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1.0 PROJECT INFORMATION PACKET
1.1

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, Notice of Preparation and Determination of Scope of EIR, Cambria has
distributed this Notice of Preparation/Project Information Packet for the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
The sections that follow describe the Project’s regional location, summarize the Project Background and Description,
and list the issue areas to be evaluated through the EIR, which will be prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15161, Project EIR.

1.2

PROJECT LOCATION

Cambria is located in central California’s coastal region, in the northwest portion of San Luis Obispo County (SLO
County); see Exhibit 1, Regional Context. Cambria lies within the Santa Rosa Creek Valley, south of San Simeon.
The Project site is located in unincorporated SLO County, north of Cambria, north and east of the Hearst San Simeon
State Park (State Park). The Project site is more specifically located southeast of the San Simeon Monterey Creek
Road/Van Gordon Creek Road intersection, at 990 San Simeon Monterey Creek Road; see Exhibit 2, Local Context.
The approximately 96-acre Project site involves two parcels of land (APNs 013-051-024 and 013-051-008) owned by
the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) and used as their San Simeon well field and percolation pond
system. Access to the Project site is provided along the northern site boundary, via San Simeon Monterey Creek
Road.

1.3

BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

All of Cambria’s potable water is supplied from groundwater wells in the San Simeon Creek and Santa Rosa Creek
aquifers. For water Year 2013/2014, the total rainfall in Cambria was approximately 80 percent of the minimum
rainfall needed to fully recharge these two aquifers. This severe drought condition has placed Cambria’s water
supply in immediate jeopardy. Consequently, on January 30, 2014, the CCSD Board of Directors declared a Stage 3
Water Shortage Emergency, the most stringent of three water shortage levels, which included an unprecedented ban
on all outdoor use of potable water. As part of its same January 30, 2014 meeting, the CCSD also authorized
emergency contracting procedures to complete an emergency water supply project. Reflecting on the severity of the
drought conditions experienced in Cambria, as well as the rest of California, on January 17, 2014, Governor Edmund
G. Brown proclaimed a State of Emergency to exist in California due to current drought conditions. Similarly, on
March 11, 2014, the SLO County Board of Supervisors proclaimed a local State of Emergency due to the County’s
drought conditions. On April 25, 2014, Governor Brown issued an Executive Order to mitigate the effects of the
drought conditions upon California’s people and property. The CCSD anticipates continued water shortages and
drought conditions over the course of the next 20 years, as a result of climate change impacts.1
In response to the ongoing severe drought emergency, as well as the forecast drought conditions, the CCSD
proposed and constructed the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project (Project). The Project is specifically
intended to avoid current and projected water supply shortages, and provide additional benefits including: preventing
migration of secondary wastewater effluent into the San Simeon well field production wells; preventing intrusion of
seawater into the CCSD’s San Simeon well field production wells; avoiding potential ground subsidence; and
maintaining adequate groundwater levels at the San Simeon well field to ensure proper production well operations
(no loss of suction). Due to continued water shortages and forecast drought conditions, the CCSD anticipates the
need for use of the Project facilities during at least 8 to 10 years of the next 20 years.2
1
2

CDM Smith, Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project Description, Page 1, June 2014.
Ibid.
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On April 22, 2014, the CCSD submitted an application to SLO County for an Emergency Coastal Development
Permit (E-CDP), in order to construct and operate the proposed Project. On May 15, 2014, the County issued an ECDP (ZON2013-00589), authorizing construction and operation of an emergency brackish water supply project to
serve existing development within the CCSD’s service area, subject to various conditions. E-CDP Condition 5
required construction authorized by the CDP to be completed within 180 days from Permit issuance. Project
construction began on May 20, 2014 and was completed on November 14, 2014. Testing and commissioning of the
completed facility began on December 8, 2014 and was completed on January 20, 2015, when Project operations
began. The Project is unique in that Project design and construction occurred concurrent with Project analysis and
permitting.
The E-CDP also included a list of conditions concerning Project construction/operations and general land use
entitlement matters, as well as hydrology/water quality, light/glare, noise, air quality, cultural resources, and biological
resources, among other conditions. In order to authorize the Project, E-CDP Condition 6 required that the CCSD
apply for a Regular Coastal Development Permit (R-CDP) within 30 days from E-CDP issuance. In compliance with
E-CDP Condition 6, the CCSD applied to the County for an R-CDP on June 13, 2014. The Project’s R-CDP will allow
operation of the Project facilities during future dry seasons. Support documentation submitted along with the R-CDP
application included hydrogeological data and the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (RBF Consulting, June 20, 2014).
The IS/MND was made available for a 30-day public review period from June 23, 2014 to July 22, 2014. A total of
approximately 20 comment letters were received during the public review period. Additionally, a meeting with public
agencies was held at the California Coastal Commissions’ (CCC) Santa Cruz office on August 27, 2014. In response
to the comment letters and the subsequent consultation with public agencies, the Project was modified and additional
design features were added. Notable differences between the earlier Project analyzed in the IS/MND and the Project
that was constructed include realignment of the filtrate, brine disposal, and product water pipelines, and installation of
gopher and frog barriers around the evaporation pond’s perimeter. Additionally, discharge into San Simeon Creek
via a surface flow discharge structure was included.

1.4

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The CCSD proposed the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project (Project) in response to the CCSD Board of
Directors’ January 30, 2014 declaration of a Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency in Cambria. The Project involves
construction and operation of emergency water facilities at the CCSD’s existing San Simeon well field and
percolation pond system property. The Project was designed and constructed to treat brackish water using
advanced treatment technologies and recharge the CCSD’s San Simeon well field aquifer with advance treated
water. The brackish water source is a combination of diluted seawater that occurs from the subterranean dispersion
of salts from a deeper saltwater wedge into an overlying freshwater interface zone, creek underflow, and percolated
treated wastewater effluent. The Project is capable of pumping up to 452 gallons per minute (gpm) of advance
treated water into a re-injection well located a minimum of two months travel time from existing potable production
Wells SS-1 and SS-2. A 400 gpm maximum extraction rate from existing CCSD Well SS-1, SS-2, or a combination
of both wells can occur during Project operations. The Project’s net water production is approximately 300 gpm, or
approximately 250 acre-feet over an assumed six-month dry season. The Project’s operational period varies
according to the amount and timing of seasonal rainfall and the water levels in the CCSD’s well field. In addition to
providing water supply augmentation during dry periods, the Project prevents both seawater intrusion into the
groundwater aquifer and potential subsidence, and protects existing well pumps from losing suction. The Project
provides up to100 gpm of fresh water to San Simeon Creek Lagoon when operational.
The Project facilities are illustrated on Exhibit 3, Project Facilities, and summarized, as follows:
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·

Extraction Well - The Project’s source water is pumped from existing Well 9P7 (aka well 27S-8E-9P7).

·

Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP) – An AWTP treats brackish water to advance treated water
quality suitable for injection into the groundwater basin to augment the potable water supply. The AWTP’s
main treatment processes include membrane filtration (MF), reverse osmosis (RO), and advanced oxidation
process (AOP) utilizing ultraviolet (UV) light, and hydrogen peroxide.

·

Recharge Injection Well (RIW-1) – The treated AWTP product water is re-introduced/pumped for injection
into the San Simeon groundwater basin through RIW-1.

·

Evaporation Pond – The AWTP generated waste stream (brine) is disposed for evaporation in the Project’s
Title 27 compliant evaporation pond (in the same location and footprint occupied by a basin that was
previously used to store treated wastewater effluent). The evaporation pond provides both monitoring and
lining to ensure brine containment. The brine evaporation is aided with five mechanical spray evaporators
within three-sided sound enclosures.

·

Lagoon Surface Discharge – Included as mitigation to protect the San Simeon Creek Lagoon, AWTP
product water is pumped during dry weather conditions for surface discharge onto CCSD property, near the
vicinity of the upstream end of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon. An interconnecting four-inch diameter
pipeline provides treated water from the AWTP to the surface discharge structure near the head of the San
Simeon Creek Lagoon. The water provided to the lagoon is treated and tested to meet Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) conditions specified within a NPDES General Permit for Low Threat
Discharges. The lagoon water pipeline discharge structure dissipates velocity, in order to create a sheet
flow of mitigation water, prior to it entering the upstream area of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.

·

Monitoring Wells (MW) – The Project includes five monitoring wells (MW-1, MW-2, MW-3, MW-4, and one
un-named monitoring well). Monitoring wells MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3 are provided up-gradient and downgradient from the evaporation pond. Monitoring well MW-4 is being provided up-gradient from the lagoon
water discharge structure to ultimately replace existing monitoring well 16D1 (aka well 27S-8E-16D1). MW4 was added to the original Project in response to RWQCB concerns over the 100 gpm high quality lagoon
water biasing its testing towards higher quality results. An un-named groundwater MW is also provided on
the CCSD well field, between RIW-1 and the existing production wells.

·

Pipelines – Four pipelines:
o AWTP Feed Water Pipeline: connects with the Well 9P7 Discharge Pipeline between Well 9P7
and the AWTP;
o Product Water Pipeline: connects the AWTP with RIW-1;
o Lagoon Water Pipeline: connects the AWTP to the lagoon discharge structure (this alignment
includes horizontal directional drilling placement under Van Gordon Creek); and,
o Brine Disposal Pipeline: a double contained pipeline that connects the AWTP to the evaporation
pond (this alignment includes horizontal directional drilling placement under the Van Gordon
Creek).

1.5

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The EIR will focus on the following environmental issues:
·
·
·

Aesthetics;
Air Quality;
Biological Resources;
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Cultural Resources;
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·
·

Land Use and
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Due to the decision to prepare an EIR, an Initial Study for the current Project was not prepared. This option is
permitted under CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(a), which states that if the Lead Agency determines that an EIR will
be required for a Project, the Lead Agency may skip further initial review and begin work on the EIR. An
Environmental Checklist is attached to indicate the areas being considered within the EIR. As previously noted, an
IS/MND was prepared in June 2014 for an earlier version of the Project; see Section 1.3, Background and History.
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Threshold

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

1. AESTHETICS. Would the Project:
X
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
X
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
X
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which
X
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Would the Project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
X
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
X
Williamson Act contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
X
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?
d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
X
land to non-forest use?
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
X
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?
3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would
the Project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
X
air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
X
to an existing or Projected air quality violation?
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
X
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is nonMarch 2015
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Threshold

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the Project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the Project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?
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Threshold

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the Project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.
2) Strong seismic ground shaking?
3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
4) Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and
potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the Project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the Project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
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Threshold

e. For a Project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the Project area?
f. For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the Project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the Project area?
g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the Project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?
e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?
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Threshold

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the Project:
a. Physically divide an established community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?
11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the Project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
12. NOISE. Would the Project result in:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the
Project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing
without the Project?
e. For a Project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project
expose people residing or working in the Project area to
excessive noise levels?
f. For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the Project expose people residing or working in the
Project area to excessive noise levels?
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the Project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
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Threshold

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
14. PUBLIC SERVICES.
a. Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:
1) Fire protection?
2) Police protection?
3) Schools?
4) Parks?
5) Other public facilities?
15. RECREATION.
a. Would the Project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b. Does the Project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the Project:
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?
c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
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Threshold

Potentially
Significant
Impact

otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities.
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the Project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
X
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
Project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?
e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the Project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the Project’s Projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the Project:
a. Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
X
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b. Does the Project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
X
Project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past Projects, the effects of other current
Projects, and the effects of probable future Projects)?
c. Does the Project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
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LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed use COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that, although the proposal could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described in Section
5.0 have been incorporated. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposal MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

X

I find that the proposal MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets, if the effect is a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigation incorporated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Cambria Community Services District
Signature

Agency

Mr. Robert C. Gresens, P.E.,
District Engineer

March 4, 2015

Printed Name and Title

Date
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NOP Comment Letters

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Siegler <soroka@ix.netcom.com>
Tuesday, March 17, 2015 6:06 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWSP NOP

Ms. Garcia,

I am a full time resident of Cambria. This email is in response to the request for comments during the Notice of
Preparation period related to the EIR for the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project (Project).

As a resident, I have many concerns related to our community’s water supply. In general, I support the Project
because it mitigates a number issues that have plagued the community for many years. Below I list some of the
concerns I consider most important.

·

As a result of our current water emergency, homeowners are limited in the amount of water they can use
without penalty. Health and hygiene are suffering. Unflushed toilets, standing water waiting for reuse,
lack of water for handwashing and bathing, etc. are substantial problems for the health our community.

· There are significant economic issues. Homeowners have lost investments in landscaping or have
incurred increased cost to maintain it.
· Continued water shortages have harmed or will harm property values.
· There have been calls around town to limit tourism, including events such as Pinedorado and the
Scarecrow Festival. Cutbacks in tourism would have an obvious negative effect on Cambria’s businesses
and their owners, quite possibly putting many of them out of business.
·

Loss of tourism also impacts the service workers who staff the businesses, people who can least afford
the economic consequences. This burden falls dispropotionaltely on our Latino community.

·

Limiting tourism restricts access to California’s coastal resources, counter to the intentions of the Coastal
Act.

· There is an existential safety problem. Insufficient water will hamper fire suppression efforts at a time of
severely heightened fire danger.
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While the Project does not solve all of these concerns, it will contribute to solutions. As a member of the
community, I support the Project as a constructive step in making Cambria a better place to live.

Ted Siegler
2151 Ogden Drive
Cambria, CA 93428

805-924-0125
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Iggy Fedoroff <chezfed@att.net>
Thursday, March 19, 2015 5:36 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS Environmental Impact Report

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
Dear Ms. Garcia,
I would like to lend my support for the EWS because I am concerned about the long-term availability of potable
water for Cambria, including sustainable supplies of clean water for the purposes of drinking, hygiene and fire
protection. The EWS is an important part of Cambria's potable water supply system in light of California's
ongoing extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and severe water shortages. My wife
and I have owned our home here for nearly 27 years and have watched the community struggle with various
options to provide the town with a sustainable water supply.

I am pleased that the Cambria Community Services District Board of Directors finally took affirmative action to
provide a sustainable potable water source for our community. To me, the environmental impact of not
providing such a state-of-the-art water regeneration facility would be catastrophic.

The EIR should address the detriment to the community environment in terms of: loss of service jobs due to
loss of tourism; loss of sensitive habitat resulting from the San Simeon lagoons drying up; potential catastrophic
fires spreading due to the absence of sufficient water resources needed to abate early fire outbreaks; and finally
the impact on the remaining citizenry once many are forced to leave when insufficient potable water is available
to meet the community's daily needs.

We need not be alarmists, but it will not be beyond the realm of possibility to have many empty, abandoned
houses interspersed among occupied homes. Such a negative impact to our environment can be avoided if the
EWS receives the green light for permanent, regular production of potable water for not only the citizens of our
community, but also to the area's visitors on whom many businesses in Cambria depend for their livelihood.
Sincerely,

Igor V. Fedoroff
5580 Sunbury Avenue
Cambria, CA 93428-2412
805.927.3234

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Al & Claudia Solomon <2solos@charter.net>
Thursday, March 19, 2015 7:53 PM
Garcia, Rita
Support for Cambria Community Service District's Emergency Water System (EWS)

Based on an analysis by NASA California reservoirs will be out of water in the coming year and based on Cambria's
rainfall to date our situation could be just as bleak. But because of the foresight of our District's directors we are on the
cusp of having a reliable water source that will not only benefit humans but wildlife as well. One of our water sources,
San Simeon Creek, will and has been infused with additional water from our plant and if all goes as planned, during our
trial run, this is a win-win situation for us all. We are fully in support of this project.
Al & Claudia Solomon
3225 Bradford Circle
Cambria, CA 93428
805-927-7732
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Breen <richard@breenrealty.com>
Friday, March 20, 2015 11:10 AM
Garcia, Rita
Permanent water supply for the town of Cambria

To whom it may concern:
I have been a resident of Cambria and have been in real estate that entire time. I have seen at least five different
proposals for permanent water come and go during that time period. I no longer participate in sales of any vacant lots
as we are in a building moratorium for 14 years now and have 656 people on a waiting list and another 700 owners that
cannot get on that list.
1)This drought is real. We need to be able to provide water for our current Population and future generations.
2) we have conserved water like no other town in California and should be viewed as a model for other communities.
3) the 2 aquifers that supply our towns water are not reliable and depend solely on seasonal rainfall.
4) our town only survives because of tourism and Hearst Castle. It is a destination resort on the Central Coast like no
other. Second homes and vacation rental homes pay additional surcharges for water then permanent residents. Ourcompany BVS manages approximately 50 vacation rental homes and provides a tremendous amount of service jobs to
local residents.
5) I support a permanent EWS and depend on CCSD to use the most efficient and advanced technology available for the
treatment plant as used by other cities in California recently.
6) I have supported and voted for the reelection of two CCSD board members because I totally believe they have the
best interest of our town's future water needs in mind.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns Most sincerely, Richard and Kara Breen (Owner's and
Broker's of Breen Realty and Breen Vacation Station)

Richard
Sent from my iPad
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Douglass <lindadouglass45@gmail.com>
Friday, March 20, 2015 5:55 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS comment

I support the EWS project because of my concern for long term supplies of water for personal use and fire protection.
This project is needed to weather the drought years now and in the future.
Linda Douglass
686 Canterbury Ln, Cambria, CA 93428
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

marshall hamilton <marshallha@att.net>
Friday, March 20, 2015 2:08 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria Water Project

Please include my letter of support with the environmental review of the Cambria EWS
project.
Marshall Hamilton
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lynne Harkins <l.harkins@charter.net>
Friday, March 20, 2015 12:39 PM
Garcia, Rita
Receipt of NOP for Cambria EWS DEIR by certified mail

Ms. Garcia,
In acknowledging having received this 2-sided, single page document from RBF:
"Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project" ,
I write to thank you for sending it. Does CEQA require that you send this NOP to all persons/agencies
who commented in July 2014 on the IS-MND for the Cambria EWS?
I would also ask if there is some prohibition that prevented the inclusion of the "Project Information Packet" itself?
Couldn't that foster the public participation that you're seeking?
Thank you for your time in responding to my questions.
Sincerely,
Lynne Harkins
Cambria
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bruce Johnson <brucekj3298@gmail.com>
Friday, March 20, 2015 4:11 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS

I have lived in Cambria for twenty-five years and we finally have a
reliable water project. It seems ridiculous in these times of severe
drought that anyone would be against a project that will supply us
with potable water. We should all be working together to overcome
any environmental impacts our much needed project might
have. Any energy that community members have should be put to
use to make this project work. My wife and I are conserving as
much water as we can, but we still worry about a reliable supply of
water for our needs. I am pleased that our CCSD has finally taken
action and I fully support what they have done.
Bruce Johnson
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sue <r2nsue@charter.net>
Friday, March 20, 2015 9:11 AM
Garcia, Rita
jgruber@cambriacsd.org; board@cambriacsd.org
Cambria EWS Project

I have been a resident of Cambria since 2002. During that time I have heard constant debates about how to
resolve the water situation. Cambria is an isolated community of about 6,000 mostly retired people. We are
surrounded by pine trees, many of which are dying due to the four year drought. Most Cambrians are in fear of
what could happen should a fire break out.
Even before Governor Brown declared a water emergency and asked that Californians reduce their water usage
by 20%, Cambrian had already reduced theirs by over 40% We do not take this drought lightly. The majority
of Cambrians applaud the Cambria Community Services District for their forward thinking and perseverance
that has resulted in the new EWS Project. Communities throughout the United States have taken note of this
project and, shall I say, are quite envious of us. The EWS project is currently just a temporary solution to a
permanent problem. It needs to be a PERMANENT solution. There are those that will say the EWS is not
needed. These are the same people that would like to see Cambria go back to the dark ages. Some opposed to
the project have openly stated that businesses should close down until the drought is over. Thankfully the
majority of Cambrians see the EWS as a much more viable solution to the current drought for many reasons.
·

There is major concern about the long-term availability of potable water for Cambria, including
sustainable supplies of clean water for the purposes of drinking, hygiene and fire protection. The EWS
is an important part of Cambria's potable water supply system in light of California's ongoing
extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and severe water shortages.

·

Without the EWS, the town's potable water supply is not reliable but, instead, depends entirely on just
two aquifers that fluctuate considerably depending on seasonal rainfall.

·

Cambrians cannot assure adequate water supplies through additional conservation measures alone. On
average, Cambrians use approximately 30 gallons of water per day compared to the average American
who uses approximately 100 gallons of water per day. EPA, Water Sense, An EPA Partnership
Program.

·

Without the EWS, during dry spells there will be harmful saltwater intrusion into the San Simeon Creek
aquifer and the potential of soil subsidence over such aquifer.

·

Without the EWS, the San Simeon Creek Lagoon habitats may be harmed or destroyed by salt water
intrusion or drying up completely during the inevitable droughts that occur on the Central Coast.

·

The town's substantial need for a reliable supplemental potable water source should be balanced against
environmental risks. The EWS achieves such balance by, among other things: (1) optimizing existing
groundwater sources including brackish water and relatively small amounts of treated wastewater; (2)
not disturbing ocean habitats by sourcing its water directly from the ocean or discharging waste streams
directly into the ocean; and, (3) using relatively small amounts of energy to operate the plant compared
to a traditional sea water desalination plant.
1

·

Through reasonable modification of the EWS and other means, such environmental risks can be
mitigated.

·

Without the EWS, Cambria will no longer be able to serve as an attractive and reasonably priced tourist
destination for the hundreds of thousands of tourists from around the World that visit our town each year
in order to enjoy this part of California's beautiful Central Coast.

·

Without robust tourism, which is Cambria's predominant industry, many service jobs will be lost which
will disproportionately disadvantage individuals within the lower economic classes, many of which are
Hispanic.

·

The EWS utilizes a state-of-the-art three stage reverse osmosis based water treatment technology that
has been successfully used at other California water projects including the Carlsbad, California
desalination plant and the recent expansion of the Anaheim wastewater treatment plant.

Please do not allow a few naysayers deprive Cambrians of a quality of life we have all worked hard to
achieve. We live in a beautiful community and we are proud of the wonderful community it has become. We
need a permanent solution to the largest threat we face. Please approve a permanent EWS Project without
delay.

Sue Robinson
3141 Wood Drive
Cambria CA 93428
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Deanna Straugh <deannastraugh@gmail.com>
Friday, March 20, 2015 4:47 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS
CCSD letter.pdf

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Please see letter attached in support of the EWS.

-Deanna K. Straugh
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Deanna K. Straugh
Bruce D. Nii
Deannastraugh@gmail.com

March 20, 2915
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
Rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Dear Ms. Garcia:
We are writing in support of the EWS as it is the most important item that the town of
Cambria has undertaken. We purchased a new home in Cambria (400 Wellington Drive)
in December 2014. It is our retirement and “forever” home. When friends and family
learned that we were looking in Cambria each and every one mentioned something about
the water shortage that Cambria was experiencing. They questioned why we were looking
in Cambria and suggested Cayucos, Morro Bay, anywhere else but Cambria. We were
able to assure everyone that because of the EWS project we would not run out of water but
would be able to enjoy our new home for years to come.
We support the EWS because we are concerned about the long term availability of portable
water and the EWS is necessary to ensure that water is available now and in the future.
Cambria cannot assure enough water supplies through additional conservation measures
alone. We have doing our best - our landscaping is dying and we have brought in water
tanks to collect our rain water. This will not be enough – we need the EWS to ensure that
we will be able to live in our residence.
We also support the EWS because we want to ensure that there are no harmful saltwater
intrusion into the San Simeon Creek aquifer during times of little or no rain. We also want
to ensure that the San Simeon Creek Lagoon habitats are not harmed by the lack of water
and/or salt water intrusion.
EWS has done the important work of balancing the environmental risks involved, weighing
the considerable needs of the citizens of Cambria as well as the environmental needs. EWS
has shown that the risks can be mitigated.
My husband and I ask that everything possible is done to ensure that the EWS becomes a
long term solution for Cambria. We would hate for all of our friends and family to be right
and that we should have chosen a different city. Cambria is too charming and wonderful a
city to let die because of a preventable lack of portable water.
Very truly yours,

DEANNA K. STRAUGH

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dixie <dixie.walker@att.net>
Friday, March 20, 2015 8:40 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS

I have lived in Cambria since 1993. I purchased a home and really had no idea about water permits or water shortages. I
was aware, living in California since 1966, that California is subject to drought years. Almost immediately, I began
hearing about the limited sources of water in Cambria and the attempts that had been made to do something about it.
Over the years nothing was done.
I am proud of our current CCSD board because they, with the exception of one, voted to do something and then actually
did!
I was very concerned, especially in the last few years, that there was a real possibility that our two aquifers could dry up
and leave Cambria with no water supply. I had heard that, on at least one occasion, San Simeon had tasted salt in their
water. Salt water invasion into the aquifer and, potentially, the Lagoon harming the habitat, was frightening and
depressing.
I do fear without a permanent additional source of water, Cambria could become a ghost town. No water, no tourists,
no businesses, no Cambria
Thank you.
Dixie D. Walker
1241 Knollwood Drive
Cambria, CA. 93428
805-927-3366

dixie walker
Sent from my iPad

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dave & Louise Boyd <DLKCOAST@charter.net>
Saturday, March 21, 2015 10:52 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria Emergency Water system

Dear Ms.Garcia
Technical Manager
Louise and I have lived in Cambria full time since July of 1998.We ask that you support the Emergency Water System.
Since we have lived here a small group of people have used our strained town water supply as leverage to control any
perceived growth by opposing any improvement to existing water supply systems,storage,or delivery infrastructure.
Prior to the severe Calif. Drought the Cambria water supply was very limited and during several years our village wells
almost ran dry.Now we have a safe,clean alternative in the EWS Water project.
Conservation,lack of watering a garden,and saving shower water will not supply us with enough water to continue to live
here.We ask you to support the EWS system as it is the correct,common sense,and cost effective approach to help
Cambria continue to exist.
Thank you,
Sincerely,
David & Louise Boyd
1440 Burton Drive
Cambria,Ca.93428
I-PAD D Boyd
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Carlson <pcarlson@charter.net>
Saturday, March 21, 2015 10:07 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria CSD EIR
Rita Garcia CCSD EIR.docx

rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Ms. Garcia,
Attached is my letter with written comments for the Cambria CSD EIR.
Paul Carlson
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Paul Carlson
2150 McCabe Drive
Cambria, CA 93428
March 21, 2015

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618

Subject: Cambria CSD EIR

Mailed and emailed: rgarcia@mbakerintl.com

Dear Ms. Garcia,

As a resident of Cambria, I am writing to express my support for the Cambria Emergency Water
Supply Project (Project). Cambria is undergoing a severe water shortage and may completely run
out of water in the future without relief from the Project. Many of us in the community are using
only 10 or 15 gallons of water per day. We are doing this by not flushing our toilets, by not taking
daily showers and when doing so, briefly running the water. We are irrigating only with nonpotable water. In any case, we are restricted from using more than 50 gallons of water per day and
face severe penalties and fines if we do so. This is half the average daily water use in the United
States or less. It is far less water than being used anywhere in the State of California
This project was chosen because it recycles water, providing additional potable water for the
community while injecting water into the aquifer as a buffer to restrict seawater intrusion. At the
same time, it is replenishing the San Simeon Lagoon thereby helping the environment and
enhancing the lagoon for endangered species. Note that this project was nominated at the Global
Water Summit for desalination project of the year.
One of the mandates from the California Legislature to the Coastal Commission is to provide
projects that “are essential to the economic and social well-being of the people”. This project fits
that mandate. This project will provide needed water for the residents of Cambria as well as
visitors traveling to Cambria from California and many points of our nation as well as the world.

