


From: Tim Borden
To: BoardComment
Subject: CCSD Draft Coastal Development Permit Project Description - February 8, 2024
Date: Sunday, February 4, 2024 6:22:03 PM

Please read this at the February 8, 2024 Board Meeting

Regarding Operations:  It was voted on that there would be an existing employee to perform
visual inspections of the site twice a day. (No new employees)
The new proposal allows for up to 6 employees per day in shifts.  Are these existing
employees or new hires?  If they are new hires what will the costs be: training, benefits,
salaries, tools and equipment?



From: Tim Borden
To: BoardComment
Subject: CCSD Draft Coastal Development Permit Project Description - February 8, 2024
Date: Sunday, February 4, 2024 6:35:18 PM

Please read this at Board Meeting February 8, 2024

Regarding Brine/Salt Disposal Methode: How much is the Zero Liquid Discharge (ZLD)
facility going to cost?  This technology has not been tested per the WRF Concentrate Disposal
Ad-Hoc Committee dated 11/8/2023.  How many truckloads of the brine concentrate will be
hauled away and at what cost?
If the ZLD facility is not successful, how many truckloads per day will be hauled away and at
what cost?
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Community Input for Strategic Plan   
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

February 8, 2024 
      Dennis A. Dudzik, PE 

 

- my wife and I 
 ed

fact-based updates to the current Strategic Plan.  

As stated in the CCSD Strategic Planning Process “In minor updates, the Board 

   
- now.  

so that the Board can and will 
 during this 2024 Strategic Plan 

Update. 

 

This input and associated analyses are an update and expansion 
Board one year ago. input Water Supply and Demand Planning) address the 
fact that the current Strategic Plan fails to plan for  
ending the water moratorium, and bolstering Cambria’s water supply.  

Item six below 
plan, in that it has no plan to address urgent, required 

. 

Water Supply and Demand Planning 

This water supply and demand analysis assumes that all data and forecasts contained in the CCSD’s 2020 
ses of the UWMP 

CCSD 2024 Strategic Plan Update.  The data and analyses 
make it clear that CCSD has the capacity and duty . 

current and future residents of Cambria, and the Board ought to  in 
place to address these weaknesses, and for the following reasons:  
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does not address this issue. 

2. 

most 
 way to increase the housing supply in California. Key Weakness 

nt in that it does not address this issue.  

  

does not address this issue. 

4. be making real progress toward ing the emergency 
The strategic plan ought to include an 

integrated 
District’s water supply systems. Key Weakness in the Strategic Plan: The Strategic Plan is 

 

5. The California Coastal Commission’s  presently stands 
in the way of the District’s . If the WRF is all or part of the District’s plan 

water wait list customers, then the Strategic Plan needs to clearly say so, and a 
real plan to get there must be included! -term reliance on one 

is not a strategy for 
assuring a reliable and sustainable water supply for Cambria. The Strategic Plan must include a 

supplies. 
not address this issue. 

 

 The Strategic Plan fails to address maintenance-related 

-
 

Addressing these weaknesses in the Strategic Plan is in the best interest of the Cambria 
community, and the right thing to do.  

  
The following are key facts that must be fully 

, and documented 4 Update of 
the CCSD’s Strategic Plan. 

the Strategic Plan must be 
updated to encourage and direct more in-

also need to be integrated into this Strategic Plan Update. 
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1. Updated Water Use and Supply Data  

s that 

reached. also  associated EIR, which adopted the 
this was subsequently incorporated into the San Luis Obispo 

County North Coast Area Plan. 

 

 

 longer exists, the water system will support 
  

 
  

 
-year droughts 

and without relying on any water from the WRF.   by 
 support 

 under the 
  

 
 

- -  
 

 
further enhance reliabilit   

On completed their follow-up 
.  This 

Urban Water Management Plan –  
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3.   
  
Ending the moratorium, with a program of Safe, Balanced,  

community due to increased local spending and local jobs) these new building permits would add 
millions of dollars per year to the income of the CCSD.  
  

