of approval, hereby agrees to 

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from 
any claim, action, or proceeding against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the 
City, or from any claim to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval by the City of 
the applicant's project; or applicants failure to comply with conditions of approval. 
Applicant understands and acknowledges the City is under no obligation to defend any 
legal actions challenging the City’s actions with respect to the project.  This condition 
and agreement shall be binding on all successors and assigns. 

 
6. Compliance with Conditions:   The applicant’s establishment of the use or development 

of the subject property constitutes acknowledgement and acceptance of all Conditions of 
Approval.  Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed hereon shall be 
required prior to obtaining final building inspection clearance.  Deviation from this 
requirement shall be permitted only by written consent of the Director or as authorized 
by the Planning Commission.  Failure to comply with any of these conditions shall 
render this entitlement, at the discretion of the Director, null and void.  Continuation of 
the use without a valid entitlement will constitute a violation of the MBMC and is a 
misdemeanor. 
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7.  Compliance with Morro Bay Standards:  This project shall meet all applicable 
requirements under the MBMC, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies 
contained in the LCP and General Plan of the City. 

 
 

BUILDING DIVISION CONDITIONS: 

1. Prior to construction, the applicant shall submit a complete application to the building 
department and obtain the required building permit. 

 
FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. Fire sprinklers. An approved automatic fire sprinkler system shall be installed throughout in 
all new buildings exceeding 1000 square feet of floor area. (Morro Bay Municipal Code, 
Section 14.08.090 (L) (1)) 

 Applicant shall install an automatic fire sprinkler system, in accordance with MBMC 
14.08.090(L) (1) and NFPA 13. 

2. Fire alarm system. Waterflow alarm devices shall be listed for the service and so constructed 
and installed that any flow of water from a sprinkler system equal to or greater than that from 
a single automatic sprinkler of the smallest K-factor installed on the system will result in an 
audible alarm. (NFPA 13-6.9) 

Applicant shall provide a supervised fire alarm system, in accordance with NFPA 13, 72, and                                  
CFC 907). 

3.   Hood fire suppression system alarm. The extinguishing system shall be connected to the fire 
alarm system, if provided, in accordance with the requirements of NFPA 72, so that the 
actuation of the extinguishing system will sound the fire alarm as well as provide the function 
of the extinguishing system. (NFPA 17-A, 5.2.1.9) 

 Applicant shall provide connection to the supervised fire alarm connection, by way of a micro 
switch, to hood fire suppression system. (CFC 904.3.5, NFPA 17-A, and NFPA 72). 

 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. Caltrans: Since the proposed project will increase the queue lengths at the western 
approach to the Main Street / State Route 41 intersection, the City requires as a condition 
of approval a refresh of the "Keep Clear" zone striping and stencil. This work should be 
completed prior to occupancy of the project and through an encroachment permit from 
Caltrans. 

2. Traffic Improvements: A prorated fair share Traffic Impact Fee will be assessed for 
future improvements at the three impacted intersections which are further degraded based 
on the results of the Traffic Study noted above. 
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3. Right of Way Dedication:  A small right of way dedication will be required along the 
southwest corner of your parcel prior to beneficial occupancy in order to allow for 
smoother flow of future traffic at this intersection.  The applicant shall work closely with 
the City to determine the actual extent of the easement as the design of the SR1/SR41 
Interchange Improvement project progresses’. 

4.  Water Assessment: The “Water System Study for Sonic Restaurant, Morro Bay” (dated 
April 28, 2014) determined that the developer shall install an 8” PVC water main along 
the south side of the project site, connecting the 8” Sunset Main with the 8” Main Street 
Main as recommended by the 1997 Water Master Plan Update. In addition, the developer 
will install a PRV connection to the Lower King Zone on the south side of Highway 41/ 
The developer will install these improvements and bear 1/8th  of the final project cost. 
The City will reimburse the developer for 7/8th of the cost for the other commercial 
properties which will benefit from this improvement.  These improvements must be 
completed prior to beneficial occupancy. 

5. Water Main Extension: In order to ensure adequate fire flow (1500 gpm at 20 psi) for the 
proposed development the applicant will need to extend the existing 8” water main 
approximately 100’ from the Upper Kings Zone across Highway 41and tie into the Elena 
Zone at Sunset Avenue.  An atmospherically controlled pressure reducing value set at 
208’ above mean sea level will also need to be installed at the point of tie-in on Sunset 
Avenue. 

6. Sewer Assessment: The Cornerstone Engineering letter report (dated December 9, 2104) 
addressing impacts to the sewage collection line from point of lateral tie-in to the Waste 
Water Treatment Plant found a negligible impact. A $166.36 impact fee will be assessed 
upon project approval by the Planning Commission and concurrent with issuance of the 
building permit. 

7. Sewer Lateral: If an existing lateral is to be used, perform a video inspection of the lateral 
and submit to Public Works. Lateral shall be repaired if necessary. A sewer backwater 
valve and downstream cleanout, extended to grade, shall be installed on the sewer lateral 
to prevent a blockage or maintenance of the municipal sewer main from causing damage 
to the proposed project.  

8. Sewer Backwater Valve: A sewer backwater valve shall be installed on site to prevent a 
blockage or maintenance of the municipal sewer main from causing damage to the 
proposed project. Please indicate location on the plans.  

9. Frontage Improvements: The installation of frontage improvement with sidewalks is 
required. Show the installation of a City standard driveway approach (B-6), curb and 
street tree and installation of City standard sidewalk (B-5). An encroachment permit is 
required for any work within the Right of Way.  

10. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan: Provide a Detailed Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan: The Plan shall show control measures to provide protection against erosion of 
adjacent property and prevent sediment or debris from entering the City right of way, 
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adjacent properties, any harbor, waterway, or ecologically sensitive area.  

11. Stormwater Management: Site design shall comply with planning permit requirements set 
forth in the Stormwater Management Guidance Manual for Low Impact Development 
and Post-Construction Requirements (Main Manual). We have reviewed the Preliminary 
Stormwater Control Plan for Sonic Drive-in Restaurant (dated 12/12/14). The final 
Stormwater Control Plan along with the following issues need to be addressed and 
submitted prior to issuance of a Building Permit: 

a. Submit a stamped and signed copy of the PR.2 Certification. 
b. To comply with Performance Requirement No.3, identify WMZ and treatment 

requirements, complete and submit the LID Site Assessment Check List. 
c. The request to utilize the Ten Percent Adjustment to the Retention Requirements 

based on “Technical Infeasibility” was not sufficiently demonstrated. Excavation 
on site is already purposed and the Archaeological study (Cogstone: “Mitigation 
and Monitoring Strategy for Proposed Sonic Restaurant at 1840 Main Street, 
Morro Bay, CA”) states “All grading and other open excavation deeper than 40 
centimeters (16 inches) requires an Archaeological monitor and a Native 
American monitor”. Since the purposed excavation is already over 16 inches, no 
technical infeasibilities would occur due to the installation of an underground 
storage facility. Additionally, the Archaeological study site description states 
“The project was previously a gas station and more extensive disturbance is 
known as it included installation and later removal of the underground gas storage 
tanks.” We strongly recommend the Stormwater control plan and design be 
updated prior to the building permit submittal phase. 

d. Submit a stamped and signed Final Stormwater Control Plan. 
e. Complete both sheets of Appendix K “Preliminary SWCP for Planning Permit 

application” and “Final SWCP for Building Permit application”. 
 