In closing, I would like to request that you keep in mind that we are in a severe drought and there is
no assurance when this drought will end. The CCSD water project is a good project that will
perhaps be a model for other communities as this drought continues. The water it will provide will
restore normal lives to Cambrians, Cambria businesses, and ensure our scenic coast will be
accessible to the one million annual visitors to Cambria and Hearst Castle.
Sincerely,
Paul Carlson

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark Landgreen <marklandgreen@gmail.com>
Saturday, March 21, 2015 9:00 AM
Garcia, Rita
Support for Cambria water project

I am a Cambria resident and former Vice Chair of the Friends of the Fiscalini Ranch Preserve. Our lack of water
in Cambria is real and the success of the Emergency Water Project will help Cambrians get through the current
drought.
In addition, I am totally supportive of making the project permanent. With continued household water
conservation efforts by citizens and responsible use of the new system, we in Cambria can return to a relatively
normal lifestyle.
One other bonus with our water project is that our creek and aquifer's will also get recharged in the process.
Thanks for taking on the tough challenges and I hope you agree that we in Cambria should continue to move
forward with appropriate solutions to what looks to be an ongoing water crisis.
Respectfully,
Mark Landgreen
215 Bryan place
Cambria, CA.
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

alexsandra lopardo-sopp <alisopp@earthlink.net>
Saturday, March 21, 2015 4:06 PM
Garcia, Rita
ESW-Cambria
EWS21032015.pdf
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Charlie Casale <charliecasale@me.com>
Sunday, March 22, 2015 11:01 AM
Garcia, Rita
Charlie iphonekur Casale
Support for EWS Project
Support_letter_for_the_EWS.docx.pdf
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DocuSign Envelope ID: AADC4FC4-0AB3-4C9C-89BD-24F23BD51370

March 22, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Dear Ms. Garcia,
We are writing in support of the EWS Project in Cambria. We support the EWS
because we are concerned about the long term availability of water now and in
the future.
Cambria cannot assure enough water through additional conservation measures
alone. 90% of our pine trees are dying and we are concerned about fire protection.
This is the 4th year of the drought.
The CCSD Board and managers are totally working together in a positive way on
this project. 80% of the community supported a water bill increase to fund the
project. We also received a 4 million dollar grant to help pay for the project.
The Regional Water Control Board voted 7-0 to support the project.
There is tremendous community support for the project to ensure that
the EWS becomes a long term permanent solution for Cambria.
Cambrians don’t wait for things to happen, they make things happen.
Sincerely,

Charlie and Linda Casale
Cambria residents since 1996

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

L <coffiele@yahoo.com>
Sunday, March 22, 2015 12:04 PM
Garcia, Rita
Support of the EWS in Cambria, CA
My letter.docx

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Please find my letter attached.
Thank you
Gloria Coffie
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March 22, 2015

8971 Tracy Avenue
Garden Grove, CA 92841
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Dear Ms. Garcia:
I am writing in support of the EWS because I am concerned about the long-term
availability of potable water for Cambria, for all purposes used in a civilized society. The
EWS is an important part of Cambria's potable water supply system. California's
ongoing extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and severe
water shortages begs for a solution such as this EWS.
I am concerned that the environmental risks of any supplemental water supply be
mitigated. Through reasonable modification of the EWS and other means, such
environmental risks can be mitigated.
Very truly yours,

Gloria Coffie

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

L <coffiele@yahoo.com>
Sunday, March 22, 2015 12:24 PM
Garcia, Rita
My Support for the EWS project in Cambria, California
EWS Support letter.docx

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Please find my letter attached.
Thank you
Lonnie Coffie
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March 22, 2015

8971 Tracy Avenue
Garden Grove, CA 92841
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Dear Ms. Garcia:
I am writing in support of the EWS for the following reasons:
1.

Without the EWS, the town's potable water supply is not reliable. It depends
entirely on just two aquifers that fluctuate considerably depending on seasonal
rainfall.

2.

Without the EWS, during dry spells there will be harmful saltwater intrusion into
the San Simeon Creek aquifer and the potential of soil subsidence over such
aquifer.

3.

Without the EWS, the San Simeon Creek Lagoon habitats may be harmed or
destroyed by salt water intrusion or drying up completely during the inevitable
droughts that occur on the Central Coast.

Very truly yours,

Lonnie Coffie

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Steve Monaco <stevesuelane@comcast.net>
Sunday, March 22, 2015 7:11 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS Project
Cambria EWS Project-Sue and Steve Monaco.pdf

Dear Ms. Garcia,
The attached pdf document is in response to CCSD’s request for comments on the EWS Project.
Peace & Blessing,
Sue and Steve Monaco
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bill & Suzanne Hughes <pelicanhill@charter.net>
Monday, March 23, 2015 4:40 PM
Garcia, Rita
Letter in support of the EWS Project
EWS Support Letter_3-23-15.pdf
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William & Suzanne Hughes
434 Plymouth Street

 Cambria, CA  Phone: 805 927 2535  Fax: 805 927 3337
E-Mail: pelicanhill@charter.net

March 23, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager

Rgarcia@mbakerintl.com

Dear Ms. Garcia:

We are writing this letter to you because we support the EWS and are concerned about
the long-term availability of potable water for the town of Cambria including sustainable
supplies of clean water for the purposes of drinking, hygiene and fire protection. The
EWS is an important part of Cambria's potable water supply system in light of
California's ongoing extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and
severe water shortages.
We built our home at 434 Plymouth Street in 1998 and have experienced the cycles of
many dry years and a few wet years. The town’s ability to have sustainable water for
drinking and fighting fires has always been a fearful question in our minds. The
recommendation of the Water Master Plan outlined that a reliable source of water would
be necessary for future of Cambria. This is why we support the CCSD’s EWS project. The
EWS insures that Cambria will have water now and in the future without harming the
surrounding environment. The ongoing water conservation efforts combined with the
EWS Project operating during the dry periods will insure that we can have a sustainable
water supply to survive, fight fires and protect the local habitat.
We ask that everything possible be done to ensure that the EWS project becomes a
long-term reality for Cambria. The reliable source of water that the EWS provides will
remove the fear for survival for this community.
Sincerely,

WILLIAM HUGHES
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sheri Humphreys <sherihumphreys@sbcglobal.net>
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 3:59 PM
Garcia, Rita
I support CCSD's EWS Project

Dear Ms. Garcia:
I am writing this letter to you because I support the EWS and am concerned about
the long-term availability of potable water for the town of Cambria including sustainable
supplies of clean water for the purposes of drinking, hygiene and fire protection. The
EWS is an important part of Cambria's potable water supply system in light of
California's ongoing extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and
severe water shortages.
Historically, Cambria has experienced cycles of many dry years and a few wet years.

The town’s ability to have sustainable water for drinking and fighting fires has always
been a fearful question.
The recommendation of the Water Master Plan outlined that a reliable source of water
would
be necessary for future of Cambria. This is why I support the CCSD’s EWS project. The
EWS insures that Cambria will have water now and in the future without harming the
surrounding environment. The ongoing water conservation efforts combined with the
EWS Project operating during the dry periods will insure that Cambrians can have a sustainable
water supply to survive, fight fires and protect the local habitat.
I ask that everything possible be done to ensure that the EWS project becomes a
long-term reality for Cambria. The reliable source of water that the EWS provides will

remove the fear for survival for this community.
Sincerely,
Sheri Humphreys
home owner
1166 Pinewood Dr.
Cambria, CA 93428

Sheri Humphreys
A Hero to Hold--coming 2015 from Boroughs Publishing Group
The Unseducible Earl--coming 2015 from Boroughs Publishing Group
http://sherihumphreys.com
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark <markali@charter.net>
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 12:55 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria's EWS

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine CA. 92618
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
March 24, 2015
Dear Ms Garcia
We are writing to you to lend our support to the Emergency Water Supply Plant ( EWS. ) We are 17 year fulltime residents of Cambria. Recognizing the increasing predictions of the continued and long term drought in California, as
well as seeing other California communities run out of water last summer, many of us came together to support our
Cambria Community Services district (CCSD)Board in its effort to fund and construct the EWS.
Running out of water would have an adverse effect on our entire working community which is dependent on tourism
because of our proximity to the Hearst Castle (8 miles) as well as our beautiful coastal views and hiking trails.
The EWS will sustain our community's important tourist trade, keep our locals employed, and protect the value of our
homes. All of us are breathing a lot easier today because we now have the EWS. Cambrians fully understand the
phrase "nobody knows the real price of water until there isn't any".
We appreciate the various state agencies performing their environmental review and due diligence for the benefit of
Cambria and all of California. Once that process is complete and all the facts are in, we trust that the CCSD's regular
coastal development permit application should be granted allowing Cambrians to return to the normal quality of life that
we envisioned when we moved here.
Ali & Mark Kramer
4934 Windsor Blvd
Cambria, CA. 93428
(805) 924-1101
markaki@charter.net
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rick R <techno1@roadrunner.com>
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 3:57 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS

March 24, 2015

Dear Ms. Garcia,
My wife Nancy and I support the efforts made by the Cambria CCSD to finally do something to alleviate the ongoing (30+
years) water shortage in Cambria, CA.
We purchased a lot on Avon Ave. in 1988 with the understanding we would have to wait 5-6 years until we could start
building as they were only issuing a limited number of permits a year. We came very close to getting a water permit
when the current building moratorium went into effect.
Now, 27 years later we see a small glimmer of hope that one day we, or our children at this point, may be able to build
on our lot.
We visit Cambria several times a year, and it’s a shame to see how this charming little town has deteriorated over time.
No new businesses, tourism is a fraction of what it once was, and over half of the restaurants and shops are closed,
including the nicer ones. Even the cherished pine trees have been decimated by a lack of water, about 40% of the trees
have died.
Potable water is the life blood of any small town or community. Cambria’s EWS would give this town a transfusion to
bring it back to the bustling days of the 70’s and 80’s when Main Street was always busy and the town felt alive!

Thank you,
-Rick & Nancy Rentler
2421 Glenside Lane
Camarillo, CA 93012
805.491.2728
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Benjamin Schick <ben@schickconstruction.com>
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 11:13 AM
Garcia, Rita
EWS

Ms. Garcia,
I am a property owner in Cambria and I urge you to vote in favor of the EWS.
I support the project on several grounds, not the least of which is my concern for long term availability of potable water
for Cambria which needs to balance environmental concerns with reliable supplemental potable water.
Benjamin Schick
Ben@schickconstruction.com
310-266-8367
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephey <stephey@charter.net>
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 4:27 PM
Garcia, Rita
In support of Cambria EWS

Dear Ms. Garcia,
We are in support of the Cambria Emergency Water Supply because of the following reasons:
We are concerned about the long-term availability of potable water for Cambria, including sustainable supplies of clean
water for the purposes of drinking, hygiene and fire protection. The EWS is an important part of Cambria's potable water
supply system in light of California's ongoing extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and severe
water shortages.
We are concerned that, without the EWS, the town's potable water supply is not reliable but, instead, depends entirely on
just two aquifers that fluctuate considerably depending on seasonal rain, Cambrians cannot assure adequate water
supplies through additional conservation measures alone. On average, Cambrians use approximately 30 gallons of water
per day compared to the average American who uses approximately 100 gallons of water per day.
We support the EWS because we are concerned that, without the EWS, during dry spells there will be harmful saltwater
intrusion into the San Simeon Creek aquifer and the potential of soil subsidence over such aquifer.
The new plant, as constructed, represents the best technology for this particular site. Cambrians have done about all that
they can do up to this point, to conserve water by their personal actions and are now hoping that a permanent operating
permit will be issued by the various agencies that are involved.
We do indeed need a an effective supplemental water supply, which the EWS provides.
Sincerely,
Harold and Dawn Stephey
665 Evelyn Ct. Cambria, CA 93428
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

William Thompson <wmthomp@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 3:48 PM
Garcia, Rita
Support for Cambria's EWS
20150324154449251.pdf

Dear Ms. Garcia
Please see the attached which notes our support for Cambria's EWS.

Thank you,

Bill Thompson
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

swartcr@earthlink.net
Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:11 PM
Garcia, Rita
Comments on Cambria Draft EIR
Forest Committee Comments AWTP 7-22-14.pdf; Buildout Reduction Brochure.pdf

Dear Rita,
The Cambria Forest Committee and a number of other organizations submitted comments on the Cambria EWS Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration last July (see attached). Many of those comments apply to the current draft
Environmental Impact Report.
Do you plan to address those earlier comments in the draft EIR? If not, would you like to have the earlier comments
submitted again?
We were surprised that the Environmental Checklist Item 13 Population and Housing ranked the EWS Project as having
No Impact on population growth. The North Coast Area Plan and the Program EIR for the Cambria Water Master Plan
require adoption of a Buildout Reduction Program to mitigate the adverse growth-inducing impacts of any new water
supply project. The attached CCSD brochure on the Buildout Reduction Plan is a good summary on this subject.
Regards,
Crosby Swartz, Chairman
Cambria Forest Committee
forest@cambriaforestcommittee.org
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Funding
BRP funding would come
from a fee for new water
connections, water rate increases for existing CCSD
commercial and residential customers, a fee for
remodels, and the sale of 65 unallocated water
connections (3 per year for the 22-year program).
A current study is underway to review all water
rates including the proposed BRP increase.
Preliminary rate projections to fund the BRP are
$8.81 per month for residential customers and $39.40
per EDU per month for commercial accounts. All
commercial users will receive the same percentage
rate increase as residential users. A one-time buildout
reduction fee for new residential and commercial
connections is estimated at $10,127. A fee for major
remodels would be approximately $1,000.

ESTIMATED BRP COSTS
Cost Item

Property
Acquisition Costs

Land Acquisition2
Program Administration
Initial Weed Abatement
Transaction Costs3
Merger Incentive Costs

$29,313,000
$2,200,000
$439,500
$2,931,300
$3,549,600

TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $38,433,400
Annual operational/maintenance fees estimated at $283,2844
2

861 lots at $33,000 each and 18 lots at $50,000 each.

3

Costs include appraisal, title insurance, recording fee, escrow agent, buyer-paid
commissions and miscellaneous closing costs.

4

The O & M cost shown is an average annual expense that covers the first 22
years of the program.The cost is less during the initial years as lots are acquired,
and levels off at $370,325 per year after all the lots are acquired.
5

To promote specified conservation goals (like forest and habitat protection), conservation easements restrict what can occur on a lot,typically prohibiting construction.
6

From September 2005 – February 2006, vacant lots without a water
meter sold for an average of $13.12/sq ft or $18,750 to $75,000 for
a single (25 x 70 sq ft) lot, depending on location.

Lot Mergers and
Retirements
Under the 4,650 maximum water connections, 3,357 lots would remain vacant. The
program, however, will target only potential
building sites, not all vacant lots. This will
reduce program costs because many lots are
already retired, owned by conservation
groups, in protected Special Project Areas , or
too small to acquire water rights.
Some lot owners may voluntarily merge vacant
lots with existing improved lots or may purchase
part of an adjacent building site and merge it with
their own home site. The County and CCSD offer
incentives for mergers. There may also be tax
benefits for merging lots. Other owners may elect
to voluntarily retire a potential building site with
deed restrictions or conservation easements .5

Acquisition Costs
The BRP generates funds to pay lot owners
who want to sell their lots at fair market
value. No one will be forced to sell his or her
property. Lot size and views are key factors in
Cambria land costs. Below are estimates
based on asking prices and sales from
September 2005 through February 2006.6
Single family
Residence

Average lot size
Percent view lots
Price per square foot, view lots
Price per square foot, non view lots
Weighted average
Average price per lot

2,500 sq ft
25%
$30.00
$ 7.50
$13.12/sq ft
$33,000

CAMBRIA
COMMUNITY
SERVICES
DISTRICT
P.O. Box 65
Cambria, CA 93428

For more information:
CCSD General Manager Tammy Rudock
805-927-6230 • E-mail: trudock@cambriacsd.org • www.cambriacsd.org

Citizens Finance Committee*
Bill Allen,Wayne Attoe, Ron Crummitt, Bob Hill, Jeannette Johnson, John Linder,
Wayne Parrack, Gail Robinette,Wayne Ryburn

Other Contributors
Art Montandon, CCSD Legal Counsel; Bob Gresens, CCSD Engineer;Tammy Rudock,
CCSD General Manager; Roger Dale,The Natelson Group;
Steve Bein, Jim McPherson, Glenn LaJoi, RBF Consulting.
Photography by Merle Bassett
* This Committee was appointed by the CCSD Board of Directors.
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Buildout Reduction
Preserving Cambria’s
Quality of Life Forever.

Introduction

Background

For decades, Cambria’s natural beauty and
small-town charm have attracted residents and
visitors from around the world.
And, like many communities across America,
Cambria is at a crossroads. The town has experienced significant
growth, straining its already limited water supply, infrastructure and
public services. A substantial amount of Monterey pine forest and open
space has vanished.
Without careful planning, the things that make Cambria special will
be gone forever and it will become like so many other faceless
towns…congested with traffic, devoid of open space, and burdened
with the high cost of additional
infrastructure.
The Cambria Community
Services District (CCSD) is proud
to present an innovative Buildout
Reduction Plan (BRP) to ensure
Cambria’s small-town character,
natural resources, and quality of
life remain intact.

TOTAL BUILDOUT
Total
Single-family Multi-family Residential

Water Meter Allocations

Existing residential water connections

3,569

217

3,786

Pending connections

3

3

6

Intent to serve letters outstanding

n/a

n/a

31

Grandfathered meters

n/a

n/a

42

Existing CCSD waitlist positions

666

35

701

Potential additional CCSD connections

n/a

n/a

84

Maximum total connections. . . . .4,650

Following decades of severe water
supply challenges, the CCSD Board
declared a water emergency in 2001 and
stopped the issuance of all new water
connections until a viable water supply
could be identified.
The CCSD is developing a Water Master
Plan, scheduled for completion in 2007,
which identifies a maximum of 4,650 residential water connections as the target
capacity for final Cambria buildout. This
is considered a sustainable number based
on Cambria’s limited infrastructure, services and resources. It includes 3,784
current residential water connections and
866 pending connections (701 are on the
CCSD waitlists).
Buildout reduction and the target 4,650
residential water connections are consistent with County and California Coastal
Commission recommendations.
In early 2006, the Citizen’s Finance
Committee, a broad cross-section of
Cambria stakeholders, was appointed by
the CCSD Board to develop a Buildout
Reduction Plan (BRP). They completed
their work and presented a report in May
2006, which is the basis for most of the
information in this brochure.

Concept
The BRP’s main goals are to conserve water,
minimize infrastructure impacts, and
preserve the town’s dwindling forests and
open space, allowing Cambria to retain its
small-town character and quality of life. The
BRP also satisfies the California Environmental Quality Act’s requirement to
mitigate any growth-inducing impacts of the Water Master Plan.
The BRP seeks to retire or merge building sites1 that exceed the approved maximum 4,650 water connections. This includes multi-family connections and lots. It
does not include commercial connections, which are limited to 20% of the residential water allocation in a given year.
Most of the estimated 879 lots to be retired will be owned and maintained by the
CCSD with open space easements held by land trusts. Some may be owned by land
trusts if they complement existing forest and open space reserves. Most will be
open space and forest habitat.
It’s not known who will sell their lots, so there is no master lot list. The purchase
of the 879 lots will occur over the 22-year life of the BRP. The choice of lots will
depend on cost, habitat and forest protection attributes, open space proximity, and
relationship to existing development.
Controlling growth on the edge of Cambria complements the BRP. In
November 2006, Cambrians will have an opportunity to vote for the creation of
a water service growth boundary. This measure would require voter approval
for adjacent areas to be annexed and to obtain water and sewer connections.
1

A building site must be a minimum of 3,500 square feet or have two underlying lots and at least 50
feet of street frontage.

With Buildout Reduction

Without Buildout Reduction
Open Space

Open Space

Future
Connections

Currently
Built

Future
Connections

Currently
Built

How the
BRP Works
Of the 4,650 maximum residential
connections, 84 are unallocated. Of these,
65 would be sold through the BRP.
Selected local land trusts with land acquisition experience and community knowledge would sell three of the 65
unallocated water connections a year
over the 22-year life of the program and
use the proceeds to purchase and retire
potential building sites. Property sales to
the land trusts would be voluntary; no
landowner would be forced to sell. Lots
would be retired with a deed restriction
or conservation easement. Once a lot is
retired, it would remain retired forever.
Market value of lots will be determined
by a qualified real estate appraiser.
Land trusts will have flexibility in
choosing lots for purchase and retirement as long as a potential building site
is retired. Factors for consideration
include adjacency to other retired lots,
least costs for greatest benefit and
strategic importance for habitat or
open space protection.
Lot maintenance will be the responsibility of the lot owner—private party,
land trust or CCSD—and will consist
mainly of weed abatement and fuel
reduction for fire safety. CCSD cost of
maintenance will be funded through
the BRP.

Timing
Based on the County’s current 1% growth rate, complete
buildout will be achieved in approximately 22 years. If
this growth rate is increased, development could occur
faster, but the 4,650 maximum residential connections would remain the same.
Building site retirement can occur faster than approval of water connections.
The CCSD could begin implementing the BRP sometime in 2007 when the Water
Master Plan is approved. The BRP ends when all the lots are retired.
When the BRP is implemented and water connections are sold, buyers can
expect to build when the CCSD Board lifts its moratorium and when a water
supply project is far enough along to ensure that supplemental water is available to meet the new demand.

Program Implementation
Following is the sequence of steps to implement the BRP:
1. Approve Buildout Reduction Program
2. Approve and adopt Water Master Plan Program EIR
3. Adopt Water Master Plan
4. Incorporate proposed water rate adjustment into Water and Wastewater Rate
Analysis and Modeling Study currently underway
5. As funds accumulate, make them available for lot purchases and retirements
6. Offer conditional Intent to Serve Letters to a portion of the CCSD waitlist
7. Begin donating meters (three a year) to land trusts for sale, subject to lifting
of moratorium
8. Lift moratorium once a viable water supply project has made substantial
progress and is nearing completion

FOR MORE INFORMATION:
For more details on the Buildout Reduction Program, please go to the CCSD
website at www.cambriacsd.org and click on “Buildout Reduction
Report” on the home page. You may also contact CCSD General Manager
Tammy Rudock at 805-927-6230 or by email at trudock@cambriacsd.org.

LOT OWNERS NOT ON CCSD
WAIT LIST
Please note that no one will be forced to sell
his or her property. Due to their size or location, many properties have been ineligible for
water service for decades. The purchase of
land in the CCSD has never guaranteed
water service.
For those lot owners who have a buildable
lot but are not on the CCSD water wait list,
several options are available under the BRP:
• Acquire and move a meter or CCSD
waitlist position from another lot
• Purchase an unallocated water connection from a land trust
• Sell the property at fair market value
• Donate the property
• Merge the property with an adjacent parcel
• Retain the property

LOT OWNERS WITH A CCSD
WATER POSITION
The 701 properties on the CCSD water
wait lists will receive water connections
during the 22-year projected life of the BRP.

SPECIAL PROJECT AREAS
Special Project Areas 1 and 2 are County
planning areas with restrictions because of
their unique resources, i.e. the trees and
habitat of Area 1 and the viewshed and habitat of Area 2.Water entitlements may not be
transferred to Area 1 and, after September
24, 2007, may not be transferred to Area 2
either. These areas are not included in the
BRP because other acquisition programs are
already in place for them.