.   
Once the Water Wait List is re-

 

 
 

.  
This ongoing 

 

 

r units outside of Cambria Assessment 
District No. 2.  
  

the 2020 UWMP has been shown to support releasing more than four 
today.  

 
 At the moment, the District has no such plan in place, and the current Strategic Plan completely 

ignores the requirement to plan to end the moratorium.  The process has to start here and now.  
  
The District 

s
.    

  

 



    D. A. Dudzik, PE, Cambria CA  2-8-2024 Input 

Page  of 9  
  

 

Type of Fee   
2023 Fee (2%/yr  

 

CUSTOMER SERVICE CHARGES        

Account Start      

  -      -     

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGES        

Photo Copying       

Drawings and Maps      

WATER METER ALLOCATIONS        

     

UTILITY SERVICE AND WATER CONSERVATION        

     

     

Engineering Plan Check      

     

     

Meter Test       

     

     

Pre-      

FIRE DEPARTMENT        

     

     

On-      

Sprinkler System       

TOTAL ESTIMATED FEE COSTS PER INTENT TO SERVE      
* Based on Exhibit A, Cambria Community Services District's Current Posted Fee Schedule (Board 
Approved on 08/22/2013) and assuming One (1) EDU inside Cambria Assessment District No. 2.  

-2023. District's associated direct costs are also paid by the 
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4. Making real progress for our Community Members   

the end of 

treated as members of the community to support the community.  We responded as community 
members, and paid our the  

The CCSD Moratorium 

supported the emergency decla  years ago.    

The CCSD, on its website, states that:  
   

-  
  

 
  
“

 

protec  

real costs associated with inadequate high- Safe, 
Balanced, and  Plan must be an integral part of the District’s Strategic Plan.  

  Regulatory Water Resource Planning 

 
by CCC, County, and other regulatory bodies’ processes and decisions. It is the District’s responsibility to 

un to make progress toward this goal, but more is required - now. 

The current Strategic Plan contains the following three 

 



    D. A. Dudzik, PE, Cambria CA  2-8-2024 Input 

Page 8 of 9  
  

-
MANNER 

The CCC and SLO County, and are working with them on a path forward for 
part of that 

process, and n
lso, nothing in the Strategic Plan explains h  the District 

 

.  

As the community is well aware, r surprise as we got 
 last year.  The rain that slammed Cambria on 

   caught “ since 
it happened without any warning.  
able to go from door to door in order the Santa Rosa Catholic Church next 
door.  C

. Those 
 

 
 and a half .  These are cut and 

lying along the creek bank .  In contrast, the north 
bank is clear of such debris. B
relo s 

.  

It is apparent  been going 

the long-

drainage.  
maintained, with non-

 

 in the Santa Rosa Creek 
watershed h will 
businesses in Cambria along Santa Rosa Creek, as well contribute to and increase CCSD’s costs of 

  As 
short and long-term planning milestones and adequate funding. 

are working with all 
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It is the right thing to do 

founded on the highest standards of integrity and courage will include 

, Balanced  Plan as well as 
 

  

 
Dennis A. Dudzik, PE  
Resident - Cambria, California  



From: Ron Keck
To: BoardComment
Subject: Strategic Plan 2024
Date: Friday, February 2, 2024 4:07:01 PM

Dear CCSD
     Securing a CDP for the WRF must finally be accomplished for 2024.  Cambria needs this for so many reasons. 
The Strategic Plan and CDP must include the ability to lift the moratorium which the CCSD is legally and morally
obligated to do.
    We lived part time in Cambria for 17 years and watched nothing get accomplished.  We listened to neighbors and
locals protest any method to provide additional water which would allow the moratorium to be lifted , but continued
to add bathrooms and even build separate structures with bathrooms and kitchens on adjoining lots they would pick
up on the cheap. Not fair by any standard. 
     Interestingly any rate increase would be met with petitions and protests, yet the same people would complain that
CCSD is not maintaining the water and sewage infrastructure. 
     CCSD revenue is hurt severely by the double whammy of selling less water due to conservation and not
receiving new hookup fees for over 20 years.  Something has to give , someone has to pay to maintain the system.
     This is Cambria’s best chance to secure a CDP to guarantee the water supply, and it must include the ability to
lift the moratorium and issue intent to serve letters and collect hook up fees to pay for the WRF and maintain the
community  infrastructure.  
      The strategic plan must include these features.  It is best for both current and future residents of Cambria.  Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely
Ron and Donna Keck