12. Encroachment Permits: A standard encroachment permit shall be required for the 
proposed driveway; the driveway shall comply with B-6 (Driveway Ramps: Size & 
Location). A sewer encroachment permit shall be required for the installation of the 
sewer lateral. When utility connections require pavement cuts a traffic control plan 
indicating appropriate signing, marking, barricades and flaggers must be submitted with 
the Encroachment Permit application. 

 
 
PLANNING CONDITIONS: 

1. Archaeology:  In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected 
to be of an archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall 
immediately cease in the immediate area, and the find should be left untouched until a 
qualified professional archaeologist or paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is 
contacted and called in to evaluate and make recommendations as to disposition, 
mitigation and/or salvage.  The developer shall be liable for costs associated with the 
professional investigation. 
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2. Construction Hours: Pursuant to MBMC subsection 9.28.030.I, Construction or 
Repairing of Buildings, the erection (including excavating), demolition, alteration or 
repair of any building or general land grading and contour activity using equipment in 
such a manner as to be plainly audible at a distance of fifty feet from the building other 
than between the hours of seven a.m. and seven p.m. on weekdays and eight a.m. and 
seven p.m. on weekends except in case of urgent necessity in the interest of public health 
and safety, and then only with a permit from the Community Development Department, 
which permit may be granted for a period not to exceed three days or less while the 
emergency continues and which permit may be renewed for a period of three days or less 
while the emergency continues.  
 

3. Dust Control: That prior to issuance of a grading permit, a method of control to prevent 
dust and wind blow earth problems shall be submitted for review and approval by the 
Building Official. 

 
4. Architecture: Building color and materials shall be as shown on plans approved by the 

Planning Commission and specifically called out on the plans submitted for a Building 
Permit to the satisfaction of the Community Development Manager. 
 

5. Boundaries and Setbacks: The property owner is responsible for verification of lot 
boundaries.  Prior to requesting foundation inspection, a licensed land surveyor shall 
verify lot boundaries and building setbacks to the satisfaction of the Community 
Development Manager.  A copy of the surveyor’s Form Certification based on a 
boundary survey shall be submitted with the request for foundation inspection. 

 
6. Building Height Verification: Prior to foundation inspection, a licensed land surveyor 

shall measure and inspect the forms and submit a letter to the Community Development 
Manager certifying that the tops of the forms are in compliance with the finish floor 
elevations as shown on approved plans.  Prior to either roof nail or framing inspection, a 
licensed surveyor shall submit a letter to the building inspector certifying that the height 
of the structures is in accordance with the approved plans and complies with the 
maximum height requirements allowed for this zone district. 
 

7. Inspection:  The applicant shall comply with all Planning conditions listed above and 
obtain a final inspection from the Planning Division at the necessary time in order to 
ensure all conditions have been met.  
 

8. Tree removal shall be conducted outside of bird nesting season as specified in the City’s 
Major Vegetation Guidelines via City Council Resolution 39-07. 
 

9. Upon application for grading and building permits, the applicant shall submit plans including the 
following notes, and shall comply with the following standard mitigation measures for reducing 
fugitive dust emissions such that they do not exceed the APCD’s 20 percent opacity limit (APCD 
Rule 401) and do not impact off-site areas prompting nuisance violations (APCD Rule 402) as 
follows: 
 
a. Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where possible; 
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b. Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust from 
leaving the site and from exceeding the APCD’s limit of 20% opacity for greater than 3 minutes 
in any 60 minute jperiod.  Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind speeds 
exceed 15 mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever possible.  Please note 
that since water use is a cncern due to drought conditions, the contractor or builder shall consider 
the use of an APCD-approved dust suppressant where feasible to reduce the a mount of water 
used for dust control.  For a list of suppressants, see Section 4.3 of the CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook; 

c. All dirt stock-pile areas should be sprayed daily as needed; 

d. Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project revegetation and landscape 
plans should be implemented as soon as possible, following completion of any soil disturbing 
activities; 

d. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible, 
and building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders 
are used; 

e. Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month after 
initial grading should be sown with a fast germinating, non-invasive grass seed and watered until 
vegetation is established; 

f. All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should be stabilized using approved 
chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance by the APCD; 

g. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible. 
In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil 
binders are used; 

h. Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface at 
the construction site; 

i. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain 
at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load and top of trailer) in 
accordance with CVC Section 23114; 

j. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or wash off 
trucks and equipment leaving the site; 

k. Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved 
roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where feasible; 

l. All of these fugitive dust mitigation measures shall be shown on grading and building plans; 
and 

m. The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the fugitive dust 
emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust 
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complaints, reduce visible emissions below 20% opacity, and to prevent transport of dust offsite. 
Their duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The 
name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the APCD Compliance Division 
prior to the start of any grading, earthwork or demolition. 
 

10. Upon application for grading and building permits, the applicant shall submit plans including the 
following notes, and shall comply with the following standard mitigation measures to help reduce 
sensitive receptor emissions impact of diesel vehicles and equipment used to construct the 
project: 
 

a. On-road diesel vehicles shall comply with Section 2485 of Title 13 of the California 
Code of Regulations.  This regulation limits idling from diesel-fueled commercial motor 
vehicles with gross vehicular weight ratings of more than 10,000 pounds and licensed for 
operation on highways.  It applies to California and non-California based vehicles.  In 
general, the regulation specifies that drivers of said vehicles: 

i. Shall not idle the vehicle’s primary diesel engine for greater than 5 minutes at 
any location, except as noted in Subsection (d) of the regulation; and, 

ii. Shall not operate a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system (APS) to power a heater, 
air conditioner, or any ancillary equipment on that vehicle during sleeping or 
resting in a sleeper berth for greater than 5.0 minutes at any location when within 
1,000 feet of a restricted area, except as noted in Subsection (d) of the regulation. 

b. Off-road diesel equipment shall comply with the 5 minute idling restriction identified in 
Section 2449(d)(2) of the California Air Resources Board’s In-Use off-Road Diesel 
regulation; and 

c. Signs must be posted in the designated queuing areas and job sites to remind drivers and 
operators of the state’s 5 minute idleing limit. 

d. In addition to the State required diesel idling requirements, during construction phase of 
the project diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors shall not be permitted; 
use of alternative fueled equipment is recommended; and signs that specify the no idling 
areas must be posted and enforced at the site. 

 

11. The Mitigation and Monitoring Program included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and attached to this Resolution 15-16 as Attachment A are hereby incorporated as 
conditions of approval. 