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jerry Gruber <JGruber@cambriacsd.org>
Thursday, March 26, 2015 10:10 AM
Garcia, Rita
Bob Gresens; Tim Carmel (tcarmel@carnaclaw.com)
FW: Cambria Emergency Water Project

FYI.
From: Denise Hearst [mailto:denise.hearst@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 8:17 PM
To: annie.aguiniga@sen.ca.gov; bgibson@co.slo.ca.us
Cc: bgibson@co.slo.ca.us; kharris@waterboards.ca.gov; Jerry Gruber; Board; Kolb-hkolb@waterboards.ca.gov;
Ryan.Lodge@waterboards.ca.gov.
Subject: Cambria Emergency Water Project

3/26/15

Governor Jerry Brown
c/o State Capitol, Suite 1173
Sacramento, CA 95814
Senator Bill Monning
Capitol Office State Capitol,
Room 313 Sacramento, CA 95814
Supervisor Bruce Gibson
1055 Monterey St.,
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
CCRWQCB Executive Officer Ken Harris
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA. 93401-7906
CCSD Board Members
1316 Tamson St, Cambria, CA 93428

Dear Governor Brown, Senator Monning, Supervisor Bruce Gibson, Executive Officer Ken
Harris, Jerry Gruber and the CCSD Board Members,
1

In recent weeks the final stages of development of Cambria’s “emergency water project”
have been characterized by an erosion of the public’s trust in the responsible agencies
as revelations about the potential toxic waste produced by the project have begun to
surface. I am not among those opposed to Cambria’s growth or development of water
resources, quite the contrary. However, it is now time to pause and take another look at
this.
In the EPA’s “Guidelines for Water Reuse,” for which the primary consultant was CDM
Smith (coincidently, the contractors who built Cambria’s emergency water project),
Chapter 8 is entitled, “Public Outreach, Participation, and Consultation.” It advises ways
to frame the benefits of water reuse projects, rather that focus on the risks.
So with that in mind I’d like to talk about an issue that most locals seem to know little
about, because it has not been widely reported.
As we all know by now, the District began operating the plant under an "emergency"
designation without having completed its application for a permanent coastal
development permit.
This means that there are several critical questions that have not been answered. I will
set aside the issues concerning the integrity of the San Simeon creek and lagoon, and
the effects of the chemicals used in the extraction process for others to address, and
focus here on the evaporation pond
In one phase of the plant’s process, brine wastes are discharged into an evaporation
pond. The pond is filling with potentially toxic wastes that have been removed from the
extracted water (which concentrates partially-treated sewage water including
pathogens) during the treatment process. The pathogen-rich brine waste includes salts
and other contaminants. To aid in the evaporation of the brine waste, 5 spray
evaporators are being used to accelerate the evaporation from the pond, shooting the
mist hundreds of feet into the air, including testing yesterday during which the mist was
blown well outside the impoundment limits and digested ducks through the intakes. (The
District has proposed running them 12 hours a day, 350 days/year.)
Thus the project’s brine evaporation pond and spray evaporators are exposing nearby
campers and residents to this aerosolized brine waste.
The chemical constituency of the aerosolized brine is believed to contain pathogens
(viral, bacterial, mycoplasma or protozoa, according to the EPA Guidelines, Chapter 4)
as well as the potentially methylated bioavailable metals copper, chromium, steel, lead,
mercury, and arsenic, all harmful or toxic when airborne.
The potential for adverse health, recreational and aesthetic impacts on people living and
working nearby, as well as agricultural crops, is very real. Yet these potential impacts
have not been evaluated since the District has not conducted the required environmental
review. In addition, since prior State Health Department review has been delegated to
2

the Regional Water Quality Board, no medical doctor has reviewed the human health
impacts.
Back to the EPA’s Guidelines, Chapter 8: it is noted that the water industry’s vocabulary
and means of communicating with the public are not well understood or well received.
To remedy that, the report cites survey results revealing that people are most reassured
by the term “very high quality water,” and that the least reassuring terms are those that
include the “re” prefix, as in, reuse, reclaimed, etc.
The EPA Guidelines also mentions people’s visceral aversion to human waste and the
difficulty of overcoming a “perception” of contamination. Perhaps that’s why we rarely
hear the term “Toilet to Tap” applied to this project, even though it is an apt description
of the process employed at Cambria’s emergency water project.
Of course at this point, the CCSD and NCAC do not know if it is only a “perception” of
contamination that we are facing.
And then there is the matter of noise pollution. For the past 10 years, I have lived on
Clyde Warren’s ranch across the road from the plant. Those of us in proximity to the
plant have been listening to the test runs of the evaporator engines that began in early
January. During the week of February 9, the fan engines ran at 110% capacity 24/7, for
4 days causing a substantial increase in noise levels that kept us awake at night.
I called the CCSD offices three times, beginning in early January to express concern
about the noise and to ask what the proposed operation schedule would be. To this day I
have not received the courtesy of a reply.
I found something else in those EPA Guidelines most relevant to our situation (when I
say “our” I mean those of us living and working in the immediate vicinity of the plant),
also in Chapter 8, under the heading “Environmental Justice.”
One such environmental justice issue is that of geographic inequity. This is when one
portion of the community perceives that it is required to share a majority or
disproportionate share of the impact from the project siting.
The guiding principle of environmental justice is that no group of people should bear an
unbalanced share of negative environmental impacts of a project or program, including
not only health hazards and noise pollution, but also potential decreases in property
values and a substantial reduction in quality of life.
One might wish that in the rush to get the plant online, while circumventing the
permitting process, that someone in a position of responsibility in our town or county
had shown a modicum of concern for those people who are most at risk from the
negative impacts of the plant…because ultimately, if this system is as deeply flawed as
early indications suggest, all the town’s residents will bear the burden for decades to
come.
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Sincerely,
Denise P. Hearst, Cambria, Ca
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Susan McDonald <smcdon13@wildblue.net>
Wednesday, March 25, 2015 9:20 PM
Garcia, Rita
Tom Gray; Gail Robinette; James Bahringer
Cambria EIR scoping response
CCSD letter.docx

Please see the attached letter in response to the request for comments on the scope of the EIR for Cambria's Emergency
Water Supply project,. Let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Susan McDonald
Cambria

1

March 25, 2015

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Dear Ms. Garcia:

I am writing to express my support for the Cambria Community Services District
and the Emergency Water Supply project the district recently completed on San
Simeon Creek.

My husband and I have lived in Cambria for more than 35 years and have
experienced several droughts with great fear that the community will someday run
out of water. That “someday” could be now if the district had not taken the bold,
timely and well-considered action to build the EWS. For the first time, our
community has water security during drought, which is wonderful, but doesn’t go
far enough. We would like to see the water plant available during future normal dry
seasons, without an emergency declaration, to provide water for our town and help
preserve the habitat of San Simeon Creek and lagoon.

Creek protection is extremely important to us because we have lived on San Simeon
Creek for the past 15 years and have seen the changes that drought has brought. The
creek bisects our 40-acre property and normally sustains a population of steelhead
in a year-round pool. Last year, for the first time, the pool nearly dried up. The usual
population of adults and young fish did not appear in the pool or in the spawning
area below - a sign of real stress on our creek.
The current four-year drought shows no sign of easing and may be the new reality
for all of us. We need to look ahead and be prepared for a water supply that is even
scarcer.

I believe the CCSD should be praised for actually putting in place a new water
source, instead of being criticized for it. I am relieved that Cambria voters endorsed
the new plant in the November 2014 election and that now the district is beginning
the EIR process to make it available beyond emergency conditions.
My Observations
The EWS is currently operating successfully under an emergency permit. I would
like to relate my observations about operations and make some suggestions for the
scope of the EIR.

Our home is nearly five miles from the plant, evaporation pond and blowers. We do
not hear it here, but neighbors near the plant say they are bothered by noise from
the blowers. I have heard claims that the sound is like a “jet engine” or a “turbine.”
That is a gross exaggeration.

I drive past the pond and blowers at least twice every day. I have stopped a number
of times and gotten out of my car on the road right next to the blowers and listened.
To me, they sound like a whoosh, very much like the wind or the flow of the creek. I
have stopped further up the road near the horse facility on Rancho San Simeon, and
I could not hear the blowers at all.
Daily activities on and near San Simeon Creek Road create a pretty noisy place on
their own. There’s a privately owned industrial site at Rancho San Simeon with a
heavy equipment yard, storage facility for hundreds of chemical toilets, wood
recycling yard, as well some homes occupied by ranch tenants. Added to the
numerous daily trips in and out by large work trucks are the dozens of other
vehicles with trailers from town that show up to haul water to irrigate their
landscaping.

There are also loud sounds from agriculture - tractors plowing nearby fields, cattle
trucks and trailers bouncing up and down the road, helicopters spraying orchards
from overhead.

We also have a rock processing plant that creates quite a racket when it is
occasionally turning rocks into sand and gravel. There are large diesel trucks and
trailers hauling road base to projects up the road. And we have vacationers in
motorhomes and tents at the State Park campground who produce their own variety
of sounds. The area also experiences noise from traffic on Highway 1 - often loud on
weekends and during the summer. Ocean waves and coastal winds add to the
cacophony. Not to mention frogs, insects, cows, barking dogs, neighing horses and
other critters.
I am not complaining about any of these sounds, and I don’t think any of my
neighbors are complaining either. But, I am surprised by the complaints that some
of them are making about what I consider comparatively benign sounds coming
from the Emergency Water Supply project.
EIR Scoping Suggestions

I think the EIR should not only measure sound at the blowers, but at various points
up and down San Simeon Creek at various times of day and night and in different
weather conditions - fog, rain, wind and sun. In any condition, does the noise
actually exceed what is allowed? Is it really loud enough to bother others? Also,
noise from other activities I have mentioned should be included in the study. How
does the noise from the EWS compare with all the other industrial, agricultural and
human activities?

I also support the idea of screening the pond and blowers out of view from the road
and the campground. While I believe the EWS is vital for the health and welfare of
Cambria, the pond and blowers are not what I would call attractive. Adding some
native vegetation would really help improve the view and make the facility fit in
better with the natural surroundings.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important and necessary project.
I look forward to its full operation.
Susan McDonald
San Simeon Creek Road
Cambria

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jim Spencer <trainmanjs@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, March 25, 2015 4:36 PM
Garcia, Rita
Judy Spencer
Cambria Emergency Water Supply
Cambria EWS comments to RBF.docx; SpenKennethDr Tree Loss.pdf

We are writing in support of the EWS for Cambria.
We recently purchased the book: "The Monterey Pine Forest, Coastal California's Living Legacy" published in
2011. It is extremely informative about the threatened status of the five native Monterey Pine forest stands in
California and two islands in Baja California. After reading it, we were surprised at how little attention in the
debate over the EWS is being given to this rare variety -- one of the signature attractions of Cambria!
We own a forested lot on Kenneth Drive that is about 1/3rd of an acre. We purchased it in 2002 with the hope
of building our retirement home there. At the time of purchase, we had the lot surveyed and identified the
species and locations and diameters of all the existing trees. A copy of the survey is attached. It provides a
reliable measure of the state of our piece of the forest over two points in time.
In 2002, there were 45 Pines on the property. In 2008 an updated count showed 21 pines had died and been
removed. Those are shown on the drawing in red. In the following seven years, another 10 have died and been
removed. We haven't yet marked them on the survey. The bottom line is it means that approximately 2/3rds of
the pines on our property have been lost over a relatively short 13 years.
Our point in bringing this up is that we believe the root cause of the rapid die off has to do with over-drafting
the water table for domestic and fire storage use. The trees on our property had survived for decades, including
similar prolonged periods of drought. But with no other water source, CCSD had implemented near-record
draw-downs each year of the water table, especially since the 2000's. This lowered the water table to the point
where the tree roots can no longer reach it.
The EWS will provide a solution by reducing the need for such extreme water extraction from the system
wells. This is if the EWS is allowed to operate on a regular basis -- not just during drought emergencies. With
a capacity that we understand will provide roughly a third of the community's needs, it will free up countless
acre feet of water that will help reverse the loss of our trees and maybe even allow a few additional residents
over time.
Perhaps the acronym EWS should be changed to PWS (Permanent Water Supply). With an investment of
roughly $10 million, it is part of our water system now.
Thank you for considering this.
James and Judith Spencer
Kenneth Drive
and 424 California Terrace, Pasadena 91105
James G. Spencer, Architect, AIA
1

trainmanjs@sbcglobal.net
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Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618

Subject: Emergency Water Supply for the Cambria Community Services District
Dear Ms. Garcia:

We are writing in support of the EWS for Cambria.

We recently purchased the book: "The Monterey Pine Forest, Coastal California's
Living Legacy" published in 2011. It is extremely informative about the threatened
status of the five native Monterey Pine forest stands in California and two islands in
Baja California. After reading it, we were surprised at how little attention in the
debate over the EWS is being given to this rare variety -- one of the signature
attractions of Cambria!

We own a forested lot on Kenneth Drive that is about 1/3rd of an acre. We
purchased it in 2002 with the hope of building our retirement home there. At the
time of purchase, we had the lot surveyed and identified the species and locations
and diameters of all the existing trees. A copy of the survey is attached. It provides a
reliable measure of the state of our piece of the forest over two points in time.
In 2002, there were 45 Pines on the property. In 2008 an updated count showed 21
pines had died and been removed. Those are shown on the drawing in red. In the
following seven years, another 10 have died and been removed. We haven't yet
marked them on the survey. The bottom line is it means that approximately 2/3rds
of the pines on our property have been lost over a relatively short 13 years.

Our point in bringing this up is that we believe the root cause of the rapid die off has
to do with over-drafting the water table for domestic and fire storage use. The trees
on our property had survived for decades, including similar prolonged periods of
drought. But with no other water source, CCSD had implemented near-record drawdowns each year of the water table, especially since the 2000's. This lowered the
water table to the point where the tree roots can no longer reach it.
The EWS will provide a solution by reducing the need for such extreme water
extraction from the system wells. This is if the EWS is allowed to operate on a
regular basis -- not just during drought emergencies. With a capacity that we
understand will provide roughly a third of the community's needs, it will free up
countless acre feet of water that will help reverse the loss of our trees and maybe
even allow a few additional residents over time.

Perhaps the acronym EWS should be changed to PWS (Permanent Water Supply).
With an investment of roughly $10 million, it is part of our water system now.
Thank you for considering this.

James and Judith Spencer
Kenneth Drive, Cambria
424 California Terrace, Pasadena 91105
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

usteach@verizon.net
Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:45 AM
Garcia, Rita
In support of the Cambria Emergency Water Supply project (EWS)

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron Crummitt <rcrummit@charter.net>
Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:02 PM
Garcia, Rita
SAVE CAMBRIA WITH THE EWS

Importance:

High

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618

March 26, 2015

Dear Ms. Garcia:

As a long term resident of Cambria, California, since 1980, My wife and I want to support the EWS because we
are very concerned about the long-term availability of potable water for Cambria, including sustainable supplies
of clean water for the purposes of drinking, hygiene, and fire protection. Having lived here for 35 years, we
went through the long-term drought in the late 1980's, and we must never go through this situation again. Fire is
also a pertinent concern,. since a great percentage of our trees are dead, and will burn quickly and easily.
Therefore, the EWS is an important part of Cambria's potable water supply system in light of California's
ongoing extraordinary drought and the Central Coast's history of cyclical and severe water shortages. All of
California agencies involved must support Cambria's EWS.
Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Ronald & Helga Crummitt
(rcrummit@charter.net)
PHONE:(805-927-3777)

1

2

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chris Lewi <cclewi@gmail.com>
Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:42 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS -- Letter in Support of Project
2015-03-26 Ltr to Rita Garcia re Cambria EWS.pdf

Please see the attached. Thanks.
Christopher C. Lewi, Esq.
Attorney & Counselor at Law
979 Osos St., Suite C1
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
(805) 400-0703 (phone)
(805) 395-4887 (fax)
cclewi@gmail.com

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Charlotte Reddish <creddish@charter.net>
Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:46 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria Emergency Water Supply

Dear Ms. Garcia,
We are writing to express our support for Cambria’s Emergency Water Supply Project (EWS). The reasons for our
support are numerous:
• to insure a long term potable water for drinking, hygiene and fire protection.
• to protect our natural aquifers from being permanently compromised.
• because Cambria cannot assure adequate water supplies for present residents through further conservation.
Current extreme conservation measures have already been almost universally embraced.
• because storage of rainwater, whether large or small scale is undependable, expensive, and would require a
long time to implement. While we think that storage efforts could supplement the EWS, and encourage such efforts, the
main focus must be the immediate implementation of the EWS.
I commend the CCSD for their forward thinking plan for EWS. With our entire state and region in distress from the
drought, and with reservoirs at very low levels, it is obvious that new technology and thinking must be applied to the
problem.
Gary and Charlotte Reddish
570 Ardath Drive
Cambria CA 92428re

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jim Crescenzi <jcrescenzi@gmail.com>
Friday, March 27, 2015 10:52 AM
Garcia, Rita
Mark Rochefort; Tom Gray
Letter in support of the Cambria Emergency Water Project
Crescenzi Cambria Water Statement.pdf

Dear Ms. Garcia,
Please note the attached letter by Elaine and Jim Crescenzi in support of the Cambria Emergency Water Project.
Jim Crescenzi
jcrescenzi@gmail.com
805 458-3331

1

E. James Crescenzi, Jr. & Elaine D. Crescenzi
640 Ashby Lane, Cambria, CA 93428
jcrescenzi@gmail.com

Ms. Rita Garcia,
Technical Manager
Rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
March 27, 2015
Dear Ms. Garcia
We are writing this letter to express support for the Cambria Emergency Water Project. We have lived at 640 Ashby Lane
in Cambria for fifteen years, and strongly support this measure to assure the security of supply of potable water for Cambria.
We, like many Cambrians, greatly reduced our water usage during the several years of drought. However, conservation
alone cannot solve Cambria’s need for potable water, if the severe drought were to continue. Frankly, our own conservation
measures including “If it’s yellow, let it mellow (minimal flushing of toilets)” and reducing the frequency of bathing are not
advisable for health reasons. Other measures like carrying heavy containers of non-potable water down our property (on a
steep hill) to water landscaping has additional risks. We also feel that porta-potties for use by tourists is not supportive of
good public health. In other words, there is no reasonable rationalization that perpetuating a severe water shortage is not
without consequences.
We were impressed by the thoroughness with which the CCSD examined water alternatives before initiating the current
Emergency Water Project, and by the fact that this project is so protective of the environment. It is, in our view, clearly a
minimum environmental impact, conservative approach to providing additional water for Cambria. Interestingly, it applies
advanced technology in a manner that potentially helps our residents and the environment of the San Simeon Creek and
Lagoon in times of severe drought. Properly executed, this project will actually increase the likelihood of fish survival in San
Simeon Creek (and the lower lagoon). Surviving steelhead smolt (juveniles) migrate towards the lower elevation lagoon
when the creek is de-watered by drought. Keeping the water level up in the San Simeon Creek lagoon is their last chance for
survival, and we are encouraged that the Emergency Water Project will offer this benefit.
Sincerely,

Elaine D. Crescenzi and E. James Crescenzi Jr. PhD
805 927-2285 (jcrescenzi@gmail.com)

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Taylor Pat <ruhs56@charter.net>
Friday, March 27, 2015 10:08 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS project

Dear Ms. Garcia,
I am writing to support the EWS project in Cambria. I am a 25 year resident and have been thru the drought in the 90's
and that was not fun but this one is much worse. The community has spent a lot of money over the many years to come
up with a source of potable water. We now have a source and I hope it will be permanent. I certainly have not enjoyed
the extreme conservation we have been doing for a year but I am very concerned about water to fight a fire now that
we have been designated an extreme fire danger area! The current CCSD has worked very hard to get this project going
and they and the project have my full support.
Thank you,
Patricia Taylor

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bonnie Brockman <mb90266@yahoo.com>
Saturday, March 28, 2015 2:43 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS Project

Dear Ms. Garcia,
I would like to express my full support for the Cambria EWS Project. My parents lived in Cambria from
1979 until they passed away. My father was the first veterinarian in town where he eventually built a
clinic. Even before moving permanently to Cambria, he was involved in the community by doing
veterinary house calls for residents for several years. My brother lived in Cambria for nearly twenty
years, and we have a home there. My brother served on the CCSD at the time that the Board came
close to bringing a desalination plant to fruition, when people who, in my opinion, were misinformed,
voted them out of office.
During the long history of my family in Cambria, water has always been a topic of conversation and
concern. At one point, water was in such short supply that my parents were considering renting an
apartment in Paso Robles in order to take showers.
I recount this history in order to point out the ongoing issues with water in this town. This is not just an
issue brought up by the terrible drought that we are suffering now, but is a reoccurring theme in
Cambria. The danger to the economy of this town is extreme. The restaurants, stores, and the motels
will not survive, and the jobs of many hardworking people will be lost. It will no longer be a place
where people can come to visit, or enjoy their homes. Even more frightening is the lack of water to
fight a fire, as the trees get drier and drier.
I am also concerned that the San Simeon Creek Lagoon Habitats will be harmed by the lack of a
dependable water source because of salt water intrusion or just drying up. This system will prevent
damage to the precious ecology of our beautiful California coastline. It is energy efficient and does
not disturb the ocean habitats.
My husband and I fully support the EWS Project, as it will provide a reliable source of water for a town
that we have loved for many years, regardless of the inevitable droughts that we endure. Cambrians
have conserved water to a degree unknown by the rest of the state, but conservation will not save us
from the lack of a dependable, environmentally sound, and technologically advanced system to obtain
water when we need it because of lack of rain.
I hope that we can count on your support for the EWS Project.
Sincerely yours,
Bonnie and Gary Brockman

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

jerry wagner <gf.wagner@yahoo.com>
Sunday, March 29, 2015 5:26 PM
Garcia, Rita
Gerald Wagner; Yvonne Wagner
re-Cambria's EWS

Ms. Garcia,
We have followed and have been impacted by the water situation here in Cambria since 1985 when we first
purchased our property on Marine Terrace. I want to assure you that we are elated, along with many of our
neighbors, that the present CCSD Board has listened to legitimate water constraint concerns of the community
and has moved forwarded with the EWS project. There has been an unnecessarily higher level of stress in the
community, do to the lack of a sustainable water source for a number of years. The EWS will provide relief in
many areas other than just personal consumption. It should be noted that the Boards planning, development and
implementation of the EWS project is being highly recognized not only within Cambria but many other communities
and agencies looking at alternative water sources.
Additionally we have every confidence in the CCSD board and district management to continue to diligently work
through completing the regulatory requirements necessary in meeting the needs of the community in a timely
and transparent fashion.
A concern is that we understand, after bring up and initial testing, the EWS may be shut down for a few months
until aquifer levels start to drop. A suggestion is to keep the EWS operational, maybe at a lower output level, but
continue recycling the community water usage to maintain full capacity as long as possible. We were lucky this
year that we have water to recycle. Why take any risk on having the same next season. With a 60 day percolation
cycle it makes sense that water recycled in April, May and part of June be available for the July, August and September
dry months. If by chance, but highly unlikely, we have excess water capacity, install additional fire prevention water
tanks in the hills and open up the landscape watering constraints, which may also help in our fire prevention
planning.
Sincerely,
Gerald and Yvonne Wagner

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tom Hamlin <kthamlin@gmail.com>
Monday, March 30, 2015 4:04 PM
Garcia, Rita
Support for Cambria EWS

Tom & Terri Hamlin
2166 Sherwood Dr., Cambria, CA
kthamlin@gmail.com

March 30, 2015

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
Rgarcia@mbakerintl.com

Dear Ms. Garcia:

We are writing this letter to you because we support the EWS and are concerned about the long-term
availability of a sustainable potable water supply for the town of Cambria. The EWS is an important part of
Cambria's potable water supply system in light of California's ongoing drought and the history of severe water
shortages on the central coast.

We have owned homes in Cambria since 1996 and have experienced many dry spells during the last 19 years.
The town’s ability to have sustainable water for drinking and fighting fires has always been a major
concern. We support the EWS because we are worried that, without the EWS, the town's potable water supply
depends entirely on just two aquifers that fluctuate considerably depending on seasonal rainfall.
1

Cambrians have done a wonderful job conserving water in the last year, with average per person consumption at
approximately 30 gallons of water per day. We personally have installed 4 new 1.28 gpf toilets (replacing 1.6
gpf models), low-flow showerheads, faucet aerators, a hot water recirculation pump and an HE washing
machine in the last year. But there is only so much that conservation can do. We support the EWS because
Cambrians cannot assure adequate water supplies through additional conservation measures alone. The EWS
provides a safe and reliable source of potable water in addition to conservation measures.

We ask that everything possible be done to ensure that the EWS project becomes a long-term reality for
Cambria. The reliable source of water that the EWS provides will ensure Cambria survives for future
generations to enjoy.

Sincerely,

Tom Hamlin

2

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

gvhunter@aol.com
Wednesday, April 01, 2015 8:26 PM
Garcia, Rita
Letter to support EWS
Hunter Letter to support EWS.docx

Dear Rita,
Please find attached our letter in support of the EWS for inclusion in the EIR process.
Thank you for you assistance in helping Cambria.
Greg Hunter

1

Greg and Linda Hunter
6393 Charing Lane
Cambria, CA
Via Email
April 1, 2015

Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
Dear Ms. Garcia,

Linda and I have lived in Cambria for the past 5 years but have been property
owners for much longer. We are well aware of the battles over adding a reliable and
sustainable water supply that have gripped our community for over twenty years.
That is why we have taken an active role in organizing the citizens to support the
CCSD Board’s efforts to get the EWS built and operating.
Here are a few reasons we believe that the success of this project is so important to
our community:




Our two aquifers are relatively small. The years of drought have put a
tremendous burden on the citizens of Cambria to conserve water. We
personally use on average 2 units per month, or 1,400 gallons. Overall,
Cambrians have cut their usage 40% this past year, but that’s off of what was
already conservative usage. The EWS will assure us of a dependable water
source for consumption, hygiene and fire protection for the foreseeable
future, and restore us to a more normal life style.

Environmentally we believe the EWS provides three really important
benefits. First, it preserves a water barrier to prevent saltwater intrusion
into our existing San Simeon aquifer by re-injecting processed water back
into the aquifer. If the drought continues it is unlikely that the fresh water
flowing into the aquifer will be sufficient to push back the salt water having a
devastating impact on Cambria’s main source of water. Secondly, the EWS
will pump 100 gpm of fresh clean water into the lagoon. Under normal
conditions during the summer, fresh water from up stream ceases to flow
into the lagoon. The water stagnates and stresses the inhabitants of the
lagoon. Fresh water from the EWS will help to offset the negative impacts of
normal seasonal fluctuations and during extended drought periods. Lastly,



the plant purifies treated effluent from our wastewater treatment plant into
potable water.

We also believe that strict water conservation efforts have had a negative
economic impact upon our community. To conserve water, the many homes
that are regularly rented out to tourists have had to cut back or cease renting
altogether because they receive only half of the water allocation that full time
residents receive. Over usage by renters can result in substantial billing
penalties to landlords. Commercial enterprises such as motels and
restaurants have also had to cut back. This has resulted in reduced tourism
and negatively impacted Cambria’s economy. If the drought was to
perpetuate tourism could cease altogether without the EWS to supplement
supplies.