Sent from my iPhone





2

--  
  All the best, 
 
  Joan and Bruce Linton 
  
   
  Wait List # 213 
 
   
   
   



From: DOUG PUGH
To: BoardComment
Subject: Water moratorium
Date: Friday, February 2, 2024 5:16:31 PM

I respectfully ask that you consider the possibility of opening up some water positions. I have been on the waitlist
for nearly 20 years. When I bought my lot I was assured by the realtor that the water moratorium was only
temporary! Obviously, that was not the case. Like many others I bought my lot with the intention to build and with
the assurances by members of the community i.e. realtors that dream was a reality. The dream has turned into a
nightmare! We have been kicking this problem down the road for far too long and we need to resolve it. I
understand the concerns of some of the community but I honestly believe that a limited controlled building of new
homes it’s not only beneficial to the community but to the Cambria community service districts as well. Infusing
much needed revenue for other projects and improvements. I appreciate the opportunity for this input and look
forward to the upcoming board meeting.

Sent from my iPhone





From: David Valeron
To: BoardComment; Deryl Robinson; David Valeron
Subject: Public Comments- Board & Strategic Plan Meeting- 02/08/2024
Date: Monday, February 5, 2024 11:42:13 AM

To whom it may concern,
Please include our public comments to the minutes of the upcoming planning meeting:

We purchased our property on Jean Street in March 1989 with a water wait list # of 446. 

For almost 35 years, we have been waiting for the moratorium to end so we could build our
retirement home. While waiting for the moratorium to be lifted, we have built two homes in
Wrightwood (CA) and Fallbrook (CA).

It is our understanding that there is no need for this moratorium as the original premise of the
"water emergency" no longer exists.

Upon receiving permission to build ("intent to serve" letter) we plan to develop our property
and build the aforementioned home.

The economic impact for the area will be positive as the building of new single family homes
will not only generate more property tax revenue it will create local jobs in the construction,
supply chain, logistics and hospitality sectors. In addition, it will help alleviate the critical
housing shortage in the State of California.

Please come up with a plan to lift this moratorium and allow us to build our new home before
we pass away. 
This situation has been going on way too long!

Thank you.



From: Paul Wellenkamp
To: BoardComment
Subject: Comment on WRF Draft Project Description
Date: Monday, February 5, 2024 5:19:13 PM

This is a citizen comment in connection with the February 8, 2024 Public
Hearing on the Draft Project Description for the Water Reclamation
Facility Permit Application

I am a Cambria homeowner and part-time resident since 2005.  I have been
regularly visiting Cambria since 1990.

I have the following comments and questions:

First, the Application refers to serving existing connections as a
"primary" intent for operating the WRF.  Possibly serving additional
connections is another intent.  It is unclear whether serving additional
connections is another primary intent or a secondary intent. 
Characterizing serving existing connections as a primary intent implies
that there are other intents or purposes. The Application fails to
adequately describe them.

Second, the Application refers to possibly serving "existing
commitments" in the future, but fails to describe what those commitments
are. "Existing connections" has an unambiguous meaning. "Existing
commitments" does not. The Application does not even vaguely describe
what is meant by possibly serving those additional connections.

Third, the Application seeks far more capacity than appears to be
necessary to relieve drought emergencies. If I understand the materials,
drought relief may require operating the WRF several hours per day for
four months per year, or thereabouts. The Application seeks 24/7 for six
months, without guidelines as to when it will operate short of that.

Since its inception, the question about whether the WRF will be used
only to relieve drought emergencies for existing connections or whether
it will provide the capacity to serve additional connections has been
unanswered. This Draft does not provide a clear answer. The substantial
additional capacity this Application seeks will result in an unknown (or
undisclosed) number of additional connections.

A Description which more clearly and directly addresses the issue may be
a difficult ask, but it is sorely needed.