 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Morro Bay Planning Commission at a regular meeting thereof 
held on this 17th day of May, 2016 on the following vote:  

AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN: 

 
        Chairperson Robert Tefft 
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ATTEST: 

 

                                                    
Scot Graham, Community Development Manager 

 

The foregoing resolution was passed and adopted this 17th day of May, 2016. 
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  Public Works Department 
  955 Shasta Avenue  
  Morro Bay, CA  93442 

  805-772-6261 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

May 11, 2016 

To:  Morro Bay Planning Commission 

Copy: Dave Buckingham City Manager  

 Scot Graham, Planning Manager 

 Joe Pannone, City Attorney 

From: Rob Livick, PE/PLS – Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Subject: Response to Commissioner Sadowski’s correspondence to the Planning 
Commission in reference to the project proposed for 1840 Main Street 

 
On May 4, 2016 Mr. Graham provided Public Works staff a copy of of an unsigned and uncertified 
report transmitted by Commissioner Sadowski entitled “A History of Sewage Contamination of 
Morro Bay Municipal Wells, 2002 to the Present”, April 2016.  The report purports the primary 
source of Morro Valley aquifer Nitrate contamination is due to the leaking sewer main located in 
Main Street and Atascadero Road.  The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board  
(Water Board) and their staff along with City staff disagree with the conclusions of this well 
intentioned report. 
 
The Water Board and their staff reviewed this issue at their May 2014 and May 2015 public Board 
meetings.  The Water Board May 2014 staff report states: “Staff, including registered geologists 
and engineers, has reviewed all the information submitted to the Central Coast Water Board on 
this topic. Staff concludes that there are multiple lines of evidence indicating that the primary 
source of nitrate in the City’s wells is agricultural fertilizers.” 
 
On May 28, 2015 I had the opportunity to testify at the Water Board meeting. I testified regarding 
the City’s water quality sampling procedures specifically regarding the sampling for caffeine and 
sucralose.  Additionally, I informed the Board about the City’s proactive collection system 
maintenance and the CIP program that does include replacement of the lines in question.  Due to 
the new Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) project it makes sense to perform that work in 
conjunction with the new lift station that will serve the new WRF.  Water Board staff then 
presented their report regarding the analysis of the data the City collected and stated that the 
Caffeine and Sucralose concentrations and distribution confirmed the previous conclusions that 
the vast majority of nitrate contamination in the City’s well field is due to upstream agriculture.  
And, if there is a component from the City’s collection system it is insignificant and not causing a 
nuisance. 
Again in May 2015 the Water Board’s staff report states:  Residents of the City of Morro Bay 
presented their case at the May 2014 Central Coast Water Board meeting that leaking sewers are 
the cause of elevated nitrate concentrations in City’s supply wells near Morro Creek. Staff 
maintained its concurrence with the City’s findings that the predominant source of nitrate is 
upstream irrigated agriculture. At the May 2014 meeting, the Board requested that the City collect 
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caffeine samples (a wastewater indicator) from the City’s supply wells to further investigate the 
possibility that leaking sewers are the cause of the elevated nitrate concentrations. The City 
subsequently sampled water from its supply wells, State supply water, and wastewater for caffeine 
and sucralose, an artificial sweetener and another wastewater indicator. According to preliminary 
results, caffeine was not detected in the supply wells, but sucralose was detected at very low but 
essentially identical concentrations in both the supply wells and the State water supply. These 
results, in conjunction with recent nitrate sampling, further corroborate staff’s determination that 
sewage is not the predominant source of nitrate in the City’s wells. 
 
Three Morro Bay citizens spoke giving passionate testimony regarding the source on groundwater 
contamination was from leaking sewer lines. 
 
The Board requested that I return to the podium and they asked if the City is providing safe 
drinking water to its citizens.  I assured them that the City is supplying its residents and visitors 
safe clean drinking water.  RWQCB staff clarified a few technical details regarding sucralose, that 
were included in their staff report 
 
Finally, at the May 2015 meeting, the Water Board then provided direction to Water Board staff:  
Take no action and directed staff not to spend additional resources on this issue.  They then thanked 
the three Morro Bay citizens and the item ended. 
 
City and Water Board staff have never stated that no amount of the Nitrate contamination in the 
Morro Valley groundwater was from the sewer collection system, only that the majority of the 
contamination and public nuisance is due to high nitrogen fertilizer application in the valley.  There 
may very well be molecules of Nitrate that come from the sewer collection system, but it does not 
raise to the nuisance level and the Water Board ruled that no additional action is necessary.   
 
It is the recommendation of the professional staff in the Public Works Department to not delay the 
subject project proposed for 1840 Main street for the following reasons:   
 

 There is no nascent Public Health risk associated with the sewer line in Main Street or 
Atascadero Road. 

 The City has a CIP for the repair or replacement of Main Street and Atascadero Road sewer 
lines.  

 The most cost effective time to perform the work is with the collection system 
modifications required to serve the new WRF.  

 The proposed project has recommended conditions to pay their fair share of the sewer CIP 
improvements. 

 
Attachments 

1. Water Board Staff Report dated April 21, 2014 
2. Water Board Staff Report dated April 16, 2015 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
CENTRAL COAST REGION 
 

STAFF REPORT FOR REGULAR MEETING OF MAY 22-23, 2014 
Prepared April 21, 2014 

 
ITEM NUMBER:   13 
 
SUBJECT: Morro Bay Groundwater Degradation 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Harvey Packard 805/542-4770 
  Harvey.packard@waterboards.ca.gov 
 
 
This Action:  Information/Discussion 
 
SUMMARY 
 
A resident of Morro Bay, Linda Stedjee, has requested that the Central Coast Water Board 
review staff’s conclusions regarding the sources of nitrate in groundwater in the Morro Creek 
area near Morro Bay’s well field.  Staff concludes that the predominant source is upstream 
irrigated agriculture.  Ms. Stedjee maintains that leaking sewers are the source of the nitrate. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Background 
 
The City of Morro Bay maintains a well field adjacent to Morro Creek, just west of Highway 1. 
Historically, this well field is one of two that supply most drinking water to Morro Bay.  In recent 
years, the city has used the wells in this area only when imported water from the State Water 
Project is not available.  The wells draw groundwater from a shallow alluvial aquifer.  The wells 
have contained concentrations of nitrate above the state’s maximum contaminant level of 10 
mg/L as nitrogen for several years. 
 
In 2007 the City commissioned a report by Cleath and Associates, entitled Morro Bay Nitrate 
Study.  The Cleath report concluded that agricultural fertilizer sources were the primary source 
of nitrate in the City’s wells.  In April 2008, Richard Sadowski and Marla Jo Bruton submitted 
information questioning the Cleath report’s conclusions.  C entral Coast Water Board staff 
reviewed both the Cleath report and the information submitted by Mr. Sadowski and Ms. Bruton 
and concurred with the Cleath report. Attachment 1 is a letter describing staff’s conclusions. 
 
In 2013, Linda Stedjee submitted additional information and asked staff to reevaluate the 
situation.  A ttachment 2 is staff’s letter dated September 25, 2013, in which staff again 
concludes that fertilizer is the main source of the nitrate degradation.  
 