We strongly support the EWS because it is a state-of-the-art facility using the best
technology available. It is being used as a model for other communities to address
their drought needs and it is one of four projects being considered for a prestigious
international award. The EWS is good for Cambria and good for the environment
and we are proud to have it in our community.
Sincerely,

Greg Hunter

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Susan Johnson <susanmejiajohnson@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:19 PM
Garcia, Rita
Bob Gresens
Attached EIR Comment Form
EIR Comment Form.pdf

Ms Garcia,
Please find attached a PDF version of my husband and my Comment Form. If you need a hard copy, please let
me know.
If possible, will you confirm receipt, please.
Thank you,
Susan Mejia Johnson
I'm sorry you left before I spoke at the Scoping Meeting last Thursday. I apologize; I didn't get a chance to
introduce myself.
I have a question.
When will the results of your company's Noise Survey be made public?

1

Ms. Garcia, Project Manager CEWSP, please accept the following in lieu of the official
“Comment Form.”
CAMBRIA EMERGENCY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT EIR
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
COMMENT FORM
Name and Address of commentor:
Kenneth and Susan Johnson
Property Owners: San Simeon Creek Rd- Schoolhouse Property
12264 Alta Panorama
Santa Ana CA 92705
Comments:
Aesthetics:
The project in its current state negatively impacts the visual character of the site and of my
property. The tall baffled turbines, strands of wire, flying Mylar, and a surrounding fence
covered with “green plastic shade cloth” are incongruent with the pristine beauty of the area.
Leaving scenic Highway 1, residents and visitors alike, walk, ride or drive past the State
Campground and then quickly are introduced to the industrial-like “pond” and its new
machinery. The project’s unsightliness impacts my property both financially and emotionally. I
bought the schoolhouse property December 26, 2013, when the pond actually was a pond where
birds alighted.
At no time was I, as an impacted property owner (whose property sits one-half a mile from the
pond), asked (by either the County, the water company or your consulting firm) to participate in
the community input segment so often cited in the project’s written history. That’s wrong.
Agriculture and Forest Resources & Air Quality:
It’s too early to tell what financial and or quality impact the pond and the brine overspray will
have on my pasture, potential crops or farm animals.
Geology and Soils
Although I have not witnessed it first hand, my Schoolhouse tenant tells me that when the
project’s machines are running, the schoolhouse shakes and its windows and doors rattle. The
extent is such that it awakens the Schoolhouse’s residents from sleep.
Land Use and Planning:
The project changes the culture of the quiet and pristine region.
Noise:
The noise impact of the project’s running machinery impacts the value of my property both
financially and emotionally. When the machinery is run, especially when run throughout the
night, sleeping residents of the schoolhouse are awakened, making the schoolhouse property less
desirable and creating a “must disclose” item in any future real estate transaction- sale, lease or
rental. Day-sleeping for night time workers is also negatively impacted.

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Monique Madrid <mmadrid@cambriacsd.org>
Thursday, April 02, 2015 11:20 AM
Garcia, Rita
Bob Gresens
CEQA Comments from Lou Blanck
Blanck CEQA Comments 3 30 2015.pdf

Hi Rita,
Attached please find attached the comments from Lou Blanck related to the CEQA EIR process.
Bob, Would you please put these in our electronic file?
Thank you,
Monique Madrid
Administrative Services Officer
Cambria Community Services District
805-927-6117

1

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christine Heinrichs <christine.heinrichs@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 02, 2015 9:25 AM
Garcia, Rita
NOP Comments

2 April 2015

Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting, a Michael Baker International Company
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
Email rgarcia@mbakerintl.com

Cambria Community Services District Board
P.O. Box 65
Cambria, CA 93428

To the Board :

This Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Cambria Emergency Water Supply
Project is confusing. The plant is already built. An EIR by definition describes the impact a project WOULD
HAVE on the environment. The project is built. Shall we evaluate what might have been? What can be left to
evaluate? The blasting fans, the heavy equipment moving the soil around, the creeks diverted and re-routed.
This process can only evaluate the remains.

The Project Information Packet & Environmental Checklist notes many areas of Potentially Significant Impact.
Those impacts have already occurred, since the plant has been constructed. The plant has already been found
spilling chlorinated water into a creek that is habitat to at least two protected species and all its additional
wildlife, whether it has the legal status of protection as Endangered or not.

1

While any attention to the many problems this plant has already caused is welcome, this process is
disingenuous. Many protests have been filed by individuals and agencies. The district has built the plant in
defiance of the law and all agencies’ oversight.

The title of ‘Emergency’ is also misleading. The emergency, if it ever existed, is past. The plant is operating
outside any emergency needs.

Sincerely,

Christine Heinrichs
1800 Downing Ave.
Cambria, CA 93428
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Connie Gannon <connie@greenspacecambria.org>
Friday, April 03, 2015 12:18 PM
Garcia, Rita
NOP Comments on Cambria EWSP
NOP Comments Final.docx

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Please find attached comments from Greenspace - The Cambria Land Trust on the impacts of the Cambria
CSD's Emergency Water Supply Project which must be addressed in the forthcoming Environmental Impact
Report.
Thank you for soliciting these comments. Please let me know if you need additional information.
Sincerely,
Connie Gannon

Constance Higdon Gannon
Executive Director
Greenspace - The Cambria Land Trust
To cherish what remains of the Earth and to foster its renewal is our only legitimate hope of survival.
-- Wendell Berry
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April 3, 2015
Response to Notice of Preparation Project Information Packet and Environmental
Checklist Prepared by Cambria CSD for RBF Associates
Greenspace – The Cambria Land Trust offers the following comments and recommendations on
the information prepared by the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) for the benefit of
RBF Associates as you prepare the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) required for statutory
permitting of the so-called “Emergency Water Supply Project” (EWSP) as a permanent water
utility for the Cambria unincorporated area.
First, there is no current water shortage in the Cambria area and the EWSP clearly was never
intended to be an “emergency” project. Rainfall in the upper watersheds of San Simeon and
Santa Rosa Creeks and conservation on the part of local residents have maintained our well
levels at historic medians, despite the ongoing severe drought. As of the end of March, the
project has supplied no water to the Cambria area.

The CCSD has tried for several years to construct a desalination plant, but plans have been
challenged by the California Coastal Commission, Fish and Wildlife and other federal, state and
regional agencies due to improper siting, and lack of adequate planning and capacity to mitigate
environmental impacts. The District has rejected other water management strategies, including
local reservoirs and pipelines from major reservoirs which would have been far less costly than
the EWSP turns out to be. Please review the abundance of local, state and federal agency
documentation of CCSD’s previous attempts to implement desalination as you prepare the
current EIR, to understand the full scope of Cambria’s water issues.
In response to the current checklist prepared by District Engineer Robert Gresens, we note the
following:
1a. The project has a significant adverse effect on scenic vistas, including Scenic Highway One
and CA State Parks campgrounds. A large cloud of aerosolized waste water and chemicals
blowing across the lower reaches of San Simeon Creek can be seen from many points.
1d. The evaporation pond creates significant glare during the day and lights at the plant at night
have completely changed the rural character of the lower valley, as noted by at least three
neighboring residents and by State Parks personnel and visitors to the Hearst San Simeon
campground.
2. Section 23.08.288(d) allows public utility uses on sensitive areas such as on prime
agricultural soils, Sensitive Resource Areas, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, or Hazard
Areas only when there the permitting agency finds there is no other feasible location on or offsite the property. It also requires that applications for public utility facilities in the above
sensitive areas include a feasibility study, prepared by a qualified professional approved by the

Environmental Coordinator, that includes a constraints analysis and analysis of alternative
locations. Please include in the EIR a description the analyses the District has done to provide
consistency with this provision.
2b, 2e. Residual chemicals and organisms are being released through aerosolization of
evaporation pond contents and may be precipitating onto pea fields east of the plant. Residents of
the lower watershed are complaining of a white material covering their cars that never saw
before the plant began operating in January. Chemicals released in this manner have the potential
to make agricultural products unmarketable, damaging agricultural livelihoods and usable farm
land.
3a. As noted by the San Luis Obispo Air Quality Board, the release of chemicals and biological
materials in the evaporator spray conflicts with implementation of local air quality regulations.
3e. Anecdotal reports from area residents and visitors include significant odors present at San
Simeon State Campgrounds when evaporative blowers were running and surfers reporting an
odor like detergent when surfing at the mouth of San Simeon Lagoon in January-February
timeframe. Odors could become more acute as brine waste becomes more concentrated and as
temperatures rise.
4a.-4f. Although CCSD finds that the project probably has significant impacts on biological
resources, including endangered and threatened species, their pending Adaptive Management
Plan is wholly insufficient to mitigate these impacts and protect resources, according to a number
of agencies. In October 2014, the Coastal Commission wrote to the CCSD, “Please identify
when the District will present its proposed Adaptive Management Program (AMP) meant to
address the project’s impacts. Please also identify the baseline data expected to be included in
this AMP, the proposed performance standards, any proposed mitigation measures to be
included, etc. Please also respond to the July 22, 2014 USFWS statement that the AMP cannot
ensure protection of listed species, including any assurances the District can provide that its
proposed AMP will result in no “take” of listed species.” (Emphasis added.)
5a-d. It is unknown whether significant cultural resources have been sufficiently protected,
according to Salinan tribal members who had a presence at the site during construction, because
many changes to the initial project have been made without public notice or third party oversight.
6a. This heading should be checked potentially significant impact unless mitigated. Please see
NOP comments by geologist and hydrologist Lou Blanck.
6b. Substantial soil erosion into Van Gordon Creek has already occurred in the construction and
testing phases of the project. If the evaporation pond should fail, massive erosion will occur.
Construction using heavy equipment during the wet season caused significant soil erosion.
6c. The ground on which the project is built is a known liquefaction hazard and would probably
fail in a major earthquake. The site is also at risk of severe flooding from 100-year storms,
tsunami and long-term anticipated sea level rise (again, see NOP comments by geologist and
hydrologist Lou Blanck)
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7a-7b. According to CCSD billings from PG&E, the District used substantially more energy
than was used before the plant went online. Since PG&E is still dependent on natural gas for
much of its electrical generation, the plant does in fact have a significant greenhouse gas impact.
Its continued operation will increase rather than reduce the production of greenhouse gases in
California. The full impact of energy use for this project on greenhouse gas emissions has not
been calculated and independently verified.
8a-8b. The brackish water desalination plant uses several hazardous chemicals in its reverse
osmosis process and in maintaining the equipment against saline corrosion. These include oil,
chlorine, sodium hypochlorite, sodium hydroxide, sulfuric acid, calcium chloride, hydrogen
peroxide and ammonia. The project has already experienced one spill of unknown duration that
released an unknown quantity of chlorine into Van Gordon Creek. The long-term impact of
chemical releases on the creek and lagoon habitats of the endangered goby and threatened redlegged frog (both especially susceptible to chlorine), and on the nearby homes and agricultural
lands of area residents has not been publicly reviewed, nor has the CCSD responded to questions
asked by agencies including US Fish and Wildlife about chemical and biological material
hazards.
8g. A hazardous materials plan listing chemicals, storage and handling, number of truck
deliveries expected, evacuation plans and their relation to other emergency response plans was
unavailable at the time of chemical deliveries in the fall of 2014. Chemicals are known to be
highly flammable and toxic to wildlife and people. The chemicals are stored very near State
Parks Camp sites. An independent analysis and inspection of chemical pipelines already
installed should be conducted and publicly reviewed.
8h. The problem of electrical shortages and arc at the plant has not been addressed. With
surrounding brush and tree stands extremely dry from the ongoing drought, the issue of fire is
potentially significant.
9a. The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s recent TMDL Report describes
the CSD wastewater percolation ponds as failing. Pollutant sources of nitrate, dissolved oxygen,
sodium and chloride, along with land application of treated wastewater through spray
irrigation/percolation ponds adjacent to San Simeon Creek. WDR No. 01-100 and NPDES #R32011-0223. All waste waters must comply with the Clean Water Act. This is a significant impact
that has not been corrected and will require a mitigation plan.
9c. The project testing crew altered the drainage plan of the area by rerouting an outflow pipe to
Van Gordon Creek, in violation of San Luis Obispo County’s emergency permit regulations for
the EWSP. While the pipe was subsequently moved back to its original drainage location, there
is no guarantee that such repositioning will not happen again, significantly altering outflow and
drainage patterns. In addition, the current rate of flow designated for San Simeon lagoon
replenishment is less than the pre-project average flow.
9d. It is unknown what the long term effects of this project will be on Van Gordon and San
Simeon Creeks but affects could be significant and are currently unmitigated. Failure of the brine
pond berm would result in major and catastrophic erosion, altering the Van Gordon and San
Simeon creek juncture with the lagoon and the lagoon itself.
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9h. The brine pond, positioned as it is within the flood plain, may cause potentially significant
flood issues in the event of a hundred-year creek flood or a significant tsunami. Overtopping of
the pond with its constituent chemical and biological residues could release an unknown mix of
materials into the entire lower watershed. If it does not collapse, the pond berm could prevent
movement of large trees and objects down the creek, worsening flooding upstream.
9i. Flooding of the brine reservoir or toppling of chemical tanks in a major flood event, causing
leakage, could be disastrous for downstream campers and recreational users of Hearst San
Simeon Creek State Park and Beach.
9j. The project is located in an identified tsunami run-up area.
10b-c. Significant CA Coastal Commission staff issues regarding conflicts with coastal land use
planning were raised 7-22-14 in a letter to CSD as follows: “REQUIRED LCP CONFORMITY
The proposed project appears to be inconsistent with several provisions of the County’s certified
Local Coastal Program and Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. Please describe the District’s
understanding of how its proposed project is consistent with relevant policies, including the
following (Note: this is not a complete list of applicable policies): ESHA, Wetland, Coastal
Stream, and Riparian Buffer policies (e.g. Policy 1, 2, 3, 7, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23,
25, 26, 28) Coastal Watershed Policies (e.g. 1, 2, 3, 7, 11) Hazards (e.g. 1, 2, 3, 7)
“When the CCSD applied earlier this year to the County of San Luis Obispo for an emergency
coastal development permit ("CDP") to address the current severe drought situation, we advised
you to use that emergency permit process is to implement a short-term and immediate solution
rather than construct long-term major infrastructure that raises significant LCP and Coastal Act
policy concerns.”
“The Draft IS/MND does not adequately address a myriad of LCP and Coastal Act policy
concerns, as it insufficiently identifies the project's expected adverse effects and incorrectly and
incompletely applies the policies and requirements relevant to the proposed project and the
affected coastal resources. We therefore believe the project needs substantial design and
operational modifications in order to be found consistent with the LCP and Coastal Act.”
“The project is likely to adversely affect coastal wetlands, streams, and sensitive habitat areas in
a manner not consistent with the LCP or the Coastal Act.” (Emphases added.)
12a-d. The noise issue is significant. If allowed to continue, it will ruin the rural character of
lower San Simeon Creek and the quality of life of its residents and visitors. Extreme noise levels,
particularly at night, have already caused the death of a horse at an equestrian center and such
trauma to the center’s other equine stock that the owner, Leslie Richards, has had to close her
business, causing her extreme financial hardship.
Other area residents must keep their windows closed when the aerosolizing blowers are on
because of the extreme noise levels. Efforts to mitigate the noise, measured at decibels well
above legal limits, have not reduced it to a tolerable level in this rural quiet valley. Campers at
Hearst San Simeon State Park campground and SP personnel have filed numerous noise
complaints. It is not known if there have been tests conducted of ground-borne noise impacts, so
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the basis for Gresens’ determination that ground-borne noise has a “less than significant” impact
is unknown.
13a-c. Significant unmitigated impacts are expected from a new long-term water supply for the
village of Cambria and surrounding areas. Those impacts must be publicly addressed and is it
critical that mitigations, such as a Build-Out Reduction Program, be funded and implemented
prior to development.
SLO Land Conservancy, in their letter of July 22, 2014 to the CSD, stated: “the CSD is asserting
that the current build out reduction program (BRP) would serve as mitigation for any growth
inducing impact. The BRP and the Land Conservancy’s TDC/Lot retirement program which are
being offered as mitigation have been inactive for several years, owing largely to failure by the
CSD to honor their agreement with Land Conservancy and the State Coastal Conservancy.
Consequently the Land Conservancy has not been actively retiring lots despite a continued
supply and desire to do so from lot owners. Until the lot retirement program is renewed and the
CSD honors their agreement with the State and the Land Conservancy it is disingenuous to offer
the BRP /Lot Retirement programs as a viable mitigation strategy.”
In Greenspace-the Cambria Land Trust’s July 22, 2014 letter to CSD and Agencies, we noted the
following: “Habitat Conservation Plan is needed on San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks, but not
funded. Instream Flow studies needed for both San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks [are] not
funded. The North Coast Area Plan (NCAP) includes standards and findings required for any
new public water supply project that will assure CCSD water withdrawals are limited to protect
adequate in-stream flows to support sensitive species and riparian/wetland habitat within the
reach of streams effected by CCSD pumping. This leads to an in-stream flow management study
objective to determine the sustainable amount of withdrawals for new development that may be
accommodated, which will not adversely affect riparian and wetland habitat or agricultural
activities. Cambria Forest Management Plan approved but not funded. Build Out Reduction
(BRP) program approved but not funded.”
13c. A catastrophic chemical aerosolization or other release could have the effect of displacing
nearby residents and necessitate emergency shelter elsewhere. While this risk is small, it would
have some potential impact.
14a.1-4. Impacts from the growth-inducing effects of any long term water supply project must be
fully and independently analyzed and addressed in the EIR.
Certainly the plant already has an adverse impact of the scenic value and ambiance of Hearst San
Simeon State Park. The cloud of aerosolized waste water, the noise levels of the blowers and the
nighttime lights have all received complaints from park visitors. To say there is no impact is
disingenuous at best.
15a-b. Impacts from the growth inducing effects of any long term water supply project must be
fully and independently analyzed and addressed.
16a-b. Impacts from the growth inducing effects of any long term water supply project must be
fully and independently analyzed and addressed.
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17a-g. Impacts from the growth-inducing effects of any long term water supply project must be
fully and independently analyzed and addressed. It is now confirmed from a April 1, 2015
California Water Boards/Central Coast RWACB presentation that significant upgrades are
needed at Cambria’s Wastewater Treatment Plant to eliminate polluted effluent waters that are
degrading the San Simeon Creek watershed at the new project site. These upgrades will be
costly, and will require significant study and analyses to determine how they will affect the new
project. Any expansion of Cambria’s Waste Water Treatment Plant facilities must be thoroughly
analyzed for cumulative impacts in both Cambria and San Simeon.
18a. No pre-project impact studies were done, despite the obvious intent of creating a permanent
water treatment project. Past public agency challenges to CCSD’s desalination plant indicate
indicates the probability of significant harm to both humans and the coastal ecosystem. Within
the last month, dead marine birds have been found in the brine pond and the SS lagoon. Area
residents have noted the disappearance of native animals and birds since operation of the facility
began in January.
18b. The size of pre-project populations of red-legged frogs, gobies and other endangered/
threatened resident or visiting species is uncertain. To say that there is no presence of these
species now does not indicate historic absence. The presence of these species is welldocumented anecdotally and in earlier studies. Please see all documented presence of CA Red
Legged Frog, Pacific Pond Turtle, tidewater goby and other species at these locations as
documented by Galen Rathbun (Greenspace Archives).
18c. The project clearly has a major significant impact on human beings. One nearby resident
has lost her livelihood as a result of the environmental impacts of the project on the horses at her
equestrian center. Another who farms peas may lose his pea crop if the aerosolized material
which is precipitating on his plants turns out to be potentially hazardous. A third individual
experienced cardiovascular effects from the constant noise levels in January and February.
Visitors to the adjacent State Park are complaining about noise and light pollution. It is hard to
imagine a scenario—other than a disaster—that would have more impact on human populations.
The upcoming EIR must address these numerous and very significant issues. We ask that the
preparers carefully read the questions and directives submitted by the California Coastal
Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
and many other regulatory agencies (see the list, below, for some of these documents). Many of
these questions were never answered by the CCSD, despite repeated requests. They bear directly
on the impacts of this project.
Thank you,
Staff and Board of Directors, Greenspace – The Cambria Land Trust
Constance Higdon Gannon, Executive Director
Greenspace – The Cambria Land Trust
PO Box 1505
Cambria, CA 93428
805-927-2866
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Key Public Documents and Communications
1. US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Agency. Letter of July 22, 2014 to Bob
Gresens, PE. Re: Initial Study Negative Declaration for the Cambria Emergency Water Supply
Project, Cambria, San Luis Obispo County, California
2. California Water Boards, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. Letter of July
22, 2014 to Mr. Robert Gresens, District Engineer
3. State of California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation. Letter of
July 22, 2014. Re: Comments on Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration for “Cambria
emergency Water Supply Project” State Clearing House No. 201461073
4. Peter Brede, Technical Advisor. Memo of August 8, 2014, Comments on the CDM Smith
Title 22 Engineer’s Report Draft, 201440703
5. California Coastal Commission. Email Memo of July 22, 2014. Comments on June 2014
Public Review of Draft Cambria Emergency water Supply Project Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration, State Clearing House No. 2014061073
6. San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. Letter of July 18, 2014 to Robert C.
Gresens, PE. Subject: APCD Comments Regarding Cambria Community Services District
Emergency Water Supply Project
7. California Natural Resources Agency, Fish and Wildlife. Memo of August 22, 2014 to Robert
Gresens. Subject: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project, Cambria Community Services
District, San Simeon Creek and Lagoon, Santa Rosa Creek and Lagoon, Van Gordon Creek, San
Luis Obispo County, State Clearing House No, 2014 061073
8. California Water Boards, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. Letter of
October 3, 2014 to Cambria Community Services District. Notice of Incomplete Application.
9. California Water Boards, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Letter of
November 3, 2014.
10. San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building, Land Use Authorization. Project
ZON2013-00589: Emergency Permit With Conditions of Approval (Please note the Conditions)
11. California Water Boards, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. February 27,
2014 Notice of Violation and Water Code 13267 Request for Information, to Jerry Gruber,
General Manager and Bob Gresens, District Engineer, Cambria Community Services District
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sharkey <sharkwarr@aol.com>
Friday, April 03, 2015 5:44 PM
Garcia, Rita
Support for Cambria's Emergency Water System

VIA Email to RGarcia@mbakerintl.com
April 3, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
Re: Cambria’s Emergency Water System
Dear Ms. Garcia;
We are writing to express our urgent support for the EWS that Cambria needs to assure our survival as a
community. It must be emphasized that, unlike most California communities, Cambria relies exclusively on
two shallow fresh water aquifers that need annual rainfall for replenishment. Our watershed is much too small
and the altitude too low to furnish snowmelt. In periods of extended drought our ground water source
effectively disappears. Further, we have no access to state water assets such as pipelines or reservoirs.
We are already under severe restrictions as to use of this valuable resource. Our family has used no more than
62 gallons per day for the past year. We have built a water capture cistern system to store rainwater with a
capacity of over 21,000 gallons of water. Our cistern provides a source for limited plant irrigation, provides a
cushion to fight a fire should we have one, and can be used for household purposes including drinking and
cooking if boiled and chlorinated. Unfortunately, when it does not rain our cistern cannot be replenished.
The restrictions we are experiencing include showering only twice a week, flushing toilets infrequently, and
recirculating shower and dishwater to the yard for plants. We have long been cautious of our use of water-we
installed the cistern system 12 years ago when we built our house since we anticipated extended periods of
water shortage. That has been true to some extent throughout California’s history.
Now we have encountered a record shortfall of snow and rain and the likelihood of many more years of this
shortage. Governor Brown has finally taken serious steps to limit water usage throughout the state. It is
constantly on everyone’s mind throughout the state. You cannot turn on the news without urgent entreaties for
conservation, a practice we in Cambria have long exercised.
Our Community Services District has moved aggressively to help solve our problem and allow life to continue
in our precious town by purchasing and installing our Emergency Water Supply system. As you know, it takes
briny and no-potable water, filters and treats it to a state that can be injected into our production fields and
drawn into our village’s water system. We have obtained permits to operate under very limited conditions and
are working hard to obtain the permits for operation of our system when needed. We are convinced that our
District can meet the demands of the various agencies and satisfy all environmental and other issues.
1

Please do everything possible to ensure that our EWS can be used on a long term basis. We have taken steps
that many more communities will be following if the drought continues as everyone expects.
A little aside-I am a woodworker and frequently have obtained old-growth redwood with visible growth rings. I
had a single board salvaged from a water tower in Northern California that was probably growing 700-800
years ago. I counted one eight-inch piece that had over three hundred very tight growth rings. That tree had
been exposed to several drought periods of more that 60 years where it grew no more that the thickness of a
pencil mark each year! That is the history of our wonderful state! We can expect it to repeat.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Stuart and Nancy Warrick
6543 Buckley Drive
Cambria, CA 93428
(805) 927-0756
Hard copy sent by USPS
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Elizabeth Bettenhausen <elizabethbettenhausen@gmail.com>
Sunday, April 05, 2015 3:14 PM
Garcia, Rita
Elizabeth Bettenhausen
Scoping comments for CCSD EWSP draft EIR
EAB ON IS.pdf; Water Extraction and Injection.pdf

DATE: 5 April 2015

TO: Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
FROM: Elizabeth Bettenhausen
RE: Scoping comments for the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project's Draft EIR
Ms. Garcia:
1. My concerns with the Project's potential environmental effects begin with the source water.
Both the Title 22 Engineering Report and the Operations Manual refer to the limited recharge of
the deep basin brackish water.
"The source water for the Emergency Water Supply Project is the brackish groundwater from
the San Simeon Creek Basin, two miles north of the Cambria Township. The water will be
extracted from the aquifer at CCSD Well 9P7, located between the existing Effluent
Percolation Ponds. The location of this well is shown on Figure 1-2. Groundwater models
indicate that the water in the basin near the extraction well is a blend of infiltrated secondary
effluent from the Cambria WWTP, natural underflow from inland groundwater, and deep
basin brackish water with limited recharge. As the well is pumped for extended periods of
use, it is anticipated that the contribution from secondary effluent will increase
substantially" (Operations, Maintenance and Monitoring Plan for the Cambria Emergency Water
Supply Project, REVISED FINAL, prepared by CDM Smith, Section 2, SOURCE WATER AND
SUMMARY OF FLOWS. See also Cambria Emergency Water Supply Title 22 Engineering Report
(CDM Smith July 2014, Source Water and Summary of Flows, 2.1).