Paul Wellenkamp





> PO Box 65
> Cambria, CA 93428
> 
> www.cambriacsd.org
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Laylon Whittaker <laylon@vaultgallery.com>
> Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 9:07 AM
> To: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
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>
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>
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From: Bill Currin
To: BoardComment
Subject: Strategic Plan workshop on February 8th 2024
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 4:39:12 PM

Thanks to the CCSD Board of Directors, General Manager Matthew McElhenie and Staff for
soliciting input from stakeholders regarding its Strategic Plan workshop on February 8th 2024.

My wife and I have owned several contiguous lots for 20 years, with a water wait list position
in the upper third of the 656 position residential wait list.  Our original plan was to build our
full-time residence there; the passage of time may no longer make that our reality, but it is still
our dream.

Ensuring the WRF can operate during non-declared water emergencies seems to benefit all
stakeholders, those with and without a voice, including the following:

Holders of water wait list positions—a wait list implies service once water becomes available

Existing Customers—benefit by spreading WRF costs (debt service, maintenance costs, and
operating costs) to a larger rate payer group.  Connection fees and base rate water and sewer
charges also spread the existing infrastructure expense to a bigger group.

Flora and Fauna—habitat will be improved by operating the WRF during critical periods to
maintain stream inflow and concomitant stream levels, as well as adding water directly to the
San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  So doing will improve habitat for steelhead and other riparian
species.  This seems to be a case where use of the WRF can alleviate our current impacts to
the San Simeon Creek riparian habitat

Conditionally, we endorse the CCSD proposal to submit the preliminary WRF CDP
application to San Luis Obispo County for their consideration.  However, the preliminary plan
reasonably and unambiguously needs to accommodate new water connections.

 



From: Deryl Robinson
To: BoardComment
Cc: Matthew McElhenie; James Green
Subject: Re: Strategic Plan comments
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 7:49:07 AM

Thank you for replying because it made me realize I had only pasted part of my actual
composition. Here is the whole thing, if you could put it in the record instead.

The District has an obligation to customers who have been waiting over 20 years for service to
solve the compliance matters with its water supply and get the moratorium lifted. It is
untenable that the Strategic Plan would not have this as the top priority. Failing to do so
would be completely arbitrary, and that is not allowed by law.

The Strategic Plan must include a detailed plan of action to complete the process of securing
County and Coastal Commission approvals to begin processing the wait list, collecting fees,
and issuing intent to serve letters.  The Board must give clear direction to staff to make this a
priority.  

If CCSD is going to abandon this responsibility, it should lose its county authorization as a
service district.

Sincerely, 
Deryl Robinson

From: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 5:38 AM
To: Deryl Robinson 
Cc: Matthew McElhenie <mmcelhenie@cambriacsd.org>; James Green <jgreen@cambriacsd.org>
Subject: RE: Strategic Plan comments
 
Hi Deryl,
 
Thank you for your public comment.
 
Haley
 
From: Deryl Robinson  
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 9:35 PM
To: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
Subject: Strategic Plan comments

 
Dear Board and General Manager,



 
The Strategic Plan must include a detailed plan of action to complete the process of securing
County and Coastal Commission approvals to begin processing the wait list, collecting fees,
and issuing intent to serve letters.  At the moment, the District has no such plan in place, and
the current Strategic Plan completely ignores the requirement to plan to end the moratorium. 
The process has to start here and now. 
The District staff are working diligently to complete all of the work needed to secure the
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the WRF.  However, they are doing so without strategic
direction from the Board.  
The District needs the significant funds that will be generated by these connection fees.
The District has a legal obligation to remove the emergency declaration that initially justified
the moratorium when there is no longer an emergency, and that is the case now.
It is the right thing to do.
 
Regards,
Deryl Robinson



From:
To: BoardComment
Subject: AGENDA ITEM #5.C
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 9:15:23 PM

(Hello Haley, could you please replace my previously submitted comment
with this one?  Thank you, Donald)

President Gray, Vice President Scott, and members of the board,
 
Last year, as we were approaching our peak fire season, Cambria had all
the elements set to make for a ‘perfect storm:’

      Ironically, heavy rains had created dense, high grass growth
generating more fuel to burn in the dry, fire season, and late rains
pushed the date for weed abatement back a couple of weeks,
lessening the time for implementation. 