On November 1, 2013, Ms. Stedjee submitted a r esponse to staff’s letter; this is included as 
Attachment 3.  In her letter, Ms. Stedjee asked the Central Coast Water Board to intervene in 
the disagreement between her and staff.  Attachment 4 is a copy of some emails regarding Ms. 
Stedjee’s request for a Board hearing. 
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Technical Analysis 
 
Staff reviewed the November 1, 2013 submittal from Ms. Stedjee.  Attachment 5 is a staff memo 
analyzing the information.  
 
Staff, including registered geologists and engineers, has reviewed all the information submitted 
to the Central Coast Water Board on this topic.  Staff concludes that there are multiple lines of 
evidence indicating that the primary source of nitrate in the City’s wells is agricultural fertilizers. 
 
City of Morro Bay Actions 
 
On April 16, 2014, staff received information from the City regarding its actions.  This 
information is Attachment 6.  The City indicates that its capital improvement program includes 
elements to maintain and replace collection system infrastructure.  Some work in the area will 
not be done until planning for the new wastewater treatment facility is completed. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Board take no ac tion at this time and di rect staff to not spend 
additional resources on this issue. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Central Coast Water Board letter dated July 1, 2008 
2. Central Coast Water Board letter dated September 25, 2013 
3. Information from Linda Stedjee, dated November 1, 2013 
4. Email between Linda Stedjee and Central Coast Water Board staff 
5. Memo from Dean Thomas to Harvey Packard, responding to November 1, 2013 submittal 
6. City of Morro Bay information 
 
 
 
 
P:\NPDES\Facilities\San Luis Obispo\Morro Bay-Cayucos WWTP\May 2014 staff report\MB nitrate staff report May 2014.docx 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
CENTRAL COAST REGION 
 

STAFF REPORT FOR REGULAR MEETING OF MAY 28-29, 2015 
Prepared April 16, 2015 

 
ITEM NUMBER: 16 
 
SUBJECT: Morro Bay Groundwater Degradation 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Dean Thomas, 805/549-3690 
  dean.thomas@waterboards.ca.gov 
 
 
This Action:  Information/Discussion 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Linda Stedjee and other residents of the City of Morro Bay presented their case at the May 2014 
Central Coast Water Board meeting that leaking sewers are the cause of elevated nitrate 
concentrations in City’s supply wells near Morro Creek.  Staff maintained its concurrence with 
the City’s findings that the predominant source of nitrate is upstream irrigated agriculture.  At the 
May 2014 meeting, the Board requested that the City collect caffeine samples (a wastewater 
indicator) from the City’s supply wells to further investigate the possibility that leaking sewers 
are the cause of the elevated nitrate concentrations.  The City subsequently sampled water from 
its supply wells, State supply water, and wastewater for caffeine and sucralose, an artificial 
sweetener and another wastewater indicator.  According to preliminary results, caffeine was not 
detected in the supply wells, but sucralose was detected at very low but essentially identical 
concentrations in both the supply wells and the State water supply. These results, in conjunction 
with recent nitrate sampling, further corroborate staff’s determination that sewage is not the 
predominant source of nitrate in the City’s wells.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Background 
 
The City of Morro Bay maintains a well field adjacent to Morro Creek, just west of Highway 1. 
Historically, this well field is one of two that supply most drinking water to Morro Bay.  In recent 
years, the city has used the wells in this area only when imported water from the State Water 
Project is not available.  The wells draw groundwater from a shallow alluvial aquifer.  The wells 
have contained concentrations of nitrate above the state’s maximum contaminant level of 45 
mg/L as nitrate for several years, and as of July 2014, the northern-most supply well (MB-3) had 
a nitrate concentration of 142 mg/L as nitrate, and other wells have nitrate above or near the 
MCL.  Potential sources of nitrate include irrigated agriculture, animal manure, septic systems, 
leaky sewer laterals, and leaky sewer mains. 
 
In 2007 the City commissioned a report by Cleath and Associates, entitled Morro Bay Nitrate 
Study.  The Cleath report concluded that agricultural fertilizer sources were the primary source 
of nitrate in the City’s wells.  In April 2008, Richard Sadowski and Marla Jo Bruton submitted 
information questioning the Cleath report’s conclusions.  Central Coast Water Board staff 
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reviewed both the Cleath report and the information submitted by Mr. Sadowski and Ms. Bruton 
and concurred with the Cleath report.  
 
In 2013, Linda Stedjee submitted additional information and asked staff to reevaluate the 
situation.  Staff again concluded that fertilizer is the main source of the nitrate degradation.  
 
On November 1, 2013, Ms. Stedjee submitted a response to staff’s letter.  In her letter, Ms. 
Stedjee asked the Central Coast Water Board to intervene in the disagreement between her 
and staff.  Ms. Stedjee presented her case that nitrate was from the City’s leaky sewer system 
at the May 2014 Board Meeting.  The City and Water Board staff maintained their position that 
nitrate was from agriculture fertilizers.  However, the Board requested that the City collect 
caffeine samples from the City’s supply wells to further investigate the possibility that leaking 
sewers are the cause of the elevated nitrate concentrations. 
 
The City retained the services of Cleath-Harris Geologists to perform the caffeine sampling and 
reporting.  However, because of objections to using Cleath-Harris from Ms. Stedjee, they did not 
complete the work according to their August 2014 work plan.  The City attempted to retain 
Fugro Consultants to conduct the work in October 2014; however, Ms. Stedjee also had 
objections to using Fugro Consultants.  The City then opted to collect the samples using their 
own staff. 
 
Ms. Stedjee submitted an April 8, 2015 letter to the Central Coast Water Board responding to 
the results of the City’s testing of wells for caffeine and sucralose (see Attachment 1).  In her 
letter, Ms. Stedjee urged the Central Coast Water Board to take action over the levels of 
sucralose found in the City’s groundwater. 
 
Technical Analysis 
 
The City provided preliminary results of the caffeine study on January 15, 2015.  Based on the 
recommendation of Cleath-Harris, the City also collected samples for sucralose.  Sucralose, a 
compound in some artificial sweeteners such as Splenda®, has a very low chemical/biological 
degradation rate and passes readily through groundwater aquifers without adsorbing to the 
aquifer materials (Eaton, 2014). These properties make it a good tracer in groundwater. 
 