1.1 Since "deep basin brackish water with limited recharge" is in the blend, what are the
environmental effects of withdrawing water from this "deep basin," given its limited recharge?
1

1.2 How does withdrawing the water from this deep basin affect the recharge?
1.3 Since "it is anticipated that the contribution from secondary effluent will increase substantially,"
what underground movement of secondary effluent is anticipated in relation to the withdrawal
pump, the original basin of the brackish water, and the lagoon?
1.4 What are the anticipated environmental consequences of these movements and their effect?

2. How will the blend of the three components of water extracted from CCSD Well 9P7 be
controlled?
2.1. What criteria and variables will be used to determine the right blend?
2.2. My response to the IS/MND is attached to this e-mail. I cannot find any answers to my
concerns about the extracted water in any of the documents subsequent to the IS/MND. Thus the
absence of base data poses a grave environmental risk when the Advanced Water Treatment Project
is run. My response to the IS/MND comprises part of these scoping comments and questions.

3. How much water will be injected into the San Simeon Creek Lagoon after membrane
filtration only. As you will see in the Table of Water Extraction and Injection that I prepared in
November 2014 (2 pages, attached as part of my comments now) the numbers from official
documents and permits do not agree. If the CCSD intends to inject 100 gpm into the Lagoon, the
Plant process must be set to produce more than the legally required maximum of 400 gpm of
treated potable water. At the meeting of the Board of Directors of the Cambria Community
Services District on Nov. 20, 2014, I asked them to state officially to you which process and
production you would investigate.
3.1 What level of production at each stage of the process are you investigating to determine the
environmental effects on San Simeon Creek and the lagoon?
3.2 How much water will actually be injected into the lagoon when the plant is running?
3.3 By what criteria are the environmental consequences of this injection quantity evaluated?
3.4 Are the criteria the same as those used to claim in 2014 that 100 gpm is an environmentally
satisfactory injection into the San Simeon Creek Lagoon?If so, why? If not, why not? Please state
the two sets of criteria explicitly.

4. Commenting in July 2014 on the IS/MND I raised questions about the evaporation pond. When
I got out of a car on San Simeon Creek Road adjacent to the evaporation pond when the
evaporators were running in January 2015, I was stunned by the sound level of the mechanical
2

spray evaporators. It was like living near a subway grate in New York City or next to the Interstate
running into Boston (the comparison comes from living in those cities for decades).
4.1. How will the noise be mitigated so that it has no negative effect on farm animals,
wildlife, residents of San Simeon Creek Valley, and the San Simeon State Park campground
occupants and staff? The three-sided enclosures that were added amplify the sound, not mitigate it.
How will the alarming sound be mitigated?
4.2. How will the mist from the mechanical evaporators be kept within the borders of the pond
horizontally and vertically? How does relocating the weather station make it in fact more sensitive
to coastal conditions?

8 Jan. 2015

4.3 How will the chemicals in the brine deposited into the pond affect wildlife?
What criteria and monitoring are required to protect against salinity toxicity affecting birds? How
will it be mitigated? If bird netting is stretched over the pond, how will entrapped birds be freed?
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21 Feb. 2015

4.4. What are the effects of fencing on the red-legged frogs?

4.5 What is the score in the competition between pond liners and pocket gophers?

5. What monitoring is actually in place to protect the wildlife from any harm produced by
this Plant, whether within the Plant components or in the wetland, creek, and surrounding
environs? The answer depends in part on the availability and training of CCSD staff in
operating and maintaining the Plant and monitoring its effects. Are the availability and
training adequate, and what California agencies make that decision? I consider this integral
to an EIR.

I also submit and attach my original response to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
and my analysis of Water Extraction and Injection as part of my comments. My comments do not
exhaustively state my concerns.
A final request: please indicate in the draft EIR's Introduction which version of the CCSD Cambria
Emergency Water Supply Project is being evaluated and provide all pertinent documents with the
4

draft EIR when it is submitted to state and federal agencies and to the public for our informed
comment.
Elizabeth Bettenhausen
Cambria
elizabethbettenhausen@gmail.com
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WATER EXTRACTION AND INJECTION
How much will be produced?
Data Source

Extracted water

EMERGENCY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Acre feet Gallons
per day
per day or
Minute
(gpM)

Acre
feet
per
day

Gallons
per day
or
Minute

Acre
feet
per
day

Membrane
filtrate backwash
to percolation
ponds
Gallons
Acre
per day
feet
per
day

3.07

144,000
100gpM
14.4%

0.79

700,000
486 gpM
70.0%

3.86

90,000

2.52

118,491

0.36

576,000
400 gpM

1.77

74,057

0.23

53,486

0.16

576,0002
400 gpm

1.772

3182

"

"

82.29gpM
"

"

576,000
400 gpM

"

"

"

"

"

1.772

3182

708,197

2.17

101,980

0.31

495,738

1.52

63,738

0.2

46,033

0.14

576,000
400 gpM
maximum
432,000
300 gpM3

1.32

240

2.14

92,016

0.28

66,456

0.20

623,664
433.1 gpM

1.91

344.35

1.62

67,917

0.21

49,051

0.15

452,778

1.38

250
Maximum

"

"

See notes on
reverse too.
Acre foot =
Gallons
326,000 gallons per day
(gpd)

RWQCB1 Item 20
11/14/2014
% of extracted H20
RWQCB1 Item 21
11/14/2014
Tracer Test
Summary Report
October 2014
CA Division of
Drinking Water2
11/12/ 2014
CCSD Emergency
Water Supply
Project
Q&A 11/3/14
Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative
Declaration
Emergency
Alternative 44
SLO County Coastal
Development
Permit 6/14/20145

1.0
million

SLO County
Emergency Permit6

"

822,857

Membrane
filtrate
to lagoon

Reverse Osmosis
potable injected

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
compiled by Elizabeth Bettenhausen November 2014

70.82gpM
710gpm
1,022,400
gallons
per day

3.14

147,226
102 gpM

754,630

2.31

108,667

"

75.46
gpM
"

0.45

100gpm

344.27
gpM
698,400
gpd

0.28

9.0%

Discharge of
brine
to evaporation
pond
Gallons Acre
per day feet
per
day

Treated potable available,
after 60 days of travel,
(injected minus backwash)
Gallons
per day or
Minute

Acre
feet
per
day

Acre feet
per 6
months

65,000

0.20

610,000
424 gpM
61.0%

1.87

337

6.5%
57,000

485 gpM
0.33

"

528,241
gpd
366.83
gpM
"

314.43gpM
"

"

"

"

"

"

"

WATER EXTRACTION AND INJECTION

EMERGENCY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
compiled by Elizabeth Bettenhausen on November 2014, page 2 of 2

Which extraction and injection numbers will be actual, since they do not all agree?
1. Numbers in yellow are from each the data source. Numbers not in yellow have been calculated from the data source
number, based on the percentage distribution of the extracted water in the most recent document, the Staff Report for Items
20 (p. 2) and 21 (p. 3), Regional Water Quality Control Board Agenda, Nov. 14, 2014.
2. California State Water Quality Control Board, Division of Drinking Water, Nov. 12, 2014 letter to Jerome D. Gruber from Kurt
Souza, P.E. in response to Cambria Emergency Water Supply Tracer Test Summary Report, October 2014, p. 45. The Potable
Available numbers are derived from
http://www.cambriacsd.org/Library/PDFs/PROJECTS/LONG%20TERM%20WATER%20SUPPLY/Tracer%20Test%20Summ
ary%20Report20141017FinalClean.pdf
3. CCSD Emergency Water Supply Project, Questions and Answers, November 3, 2014, p. 2
http://www.cambriacsd.org/Library/PDFs/PROJECTS/LONG%20TERM%20WATER%20SUPPLY/EWS%20update%2011-314.pdf
4. Public Review Draft, Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project, Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration June 2014,
prepared by RBF Consulting; p. 53
http://www.cambriacsd.org/Library/00%20Cambria%20Emergency%20Water%20ISMND_Draft%20June%202014%20an
d%20appendices.pdf
This Initial Study/MND was never approved by the Board of Directors. The Agenda for Nov. 20, 2014, contains an item
recommending "that the Board of Directors authorize the General Manager to execute a consulting services agreement with RBF
Consulting (RBF) in an amount not to exceed $168,540, for purposes of completing an environmental impact report (EIR) and
associated CEQA support services for the Emergency Water Supply Project, in a form approved by District Counsel" (Agenda packet,
Nov. 20, 2014, p. 63). Production numbers to be used in the EIR for the Emergency Water Supply Project are not known at this time.

5.Development Plan/Coastal Development Permit, SLO County Dept. of Planning and Building, DRC 2013-00112, June 14, 2014
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/3802/SXRlbSBEb2N1bWVudCAoUHVibGljKSA=/14/n/33467.doc
6. Land Use Authorization, SLO County Dept. of Planning and Building, Project: ZON 2013-00589, Emergency Permit,
05/15/2014
http://www.cambriacsd.org/Library/PDFs/PROJECTS/LONG%20TERM%20WATER%20SUPPLY/SLO%20Co%20Emergency
%20CDP%20re%20CCSD%20EWSP%205%2015%2014.pdf
elizabethbettenhausen@gmail.com

Elizabeth Bettenhausen, B.A., Ph.D., IPO
345 Plymouth Street
Cambria, California 93428
elizabethbettenhausen@gmail.com
21 July 2014
Re: PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CAMBRIA EMERGENCY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

This Initial Study of the proposed Advanced Water Treatment Project
(AWTP) is premature. Why? Because the Cambria Emergency Water Supply
Project Description (PD; CDM Smith, June 2014), the Cambria Emergency
Water Supply, Title 22 Engineering Report (T22ER; CDM Smith, July 2014),
and the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration of the Cambria
Emergency Water Supply Project (ISMND; RBF Consulting, a company of
Michael Baker International, June 20, 2014) conflict in their specification of
key elements of the Advanced Water Treatment Project proposed and some
elements are substantively incomplete and at times misleading.
 The definitions of source water and brackish water are inconsistent, and
the quantity of the individual elements of the extracted brackish
groundwater for each definition is unknown.
 The connections among groundwater and the surface water in San
Simeon Creek, San Simeon Lagoon, and the water flowing in from the
Pacific Ocean are unknown.
 Membrane filtration removes particulates and biological elements that
“foul” the equipment, but ecological analysis of them before and after
treatment and disposal is not given.
 The composition of the brine is vaguely defined, and the off-site location
for the disposal of the “super-concentrated waste” is unspecified. The
description of the evaporation pond assumes that a 6.0 or 7.5
earthquake would not slop the slurry over the edges of the berm. It
assumes that a tsunami originating along the fault lines immediately off
the coast would not disrupt the berm or the contents of the pond.
 The description of the mechanical spray evaporators’ effects assumes
that sound operates unaffected by hills and the Santa Lucia Range. It
assumes that the AWTP components—factory—can be hidden from
view from San Simeon State Park and the residents of San Simeon Creek
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Road. It assumes that only safe air will be evaporated from the waste
pond.
 Operating and maintaining the AWTP will be done by automation and
two CCSD employees will check daily. The CCSD water department is
currently understaffed, and additional staff will have to be hired for the
AWTP, unless maintenance and repair of the CCSD infrastructure are
given even less staff time.
 The reach of the Project is represented in the Figures simulating the
extent of the tracer movement. While the machinery, pond, and pipes
occupy less space, the chemical/fluids flow moves far beyond the
borders of the CCSD property. Ecological and environmental effects do
not stop at boundaries sketched by humans on property maps.
I find that the proposal may indeed have significant effects on the
environment, and an environmental impact report is required. While the
Adaptive Management Plan might amplify the understanding of the
ecological systems affected by the AWTP, such understanding might well
be gained only at the expense of the well-being of those very systems.
The Army Corps of Engineers paid CDM Smith for at least two years of
work on this water source, so a NEPA EIR report is also required.
Project source water and the proportionality of its components.
The Project Description describes the source water as follows.
Project Source Water - The extracted groundwater that will feed the
advanced water treatment plant (AWTP) will be a blend of the
percolated secondary effluent from the CCSD’s WWTP, fresh
native basin groundwater, and deep aquifer brackish water. The
degree to which this groundwater source is impaired will depend on
the ultimate contribution of secondary effluent in the extracted
water and the level of treatment achieved for this water through soil
aquifer treatment and aquifer travel time. The potentially impaired
groundwater will be extracted from the San Simeon Creek Basin,
treated, and then injected back into the basin downstream of the
existing CCSD potable well field, providing additional potable water
supply to the Cambria community. (PD 2.0)
The Initial Study defines brackish water as follows: “The emergency Project is
needed to treat brackish water and fully recharge the San Simeon Creek
coastal stream aquifers with advance treated water The brackish water
contains a combination of creek underflow, percolated wastewater treatment
2|P a ge
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plant effluent, and a mixture of freshwater with saltwater that has migrated
inland within an underground saltwater wedge” (ISMND 1.0; 2.2.1; 2.2.3;
2.2.5).
The description of the water at the 9P7 source well in the Title 22
Engineering Report reads,
The extracted groundwater that will feed the AWTP will be a
blend of the percolated secondary effluent from the CCSD’s WWTP,
fresh native basin groundwater, and deep aquifer brackish water.
The degree to which this groundwater source is impaired will
depend on the ultimate contribution of secondary effluent in the
extracted water and the level of treatment achieved for this water
through soil aquifer treatment and aquifer travel time (1.1.5)
The July 10, 2014, billing insert from the CCSD states, “The EWS project
will be treating brackish ground water--a mix of freshwater, underground
seawater and treated wastewater.”
The documents do not agree on the definition of brackish water, even
though its treatment is the central purpose of the AWTP. Even the nature of
the components of the water to be treated is uncertain.
At the special CCSD meeting (7/14/14) a member of the audience asked
how much of each component would be in the combination. The CDM Smith
answer said that in a drought probably more wastewater would be used, but
the proportion of the components is not known.
Since the source well, 9P7, now draws drinkable water (PD 2.1.2; IS
2.5.1), the Project treatment must draw more than the same water from this
well. The groundwater is not now “impaired,” so what would make this
happen? What potential components will be actual components, how will they
be mixed, and in what proportion?






percolated secondary effluent from the CCSD’s WWTP
fresh native basin groundwater
deep aquifer brackish water
creek underflow
a mixture of freshwater with saltwater that has migrated inland
within an underground saltwater wedge
 freshwater
 underground seawater
 treated wastewater
3|P a ge
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If it is only the percolated secondary effluent--because of its potential,
possible quantity-- that might impair the groundwater and so make it
need treatment (PD 2.0), then none of the other potential components of
the water-to-be-treated would need such treatment. This strong
conclusion is not self-evident.
If 9P7 source water is now of "drinking water quality," why does it
need to be treated? If 9P7 is the only source well for the AWTP, would the
water quality go down because so much water will be drawn out,
therefore pulling in more effluent water and brackish water, i.e.,
seawater and freshwater, from below? Thus if you take more, you have to
treat more.
Then, putting 100-150 gpm back into the lagoon is the proposed
MND solution. But 400 gpm of water is being drawn out for reinserting
300 gpm upstream to get more potable water, and no contemporary
research has been done to show the ecological import of all this.
Is the depth of 9P7 staying the same? Then it is not going lower in
order to suck up elements, i.e., effluent and seawater, not drawn out
now? Does drawing out more mean drawing out more components?
Simply put, does drawing out more gallons suck in more treated sewer
water and seawater? I suspect the designers don't know the proportions
of elements of source water, because they don't know what will factually
happen when the increased pumping gets going.
Connections among groundwater, surface water, and ocean.
The need for the AWTP is called an emergency by the Cambria
Community Services District. Speedy design means a necessary base
foundation of information is unavailable. The IS/MND states, “The Project’s
hydrologic model primarily addresses the potential for Project-related
groundwater impacts; see Section 4.9. However, it is unknown what specific
connection there is between groundwater and the surface water in San
Simeon Creek, San Simeon Lagoon, and the water flowing in from the Pacific
Ocean” (IS 4.4-15).
Instead of obtaining solid information about the ecological and
hydrological connections among the groundwater, surface water, and the
ocean before manipulation of the connections, the construction will begin
with modeling. But they do make then this statement: “The modeling suggests
that the Project’s effects to the water budget would be limited. However, given
the uncertainty that exists regarding the possible effects these actions may
4|P a ge
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have on the supply of surface water to in San Simeon Creek and San Simeon
Creek Lagoon, monitoring is recommended to track changes in groundwater,
surface water, and instream [sic] and riparian habitats” (IS 4.4-15). This is
called the Adaptive Management Program (AMP).
Volunteering with 1st and 2nd graders in the local grammar school, I
bring treasures for the beach and ocean each week. What if I brought 20 blue
plates from chiton that washed up on the beach and asked, “How many chiton
plates are on the beach now?” Rather soon a 6 or 7 year old would say, “We
can’t know that.” Another would quickly add, “That’s a silly question. We don’t
have the numbers.”
I’d respond, “Yes, but here are 20 blue plates. So there are 20 fewer on
the sand.”
A math fan would look at me, shaking her head. “But we don’t know how
many before you took some. You didn’t tell us the biggest number.”
The students and I could make up an Adaptive Management Program.
But it could not give us an answer to this question, “What was the situation
before Elizabeth arrived at the beach?”
Has anyone ever done a study over a period of months and years to
discover the connections among San Simeon Creek, San Simeon Lagoon, the
sewage percolation ponds, the aquifer, and the Pacific Ocean in different
seasons? If so, the designers of the AWTP are ignorant of it. Their section 4.3
Boundary Conditions in Appendix D Groundwater Modeling Report provides a
good example of how modeling is used to draw speculative conclusions about
the ecological effects of AWTP in operation. But they still don’t know how
many chiton shells were on the beach at the start.
Membrane Filtration
The water that will be discharged to San Simeon Creek fresh water
lagoons will have been run only through the Membrane Filtration Systems,
not through the Reverse Osmosis and subsequent treatments (Project
Description, Section 2). “The MF system provides pretreatment for the RO
system to reduce the particulate and biological fouling of the RO membranes”
(PD Sect. 2.2.3.1.)
Source water includes “creek underflow, percolated wastewater
treatment plant effluent, and a mixture of freshwater with saltwater that has
migrated inland within an underground saltwater wedge” (IS/MND p. 11)
How was each component of the source water separately tested before any
treatment to determine its biological and particulate components?
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What biological components are in the freshwater component of the
brackish water? What biological components are in the saltwater, i.e., water
from the ocean? How about the water from the “creek underflow”? What are
the particulates in each of these kinds of water?
What is the effect on the ecological systems, e.g., San Simeon Creek and
the fresh water lagoons, of returning to them water that has had the
particulates and biological elements removed? “Fouling” is a term from
engineering’s perspective in the project. But where is the study of possible
ecological fouling?
The membrane filtration does not remove salinity (IS 2.5.2). The
Reverse Osmosis does that only partially. So what is the ecological effect of
removing particulates and biological elements but not the salinity in terms of
proportionality within the discharge?
Yet another aspect of the discussion of Membrane Filtration Systems is
confusing.
The microfilter backwash associated with AWTP operations
would be returned to the existing percolation ponds adjacent to the
AWTP.
Membrane Filtration Break Tank. The membrane filtration
break tank would serve as a flow equalization reservoir for the
membrane filtration filtrate prior to being pumped to the RO system
(IS 2-15).
The distinction between membrane filtration filtrate and backwash is not explained. The filtrate will go into the lagoons and the backwash will go into the
CCSD wastewater (sewage) percolation ponds. What does the phrase “prior to
being pumped to the RO system” mean, since the filtrate was said to be
discharged to the lagoons, not to the RO system?
In addition the Project Description refers to “MF backwash waste” and
says it “will be returned to the secondary effluent ponds by gravity flow,
without additional treatment or flow equalization” (PD 2.2.3.6). Are backwash
and backwash waste two different composites?
Brine Disposition
What is the brine produced by this AWTP? According to the Project
Description (PD 2.2.3.6), it is “Reverse Osmosis concentrate, chemical cleaning
waste, and analytical waste flows.” It will be “sent to Van Gordon Evaporation
Pond for disposal via evaporation” (PD 2.3.1). Then, “[t]he super-concentrated
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waste, whether liquid or solid, will eventually be removed from the site for
disposal” (PD 2.3.2) at a “licensed disposal site” (IS 4.8-1).
Neither the Project Description nor the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration ever says what offsite means. I have a sinking feeling it is near
Kettleman City, California. But since a plethora of earthquakes has been
happening there in the past few months, and since the impoverished residents
of Kettleman City are organizing around environmental justice…maybe offsite
means somewhere else.
Where? That depends on what’s in the brine. Whatever is in it, it’s
serious enough to require following Title 27 for disposal of waste to prevent it
absolutely from entering California’s surface, coastal, or ground waters.
But at the special CCSD meeting on July 14, 2014, CDM Smith said that
the solids left in the pond after evaporation would basically be salt. So, all
that’s left after evaporation is salt? Does that mean “RO concentrate, chemical
cleaning waste, and analytical flow waste” will simply evaporate into the air?
If so, how do we know they will be harmless?
At the Special CCSD meeting on July 14, 2014, a local resident pointed
out that the design does not deal with new regulations about design to
prevent tsunami damage. The design does not pay any attention to potential
tsunami effects on the equipment or ponds.
But it does say this: “The pond would be designed to withstand the
maximum credible earthquake7 and the 100-year flood. Based on the FEMA
map of the 100-year flood plain, the water surface elevation would rise to
approximately the bottom of the exterior berm around elevation” (IS 2-18).
The footnote refers to an earlier CDM Smith Project description: “Based on a
recent geotechnical investigation, the existing embankments appear to be able
to withstand the maximum credible earthquake” (PD, p. 20). Would the waste
liquid or slurry in the evaporation pond stay within the berm if a 6.5 earthquake happened again along the San Simeon fault, as it did in 2003, or along
other nearby faults? That does not seem credible.
Finally, I saw no reference in any of the documents to a serious threat to
the evaporation pond. Pocket gophers chew rather readily through thick, solid
plastic pots for plants. I suspect they are looking forward to the challenge of
the “impermeable liner.”
Mechanical spray evaporators and other AWT structures
Every 4th of July in Cambria the fireworks draw crowds. As I watched
and listened for a year or two after moving here, I thought about the speed of
light and sound. When a big fireworks rocket is ignited on Shamel Beach,
7|P a ge
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carrying the display high into the air, it should be, “Boom…..Sparkle-Crackle!”
But then I realized that’s not quite how it goes in Cambria. Here’s how it goes.
When one rocket is ignited, it goes BOOM, BOOM, BOOM, BOOM.. SparkleCrackle! Nothing in town or in the San Simeon State Park makes only one
sound. All sound bounces and echoes and reverberates off the hills and Santa
Lucia Mountains. Sound in repetitiously amplified here.
So I had to laugh when reading the descriptions of the noise that the
mechanical spray evaporators will make. “Those designers sure haven’t lived
here!” I said to myself.
I thought of the pleasures of camping when I was growing up, including
the sounds of lake, river, and forest in Manitoba. No “busy” noise for a change.
Come to San Simeon State Park Campgrounds, listen to the orioles, the
squirrels, the creek…and four huge fans, or as they say, “mechanical spray
evaporators.” They will be covered on three sides, of course, but that throws
the initial sound more directly at the Santa Lucia and nearby hills.
Hiking up into the Monterey Pine Forest on San Simeon State Park,
people will be able to look down on the water factory. Five 40 ft. by 8 ft.
trailers will contain treatment facilities, the evaporation pond will gleam in
the sun or mist in the fog, the 8 inch and 6 inch and 4 inch pipes will create
hundreds and hundreds of feet of straight and angled lines, and the source
water pump will thank the few trees covering it a bit (Task Order 2 [sic], in
CCSD Board of Directors Agenda, April 24, 2014; p. 72).
http://www.cambriacsd.org/Library/PDFs/BOARD%20OF%20DIRECTORS/
AGENDAS/2014/Regular%20Board%20Meeting%20Agenda%20Packet%20
2014-04-24%2012-30ABCD.pdf
Will this Advanced Water Treatment Project have a significant impact
on the aesthetics of San Simeon State Park and surrounding countryside? Of
course, and the impact is not positive. My negative declaration relies on
Vivaldi, Mary Oliver, Frederick Law Olmsted, Gaia, Ed Ricketts, Rachel Carson,
and Richard Rosenblum, among others. In Art of the Natural World:
Resonances of Wild Nature in Chinese Sculptural Art Rosenblum writes,
“Nature is not only the beginning, but also integral in the end. Nothing is lost”
(MFA Publications, 2001, p. 23). We could learn from this Chinese perspective
and so also disagree with the CDM Smith representative at the July 14, 2014,
meeting who said that in the tracer study water that runs to the ocean is
“lost.”
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Long-Term Operations
ISMND Section 2.5.7 PROJECT OPERATIONS reads:
Operating and maintaining the equipment would not require onsite
full-time staff, since the AWTP would be designed to operate
automatically with no operators onsite. However, up to two
employees would visit the site daily to visually inspect and maintain
the AWTP. The AWTP operation information would be connected to
CCSD’s WWTP control room for off-site monitoring and control.
Because the AWTP will be more expensive to operate than the
current use of groundwater wells, it is anticipated that the Project
may not operate during wet or normal rainfall periods. During such
periods of inactivity, the AWTP would be maintained in a ready
state, which may include routinely exercising equipment and valves,
as well as pickling of the RO elements.
What do “exercising equipment and valves” and “pickling of the RO elements”
entail? I do note that the Project Description adds, “CCSD’s operations and
maintenance staff will not change as a result of the proposed treatment plant”
(PD 4-1).
Automation rules. I yield to the temptation to add a recent Dilbert
cartoon strip, with gratitude to Scott Adams.