·         An ineffective fire chief who was not on top of his responsibility of
identifying uncleared parcels and informing the CCSD of the
magnitude of the problem.

·        A new general manager who was unfamiliar with the challenges
and was not informed, or kept informed.

·        A plethora of well over 500 uncleared undeveloped parcels as
compared with the more typical 50-150 undeveloped parcels beyond
the clearing deadline.

·        A diminishing number of weed abatement contractors and
personnel qualified and available to do the work.

·        Increasingly devastating wildfires of which the disastrous Maui fire
was a reminder of how deadly a mixture of heat, winds, uncut
grasses, and downed powerlines can be.



·        A trend of increasing absentee property owners who have little
knowledge of the area and very little, if any, stake in the community.

·         Very little incentive and no fines imposed to encourage uncleared
parcel owners to get their parcels cleared promptly, leaving absentee
property owners free of the bother of personally engaging a
contractor and therefore having their property cleared simply by
being billed for the contractor’s fee and a nominal administrative fee. 
No wonder they’ve left it to the CCSD to do the work …it’s been a
’hassle-free’ bargain.

I am glad to see that serious discussion has begun this year as well as new
procedures and ordinances being considered regarding the 2024 Fire
Hazard Fuel Reduction Program to address these issues. 

This is an extremely urgent and important issue for the board to consider.  I
wrote letters to board members and the general manager accompanied
including photos I had taken of the many uncleared lots near my home. 
 Additionally, I spoke before the board last year on these very issues and
expressed my deep concern for the safety and well-being of this wonderful
community.  

After presenting my concerns, immediate action was taken by the general
manager to clear the delinquent lots.   The points to be discussed in
today's agenda are great steps forward in addressing my, and many other
community members’, concerns.

I hope that the result of this discussion will ensure that there will not be a
repeat of last year’s chaos and scramble again this year…or in the future.
In addition to what has been proposed in the agenda, I think that the
district should have more than one weed abatement contractor on call to
avoid the situation we had last year where we had an emergency ‘all-
district-hands-on-board’ called by the general manager to get the work



done as fast as possible due to the overwhelming load of uncleared
parcels.

In this regard, more contractors should be trained and informed of the
clearing procedure and what it entails.  In the past, there were informative
events available both to property owners and contractors to learn proper
weed abatement procedures.  Such events should be available in the
future.

While I see there is discussion of fines imposed for violations and weed
abatement negligence, I would like to see the amount of the fines and
penalties spelled out, keeping in mind that the ‘stick’ should be significant
enough to initiate timely action by property owners. These fines should be
viewed positively as ‘incentives’ to action to prevent future disasters and
not merely as punishment for being an irresponsible and non-compliant
parcel owner.
 
Thank you,
Donald Archer
Cambria





From: Crosby Swartz
To: BoardComment; Tom Gray; Debra Scott; Harry Farmer; Karen Dean; Michael Thomas; Matthew McElhenie;

James Green
Subject: Public Comment on 2-8-24 Agenda Item 4.A WRF Hearing
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 12:04:56 PM

The draft WRF Project Description under consideration today contains statements about the
amount of potable water that the WRF will add to the District's water supply at San Simeon
Creek.  For example, Table 1 on Page 10 states that 250 acre-feet per year (afy) will be added
to the water supply and Table 2 on Page 19 states that 400 gallons per minute (gpm) will be
added to the water supply.  These performance claims seem high, as noted below.  We
recommend additional groundwater modeling to verify overall WRF performance before this
draft project description is submitted for approval.