As shown in Table 1 below, the City collected samples from nine water supply wells (including 
four wells with historically high nitrate concentrations), wastewater, and the State water supply.  
The wastewater had concentrations of caffeine and sucralose of 280,000 and 3,300 nanograms 
per liter, respectively.  Caffeine was not detected in any of the supply wells but was detected in 
State water at 2 nanograms per liter (ng/L).  Sucralose was detected in 8 of 9 supply wells at 
concentrations between 64 and 170 ng/L, and in State water at 120 ng/L (Table 1).  The 
northern-most supply well (Well No. 3) had a sucralose concentration of 100 nanograms per 
liter.  Well No. 13 had a sucralose concentration of 110 ng/L.  Note that this well is not used as a 
supply well and is located hydraulically upgradient of the City’s sewer lines in the “narrows” of 
Morro Valley (Figure 1).  It is the well located closest to irrigated agriculture in the east-west 
groundwater flow path.  Also note that the nitrate concentration in this well was 146 mg/L as 
nitrate according to a December 2014 analysis, which was higher than concentrations 
measured in downgradient wells during the same month. 
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Table 1 
 

Sample Location Analyte 
Results                        

Parts per trillion   
(ng/L)  

Flippos Well Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 91 

High School Well 1 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 140 

High School Well 2 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 170 

Well 3 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 100 

Well 4 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 64 

Well 14 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 120 

Well 15 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 90 

Well 13 Caffeine ND 
Sucralose 110 

Manhole 13.36 (Wastewater) Caffeine 280,000 
Sucralose 3,300 

State Water Caffeine 2 
Sucralose 120 

1301 Little Morro Creek Rd 
Caffeine ND 

Sucralose ND 
 
 Source: City of Morro Bay  
 
Because caffeine was detected in raw sewage at 280,000 ng/L, the lack of caffeine detections in 
the sampled wells indicates that no significant component of wastewater reaches the City’s 
supply wells.  Because the laboratory method reporting limit for caffeine was 1 ng/L, it would 
require over a hundred-thousand-fold dilution factor between a hypothetic leak and well to 
reduce caffeine to non-detect levels.  
 
Caffeine is commonly used as an indicator of the presence of wastewater in surface water and 
groundwater because of its prevalence in wastewater; however, it is subject to biodegradation 
(Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, 2006), so it cannot be used as a conservative tracer. 
Because sucralose is a conservative tracer, the City also had the samples analyzed for 
sucralose. Detections in lower Morro Valley groundwater are widespread; however, it was also 
detected in State supply water and in an upgradient well (Well No. 13) at similar concentrations.  
This suggests that the source of sucralose in groundwater is not from sewage from Morro Bay’s 
collection system, but possibly from 1) septic systems in unincorporated areas located 
upgradient of Well No. 13 and/or 2) percolation of landscape irrigation water from the City’s 
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water supply (that mostly comes from State-supplied water).  The sucralose concentration in 
raw sewage was a factor of between 20 to 50 times higher than the sucralose concentrations in 
the sampled wells.  This compares with a nitrate concentration in raw sewage having a factor of 
between five times lower to three times higher than nitrate in sampled wells1. This indicates that 
the source of elevated nitrate is from discharges located east of City well No. 13 and upgradient 
of the City’s sewer lines. 
 
Staff searched the State Water Board’s Compilation of Water Quality Goals and found no listing 
for sucralose; therefore, sucralose is not recognized as an ecological or human health risk. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Based on the above facts, staff concludes that the results from the tracer study add to the 
existing multiple lines of evidence indicating that the primary source of nitrate in the City’s wells 
is not the City’s sewer system. 
  
ATTACHMENTS   
 
1. April 8, 2015 letter from Linda Stedjee 
2. City of Morro Bay Caffeine & Sucralose Sampling Locations 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Board take no action at this time and direct staff to not spend 
additional resources on this issue. 
 
References 
 
Eaton, A, 2014.  “You Won’t Find What You Don’t Look For- Emerging Contaminants and 
Recycled Water Testing.” Groundwater Resources Association Annual Conference, October 
2014. 
 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, 2006.  California GAMA Program: Fate and Transport 
of Wastewater Indicators: Results from Ambient Groundwater and From Groundwater Directly 
Influenced by Wastewater. 
 
Cleath & Associates, 2007.  Morro Basin Nitrate Study, prepared for the City of Morro Bay. 
 
 

                                            
1 Concentrations in wells from December 2014 sampling event (City of Morro Bay); nitrate concentration 
in raw sewage from Cleath & Associates (2007) 
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A History of Sewage Contamination of Morro Bay Municipal Wells, 

2002 to the Present 
 

April, 2016 
 
 
Sewage from a dilapidated sewage collection system has been contaminating Morro Bay groundwater for 
years.  However, the City of Morro Bay and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) have long 
denied that any significant problem exists.   In 2015, when publicly presented with irrefutable evidence of 
sewage in the Morro Basin aquifer, RWQCB members stated that this kind of problem exists all over the 
State, and that as long as the City has an adequate potable water supply, the Board will take no action.   
 
It has long been suspected that the reason for the reluctance of the City to acknowledge the problem is that 
doing so would also require acknowledgement of the facts that the City has failed to maintain the sewage 
collection system, which has fallen into a disastrous state of disrepair, and that promised repairs have not 
been made.  The suspected reason for the RWQCB’s unwillingness to acknowledge the problem is that fact 
that it appears likely that a project overseen by that agency breached the Morro Basin aquifer boundary, 
allowing exfiltrated sewage to enter the aquifer and thus contaminate municipal wells. 
 
 
 

2002:   The first known evidence of sewage contamination of groundwater appears  
 
The first known evidence of sewage contamination of Morro Bay groundwater appeared in 2002.  In 
November of that year, there was a dramatic spike in the nitrate concentrations in the Morro Basin 
municipal wells, which draw water from the Morro Basin aquifer.  That aquifer consists of underground 
rivers and streams that move slowly, in a westerly direction, toward the sea. 
 
Prior to 2002, nitrate levels in the wells had never exceeded the maximum contaminant level.  However, in 
the fall of that year, nitrate levels began to spike suddenly and dramatically whenever the wells were used, 
dropping back to normal when well use stopped. 
 
Morro Bay began using State water in 1997, and thereafter, used the municipal wells only during the annual 
State water maintenance shutdown, which ordinarily occurs in November.  The following chart shows the 
sudden dramatic pattern shift in nitrate levels every November from the years 2002 through 2006: 
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2002 – 2005:  City staff appears to purposely conceal well contamination 
 
Data obtained from the California Department of Public Health shows that City staff first became aware of 
the nitrate spikes in 2002, and that they had data showing the nitrate spikes in the ensuing years.  However, 
City staff failed to report the alarming trend to the Council and the public.  In addition, it appears that the 
problem may have been deliberately concealed.  False, artificially-low values for nitrate levels in the 
municipal wells were reported in annual water quality reports to City water customers.   
 
The nitrate levels reported in the years 2002 through 2005 differed radically from the actual levels recorded 
in the well test data sent to the CDPH.  The following table gives the specific nitrate data included in the 2002 
-2005 “Consumer Confidence Reports”: 
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    State Water Well Water   

SUBSTANCE 
(UNITS) 

YEAR 
SAMPLED 

 
MCL 

PHG 
(MCLG) 

AMOUNT 
DETECTED 

RANGE 
LOW HIGH 

AMOUNT 
DETECTED 

RANGE 
LOW HIGH 

 
VIOLATION 

TYPICAL SOURCE 
 

Nitrate 

(as 

nitrate, 

NO3) 

(ppm) 

2002 

 

2003 

 

2004 

 

2005 

45 

 

45 

 

45 

 

45 

 

 

45 

 

45 

 

45 

 

45 

2.86 

 

3.21 

 

2.8 

 

4.44 

- 

 

NA 

 

1.2-4.8 

 

1.8-7.6 

18.8(a) 

 

19 

 

19 

 

22.0 

7.3-

41(a) 

 

13-25 

 

2-34 

 

8.5-32 

No 

 

No 

 

No 

 

No 

Runoff and 

leaching from 

fertilizer use; 

leaching from 

septic tanks, 

sewage; erosion 

of natural 

deposits 

 (a) Measured at the Kings Street tanks after blending with State Water and/or Desal Water 

 
Yet, as City staff was reporting artificially-low nitrate levels in these reports, actual well test results showed 
nitrates levels in the wells soaring high above the MCL of 45.  For example, in 2002, the reported “high” 
nitrate figure was 41, while the CDPH well test results showed an actual level of 71 in Morro Basin well 03, 
and 56 in Morro Basin well 04.   
 