The CCSD water department is currently understaffed, and additional
staff will have to be hired for the AWTP, unless maintenance and repair of the
CCSD infrastructure are given even less staff time.
When rain falls, how will the exercising and pickling be automatic?
9|P a ge
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Where should we draw the lines?
The reach of the Project is represented in the Figures simulating the
extent of the tracer movement. Look at Figures 6-6 to 6-12 , simulated tracer
maps in Appendix D and also at the Tracer Extent Figures in the Power Point
presentation at the July 14, 2014, meeting.
http://www.cambriacsd.org/Library/PDFs/PROJECTS/LONG%20TER
M%20WATER%20SUPPLY/CDM%20Smith%20PowerPoint%20Presentation
%207%2014%2014.pdf
While the machinery, pond, and pipes occupy less space, the
extracted/injected waters, chemicals, other fluids, and affected organisms
move far beyond the borders of the CCSD property. Ecological and
environmental effects do not stop at boundaries sketched by humans on
property maps.
Since the CCSD has been vague and inconsistent about the amount of
potable water available in the aquifers of San Simeon Creek and Santa Rosa
Creek, inconsistent about the permissible use of potable water for irrigation,
and less than a year ago unwilling to consider the drought serious enough to
stop further development of houses and businesses, the meaning of the word
“emergency” is a mystery here in Cambria. Also mysterious is the meaning of
the word “temporary.” The western pond turtle mentioned in Sect. 4-4 of the
ISMND will know all too soon what the mysteries mean and how they are
being addressed for more than $8 million.

Photo by Elizabeth Bettenhausen
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

mahala burton <mahala1@charter.net>
Sunday, April 05, 2015 2:24 PM
Garcia, Rita; Bob Gresens
comments for MND August 2014 CCSD ATWP
comments for MND August 2014 CCSD ATWP.pdf

Dear Ms Garcia and Engineer Gresens,
Please reply by -mail when you recive my 2014 MND comments. I'm sending them because some of the content
is still relevant to,the proposed draft EIR .
My phone is 805 927-1802 if neccessary.

Mahala Burton
Cambria, Ca ~

1

MAHALA BURTON
6425 Cambria Pines Rd., Cambria CA 93428

mahala1@charter.net

July 22, 2014,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND) for the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) Emergency Water Supply Project
(EWS).

While this project began as an emergency supply project and received an emergency Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) the IS/MND is for a permanent project and there is no longer the immediacy
for action as we are approaching fall and the start of the rainy season .The water supply for Cambria
;wells on two creeks are at normal levels. There is no longer the pronounced urgency to issue a regular
CDP. There is time to gather all the current data and analyze the effects of the EWS to a degree of
certainty that no adverse effects will impact the environment. It is a perilous venture to proceed in haste.

The CCSD has failed to gather the relevant data to support the IS/MND findings of no significant
impacts, and substantial evidence continues to demonstrate that the EWS is likely to cause significant,
adverse impacts. Therefore, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the CCSD to
prepare a full EIR to inform the public and decision makers of the potentially significant impacts, to
consider alternatives to the EWS, and to consider mitigation measures to reduce those impacts.

I urge the CCSD Board to reject the IS/MND and the project as described below and in its place
vote yes to undergo a full EIR.
The EWS involves construction and operation of emergency water facilities at the CCSD’s existing San
Simeon well field and percolation pond system property, located at 990 San Simeon -Monterey Creek
Road. The Project proposes to construct and operate: one extraction well (existing Well 9P7) an
Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP); an injection well (RIW) to the groundwater basin at San
Simeon well field; an evaporation pond for brine and chemicals (rehabilitate/modify an existing storage
pond); three injection wells (LIWs), which would serve as mitigation to protect San Simeon Creek and
downstream lagoon; and four monitoring wells. As an option to the three LIWs, the existing Well 9P7
discharge pipeline and discharge structure may be utilized to discharge directly into Van Gordon Creek
adjacent to the AWTP.
Mahala Burton comments for the CCSD IS/MND on the emergency water supply project
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Tiering from outdated information.
The CCSD’s IS/MND relies on outdated EIR’s as the foundation for their IS/MND arguments of
insignificant effects. The CCSD has based the majority of their project analysis on CEQA tiering. Tiering
from outdated information.

Tiering is a method to streamline EIR preparation by allowing a lead agency to focus on the issues that
are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already decided or not yet ready for decisions
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 and 15385). According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 (a),
“tiering” is defined as:
Tiering refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared
for a general plan or policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects;
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later
EIR or negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project.
The CCSD has found that there will be no significant effect that cannot be mitigated on the environment
based on their IS/MND. “Such determination can be made only if there is no substantial evidence in light
of the whole record before the Lead Agency that such impacts may occur (Section 21080(c), Public
Resources Code).”

It is my opinion that the current EWS cannot be examined at a sufficient level of detail based on and
tiered from prior long ago dated EIR’s to enable the current effects of the project to be mitigated or
avoided by site-specific revisions, the imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection with the
approval of the project.

The CCSD is using the following list of timeworn documents (in lieu of actual real time and current
information as the basis for their conclusions).


Draft EIR for Cambria County Water District Water System Improvements. This Draft EIR
(Coastal Valley Engineering, Inc., (May 1976) was prepared as part of a feasibility report within
the formal application for Davis-Grunsky Act funds.



Preliminary Draft EIR for Proposed Van Gordon Creek Effluent Reservoir for Cambria
Community Services District. The project analyzed in this EIR (Boyle Engineering Corporation,
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(June 1979) was part of a larger project involving expansion and modification of wastewater
treatment and disposal facilities serving Cambria.


Draft Supplemental EIR for Proposed Van Gordon Creek Reclaimed Water Reservoir for
Cambria Community Services District. This Supplemental EIR (Boyle Engineering Corporation,
May 1980) was part of the larger project, analyzed in the 1975 EIR.



Groundwater Recharge Project Environmental Impact Report. This EIR (Robert Bein, William
Frost & Associates,( December 1991) analyzes environmental impacts resulting from recharging
the San Simeon Creek groundwater basin by discharging reclaimed water extracted from the Van
Gordon [effluent storage] Reservoir.



Draft Environmental Impact Report and Appendices Effluent Disposal Field and Stream
Restoration Improvements Project. The project analyzed in this EIR (Robert Bein, William Frost
& Associates, August 1993) consisted of two components.

The CCSD has failed to gather current relevant data to support its findings of no significant impacts, and
substantial evidence continues to demonstrate that the EWS is likely to cause significant, adverse impacts
to the environmental setting, to the habitat and ecosystem of many species and to the species themselves.
The site is of relatively pristine character, physical complexity, and resultant biological diversity. There
are unique communities of plant life. There are many areas of undeveloped native habitat to support the
following threatened and endangered species:

Steelhead Trout, Tidewater Gobies, Western Pond Turtles, Red Legged Frogs, Two Striped Garter
Snakes, Snowy Plovers, California Condors, Peregrine Falcons, Bald Eagles. And many other fish and
animals, birds and insects.

The project is located adjacent to two creeks; San Simeon and Van Gordon and the upper most reaches of
the San Simeon Lagoon (also described in the IS/MND as a still water wetland) that terminates on the
EWS site. The Lagoon is also part of the San Simeon Preserve. Both creeks and lagoon are classified as
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) in the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program. The
Coastal Act provides a definition of “environmentally sensitive area” as: “Any area in which plant or
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in
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an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments”
(Section 30107.5).

The EWS is located adjacent to a state campground and it is the only public campground for 35 miles
north and 30 miles south.

Areas in the IS/MND where the effects of the EWS are not fully analyzed or too many unknowns.

Biological Impacts
The pumping of Well 9P7 at a 400 gpm per day will draw down the naturally occurring water around the
well in the shape of a cone. The environment of the plants and species in that cone of depression will be
permanently changed and will not support many of the species that are now there. The backwash from the
AWTP will be discharged into the CCSD existing percolation ponds to eventually make its way into the
aquifer, creeks, lagoon and ocean.
Impacts and drawdown and hydrology of San Simeon Creek and Lagoon are "unknown, and uncertain" as
stated in the CDM Smith Technical reports
The IS/MBND states the water quality pumped from 9P7 is of drinking water quality now. Water at 9P7
is pure drinking water, with no wastewater evident. However, once this project begins, the pumps will
draw down the wastewater; maybe even actually draw in some brackish water. This could pollute the
ground water at 9P7.
The MND state it is expected that the pumping of well 9P7 will dewater the fresh water lagoon and creek.
What is the effect on the ecological systems of San Simeon Creek and Lagoon and Van Gordon Creek of
returning to them water that has had the particulates and biological elements removed and chlorine and
ammonia remnants from the backwash process added? Will the expected concentration level of these
chemicals in this water harm such things as the BMI (benthic macro-invertebrates)?
What is the harm to steelhead trout and smolts? Tidewater gobies that live in the muddy areas of the
lagoon?
To all the species and habitat dependent on water that is now the quality of drinking water.
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Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration permit
Has F and W been consulted?
Critical Habitat Consultation
There is a possible federal nexus due to the CCSD’s prior funding from the Army Corps of Engineers
preparation of the 2012 EIR which included the brackish water concept this current project is based on.
Van Gordon Creek Brine Pond
The brine concentrate produced by the AWTP will be sent to Van Gordon Creek brine evaporation pond
for disposal. According to the IS/MND the reverse osmosis concentrate is composed of not only brine but
chemical cleaning waste, and analytical waste flows.
To aid in evaporation of the pond contents mechanical evaporators (five in number, one at rest) will spray
the pond contents 150 ft. into the air. There will be aerosolization of the chemicals. The evaporators will
run 365 days a year for 12 hours each day.
The EWS brine pond near the eastern edge of San Simeon Campground will create an exponential danger
to the campground and nearby creeks and riparian zones that are ESHA due to threats from earthquakes,
overflows, tsunamis and human error in manning the controls.
What is the effect of the chemical concentrate to humans, to wildlife, birds flying nearby or landing on
the pond? Seemingly the only mitigation is a weather station to shut down the evaporators when the
winds blow from a certain direction— hope that no natural disaster occurs.
NOISE

Will the proposal result in Increases in existing noise levels? Yes
The Brine Pond mechanical evaporators and aerators are to be enclosed however there is no mention of
any real time testing to determine decibel levels when the enclosures are in place. A State Park
campground is adjacent to the Brine Pond. The evaporators will operate 365 days a year 12 hours each
say except for windy days. No mention of the diesel generators that will automatically start when there is
a frequent power outage.

All the water pumps and the AWTP and evaporators will have back- up generators. What is the decibel
levels of the generators and effects to the near- by campground?
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Aesthetics

Will the EWS result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public, or will the proposal
result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view? YES

The site of the EWS Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP) and complex of huge cargo containers ,
pumps ,above ground pipes ,trailers and parking lots is currently a rural agricultural landscaper of former
farmland, open fields vegetated with ruderal , with near-by creeks and a lagoon This bucolic setting will
be forever changed by the industrialization of the site and the size which is approximately 17000 sq. ft. .
Apparently the only mitigation for destroying the view from the Washburn campground, and road and
north of the site ranches is to plants trees.

What is the landscape plan? How large will the trees be when first planted to block the AWTP? Will
lighting for the AWTP be directed onto the structures and away from surrounding properties?
Tree grows slowly. How will you mitigate the industrial effects in the short term?

Growth -inducing impacts of project

The IS/MND is silent on what will trigger the use and operation of the AWTP. Will it be a mandatory
stage 3 declaration? What determines the need? Will a stage of drought be mandatory and if yes
determined by what objective criteria? Will the CCSD request a change in the SS Creek extraction permit
to allow more processing of water for growth? Will a build out reduction or open space program to buy
up lots be mandated? Will the CCSD use the product water from the AWTP to be new or supplemental
water in order to lift the California Water Code 350 moratorium and request an amendment to the County
Growth management limit from zero to a number to allow growth?
The IS/MND states the CCSD is pursuing the EWS to meet the needs of the existing community. It states
there is no growth inducing impacts from the project. However in the summer of 2013 the CCSD
embarked on an ambitious program to issue new intent to serve letters based on “new water” created only
by residential conservation. Without conditions and safeguards placed on this project in clear language we
will in the end have another deficit of water due to over- building and water connections exceeding water
availability.
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Zoning
The project site is zoned Agricultural. The CCSD should obtain an amendment to the County of San Luis
Obispo Land Use Element and Local Coastal Plan in order to change the land use designation on the
project site from AG (Agricultural) to PF (Public Facilities).

Last night a high pitched wail / screech awoke me at 1 AM— sounding like a boisterous hawk at first. It was still
and warm. With high powered flashlight I looked into the woods and gold and green eyes looked back. It was a
silvery fox about 12 lbs. — did not look like a baby. It might have been a mating call. A mother looking for a child,
a mate or just a warning call.
I watched with awe and interest for 15 minutes while the fox stood in the darkness not fearful of the light and with
one last glance in my direction disappeared into the woods.
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

mahala burton <mahala1@charter.net>
Sunday, April 05, 2015 2:20 PM
Garcia, Rita; Bob Gresens
Comments CCSD NOP 2015
Comments CCSD NOP.pdf

Dear Ms Garcia and Engineer Gresens,
My comments for the CCSD NOP. Please reply to me by e-mail when you recive this document.
If necessary my number is 805 927-1802.
Please send your written comments to the contact specified below, and include your name, address, and
contact information in your correspondence.
Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting, a Michael Baker International Company 14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
Email rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY:

Mahala Burton
Cambria, Ca ~
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MAHALA BURTON
6425 Cambria Pines Rd., Cambria CA 93428 • mahala1@charter.net

April 6, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting, a Michael Baker International Company
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
Mr. Robert C. Gresens, P.E., District Engineer
Cambria Community Services District
1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201
Cambria, California 93428
Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cambria
Emergency Water Supply Project.

Please find my preliminary comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Cambria Community Services District’s (CCSD) Water Supply
Project (Project), in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), CEQA
Guidelines, and local implementation procedures.
The Cambria Water Supply Project is built, commissioned and in operation. The proposed EIR
will be an after the fact document. Planners should be aware the preparation could result in
modification of the project to mitigate adverse impacts or even removal of the project altogether.
Alternatives to the Current Project
Desalination whether seawater or brackish water is a massively expensive and environmentally
impactful way to provide for additional water supplies.CEQA requires you to try to find feasible
and reasonable alternatives to this proposed approach. CEQA requires a genuine, good faith
effort to identify and analyze alternatives that could meet identified water supply needs without
constructing a brackish water/ desalination plant.
The Army Corp of Engineers is currently preparing an Environmental Impact Statement on a
broad range of alternative water supply projects for Cambria. Whalerock reservoir exchange of
water is a viable alternative to the current project. Other viable alternatives are seasonal water
storage in off creek reservoirs, water conservation, water use efficiency measures, and storm
water and reclaimed wastewater supply options treated to a tertiary level and used for irrigation
which is 60% of total water use in Cambria in the dry season.
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The Whole Project
The Draft EIR should consider the “whole” project proposed. This, again, is a CEQA
requirement. The “whole project” is not simply the so-called Advanced Water Treatment Project
which is typically presented as a way to provide much needed water emergency supplies within
the community during drought periods.
In fact, the CCSD has plans to work with the Army Corp of Engineers and convert the
temporary facility into permanent buildings and increase the water produced which will be used
for growth.
Because the CCSD is definitively planning a “Phase Two” project, as well as a “Phase I” project,
the draft EIR must provide a comprehensive analysis of all of the environmental impacts,
including growth inducing impacts, associated with the whole project.
Growth and Water rights
On October 2014 the CCSD filed with the State Water Resources Control Board Division of
Water Rights in Sacramento California a petition for an extension of time for the water
extraction permits on San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks. Earlier in the year the water board
reduced the amount of water allocated in the permits due to a lack of beneficial use of the water
permitted. CCSD’s two water rights permits expired before it had “perfected” the full requested
amounts, and that it did not apply for extensions or new permits.
Review of the applications will likely include CEQA review and a determination of needed
bypass flows for fish. It’s not yet clear at this point how the reduced volumes will affect
expected production from the proposed project, how the lesser amounts would affect the CCSD’s
overall pumping regime, or how these volumes affect the upcoming required studies on instream
flow studies and species effects.
The CCSD lists reasons why use of water was not completed within time previously allowed.
“The community of Cambria is still in the process of achieving full build out on said
permit, which is expected to take another 20 years. Approval of this petition would allow
Cambria to achieve full build out. The environmental impacts of full build out have been
analyzed in Cambria's operative general plan and the EIAs offered in support of Permits
17287 and 20387 and, therefore, there are no new environmental impacts associated with
an extension on the time to perfect Permit 17287.
Concurrent with a short-term emergency water supply project in response to the current
drought emergency, the CCSD is completing a long-term water supply protect as part of a
federal Water Resources Water Development Act authorized project. To date, several
long-term project alternatives have been analyzed, including seasonal water storage that
would require full use of the appropriative water amount under permits 20387 and 17287
Mahala Burton comments Notice of Preparation Cambria Water Supply Project
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(518 acre-feet annually from the Santa Rosa aquifer, 1230 acre-feet annually from the
San Simeon aquifer, and a maximum annual diversion from both aquifers of 1230 acrefeet per 1981 Coastal Development Permit 428-10).
Progress on the CCSD's long-term project has been slowed in recent years due to the lack
of federal appropriations, and the need to complete the project’s environmental review
process. Cambria remains engaged in the long-term water supply project planning and
intends to make full use of Permits 20387 and 17287.”
What is the mitigation for the future growth planned? The growth inducing impacts of this
project are significant. The Cambria Build Out Reduction plan is not funded and basically in
moth balls. 3000 vacant lots in Cambria are clamoring for water. All Cambria resources such as
roads, air quality and noise will be impacted. Growth will consume any resources made available
from this project.
Brine Pond
Submit further biological analysis describing the potential impacts of exposing wildlife to an
open brine pond. Evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed brine evaporation pond on
wildlife since recent violations have been reported to wildlife agencies and the Central Coast
Water Board.
NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND WATER CODE SECTION 13267 REQUEST
FOR INFORMATION: CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
2-27-2015
The Central Coast Water Board regulates the Cambria Community Services District’s
(CCSD) Emergency Water Supply Project via several permits, most notably Waste
Discharge Requirements and Water Recycling Requirements Order No. R3-2014-0050,
the General Permit for Discharges with Low Threat to Water Quality (NPDES Order No.
R3-2011-0223), and Waste Discharge Requirements for Class II Surface Impoundment
Order No. R3-2014-0047. The Water Board has determined the CCSD violated numerous
provisions of these three permits, as discussed below.
The pond is an attractive nuisance to waterfowl, turtles, snakes, bats, red legged frog’s .Reports
of migratory birds landing on the pond and reports of dead birds have been made to Fish and
Wildlife. Submit analysis of the effects of netting as mitigation for birds landing on the pond
and the potential trapping of bats in the netting. The effect of frog barriers and the frogs
becoming trapped in the barrier edges.
Long-term evaporative concentration of salts in wastewater can create hypersaline conditions in
the pond and pose risks to avian and other wildlife. Bird mortality due to salt crystallization in
feathers and brine ingestion is known to occur in hypersaline industrial wastewater ponds.
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Refer to the report “Evaporation Ponds Final Report February 1999 Evaporation Ponds
Technical Committee The San Joaquin Valley Drainage Implementation Program And The
University of California Salinity/Drainage Program.”
Excerpt from page 27
“Salinity Effects
Euliss et al. (1989) reported the occurrence of calcium carbonate accumulation on
the feathers of ruddy ducks collected within evaporation basins. Accumulation of calcium
carbonate on tail feathers adversely affects the bird’s ability to fly and avoid predators.
Salt accumulation also contributes to a direct increase in the weight of a bird and
therefore bioenergetic demand and energy expenditure for movement, which is expected
to be reflected in reduced health and condition. Salt encrustation has also been found to
structurally damage the integrity of the feathers. Although salt encrustation represents a
risk of adverse effects on the condition and survival of individual ducks, the overall
significance of adverse impacts is unknown.
Salinity levels observed within evaporation basins may contribute to reduced
hatching success and increased juvenile mortality. Exposure to saline waters has been
suggested as one of the causative factors contributing to low hatching success for eared
grebes nesting at several evaporation basins. Consistent exposure of ducklings to saline
waters has also been reported to result in physiological stress, reduced growth, and
increased mortality. Availability of a source of freshwater shortly after hatching has been
reported as an important factor in reducing sub-lethal and lethal effects on young ducks.
Observations at TLDD evaporation basins during the spring and summer of 1992 showed
a movement of ducks from areas having higher salinities to inlet areas where EC and
TDS concentrations are reduced (TLDD unpublished data).”
Include a complete analysis of the effects of aerial brine drift on biological resources in the
surrounding area. This is warranted due to complaints from adjacent ranchers of brine drift and
mist landing on their crops and bodies. Salts and trace elements were found on vegetation and
soil adjacent to the pond. Excessive salts deposited on adjacent land can kill vegetation and cause
long-term damage to soil.
Noise from Evaporators
Identify expected noise levels from evaporators to adjacent state park and ranches. Numerous
complaints have been lodged of noise from the evaporators exceeding county decibel levels.
Brine Pond Alternatives
Discuss all alternatives to the Brine pond with specificity. The CCSD 2014 abandoned Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) for this project shows a photo of an existing pipeline on the CCSD
flag lot that could be used to send brine left over from the water treatment to be discharged into
the ocean.
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The Army Corp of Engineers in the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared for
Cambria water supply alternatives notes in the section for the brackish water concept ocean
outfalls , connection to the San Simeon waste treatment plant outfall and deep injection wells
along highway one near the lagoon as alternatives to the brine pond.
The project description in the MND does not include alternatives analysis or environmental
analysis of discharging brine solution into the ocean or effects of any other alternative. If the
Project description changes to include the discharge of brine solution to the ocean, significant
impacts to marine aquatic resources would occur.

Salt Water Intrusion and Mitigation Water
According to the Groundwater Modeling Report, the proposed project would pump 710 gpm
from the San Simeon Creek aquifer. Although a portion of this water would be injected back
into the aquifer, this pumping could lower groundwater levels indirectly impacting riparian and
wetland habitat, which are protected as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) in
the County’s LCP. While the groundwater modelling evaluated the project’s impacts on the
lagoon, it does not evaluate impacts to riparian and wetland vegetation. Submit further
Hydrogeological and biological analysis evaluating such impacts. Discuss the long term effects
of pumping from well 9p7 and hydrological balance in the creek and CCSD well field
In-Stream Flow Study
The CDM Smith (contractor for the CCSD project) Engineering Technical Memorandum Water
Supply Alternatives dated November 2013 Cambria, California states in part:
The North Coast Area Plan (NCAP) includes standards and findings required for any new
public water supply project that will assure CCSD water withdrawals are limited to
protect adequate in-stream flows to support sensitive species and riparian/wetland habitat
within the reach of streams effected by CCSD pumping. This leads to an in-stream flow
management study objective to determine the sustainable amount of withdrawals for new
development that may be accommodated, which will not adversely affect riparian and
wetland habitat or agricultural activities.
The California Coastal Commission has called for both in-stream flow studies on San Simeon
Creek and a Habitat Conservation Plan. The Coastal Commission has stated that finding a
solution to Cambria’s water supply problems requires finding how much water needs to stay in
the creeks.
Excerpt from the North Coast Area Plan:
Water Master Plan for Cambria. The Cambria Community Services District should
avoid issuing intent to serve letters for new development which relies on additional water
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supplied by San Simeon or Santa Rosa Creeks until the following tasks have been
completed:
A. In-stream flow management study. An in-stream flow management study for Santa
Rosa and San Simeon Creek should be conducted. The study should identify a
sustainable amount of withdrawals for new development that may be accommodated
which will not adversely affect riparian and wetland habitat or agricultural activities?
The Project may result in direct and cumulative adverse impacts to valuable fish and wildlife
resources supported by the San Simeon, and Van Gordon Creeks and their associated riparian,
upland, wetland, and lagoon/estuary habitats. These impacts include reducing instream flows
needed to maintain fish and wildlife populations and habitat within and adjacent to these streams
and the lagoon. How much water is there and how much is necessary for the continued survival
of local endangered/threatened species.
Impacts may occur to steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus) run in San Simeon Creek.
The South-Central California Coast Steelhead (SCCCS) Distinct Population Segment (DPS) is a
State Species of Special Concern (SSSC), listed as threatened under the Federal Endangered
Species Act (FESA), and the San Simeon Creek is designated by FESA as critical habitat for the
SCCCS DPS. The federally endangered and SSSC tidewater goby (Eucyc/ogobius newberryi) is
known to inhabit these San Simeon lagoon and some upstream reaches, and would be similarly
affected by water diversions. Impacts from water diversions may adversely affect other special
status species dependent upon the San Simeon creek and associated lagoon and riparian corridor,
including the SSSC and federally-threatened California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) and
SSSC western pond turtle (Emys marmorata).