Here is a basic performance analysis.  The main source of water added to the San Simeon
Creek aquifer during the dry season is approximately 278 gpm (400,000 gallons per day) of
secondary-treated effluent from the District's wastewater treatment plant.  This water is
pumped into the San Simeon Creek percolation pond, creating a hydraulic mound in the
surrounding groundwater level.  Project well 9P7 is located next to the percolation pond, and it
pumps water from the mound into the WRF purification system and then on to the project
injection well RIW-1.  If the continuous pumping rate from 9P7 well is 278 gpm, the WRF is
successfully adding 127 gpm of purified water to the District's water supply.  (For this
analysis, we assumed that 100 gpm is being diverted for lagoon mitigation and 40 gpm for
Warren Ranch use. 11 gpm is being trucked away for disposal.)

If the continuous pumping rate from the 9P7 well exceeds 278 gpm, the WRF is not adding
any additional water to the supply but is simply moving existing aquifer water from well 9P7
to well RIW-1.  Table 2 on Page 19 of the project description states that 581 gpm will be
pumped from well 9P7.  This discrepancy between well 9P7 pumping rates should be resolved
before the project description is submitted for approval.

A quick temporary fix might be to add a disclaimer to Table 2 stating that the pumping flows
shown represent peak allowable flows, not expected continuous pumping rates and they
cannot be used to predict water added by WRF operation.

We have submitted a detailed description of expected WRF performance, a WRF water flow
diagram and recommendations for new groundwater modeling by email to the General
Manager and Utilities Manager.  We are always available to answer any questions.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
Crosby Swartz



From: Elizabeth Bettenhausen
To: BoardComment
Subject: Draft Coastal Development Permit Project Description for the Water Reclamation Facility
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 12:58:52 PM

Dear CCSD Directors:

The Draft Coastal Development Permit Project Description for the Water
Reclamation Facility (DPD-WRF) needs much more work before being
submitted as a draft to SLO County Planning Dept. for their response.
Several reasons are highlighted here.

1. Zero Liquid Discharge: We must wait until at least the pilot test is done
before submitting this DPD. We have no indication whether the discharge
will work until this happens, as is evident in the following passages.
     1.1 Under Brine/Salt Disposal Method, Regular Coastal Development
Permit: "Zero Liquid Discharge Facility. If successful...." (p.11)
      1.2 Under Construction Commencement "Primarily existing. ZLD
anticipated within 12 months of CDP approval;..." (p.11)
      1.3 "The CCSD-preferred method includes the installation of a new
Zero Water Discharge (ZLD) facility." (p. 15) See entire paragraph here.
      1.4  Under ZLD: "Assuming the ZLD pilot program is successful, the
CCSD anticipates constructing a permanent ZLD facility to treat the RO
wastewater." (p.15)
      1.5 "Without the ZLD facility, under normal operations, three truck
trips per day would be needed." (p. 16) The following paragraphs are
purely speculative.
"Until the ZLD program is completed, it is unknown how much concentrate
will be produced during normal and dry-year operations" (p. 16).

      This also assumes that the pilot project will cost the district nothing.
But if the pilot project discloses that it is not "inefficient, ineffective, and is
otherwise unable to be utilized" (p. 15), what will the new project cost?
What is the updated cost of the trucking and receipt from the South San
Luis County Sanitation District, should the ZLD be inappropriate?

2. The language for currently existing users is very vague and possibly
contradictory. 
    2.1 "The WRF is primarily designed to meet the current demands of the
community and ensure a reliable source of water for the existing
connections to the CCSD. However, as part of future operations,
evaluations will be conducted through research studies, biological
assessments, and considerations of impacts to other stakeholders. These
evaluations will determine whether the WRF is sufficient to fulfill existing
commitments" (p. 2). 
     2.2 "While the EWSP is approved to operate only during declared
emergency water shortages, the WRF would operate during water
shortages and also proactively to prevent water shortages." (p. 8)



     2.3 "The WRF would initially serve to satisfy existing connections, but
during future operations,impact assessment would be determined based
on research studies, biological assessments and impacts to other
stakeholders to determine whether this mechanism would be adequate to
serve existing commitments,"(p 19).
     If the WRF is insufficient to serve existing customers, then what? 

What if the WRF is consistently sufficient to serve existing customers, and
the ZLD does not get turned on? Is this still Stage 1 (see April 2023
discussion).