Was this deliberate concealment of a sudden and serious nitrate contamination problem?  Why did City staff 
not state the true nitrate levels in the wells in these important, legally-required water quality reports?  Did 
they believe they might be held responsible for the problem? 
 
 
 

2006:  The public becomes aware of the nitrate contamination of City well water 
 
In November, 2006, the nitrate problem became known to the public when the City notified its water 
customers that water with nitrate levels over the maximum contaminant level had been delivered to their 
homes.  This water delivery occurred during the annual State Water maintenance shutdown when the City 
was relying on well water.  High nitrate levels in drinking water can cause serious health problems, and this is 
considered a significant health threat. 
 
The November 15, 2006 minutes of the Morro Bay Public Works Advisory Board state that senior City staff 
member Bill Boucher had an announcement.  The minutes say that, “Boucher explained the City was having a 
problem with its drinking water. Tests done today show the Nitrate level at 48 mg/liter and the State and 
Federal limit for Nitrates is 45 mg/liter.”  Water customers were subsequently notified of the problem.   
 
Subsequently, there were complaints from the public that the City failed to notify water customers and the 
County health department of the problem in a timely manner. 
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2007:    Morro Bay residents investigate the condition of the sewer    

  City admits sewer condition problems 

  City denies responsibility for sewer system degradation 

  City staff appears to attempt to influence the results of a City-funded 
nitrate study    

  City –funded nitrate study claims nitrates are from fertilizer 

 
 
Morro Bay residents investigate the condition of the sewer   
 
Morro Bay residents Richard Sadowski, a Grade 4 CWEA collection system expert, and Marla Jo Bruton, a 
local clean water activist, reviewed numerous video inspections of Morro Bay sewer lines and prepared a 
report which was distributed to the City Council and the RWQCB in October, 2007.  
 
Viewing a sample of video inspections obtained from the City,  Sadowski and Bruton identified and logged 
defects that appeared in inspections of approximately 8,065 feet (about 1.52 miles) of sewer lines around 
the City.  They found that, on average, every 11.4 feet, there were sewer line defects with potential for 
inflow and infiltration (I&I) and/or sewage exfiltration into the soil. 
 
The following table summarizes some of the findings of this study: 
 

 
Table 1:  Findings From Independent Review of Sample Tapes 
 
Type of Defect/Problem 
 

 
Total # of Occurrences 

Offset Joints 589   
Separated Joints 163  
Dislocated joints 16 
Cracked areas 59 
Major breaks 2 
Root Intrusion in joints About 369 feet of pipe affected 
Significant structural damage*  2 
Bellies/Dips (sagging pipes) 45 
Areas of debris 8 
Areas of grease buildup  11 (7 are in sewer main connections) 
Areas of significant H2S gas 6 
Bad lateral connections  5 
Areas where lateral connections are too 
close together 

1 

Manholes with missing pan 2 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT G



Page 5 of 17 
 

City admits sewer condition problems 
 
Shortly before the Sadowski/Bruton study was published, the City admitted the sewer lines were in poor 
condition.  Whether or not this was a reaction to the fact that residents were conducting a study of the 
sewer system condition is unknown.  In a document titled “Water and Wastewater News”, mailed to Morro 
Bay residents in September, 2007, the City admitted the system needed repair.   On page 2 of the document 
are the following statements: 
 
“Most of our collection system is now over 50 years old and is showing its age ...  A number of pipeline 
segments are now too small and have cracks, offsets and similar problems  ...” 
 
and, 
 
“The Master Plan’s computer model identified a number of sewer pipeline segments as being currently over 
capacity during highest wet weather flow conditions.  The major pipe segment identified in this condition is 
along Main Street from Vashon to Atascadero Road and on Atascadero Road for Main Street to Park Avenue.   
 
We have started design on the upgrade of this pipeline and plan to construct in in fall 2008” 
 
The referenced lines along Main Street and Atascadero Road are major trunk lines that carry very high 
volumes of sewage.  Unfortunately, despite the promise made in the 2007 document, the City has NOT, as of 
this writing, repaired the line along Main Street from Vashon to Atascadero Road.  The City’s Public Works 
Director recently stated that the repairs will not be done for four more years.   
 
 
City denies responsibility for sewer system degradation 
 
Immediately after the sewer line condition study by Sadowski and Bruton was distributed, City staff disputed 
it.  They did so despite having recently issued their own statement, in the City’s “Water and Wastewater 
News”, that,  “Most of our collection system is now over 50 years old and is showing its age ...  A number of 
pipeline segments are now too small and have cracks, offsets and similar problems.” 
 
A letter attacking Sadowski and Bruton and denying any wrongdoing by the City was sent to the RWQCB.  
The letter is undated, but given its content, it appears to have been written in late November, or early 
December, 2007. 
 
The letter included a denial that the sewer line problems had been caused by lack of maintenance.  
Apparently unaware that system maintenance includes repairs; not just cleaning, City staff member Dylan 
Wade stated that,  
 
“The report authors also put forth the claim that the damage observed in our system was largely 
caused by deferred maintenance. While there is damage to portions of some of the clay pipe in 
the collections system, the damage observed was not caused by deferred maintenance. "Because vitrified clay 
pipe is chemically inert, it is not vulnerable to damage due to domestic sewage, sulfide attack, most industrial 
wastes and solvents or aggressive soils " (Clay Pipe Engineering Manual). Furthermore the City has a long 
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history with an aggressive cleaning schedule that exceeds industry norms. Our cleaning intervals range from 
less than monthly to a maximum of biannual cleanings depending on the condition of the pipes. The type of 
damage observed to some of the pipes in the collections system would appear to be mostly from earth 
movement, with cracks at bells or displaced joints, and damage from faulty lateral installations.” 
 
Mr. Wade did not explain why, despite their knowledge of the major damage done to the lines by “earth 
movement” and “faulty lateral installations”, responsible City staff members had not alerted the City Council 
to the problems, or made repairs to the system.   
 
 
City staff appears to attempt to influence the results of a City-funded nitrate study 
 
In early 2007, the City commissioned a study to determine the source of the nitrates in the wells, but before 
that study even began, City staff began telling residents that the problem was fertilizer from farming 
operations east of town in the Morro Valley.  The earliest such statement known is one made by City staff 
member Bill Boucher to a group of mothers concerned about the impacts of the nitrates on their children. 
 