Dr. Starr, the University of Southern California historian, said the drought crisis would force
California to do what was needed to carry on. “Our destiny is not just to be a fantasy place,” he
said. “As much as we enjoy the good life in California, we have to come to terms with Mother
Nature, with our arid environment.”
“Every time California has a problem — we ran out of electricity in the early 2000s, then we ran
out of money, and now we are running out of water — people say California is over,” Dr. Starr
said. “It’s not over. It’s too important a part of American culture to be over. But it will change
itself.”
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hart, Melinda R. <MHart@BHFS.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 4:43 PM
Garcia, Rita
Shoaf, Jena R.
Comments on Notice of Preparation of DEIR for the Cambria Emergency Water
Supply Project
Warren - Ltr to Rita Garcia 040615 (12104812-1).PDF

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Attached please find correspondence from Jena Shoaf of today’s date on behalf of Clyde Warren regarding the aboveentitled matter. The original will follow by Federal Express.
Sincerely,

Melinda R. Hart
Legal Secretary
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1020 State Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
805.882.1435 tel
MHart@BHFS.com

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY & DISCLAIMER: The information contained in this email message
is attorney privileged and confidential, intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution
or copy of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately
by calling (303)-223-1300 and delete the message. Thank you.
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hart, Melinda R. <MHart@BHFS.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 4:43 PM
Garcia, Rita
Shoaf, Jena R.
Comments on Notice of Preparation of DEIR for the Cambria Emergency Water
Supply Project
Richards - Ltr to Rita Garcia 040615 (12104806-1).PDF

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Attached please find correspondence from Jena Shoaf of today’s date on behalf of Leslie Richards regarding the aboveentitled matter. The original will follow by Federal Express.
Sincerely,
Melinda R. Hart
Legal Secretary
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1020 State Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
805.882.1435 tel
MHart@BHFS.com

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY & DISCLAIMER: The information contained in this email message
is attorney privileged and confidential, intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution
or copy of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately
by calling (303)-223-1300 and delete the message. Thank you.
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Luster, Tom@Coastal <Tom.Luster@coastal.ca.gov>
Monday, April 06, 2015 4:41 PM
Bob Gresens; Garcia, Rita
Airlin Singewald -- SLO County; Barker, Doug@Parks; Tenneboe, Annette@Wildlife;
Paul, Margaret@Wildlife; Harris, Ken@Waterboards; Kolb, Howard@Waterboards;
Lodge, Ryan@Waterboards; Packard, Harvey@Waterboards; Tryon,
Thea@Waterboards; Adair, Chris@Waterboards; McCarthy, Matthew@Waterboards;
Moody, Mitchell@Waterboards; Croyle, William@DWR; Francis, Wendy@DWR; Matt
McGoogan -- NMFS; Jacob Martin -- USFWS; 'Lena Chang' (lena_chang@fws.gov);
Kathleen Anderson [Kathleen.S.Anderson@usace.army.mil]
(Kathleen.S.Anderson@usace.army.mil)
Comments on Cambria water supply project NOP
Comments on CCSD NOP April 6 2015.pdf

Hi all,
I’ve attached our comments. Please let me know if you have questions.
Tom Luster
__________________
Tom Luster
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street #2000
San Francisco, CA 94105
415-904-5248
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
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VOICE (4I5) 904-5200
FAX ( 415) 904-5400
TDD (415) 597-5885

April 6, 2015
Mr. Robert Gresens, P.E., District Engineer
Cambria Community Services District
1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201
Cambria, CA 93428

Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14 725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618

VIA EMAIL: bgresens@cambriacsd.org

VIA EMAIL: rgarcia@mbakerintl.com

RE:

Comments on Notice of Preparation/Project Information Packet (NOP/PIP) for Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project~
Cambria Community Services District (CCSD)

Dear Mr. Gresens and Ms. Garcia:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. As we have
discussed with you a number oftimes, we are acutely aware ofthe severity of Cambria's water
supply issues and we remain supportive of the CCSD developing appropriate emergency and
environmentally sustainable long-term responses to address these issues. We are also aware of
the exceptional response many Cambria residents have shown to reduce their water use and
increase their conservation efforts and the CCSD's commitment to finding suitable short- and
long-term solutions to its water supply problems. We welcome working closely with you now to
develop a water supply project that will fully address, and be consistent with, the water planning,
resource protection, and growth management requirements of the Local Coastal Program (LCP)
and Coastal Act, as well as the requirements of other involved agencies and provisions of the
Governor's recent Executive Order B-29-15 responding to the state's drought.
GENERAL COMMENTS

To the extent possible, we have organized our comments to first provide several general and
overarching comments and recommendations and to then provide comments on the various
subject area sections identified in the NOP/PIP. Please note that in some sections, our comments
on one topic area will overlap with those in another topic area.
The EIR should clearly identify the scope of its review and the project purpose. Is the
purpose of the project to provide water to existing development in Cambria during declared
Stage 3 Emergencies only or is it meant to provide a permanent addition to the CCSD's baseload
water supply portfolio? We recommend the EIR clarify these elements and that its evaluations
be based on a clear project scope and purpose.
The EIR should use pre-project conditions as its baseline. We recommend that the EIR use
the pre-project conditions at the site and in the surrounding area as the baseline conditions for its
analyses. This is particularly important for reviewing the project for conformity to the LCP and
Coastal Act, since the review needed for the CCSD's follow-up CDP is based on the conditions
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that existed before issuance of the emergency CDP. An EIR that does not evaluate pre-project
baseline conditions would have limited value in upcoming permit reviews and would likely
result in the need for significant additional information and make for a less efficient review.
The EIR should consider a full range of project alternatives. The project as currently
constructed and as proposed to be operated is likely to cause significant adverse impacts to a
number of coastal resources, including adverse effects on coastal streams, wetlands, and
sensitive habitat areas due to its proposed water withdrawals, on critical habitat for several listed
species, on nearby public recreational areas, etc.

Given the likelihood of substantial impacts, we recommend the EIR evaluate several project
alternatives that would avoid or minimize those impacts. As described below, several
alternatives to the project as it is currently built and planned to be operated may result in fewer
impacts and allow better consistency with relevant policies and requirements and be more in line
with the state's drought response measures. Recommended alternatives include the following:
•

Repurposing the facility to directly treat CCSD wastewater: The project is currently
designed to extract and treat a varying mix of treated wastewater, intruded seawater, and
groundwater. As noted in the project's Operations Manual, the majority of water extracted
for the project may, at times, be treated wastewater originating from the CCSD's wastewater
treatment system. With some minor changes to its pre-treatment and treatment systems, the
facility would likely be able to treat direct discharges of treated wastewater from the CCSD
system and inject that water into the upper aquifer. This alternative represents a minor
conceptual change to the current project design and would provide about 500,000 gallons per
day of source water year-round while avoiding impacts such as reduced streamflow and
water quality, modified water regime in the estuary, etc., that result from the currently
proposed project's extraction of water from the San Simeon Creek aquifer.

•

Removal of the evaporation basin and mechanical evaporators: At current production
levels, the project design appears to include an undersized evaporation basin and/or oversized
mechanical evaporators, both of which are causing substantial effects to nearby habitat areas,
species, and public uses, as described in our comments below. Given the relatively small
volume of discharge to the basin, it appears that the basin could be replaced by five or six
tanker trucks per day transporting the waste to a suitable offsite location. The expected
discharge volume could be further reduced in response to some of the project limits described
below- e.g., the CCSD having fewer water rights than needed, additional flows needed to
support habitat functions, use for Stage 3 Emergencies only, etc. We recommend that the
EIR evaluate an alternative to the project that includes, rather than an evaporation basin, a
small detention basin that allows for daily or weekly discharge volumes to be transported to a
suitable disposal site by tanker truck.

•

Combining offchannel storage opportunities with conducting project operations during
high flow periods: We understand the CCSD has received several offers for offchannel
reservoir sites that, if combined with operating the project during periods of higher winter
streamflows, could provide the expected volumes of water supply while avoiding the impacts
associated with operating the project during low streamflow periods. We recommend the
EIR describe these opportunities and evaluate the potential for a combination of water
storage and high flow operations to provide an alternative to the proposed project.
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•

Use of a temporary and "portable" solution: The CCSD's initial consideration last year to
address its emergency situation was to bring in a temporary and portable facility that could
be installed quickly and provide an immediate water supply. That solution was intended to
be a limited and temporary response to abate the emergency situation and to provide water
quickly, consistent with the purpose of the emergency permit. We recommend the EIR
include a description and full analysis of this alternative, as it appears that it would result in
fewer overall adverse effects and be more cost-efficient than the current project.

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC SECTIONS OF THE NOP/PIP
Section 1.2 -Project Location
Property ownership: The NOP/PIP states that the project would involve two parcels- APN
013-051-024 and APN 013-051-008. However, the project description and the aerial view
shown in the NOP/PIP's Exhibit 2 are inconsistent with the County's online parcel map and with
the assessor's maps of the area. The project boundary shown in Exhibit 2 appears to extend onto
at least two other parcels- APN 013-061-004 and APN 013-381-007- both owned by State
Parks. Please provide an updated description of the project location that is consistent with the
legal descriptions of all the involved parcels.
Parcel designations: We recommend that the EIR identify the land use designations and
requirements of each of these parcels and describe how the project is consistent with these
various designations and related requirements. The County's online Parcel map system
designates APN 013-051-024 as being within a Moderate Fire Hazard Area, Flood Hazard Area,
Geologic Study Area, and Sensitive Resource Area, with Zoning and Land Use Elements that
include a Coastal Zone Creek or Stream and Terrestrial Habitat. The Parcel map system
designates APN 013-051-008 as being within a Mine Buffer Area and Moderate Fire Hazard
Area and as zoned for Agriculture and Multi-Use Public. Parcel 013-061-004, owned by State
Parks, is designated as both Moderate and High Fire Hazard, Coastal Zone Creek or Stream,
Terrestrial Habitat, Flood Hazard Area, Geologic Study Area, Sensitive Resource Area, Seismic
Safety, and Multi-Use Public. Parcel 013-381-007, also owned by State Parks, is designated as
an Archaeologically Sensitive Area, both Moderate and High Fire Hazard, Coastal Zone Creek
or Stream, Terrestrial Habitat, Wetland, FEMA Flood Hazard Area, Geologic Study Area,
Sensitive Resource Area, Recreation, and Multi-Use Public. [Please also see our comments
regarding LCP conformity in the Land Use and Planning section below.]
Section 1.4 -Project Characteristics
Baseline conditions: As noted above, the EIR should describe project characteristics as they
relate to pre-project and pre-construction conditions.
Proposed and allowable project water volumes: Please clarify the project's expected pumping,
production, and mitigation flow volumes. As described below, it is currently unclear what
volumes the proposed project is designed to produce and what volumes are available for the
project. Based on a consistent and accurate assessment of available water volumes, the EIR
should also describe the basis for the project's proposed volumes- for example, it should
describe how the CCSD selected the proposed production volumes for an emergency project, it
should provide the basis for "up to 100 gallons per minute" of proposed mitigation flows, etc.
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Our concerns about the project's proposed and allowable water volumes include the following:
•

Inconsistent project descriptions: The NOP/PIP states that the project is expected to
produce potable water at a rate of about 300 gallons per minute (gpm) over a period of up to
six months (which would equal about 238 acre-feet), that it would pump up to 452 gallons
per minute of treated water into a re-injection well, and that it would provide up to 100 gpm
of mitigation water to San Simeon Creek Lagoon during project operations. These volumes,
however, are not consistent with other project descriptions the CCSD has provided over the
past year- for example, with production rates ranging up to 430 gpm, mitigation rates as low
as about 70 gpm, etc.' We recommend the EIR's analyses be based on a consistent
description of the project and its intended volumes.

•

Inadequate flows for critical habitat needs of listed species: The project as proposed
would withdraw water from the San Simeon Creek watershed during low flow periods, which
would coincide with times that there may not be enough water in the creek to adequately
support listed steelhead. The County has recently identified minimum needed flows for
steelhead of about 0.5 cubic feet per second (or about 224 gallons per minute); however, the
project as proposed would withdraw water at times when there may be little or no
streamflow. 2 We recommend the EIR include an instream flow analysis to show the effects
of the project operating at various streamflow rates and that it include a description of
mitigation measures needed to provide the flow rates necessary to support the listed species.
[See also our comments below on Land Use and Planning regarding the LCP requirement
that the CCSD provide an instream flow study as part of any major water development.]

•

Inconsistent with available water rights: The proposed water production volumes appear
to be inconsistent with the CCSD's currently available water rights. We recommend that the
EIR's project description and its associated analyses be based on the CCSD's currently
authorized water rights, which are substantially less than the full amount of water the CCSD
had been relying on for this proposed project and for its other ongoing operations.

As background, our understanding is that the CCSD applied some time ago for water rights
of up to 798 acre-feet per year from the Santa Rosa watershed and up to 1230 acre-feet per
year from the San Simeon watershed (which includes a maximum dry season diversion from
San Simeon of no more than 370 acre-feet). We also understand, however, that the CCSD
allowed those permits to expire several years ago without requesting a timely extension from
the State Water Resources Control Board and that as a result, the CCSD is now authorized to
use a total from both watersheds ofless than half that amount. 3 For the Santa Rosa
watershed, the "perfected" amount is roughly 218 acre-feet per year instead of the CCSD' s
originally requested 518 acre-feet, and for the San Simeon watershed, the perfected amount
is about 798 acre-feet per year, not the CCSD's originally requested 1230 acre-feet. Further,
1

See, for example, descriptions in the CCSD's emergency CDP, its June 2014 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration, those provided to the Regional Water Quality Control Board during 2014 for the various required
permits, etc.
2

See, for example, San Luis Obispo County Regionallnstream Flow Assessment- Final Report, by Stillwater
Sciences, January 2014.

3

See the December 2010 letter and June 26, 2014 email correspondence from Division of Water Rights, State Water
Resources Control Board to CCSD, both provided August 28, 2014.
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the actual amount available in the San Simeon watershed appears to be somewhat less, based
on the CCSD's contract obligation to provide approximately 200 acre-feet per year to a
neighboring property.
We understand that the CCSD plans to file petitions with the State Board to request the
necessary time extension to "perfect" the full amount of those previously requested water
rights. However, those petitions are required to go through the State Board's public review
process, which provides an opportunity for other water rights holders in the watershed to
express any concerns, and includes a determination from relevant agencies as to whether the
remaining instream flows are sufficient to protect habitat and wildlife species (included listed
endangered and threatened species) in the San Simeon watershed. Available references show
that both San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks are currently overdrafted and are unable to
adequately support some species, including the federally-endangered steelhead. 4 The
Board's review may also result in development of mitigation measures that may be included
as part of agency approved Adaptive Management Plans or Habitat Conservation Plans
meant to protect those listed species.
Review of these petitions is likely to result in significant reductions not only to the CCSD's
expected future water allocations, but to the amount of water the CCSD may be able to
produce from its proposed project. This baseline question of how much water will be
available affects several critical aspects of the project, and it appears premature to pursue a
project that relies on water volumes from rights that apparently do not exist. We therefore
recommend that the EIR analyses be based on no more than the current "perfected" water
volumes available to the CCSD in both the Santa Rosa and San Simeon watersheds. Please
note that the recommended alternative above regarding repurposing the project to directly
treat the CCSD's wastewater may increase to some degree the water available for the project.
Project components- mitigation flows: The project, as currently designed and operated,
discharges its stream mitigation flows to a point below grade more than 100 feet from the stream
channel. It appears that some or all of those intended mitigation flows may not reach the stream
channel, especially during dry periods when it is most critically needed and when it is more
likely to sink into the lowered groundwater table. Please identify what proportion of the
proposed mitigation flows are expected to contribute to stream flows and provide the basis for
this evaluation. Please also identify what measures will be incorporated into the project to
ensure that the full amount of needed mitigation flows contribute to stream flows. [See also our
comments on the Hydrology Section below.]
Project components- evaporation basin and mechanical evaporators: Based on the facility's
current layout and operations, the evaporation basin appears to be substantially undersized, as the
basin is unable to fully contain the mist emitted from the evaporators, even during the relatively
calm weather conditions the CCSD has identified as appropriate for evaporator operations.
Please describe the considerations that led to this particular design and to the constructed size of
the basin and evaporators, including the manufacturer's specifications regarding the appropriate
design and use of these components- e.g., minimum sizes, maximum wind speeds, etc. As
noted above, we have also recommended that the EIR describe project alternatives that do not
include the existing basin and evaporators.
4

See, for example, the National Marine Fisheries Service's December 2013 South-Central California Coast
Steelhead Recovery Plan and San Luis Obispo County's January 2014 Final Regionallnstream Flow Assessment.
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Additionally, we understand that the monitoring equipment used to identify whether wind speeds
and temperatures allow for evaporator operation are in a location sheltered by trees. This likely
results in the evaporators operating during higher wind speeds and different temperatures than
intended. We recommend the EIR evaluate the effectiveness of the current monitoring as it
affects operations and that it also consider more suitable and exposed locations for the weather
monitors to provide more accurate data regarding those conditions.
Applicable permits/approvals/proof of legal interest: The EIR should describe all permits,
approvals, and proof of legal interest required for the project. We recommend the EIR also
describe the status of each permit or approval needed- e.g., whether it has been received,
applied for, needs to be amended or modified, etc.
Section 2.0 - Environmental Checklist
To the extent possible, we have organized the comments below into the categories identified in
the NOP/PIP's Environmental Checklist. However, we have also noted that some of the project
components and their associated impacts overlap into several categories, and we recommend the
CCSD evaluate those components and impacts in each of the identified "overlap" categories.
1) Aesthetics: The NOP/PIP states that the project could substantially damage scenic resources
and substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
The EIR should describe the pre- and post-construction visual qualities of the site and area,
including two State Park campgrounds, a State Natural Preserve, two creeks and an estuary with
their associated riparian and wetland habitats, and a scenic state highway. The EIR should also
describe the visual effects on these areas expected during proposed project operations.

The NOP/PIP also states that the project would result in a "less than significant impact" as a new
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
Given the project's proximity to public recreation areas and sensitive habitat, it appears the
project may cause significant impacts due to its additional lighting and due to glare associated
with the evaporation pond and other components. We understand there have been several
complaints about the views and glare, and we recommend the EIR include an analysis of the site
and area lighting and glare under both pre- and post-construction conditions and during project
operations. It should also describe all feasible mitigation measures available that would avoid or
reduce the aesthetic impacts of the project, and please describe which of these are, or will be
included in the project's operating manual or Adaptive Management Plan.
2) Agriculture and Forest Resources: As noted above, at least one of the project parcels
includes a designation for agricultural uses. We recommend the EIR describe the project's
consistency with that land use designation.
3) Air Quality: The NOP/PIP states that the project could result in a potentially significant
impact due to violating an air quality standard or contributing to an existing or projected
violation. The NOP/PIP also states that the project could result in a potential significant impact
by contributing to a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant. Please
describe the full range of the expected air emissions and releases and their relation to applicable
air quality standards and potential violations. Please also provide a similar analysis of the air
emissions that occurred during project construction, including emissions from heavy equipment,
facility installation and testing, etc.
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Additionally, and as noted earlier in this letter, it appears that the evaporation basin is too small
to contain the mist generated by the project's mechanical evaporators. The EIR should describe
the constituents in the facility's discharge to the basin and their concentrations, and should
provide an assessment of known and potential effects of those constituents and concentrations on
human health and on the area's ecological receptors.
4) Biological Resources: The project is currently sited in or near wetlands, riparian habitat, an
estuary, and critical habitat for listed species, all of which suggests the project's continued
presence and operations will have ongoing adverse impacts to those habitats and species unless
properly mitigated. Overall, the EIR should include detailed descriptions of all sensitive habitats
and species in and near the project site, the known and potential adverse effects to those habitats
and species (e.g., due to noise, lights, toxics, the "attractive nuisance" ofthe evaporation basin,
etc.) and evaluate all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that would avoid or reduce
those impacts. Specific examples include:
•

The project should ensure adequate streamflow to protect/maintain biological
resources. It appears that the project as currently proposed and operated will adversely
affect fish and other aquatic species by further reducing the already significantly reduced
flows in San Simeon Creek during critical flow periods. It is not apparent from the project's
design or planning documents produced thus far whether the proposed project production and
mitigation volumes recognized the biological needs in the creek and associated habitats. For
example, the January 2014 San Luis Obispo County Regional Instream Flow Assessment
identified the Environmental Water Demand for steelhead in San Simeon Creek as ranging
from minimum flows of 1.5 to 1.6 cubic feet per second (cfs) in the spring to no less than 0.5
cfs in the summer. The proposed project would extract 400 to 690 gpm (0.891 to 1.537 cfs)
while returning up to 100 gpm (0.223 cfs) as mitigation flows, which is less than halfthe
minimum flow identified in this study. The EIR should describe how the project can
contribute to or support the necessary adequate streamflows. As noted above, an alternative
consisting of offchannel storage and operations during high flow periods may allow for the
necessary streamflows.

We also recommend the EIR address the project's conformity to the December 2014 SouthCentral California Steelhead Recovery Plan published by the National Marine Fisheries
Service. This Plan identifies the San Simeon Creek steelhead population as the highest
priority area for recovery and also identifies groundwater extraction in the watershed as one
of the highest threats to recovery. It may be necessary for the project to address and
implement a number of provisions of the Plan in order to avoid "take" of this species.
•

The EIR should address the known and potential adverse effects to wildlife from
exposure to discharges in and near the evaporation basin. As noted above, the project's
evaporation basin and mechanical evaporators appear to be causing several types of
significant adverse impacts. Birds and other wildlife drawn to the "attractive nuisance"
resulting from standing water in the basin may be exposed to toxic or hazardous levels of
contaminants. We recommend the EIR describe those contaminants and their concentrations
as they relate to published literature on toxic or hazardous effects on vegetation and wildlife,
and that it evaluate all mitigation measures that would prevent exposure.
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•

The EIR should identify project-generated noise levels and their effects on nearby avian
breeding and nesting activities. It appears that project-generated noise may exceed levels
known to adversely affect avian breeding and nesting activities. The EIR should describe the
project's noise levels as they relate to published literature on those affects and should
describe alternatives or mitigation measures needed to avoid or reduce those effects,
including, for example, non-operation of the mechanical blowers, non-operation during
breeding/nesting seasons, etc. [See also our comments in the Noise section below.]

•

The EIR should include the CCSD's proposed Adaptive Management Plan. We
understand the CCSD is preparing an Adaptive Management Plan meant to address the
project's known and potential effects on biological resources. We recommend the EIR
include a draft version of this Plan, with a description of how implementation of the proposed
measures is expected to avoid or minimize the various adverse effects on nearby species and
habitats. We believe this is particularly important since the project is already operating and
likely causing adverse effects- e.g., avian mortality noted in the evaporation basin,
chlorinated discharges to surface streams, etc. - without having an approved Plan in place.

5) Cultural Resources: The NOP/PIP states that the project could have a potentially significant
impact by causing substantial adverse changes to an historical or archaeological resource and by
directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource. It also states that the project
could have a less than significant impact due to its disturbance of human remains. As noted
above, portions ofthe project site are designated as Archaeologically Sensitive Areas, and
project construction to date has included grading and excavation that could have already resulted
in disturbance or adverse impacts to these resources. The EIR should describe the measures that
were in place during project construction to avoid or minimize these potential disturbances and
should describe whether project construction was consistent with LCP policies related to cultural
and archaeological resources. It should also describe any likely changes to the project as
currently constructed and the potential for those changes to disturb these resources.
6) Geology and Soils: The project site is subject to high levels of seismic shaking, ground
motion, and liquefaction. The EIR should identify the expected site-specific levels of each, and
should describe how the project has been designed to provide stability and resist those forces. It
should also describe the measures to be implemented should seismic activity cause spills, leaks,
or other upsets. [See also our comments on Hazards and Hazardous Materials below.]
7) Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The NOP/PIP states that the project would have less than
significant impacts related to direct or indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The EIR
should describe the project's expected electricity use and identify expected indirect greenhouse
gas emissions that would result from the source of that electricity. It should also describe the
volume ofGHGs emitted during project construction and for each of the alternatives considered.
8) Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The NOP/PIP states that the project involves no impact
or less than significant impacts related to hazardous materials. However, the project includes
transport, storage, and use of a number of chemicals at the facility that could result in spills or
releases, causing significant adverse effects to coastal resources. The EIR should describe the
project's expected use of chemicals and other hazardous materials, including the maximum
amounts of each that would be present on site and the methods of transport, storage, and
handling that the CCSD will implement to prevent or minimize the risk of spills or upsets. The
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EIR should also describe components of the facility's spill prevention plan, including methods of
response, materials to be kept at the site to contain or clean up maximum possible spills, etc.
Our concerns about hazardous materials also include those related to the brine discharge and the
mist generated by the mechanical evaporators. The EIR should describe both the pre-project
maximum predicted concentrations of the discharge to the evaporation basin and the actual
concentrations that have been identified through sampling and monitoring during recent project
operations. It should also describe all measures implemented to avoid leaks or releases from the
basin and the contingency measures in place should a leak occur. The contingency measures
identified should be sufficient to address a release of the maximum possible volume and
concentration of the discharge. As noted above, we also recommend that the EIR describe those
concentrations as they relate to published literature on toxic or hazardous effects on vegetation
and wildlife.
9) Hydrology and Water Quality: The NOP/PIP states that the project could result in several
potentially significant impacts by violating water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements, by substantially depleting groundwater or interfering with groundwater recharge,
by creating or contributing to additional polluted runoff, and others. The EIR should include a
detailed evaluation of each of these issues, particularly as they relate to maintaining the
biological integrity of the nearby streams, wetlands, and estuary. This evaluation should also
incorporate the concerns expressed above regarding the limited water volumes available to the
CCSD due to species concerns and limited water rights.

We also recommend the EIR provide a detailed evaluation of potential project-caused changes to
the San Simeon estuary. We have discussed this concern at our previous meetings and
understand the CCSD is conducting studies to detail the expected hydrologic changes in the
lower watershed and estuary- e.g., potentially creating a more saline baseline environment in
the estuary, changes to water quality or flow conditions in the estuary, etc. This is particularly
important since the estuary provides critical habitat for at least two listed species- the steelhead
and tidewater goby- and this type of habitat modification could result in "take" of those species.
The NOP/PIP also states that several project components are likely to cause no impact or a less
than significant impact; however, these do not appear to be accurate, as described below:
•

Little substantial alteration of the site's existing drainage pattern: The project's
evaporation pond represents several acres of new, non-permeable surface area within the
project site that is likely to reduce surface and groundwater infiltration to nearby creeks,
wetlands, riparian areas, and the San Simeon estuary. We recommend the EIR fully quantify
the loss of this water to the nearby habitat areas.