Does "existing commitments" include the wait list of ca. 650 new
customers?

3. Four attachments to the DPD are included, but in no place is their
standing given. How are they to be interpreted? What roles do they have? 

This is an important matter, because two (Stillwater) and three (Todd)
contradict each other at various points. 

In the fourth attachments, all of the comments were made in March 2023
or earlier, almost a year before the current version of the DPD. To what
documents are they referring? When will they and the rest of TAC respond
to this draft?

4. In Table 2, it is not yet clear where the 400 gpm and 100 gpm come
from, and whether they are accurate (p. 18 summation). Put simply, how
is it determined that 400 gpm and 100 gpm are produced? Or, where does
the 92% loss number originate, and how is its accuracy known?

Thank you for your attention to these questions.

Elizabeth Bettenhausen

Cambria, CA 93428



From: Deryl Robinson
To: BoardComment
Cc: Matthew McElhenie; James Green
Subject: Re: Item 4.A - Project Description comments
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 1:13:49 PM

Dear Board and General Manager

We also wanted to comment on the draft Project Description.  We note the following
sentence in the section Water Reclamation Facility Purpose:

The WRF would initially serve to satisfy existing connections, but during future operations,
impact assessments would be determined based on research studies, biological assessments,
and impacts to other stakeholders to determine whether this mechanism would be adequate
to serve existing commitments. 

The statement seems miss worded because it says that the project would initially serve
existing connections but then later it would be determined whether it's adequate to serve
existing commitments. We think It should be clarified to make it clear that in the future - if
deemed adequate - it will serve existing wait listed commitments.

Regards
Deryl Robinson

From: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 8:17 AM
To: Deryl Robinson 
Cc: Matthew McElhenie <mmcelhenie@cambriacsd.org>; James Green <jgreen@cambriacsd.org>
Subject: RE: Strategic Plan comments
 
Hi Deryl, will do. Thanks.
 
From: Deryl Robinson  
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 7:49 AM
To: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
Cc: Matthew McElhenie <mmcelhenie@cambriacsd.org>; James Green <jgreen@cambriacsd.org>
Subject: Re: Strategic Plan comments

 
Thank you for replying because it made me realize I had only pasted part of my actual
composition. Here is the whole thing, if you could put it in the record instead.
 
The District has an obligation to customers who have been waiting over 20 years for service to



solve the compliance matters with its water supply and get the moratorium lifted. It is
untenable that the Strategic Plan would not have this as the top priority. Failing to do so
would be completely arbitrary, and that is not allowed by law.
 
The Strategic Plan must include a detailed plan of action to complete the process of securing
County and Coastal Commission approvals to begin processing the wait list, collecting fees,
and issuing intent to serve letters.  The Board must give clear direction to staff to make this a
priority.  
 
If CCSD is going to abandon this responsibility, it should lose its county authorization as a
service district.
 
Sincerely, 
Deryl Robinson

From: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 5:38 AM
To: Deryl Robinson 
Cc: Matthew McElhenie <mmcelhenie@cambriacsd.org>; James Green <jgreen@cambriacsd.org>
Subject: RE: Strategic Plan comments

 
Hi Deryl,
 
Thank you for your public comment.
 
Haley
 
From: Deryl Robinson  
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 9:35 PM
To: BoardComment <boardcomment@cambriacsd.org>
Subject: Strategic Plan comments

 
Dear Board and General Manager,
 
The Strategic Plan must include a detailed plan of action to complete the process of securing
County and Coastal Commission approvals to begin processing the wait list, collecting fees,
and issuing intent to serve letters.  At the moment, the District has no such plan in place, and
the current Strategic Plan completely ignores the requirement to plan to end the moratorium. 
The process has to start here and now. 
The District staff are working diligently to complete all of the work needed to secure the
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the WRF.  However, they are doing so without strategic



direction from the Board.  
The District needs the significant funds that will be generated by these connection fees.
The District has a legal obligation to remove the emergency declaration that initially justified
the moratorium when there is no longer an emergency, and that is the case now.
It is the right thing to do.
 