This position was later reflected in a communication between City Staff member Bill Boucher and the 
consultants who were conducting the nitrate study.  In a December 7, 2007 email from consultant Spencer 
Harris to City staff member Bill Boucher is this statement: 
 
“On the bright side, FYI here's a new paragraph that I put in the report to incorporate Dylan’s reference. I 
think it's pertinent. 
 
Despite a hydraulic potential for exfiltration along Main Street when the city well field is pumping, gravity 
sewer leaks quickly become plugged by sewer film and settleable solids in the sewage, theoretically reaching 
steady-state leakage rates in approximately one hour.  A research study conducted at several locations in 
Germany, where sewer systems are generally older and in poor condition, showed that when system pressure 
heads are below the sewer pipe crown (typical for gravity sewers) exfiltration rates were minimal  (Amick and 
Burgess, 2000).” 
 
Thus, it appears that City staff member Dylan Wade asked or told the consultants to include the cited quote 
in the nitrate study report.  The quote appears to indicate that sewage exfiltration is not a serious problem, 
and may have steered the consultants away from seriously or extensively studying sewage as a potential 
source of the nitrates.  The quote would also influence nitrate study report readers to draw the conclusion 
that exfiltration is a minor issue, and hence the nitrates in the wells could not be from sewage. 
 
However, the quote that Wade provided to the consultants was taken completely out of context.  The Amick 
and Burgess study, which was done for the EPA, was in fact about the seriousness of the problem of sewer 
exfiltration, and the actual statement from the Amick and Burgess study is this: 
 
 “At a pressure head below the sewer crown, which is typically the case in gravity flow sewer lines, exfiltration 
rates were minimal. At a pressure head of one pipe diameter, the exfiltration rate increased dramatically, to 
more than 26 gal/hour (gph) per joint in some segments. This high leakage rate can, in part, be attributed to 
the generally poor condition of the old sewer systems. A linear correlation between pressure head and 
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exfiltration rate for several types of sewer defects was noted for pressure heads greater than 500 mm (20 
inches). It was also noted that at lower flows and pressure heads, the exfiltration rate decreases 
exponentially, most likely from self-sealing from sewer film and settleable solids in the sewage. If the flow 
and pressure head increases, however, this self-sealing property is broken and the exfiltration rate 
increases rapidly.” 
 
The text that has been emphasized here with bold font was left out of the quote provided by Wade.  Its 
omission completely changes the meaning of the passage, in that the missing text clearly indicates that the 
sealing property discussed is, in many cases, only temporary.   
 
In fact, the Amick and Burgess study demonstrates that, in many locations, sewage exfiltration rates are 
shockingly high.  For example, Amick and Burgess cite an annual exfiltration rate of 1.65 million gallons per 
day for Munich, Germany, and  a rate of 5 mgd, as the best estimate of the average daily wastewater 
exfiltration rate from Albuquerque‘s sewer system. 
 
Two cities closer to Morro Bay were also discussed.  The following table from the Amick and Burgess study 
gives estimates, determined using two different methodologies, of rates of exfiltration from sewer lines in 
Berkeley and Santa Cruz. 

 
 
In summary, it seems reasonable to state that the out-of-context quote that City staff member Dylan Wade 
told or asked the consultants to use in the City-funded nitrate study was clearly and seriously misleading. 
 
At approximately the same time the above-cited email was sent, shortly before the consultants’ nitrate study 
was completed, City staff member Dylan Wade also told the RWQCB that sewage was not the cause of the 
nitrate problem.  In an undated letter that appears to have been written in late November or early 
December, referring to the then-in-progress City-funded nitrate study, Wade stated, 
 
“Since the primary groundwater contaminant of local concern is nitrates. We are nearing completion of a 
study regarding the source of this contamination of Morro valley wells and have ruled out sewage exfiltration 
as a probable source.” 
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City-funded nitrate study claims nitrates are from fertilizer 
 
The City-funded nitrate study, which has been substantially discredited, was published in December, 2007.  It 
stated that the source of the nitrates was fertilizer; not sewage. However, in addition to the apparent 
influence of City staff on study results, critics of the study state that essential testing was not done, that 
evidence was incorrectly interpreted, and that some evidence was simply ignored.   
 
For example, no change in farming activities could account for the sudden change in nitrate level patterns, 
and the isotopic signatures of nitrates in the wells were completely inconsistent with those for fertilizer.   
 
Isotopic signatures (15N/14N) of the nitrogen component of nitrates in the wells were, however, strikingly 
consistent with those of sewage as demonstrated by the table below.  

 

Source      Nitrate signature 

Septic systems:                           7.6  to 12.1 

Sewage treatment plant:                7.2  to 12.1  
Morro Basin wells:                                             7.1  to 10.0 

Commercial Fertilizer       - 4  to  + 4 
 

(standard nitrate signatures from  a study by wastewater contamination expert Dennis McQuillan ) 

 
 
The following table provides additional detail, including standard values from another source, Nitrate 
Forensics: 
 

 
 
Note that both sources state a range of -4 to +4 for fertilizer.   The range found in Morro Bay wells was +7.1 
to +10.   
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2008:  Morro Bay Residents discover the cause of the nitrate spikes 
 
In 2008, having identified significant weaknesses in the City-funded nitrate study, Sadowski and Bruton 
began investigating to determine what had really caused the sudden change in nitrate levels in the Morro 
Basin aquifer that had occurred in 2002.   
 
 They identified the likely trigger event as an MTBE remediation project, overseen by the RWQCB, that 
commenced in 2001 and ended in 2002.   
 
The project was done at and in the vicinity of the site of an old gasoline station that had been located over 
the boundary of the Morro Basin aquifer.  This is the aquifer from which several of Morro Bay’s municipal 
wells, those where the nitrate spikes occur, draw their water.   
 
Directly to the west of the gasoline station site lies the Main Street sewer trunk line, and an area where 
Sadowski and Bruton believe that exfiltrated sewage from the line pools underground. 
 
The following diagram shows the location of the station and the nearby wells. 
 

 
 
 
The diagram below, the original of which was produced by the MTBE remediation company, shows the 
extent of the work done. 
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The former location of the gasoline station that was the source of the MTBE is shown by the beige-shaded 
rectangle at the upper right.   Extensive excavations were done in that area, directly over the Morro Basin 
aquifer boundary.  The numerous black dots show the locations of the 63 monitoring and extraction wells 
that were drilled into the aquifer. 
 
The blue-shaded rectangle near the bottom of the diagram shows the location of Morro Bay municipal wells 
03 and 04.  Wells 14 and 15 lie a very short distance to the south. 
 
Sadowski and Bruton considered a number of factors, including: 

 Timing of the onset of spikes in nitrate levels in the municipal wells  

 Excavations at the gasoline station site  

 Locations of the MTBE monitoring and extraction wells  

 Location of the Main Street trunk line 

 Condition of the trunk line and the likelihood of significant sewage exfiltration  

 Potential for pooling of exfiltrated sewage at the southern end of this gravity line 

 A consultant’s documented statement that movement of the MTBE plume underground was directly 
tied to pumping at the well field 

 
They concluded that the MTBE remediation work likely breached the aquifer boundaries, potentially both 
horizontal and vertical, allowing exfiltrated sewage to be drawn into the aquifer when the wells were 
pumping.   
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If MTBE could be pulled into the aquifer when the wells were operating then so, surmised Sadowski and 
Bruton, could exfiltrated sewage.    This hypothesis was presented in a paper published and distributed to 
the Council and the RWQCB in April, 2008. 
 
 
 

2009:  New evidence supporting the Sadowski-Bruton hypothesis is discovered 
 
Fellow researcher Linda Stedjee, working with Sadowski and Bruton, discovered that the closer a municipal 
well was to the suspected source of sewage contamination, the higher the nitrate levels in the well water.   
 
If the nitrates were from fertilizer from the Morro Valley then, since all the wells draw their water from the 
same aquifer, they should have similar nitrate levels.  They did not.  Well 03 consistently had the highest 
nitrate levels followed, in order, by wells 04, 14, and 15.  This order corresponds exactly to the wells’ relative 
distances from the sewage source, with 03 being the closest, and 15 the most distant. 
 
This correspondence between nitrate level in a well and its distance from the sewage source was further 
supported by the discovery that Morro Bay Mutual Water wells, about a quarter mile south of the municipal 
wells, never had high nitrate levels.  Yet, these wells, like the municipal wells, draw their water from the 
Morro basin aquifer.  
 
The following image shows the locations of the municipal wells and the Morro Bay Mutual Water wells: 
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2009 to 2014:   Established patterns of nitrate levels in the wells continue 
 
In the ensuing years, the pattern of nitrate spikes was consistently linked to well production, as 
demonstrated by the following table, which tracks the correspondence from 2009 through the year 2013.  
Note also that the correspondence between well nitrate levels and distance from the sewage source 
continued, with well 03 having the highest levels, followed by 04, 14, and 15, with 15 having the lowest. 
 
 

 
 
 
However, despite mounting evidence that sewage was contaminating the aquifer, denials by the City and the 
RWQCB continued.  These agencies continued to offer up questionable theories and excuses.  For example, it 
was claimed that the differences in nitrate levels in the different wells had nothing to do with proximity to 
exfiltrated sewage, but instead were a result of proximity to Morro Creek.  It was claimed that the creek 
diluted the nitrates in the wells closest to it.   
 
This claim was quickly discredited with the observation that for much of the year, the creek is completely 
dry; yet, the pattern of nitrate levels in the wells holds through all seasons. 
 
Claims were made from time to time that exfiltration could not occur because the sewer lines lie below the 
water table.  This is completely false.   Except in the wettest weather, nearly all lines lie above the water 
table.  This includes all of the Main Street trunk line except for one very short segment at its southern end. 
 
RWQCB staff claimed that the portion of the aquifer beneath the City’s wells was likely hydraulically 
disconnected from the former Shell station area due to geologic formations in the area.  This claim was 
discredited by documented evidence that, during the MTBE remediation, the movement of the plume, from 
the area of the service station toward the wells, was tied directly to well usage. 
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2014:  Morro Bay residents convince the RWQCB to conduct tests for components of 
sewage in the wells 
 
After trying for years to get the RWQCB to publicly hear their concerns, Morro Bay residents were able to get 
a hearing, which was held on May 22, 2014.  Marla Jo Bruton and Linda Stedjee gave a 20-minute 
presentation on the issues.  The Board subsequently ordered simple tests conducted.   
 
A few months later, City Water Department staff drew well water samples to be tested for sucralose, which 
is considered a highly-reliable indicator of the presence of sewage contamination.  Sucralose is considered 
far more reliable than caffeine, as sucralose does not break down, while caffeine does.  Samples were drawn 
at various wells, as shown in this image, and at the State Water vault: 
 

 
 
Every well downgradient from Morro Bay sewer lines had significant levels of sucralose. The only well that 
did not was the one at 1301 Little Morro Creek Road, which is east of town, upgradient of Morro Bay sewer 
lines, and thus not subject to contamination by sewage leaking from those lines.  This evidence 
demonstrated that there was no detectable sewage contamination coming into Morro Bay from Morro 
Valley to the east – not surprising as that area is agricultural land, and sparsely populated.   
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This table shows the sucralose test findings: 
 

 
 
 
 

2015:  Despite proof of sewage in municipal wells, RWQCB refuses to act 
 
 At its May, 2015 meeting, the RWQCB reviewed the sucralose test results and, despite this definitive proof 
that sewage is contaminating municipal wells, refused to take any action.  Board members stated that there 
were leaky sewer systems all over the State.  They said that so long as Morro Bay has access to sufficient 
potable water to serve its population, the Board will take no action, as they have more important issues to 
deal with. 
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2015 to present:  City of Morro Bay continues to refuse to acknowledge the problem and 
repair the sewer lines 
 
City staff members continue to claim that sewage contamination of the wells is insignificant.  One senior staff 
member has said that the sucralose must be coming from State Water, and therefore there is no sewage 
contamination of the aquifer.  This argument ignores two key facts; 
 

1.  Even if the sucralose were all from State water, most of the State water used in the City ends up in 
the sewer, so to get into the groundwater, it would have to leak out of the sewer lines. 
 
2.  Testing of the private well at 1301 Little Morro Creek Road, to the east of town and upgradient of 
Morro Bay sewer lines, shows that water in the aquifer is free of detectable sucralose contamination 
before reaching Morro Bay.  When this sucralose-free water mixes with groundwater in Morro Bay, it 
should dilute the sucralose-contaminated water coming from sources within the City.     
 
This would mean that, if the sucralose in the wells is only from State water, then sucralose levels in 
those wells should be much lower than levels in State water. However, several of the tested wells in 
Morro Bay had sucralose levels higher than the level in State water.  This clearly indicates that State 
water cannot be the only source of sucralose in the tested wells.  Other components of sewage must 
be present. 

 
The discovery of clear evidence of the presence of sucralose, and thus sewage in the municipal wells is not 
surprising.  The following images, from video inspections of the Main Street trunk line, show damage that is 
the rule, not the exception, for that segment of the collection system – considered by resident researchers to 
be the source of most, or perhaps all of the sewage contaminating the Morro Basin municipal wells. 
 
 
1. Section of line south of San Jacinto Street.  Note the badly-misaligned pipe joints. 
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2. Very badly-misaligned pipe joints between la Jolla and Avalon  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Serious root intrusion north of Mindoro.  This indicates an open pipe joint.  
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4. Major cracking in two adjacent pipe sections between Bonita and La Jolla 
 

 
 
 
 
Despite all of the evidence that major sewage contamination is going on, local agencies have refused to act. 
The City has indicated that the Main Street trunk line, site of the damage shown in the photos above, will not 
be repaired for four more years.   Why it was not repaired in the fall of 2008, as City staff stated it would be 
in their 2007 “Water and Wastewater News” publication, is unknown. 
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