Regards,
Deryl Robinson



From: Christine Heinrichs
To: BoardComment
Subject: Public Comment
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 1:37:50 PM

please include in Written Comment. Thank you. 

PUBLIC COMMENT Item 4A

Thank you for bringing this to a public hearing. After hiring another contractor, SWCA, for
another $10,958, this project description fails in several ways to address significant concerns
about the project.

Referring to the County’s Information Hold on the application submitted in 2020, the first
item on the county’s list of deficiencies is that it “is unclear whether the impacts to riparian,
wetland, and stream areas as designated as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)
have adequate mitigations.” The staff response to comments on exactly that point by both
Coastal Commission Senior Environmental Scientist Tom Luster and Senior County Planner
Shani Siong is to brush it off as not within the scope. Well, that’s what the permitting agencies
require. Failing to address ESHA in the Coastal Development Permit application is going to
get the same response as the previous, incomplete, permit application.

Although the description and accompanying documents discuss modeling effects of operating
the project on habitat, the description has no actual biological studies. They were due a year
and a half ago, and have been postponed, as I understand it, because the scope of the project
changed. This sounds implausible to me. Could no studies have been done? At any rate, this
leaves the CDP application lacking biological studies that would inform the required Adaptive
Management Plan. 

No actual fish or frogs are included in the document. Considering that habitat for rare and
endangered species is one of the significant concerns of the agencies involved, lacking
appropriate documentation seems likely to cause another delay in approving the permit
application. 

This description fails to address the growth-inducing effects of the project. It’s probably Zero,
since the plant doesn’t produce much actual water, and the existing residents and habitat need
it. I defer to other commenters, including Crosby Swartz, to document that. But addressing it
with vague, imprecise statements such as “…but during future operations, impact assessments
would be determined based on research studies, biological assessments, and impacts to other
stakeholders to determine whether this mechanism would be adequate to serve existing
commitments” fail to account for that. The document should be clear, and I expect the county
and the Coastal Commission will require it, to state that the intent is not to produce additional
water that could be used to justify adding any new connections. As with the Emergency
permit, any water produced is needed to serve existing users.

This project description falls short in many ways from meeting the county’s requirements for a
Coastal Development Permit, which have been made known to the district for years. General
Manager McElhenie and Utilities Manager Green say they have worked with county and
Coastal Commission staff on this project description and application. These gaps suggest not



closely enough.

I can’t predict whether the county will approve the application based on this. That decision is
out of my hands. But this description falls short of what the county has required in the past,
and what the Coastal Commission will expect to see when a permit, if it is approved, is
appealed.

If the district wanted to complete this permit application, ten years is more than enough time
to do so. I ask the board to stop spending a million dollars a year on a project it has no
intention of getting a permit to operate. Please mothball the plant and allow Cambria to apply
that money to other projects the district needs. Thank you. 

 

-- 
Christine Heinrichs



From: Bob Fountain
To: BoardComment
Subject: CCSD Public Reply to 2/8/2024 #4A
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 1:04:05 PM

Note to Secretary: please read this public comment and submit it to the documents.
Thank you.
 
Honorable Directors,
My name is Bob Fountain, and I am a 17 year Cambria resident.
 
Regarding the CCSD Staff Draft Projection Description submitted today, I am recommending
that the Board reject this draft project description, and direct the staff to follow the Board's
direction.
 
I am concerned that staff and management are disregarding the direction given by the Board to
them back in April and July of 2023 to modify the project description to only Phase I
pertaining to providing water from the WRF for existing customers during emergency drought
situations.
 
The staff continues to include in this draft additional phases for addressing the brine waste
with a potential but not verified approach, zero liquid discharge, and an additional phase
allowing for growth. A consultant for the Board in 2019 advised them that a regular permit
had a higher level of success if focused solely on the original purpose in Phase I, existing
customers during drought conditions.
 
 Despite this, the staff and management continues to submit to the Board these additional
phases in the project description. I believe that the Board needs to make it crystal clear to
CCSD staff and management that they are to follow the Board's direction, and if that is not
done, then an appropriate rebuke to those responsible is in order.
 
Respectively,
Bob Fountain