•

Little risk of flood hazards: The County has mapped portions of the project site as being
within the 100-year or 500-year floodplain. The EIR should describe the extent of each area
and their relation to the project components. It should also describe what mitigation
measures are or will be included in project design and operation to avoid or minimize
potential hazards due to these floods.

•

No risk of tsunamis and seiches: Portions of the project site are subject to tsunami
inundation as mapped on the 2009 California Geological Society Tsunami Inundation Map
for this area. The site is also adjacent to San Simeon and Van Gordon Creeks, each of which
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could allow seiches to travel into the project area. The EIR should describe the extent of the
mapped tsunami inundation zone as it relates to project components, evaluate the potential
for seiches to affect the project, and describe what mitigation measures are to be included in
project location, design, and operation to avoid or minimize potential impacts due to tsunami
runup and seiches.
10) Land Use and Planning: The NOP/PIP states that the project could have a potential
significant impact due to its conflict with applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project. We recommend that the EIR provide a full description
of the applicable land use designations in and near the project area and the project's conformity
or non-conformity to each. The EIR should also address the project's conformity or potential
nonconformity with several applicable provisions of the County's LCP and Coastal Zone Land
Use Ordinance (CZLUO), including the following:

•

•
•

•

•

The County's North Coast Area Plan (NCAP) and its applicable provisions/standards and
Combining Designations requirements, including those for Geologic Study Area (GSA) and
Flood Hazard (FH) designations, Sensitive Resource Areas (SRAs), Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat- Coastal Creeks (ESH-CC), and Terrestrial Habitat (TH).
NCAP Planning Area Standards (Chapter 7) Community Wide Standards, including 2, 3, 4,
and 5.
NCAP Cambria Programs 11a, which requires the CCSD to prepare an instream flow study
before proposing any major water supply project that relies on additional water supplied by
San Simeon Creek.
LCP Coastal Plan ESHA policies, including Policy 16, which requires development be sited
away from wetlands and LCP ESHA Policy 21, which requires development be compatible
with continuance of streams' habitat values.
CZLUO, including Section 23.08.288, which requires that public utility facilities proposed
for areas designated with prime agricultural soils, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats,
Sensitive Resource Areas, or Hazard Areas must show that there are no on- or off-site
feasible alternative locations, and must prepare a feasibility study that includes a constraints
analysis and an analysis of alternative locations.

11) Mineral Resources: The NOP/PIP states that there are no expected impacts to mineral
resources. However, as noted above, some of the project parcels are designated as being within a
Mine Buffer Area. The EIR should describe the applicable requirements in that designated area
and the project's conformity to those requirements.
12) Noise: The NOP/PIP states that the project would involve potentially significant noise
impacts, including generation of noise above allowable levels and an increase in ambient noise
levels. We recommend the EIR describe all project related noise as it relates to those allowable
levels and as compared to pre-project levels. Because the project site is within critical habitat for
several listed species and is adjacent to estuarine, riparian, forested, and other sensitive habitat
types that may serve as breeding and nesting areas for various wildlife species, the EIR should
evaluate the known or expected effects of project-generated noise on those species.

The EIR should also document any noise modeling conducted before or during project
construction and project operations and any monitoring or sampling done to confirm the
modeling. We recommend the noise data used in the modeling be collected from nearby
sensitive receptors, including areas of riparian, wetland, and sensitive habitat types, as well as
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nearby public use areas, including both nearby campgrounds. Finally, the EIR should describe
all available mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce any noise-related effects- for
example, either non-operation ofthe evaporators (as noted above) or conducting operations only
outside of breeding and nesting season.
13) Population and Housing: The NOP/PIP states that the project would have no impact on
inducing direct or indirect population growth. This would be consistent with the CCSD's
statements that the project's long-term role in the CCSD's water supply portfolio is to provide
water during Stage 3 Emergencies only. We recommend that the EIR evaluate this issue area
consistent with the CCSD's selected project purpose and scope as described above.

The NOP/PIP also states that the project would have no impact on displacing existing housing.
However, we understand there have been concerns expressed about the project's proximity to
housing used by State Parks employees and the possible health effects caused by drift during use
of the project's mechanical evaporators. Please describe the CCSD's involvement with State
Parks regarding its nearby employee housing and any resolution of these concerns.
14) Public Services: Similar to the above, the project is not expected to change the necessary
public services based on its purpose to provide an emergency water supply for existing
development during Stage 3 Water Emergencies only. We recommend this issue be addressed
consistent with the selected project purpose and scope.

We understand that the CCSD recently declared a Fire Emergency based in part on a County
report identifying concerns about the large amount of dead or dying trees in the Cambria area, its
relatively dense development pattern and water infrastructure that may not be fully available
during large fires. We recommend the EIR describe what role the project might have in
providing the community with additional fire response capability and that it describe any
additional public service measures that may be needed to address that increased capability.
15) Recreation: The NOP/PIP states that the project would have no impact on increased
recreational use and would not require construction or expansion of additional recreational
activities. However, the project is adjacent to two State Parks campgrounds and other areas used
for public recreation that are being adversely affected by the project's location and operations
due to noise, brine drift, adverse visual effects, and other impacts. Project operations as
currently proposed could require relocation or modification of those campgrounds or result in
less public use of nearby recreational areas. As noted above, the project would also affect water
quality and flows in San Simeon Creek and its estuary, which are used for public recreation. The
EIR should describe the mitigation measures the CCSD will include or consider in response to
these adverse project-caused effects on recreation.
16) Transportation/Traffic: It appears that the project as currently proposed would have little
effect on area traffic. However, as part of its Alternatives Analysis, the EIR should describe the
amount of additional traffic that would result from the additional tanker truck traffic -i.e., up to
five or six trucks per day - recommended as an alternative to use of the evaporation basin.
17) Utilities and Service Systems: Similar to the Population and Housing and Public Services
sections above, we recommend the EIR base its analyses of utilities and services on the selected
project purpose and scope.
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CONCLUSION

Thank you for your attention to these comments. Please understand that we continue to support
Cambria's efforts to plan for and implement both short-term and long-term solutions to its water
supply issues, and we look forward to working with you on developing a project that is
consistent with relevant Coastal Act and LCP policies. Please contact me at 415-904-5248 or
tluster@coastal.ca.gov if you have any questions.

Tom Luster
Senior Environmental Scientist
cc:

Cambria Community Services District Board of Directors
San Luis Obispo County Planning Department- Airlin Singewald
State Parks- Nick Franco, Doug Barker, Vince Cicero, Mike Walgren
California Department ofFish & Wildlife- Annette Tenneboe, Vicki Frey, Margaret
Paul
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board- Ken Harris, Howard Kolb, Ryan
Lodge, Harvey Packard, Thea Tryon, Chris Adair
State Board, Water Rights- Matthew McCarthy, Mitchell Moody
Department of Water Resources- William Croyle, Wendy Francis
National Marine Fisheries Service- Matt McGoogan
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service- Jacob Martin, Lena Chang
Corps of Engineers - Kathleen Anderson

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Yoshioka, Janice@Wildlife <Janice.Yoshioka@wildlife.ca.gov>
Monday, April 06, 2015 11:46 AM
Robert Gresens (bgresens@cambriacsd.org)
Garcia, Rita; Jerry Gruber (jgruber@cambriacsd.org); Luster, Tom@Coastal; Barker,
Doug@Parks; Matthew McGoogan (Matthew.mcgoogan@noaa.gov); Moody,
Mitchell@Waterboards; McCarthy, Matthew@Waterboards; Cantrell, Scott@Wildlife;
Connolly, Linda@Wildlife; Forsberg, Paul@Wildlife; Frey, Vicki@Wildlife; Marston,
Dean@Wildlife; Paul, Margaret@Wildlife; Rosauer, James@Wildlife; Sanderson,
Brandon@Wildlife; Single, Jeff@Wildlife; Vance, Julie@Wildlife; Tenneboe,
Annette@Wildlife; Wilkins, Eric@Wildlife
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project NOP, SCH 2014061073
CCSD NOP, SCH 2014061073.pdf

Mr. Gresens:
Please see the attached letter. Hard copy to follow by mail.
If you have any questions, please contact Annette Tenneboe, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist), at (559) 2434014, extension 231, or annette.tenneboe@wildlife.ca.gov.
___________________________________
Janice Yoshioka
Staff Services Analyst
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Region 4
1234 East Shaw Avenue
Fresno, California 93710
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Barker, Doug@Parks <Doug.Barker@parks.ca.gov>
Monday, April 06, 2015 7:58 PM
Luster, Tom@Coastal; Bob Gresens; Garcia, Rita
Airlin Singewald -- SLO County; Tenneboe, Annette@Wildlife; Paul,
Margaret@Wildlife; Harris, Ken@Waterboards; Kolb, Howard@Waterboards; Lodge,
Ryan@Waterboards; Packard, Harvey@Waterboards; Tryon, Thea@Waterboards;
Adair, Chris@Waterboards; McCarthy, Matthew@Waterboards; Moody,
Mitchell@Waterboards; Croyle, William@DWR; Francis, Wendy@DWR; Matt
McGoogan -- NMFS; Jacob Martin -- USFWS; 'Lena Chang' (lena_chang@fws.gov);
Gutierrez, Brooke@Parks; Kathleen Anderson [Kathleen.S.Anderson@usace.army.mil]
(Kathleen.S.Anderson@usace.army.mil); Grennan, James@Parks; Cicero, Vince@Parks;
Walgren, Mike@Parks; Andreano, Lisa@Parks
State Parks Comments on Cambria water supply project NOP
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project NOP DPR Comments 04-06-2014.pdf

Hello,
Attached are State Parks comments on the Cambria water supply project NOP.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
DOUG BARKER
District Services Manager
California State Parks
San Luis Obispo Coast District
750 Hearst Castle Rd.
San Simeon, CA 93452
Office: (805) 927-2119
Fax : (805) 927-2031
Cell : (805) 264-7475
e-mail: Doug.Barker@parks.ca.gov

Please note: State Parks e-mail addresses have changed. My new e-mail is
Doug.Barker@parks.ca.gov. Thank you.
Our State Parks Mission:
To provide for the health, inspiration and education of the people of California by helping to preserve the state’s
extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating
opportunities for high-quality outdoor education.
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mark Rochefort <john.mark.rochefort@gmail.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 5:41 PM
Garcia, Rita
Comments to Project Information Packet
img105.pdf

Dear Ms. Garcia, please see the attached letter. Thank you. Mark Rochefort
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Steph Wald <steph@centralcoastsalmon.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 1:05 PM
Garcia, Rita
CCSD EWS EIR Scoping Comments
CCSD EWS EIR comment letter.pdf

Please find attached.

-Stephnie Wald
Watershed Projects Manager
Central Coast Salmon Enhancement
(805) 473-8221 office
(805) 471-3789 cell
229 Stanley Ave.
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

><))))):>
><((((:>
>((((:>
><)))):>

><))))):>
><))))):>
><))))):>

><))))):>
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Central Coast Salmon Enhancement, Inc.
229 Stanley Avenue, Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
Phone: (805) 473-8221 Fax: (805) 473-8167
www.centralcoastsalmon.com

Ms. Rita Garcia
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
Sending via email April 6, 2015
Re: Cambria Community Services District Emergency Water System EIR Scoping Comments
Dear Ms. Garcia,
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project.
Central Coast Salmon Enhancement’s (CCSE) interest is in protecting the Steelhead trout population of
the San Simeon Creek watershed and working with stakeholders on voluntary watershed restoration
projects to enhance watershed health for healthy fish and healthy communities.
In general, CCSE has the following comments regarding the route taken by the CCSD in implementing
the Emergency Water Supply project as regards protection of listed species and watershed health.
The proposed Adaptive Management Program needs to be replaced by a Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for the life of the project. The purpose of a HMMP is to specify on-going
actions for mitigation and monitoring by regulatory agencies through permitting to ensure impacts
continue to be less than significant as the project operates. An HMMP would be developed and
implemented by the district and monitored through reporting to regulatory agencies.
As the district determines mitigation measures for the temporary emergency operations of the plant,
please consider:






What emergency spill response procedures were developed for project facilities and releases of
hydrogen peroxide from AWTP?
What level of EPA safety does RO water meet? What constituents remain in RO treated water
that would be introduced to the aquifer?
What level of monitoring is done on evaporation pond lining to ensure containment of brine?
Provide impact analysis on life-time of lining, replacement of lining and spill response
procedures for lining failure.
What studies have been done to ensure that lagoon surface discharge will not act as attractant
flow for Steelhead trout?
What has been done to ensure the Steelhead Recovery Plan’s provisions are applied? Consider
development of a Habitat Conservation Plan that would address protection against take for
combined CCSD management of both Santa Rosa Creek and San Simeon Creek watersheds in
provision of water source for community of Cambria. An HCP that covers CCSD’s operation in
229 Stanley Avenue, Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

Phone: 805-473-8221

www.centralcoastsalmon.com

Fax: 805-473-8167



both watersheds would provide take protection while outlining district responsibilities for
keeping Steelhead population in good condition.
What riparian set-back will be used for project water pipeline? It appears the pipeline is within
the CDFW 1602 top of creek bank jurisdiction and would therefore not be protective of riparian
resources without adequate and full mitigation measures.

It is critical that mitigation measures for the temporary EWS operation only be considered. It is my
understanding that a permanent facility EIR scoping would differ in approach and therefore CCSE’s
comments would differ if the CCSD is considering the EWS as a proposal to permanently operate the
plant.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Stephnie Wald
Watershed Projects Manager
steph@centralcoastsalmon.com
805-471-3789

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Matthew McGoogan - NOAA Federal <matthew.mcgoogan@noaa.gov>
Monday, April 06, 2015 4:45 PM
Garcia, Rita
Doug Barker; Boggs, Melissa@Wildlife; Luster, Tom@Coastal;
asingewald@co.slo.ca.us; Chang, Lena; Moody, Mitchell@Waterboards; Paul,
Margaret@Wildlife; bgresens@cambriacsd.org
Comments for NOP of DEIR for Cambria Community Services District Emergency
Water Supply Project
06APR2015_Comments on the NOP Brackish Water Treatment Plant_MM.pdf

Hello Ms. Garcia,
Please see NMFS attached letter for comments on the subject NOP. A hard copy will go out in the mail
tomorrow.
Thank you.
Matt
Matthew R. McGoogan
Fisheries Biologist
National Marine Fisheries Service
California Coastal Area Office
501 West Ocean Blvd., Suite 4200
Long Beach, Ca 90802-4213
Phone: (562) 980-4026
Fax: (562) 980-4027
matthew.mcgoogan@noaa.gov
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1 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
West Coast Region
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, California 90802-4213

April 6, 2015

Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting, a Michael Baker International Company
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
Dear Ms. Garcia:
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the March 4, 2015, Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and associated project information
packet (Packet) for the Cambria Community Services District’s (CCSD) emergency water-supply
project (Project) in San Luis Obispo County, California. In the NOP, CCSD requests NMFS provide
information for developing the scope and content of the EIR. NMFS provides this information in the
form of (1) general recommendations with regard to the scope of analysis of Project impacts on
threatened steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and critical habitat for the species, and (2) specific
comments and concerns based on NMFS' review of the Packet and the June 2014 Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) previously developed for the Project.
The Project involves the operation of a brackish water-treatment facility adjacent to lower San
Simeon Creek and lagoon. The Project is of concern because San Simeon Creek is occupied by the
threatened South Central California Coast (S-CCC) Distinct Population Segment of steelhead and is
designated critical habitat for this species. Accordingly, the EIR should clearly identify and describe
the Project including interrelated and interdependent actions to the extent that NMFS may develop
an understanding of the potential effects (offsite, onsite, direct, indirect, temporary, permanent) of
the Project on steelhead and critical habitat. The EIR should include a list of measures for avoiding
and minimizing potential adverse effects of the Project on steelhead and their habitat. Unavoidable
effects should be fully described according to life stage (i.e., spawning, rearing and migration) and
features of this species’ habitat. The manner in which the facility will operate (e.g., timing of
operations, pumping schedules and rates, use of water storage facilities etc.) should be clearly
described. The potential benefits of the Project for steelhead, including any compensatorymitigation measures, should be described. Surface and ground water hydrologic and hydraulic
analyses should be included in the EIR.
NMFS’ review of the Packet included with the March 4, 2015, NOP and June 2014 IS/MND informs
the following additional specific comments. Some of these comments were first relayed to CCSD in
a letter dated August 8, 2014. All of these comments are related to the general comments above and
should be addressed in the EIR.
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NMFS is aware that CCSD currently operates wells and a wastewater treatment facility in
lower San Simeon Creek. In development of baseline information the EIR should disclose
the effects of the current CCSD well and wastewater-treatment facility operations on
steelhead and critical habitat (e.g., the manner that operating these existing facilities is
affecting the extent and amount of surface flow and water quality in San Simeon Creek and
lagoon).



The IS/MND seemed to consider mainly the Project’s effects on steelhead migration and
how to minimize these effects. However, the lower portions of San Simeon Creek and its
lagoon provide rearing opportunities for juveniles and over-summering habitat for adults
that may hold over in this area. The EIR should discuss the manner and extent that
Project operations will affect the stream and lagoon’s ability to provide these habitat
functions over time. Of particular concern is the impact of the Project on steelhead and
critical habitat during periods of low stream flow, especially during the drier portions of
the year and under drought conditions. In this regard, it is unclear how returning 100gpm (proposed mitigation) to surface flows in Van Gordon Creek while extracting at a
rate of 400-gpm (a deficit of 300-gpm) from the aquifer is expected to avoid adverse
effects to steelhead and maintain habitat quality, availability, and function. It is also
unclear from the available information whether the water quality of this return water is
sufficient to satisfy the habitat requirements of steelhead, especially given the return
water may contain residual chemicals from the treatment facility. These issues should be
fully addressed in the EIR.



NMFS is aware an adaptive management program (AMP) is being developed with the intent
of guiding and adjusting operations of the Project such that adverse effects to S-CCC
steelhead are avoided. To measure the level of impact the Project is causing from future
surveys and monitoring, sufficient current baseline data is needed for steelhead populations,
habitat quality, local hydrology, and the degree to which current CCSD operations may
already impact steelhead and critical habitat on San Simeon Creek. The EIR should describe
the extent this baseline information exists, will be gathered, and will be incorporated into
implementation of the AMP. The EIR should fully describe all aspects of the AMP including
proposed surveys, benchmarks, and/or criteria that will be used. If steelhead surveys are
proposed, details should be provided to describe the type of survey and manner in which it
will be conducted, and whether the survey will result in (“take 1”) of S-CCC steelhead.



NMFS is aware that a variety of chemicals may be used during operations associated with the
Project. The EIR should fully disclose the type of chemicals used, the toxicity of each
chemical and associated risk to aquatic species in the event these chemicals are released into
San Simeon Creek, the likelihood these chemicals will come into contact with aquatic
habitats and S-CCC steelhead, and the measures proposed to prevent release or spill of these
chemicals.

The definition of “take” includes to harass, harm, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to
engage in any such conduct. A notable component of this definition is the definition of “harm.” “Harm” in the
definition of “take” means an act that actually kills or injures protected wildlife. Such acts may include significant
habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential
behavior patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
1
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The EIR should consider and discuss strategies (e.g., development of water-conservation
plans, utilization of water-saving technologies, and construction of off-channel storage
reservoirs) for reducing water consumption and/or increasing water-use efficiency as
alternatives to, or in conjunction with, the Project.



Finally, the EIR should describe the relationship of the Project to Section 7 or Section 10 of
the U. S. Endangered Species Act (ESA). As part of this discussion, the EIR should disclose
whether consultation with NMFS is necessary prior to commencing operations of the
brackish water-treatment facility, in accordance with Section 7 or Section 10 of the ESA.

NMFS appreciates this opportunity to provide information that will assist CCSD in developing the
EIR for the subject Project. Please contact Matthew McGoogan at 562-980-4026 or via email at
Matthew.McGoogan@noaa.gov if you have a question concerning this letter or if you require
additional information.
Sincerely,

Alecia Van Atta
Acting Assistant Regional Administrator
California Coastal Area Office

cc: Margaret Paul, CDFW, San Luis Obispo
Roger Root, USFWS, Ventura
Mitchell Moody, SWRCB, Sacramento
Tom Luster, CCC, San Francisco
Administrative File: 10012WCR2014CC00201

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

asingewald@co.slo.ca.us
Monday, April 06, 2015 4:39 PM
Garcia, Rita
Bob Gresens
NOP Response Letter
CCSD_EWSP_Scoping_Letter.pdf

Please see attached.
Also, can you tell me exactly what areas you want the cumulative projects list to cover? Cambria URL and rural areas
between Cambria and San Simeon?

Airlin Singewald
San Luis Obispo County
Department of Planning and Building
(805) 781-5198
asingewald@co.slo.ca.us

[Scanned @co.slo.ca.us]
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING
Promoting the Wise Use of Land - Helping to Build Great Communities

April 6, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF, a Michael Baker International Company
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
(sent via email)
Subject:

NOP Comment Letter for Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the District’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project. We have reviewed the NOP and respectfully submit the
following comments:
Project Description
1.

On May 15, 2014, the County issued an emergency permit (ZON2013-00589) authorizing
construction of an emergency brackish water supply project intended to provide up to 250
acre-feet of water to serve existing water connections only (i.e. to abate the emergency),
within the CCSD’s service area (i.e. not to serve new development). For consistency with the
emergency permit approval, the project description should be revised to affirm that the
proposed facility is intended to serve existing development only.

2.

The project description should also be revised to clarify whether it is a temporary facility to
abate the current drought situation or is intended to be a permanent back-up water supply.

Biological Resources
3.

The proposed project may result in potentially significant impacts on several threatened or
endangered wildlife species, including the Tidewater Goby, Steelhead, and California redlegged frog. However, the District’s CDP application lacks evidence showing the District has
consulted with the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and that these agencies concur that the proposed
mitigation plan is sufficient to avoid a take of protected species. The EIR should include
evidence showing that the District has consulted with these agencies.

4.

The EIR should evaluate and describe the potential impacts of the proposed brine evaporation
pond on wildlife. What are the estimated salt concentrations of the disposed brine material?
Are these concentrations harmful to the health of birds and other wildlife that may come into
contact with the pond? Are any measures proposed to prevent wildlife exposure to the brine
pond?

5.

The EIR should identify expected noise and light levels from project construction and
operation at nearby sensitive receptors, including riparian areas, known and potential bird
COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
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Cambria Community Services District
Emergency Water Supply Project NOP Response
besting sites, and the nearest public recreation sites, including the State Park campground.
Identify all measures proposed to be implemented to reduce noise and light effects on these
nearby receptors.
Noise
6.

The EIR should evaluate the project for compliance with the County’s Noise Standards in
Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance Section 23.06.040. In particular, the analysis should
evaluate noise levels generated by the mechanical evaporators and how this noise impacts
surrounding sensitive receptors including the San Simeon State Park Campground and
nearby residences on the Clyde Warren Ranch.

Growth Inducing Impacts
7.

The EIR analysis should consider the growth inducing impact of installing a new water supply
infrastructure project in a community where water availability is a significant obstacle to
growth. Although the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project is proposed as a back-up
water supply for existing water connections only, it would install infrastructure that could be
adapted in the future to serve new development. Further, the existence of such infrastructure
could create a community expectation for the facility to be adapted to serve new development.

Environmental Baseline
8.

Typically the environmental baseline for evaluating impacts under CEQA is comprised of the
existing environmental conditions when the NOP is issued. In this case, however, the existing
environmental conditions already include the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project, since
it was constructed under an emergency permit prior to issuance of the NOP. The EIR should
therefore use pre-project (i.e. not existing) environmental conditions as the baseline for
evaluating environmental impacts.

Other
9.

The EIR should provide justification for the 250 acre-foot / year capacity. Is this the minimum
capacity necessary to abate the emergency? How was this capacity determined?

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact me at (805) 781-5198 or
asingewald@co.slo.ca.us.
Sincerely,

Airlin M. Singewald
Senior Planner

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jane Touth <jane_touth@fws.gov>
Monday, April 06, 2015 3:58 PM
Garcia, Rita; Doug.Barker@parks.ca.gov; melissa.Boggs@wildlife.ca.gov;
thomas_dietsch@fws.gov; Tom.Luster@coastal.ca.gov; matthew.mcgoogan@noaa.gov;
asingewald@co.slo.ca.us; Ryan.Lodge@waterboards.ca.gov
Lena Chang; Douglass Cooper
Copy of Comments NOPfor DEIR Cambria Community Services District Emergency
Water Supply
SLO, Comments on NOP of DEIR for Cambria Emergency Water Project.pdf

The original document will be surface mailed today April 6, 2015
Thank you
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, California 93003
IN REPLY REFER TO:
08EVEN00-20 IS-CPA-0056

April 6, 2015
Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting, a Michael Baker International Company
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
Subject:

Comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Cambria Community Services District Emergency Water Supply Project,
Cambria, San Luis Obispo County, California

Dear Ms. Garcia:
We are responding to the Cambria Community Services District's (District) notice of preparation
of a draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project
(project) located in Cambria, San Luis Obispo County, California. We received your letter,
dated March 4, 2015, in our office on March 6, 2015. The District has released this notice in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), CEQA guidelines, and local
implementation procedures. The District is seeking the views and specific concerns related to
the project and its effects on the environment.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) responsibilities include administering the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), including sections 7, 9, and 10. Section 9 of
the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the taking of any federally listed endangered or
threatened species. Section 3(19) of the Act defines take to mean to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. Service
regulations (50 CFR I 7.3) define harm to include significant habitat modification or degradation
which actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns,
including breeding, feeding or sheltering. Harassment is defined by the Service as an intentional
or negligent action that creates the likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an
extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns, which include, but are not limited to
breeding, feeding, or sheltering. The Act provides for civil and criminal penalties for the
unlawful taking of listed species. Exemptions to the prohibitions against take may be obtained
through coordination with the Service in two ways: (1) if a project is to be funded, authorized, or
carried out by a Federal agency, and may affect a listed species, the Federal agency must consult
with the Service pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Act; and (2) if a proposed project does not
involve a Federal agency but may result in the take of a listed animal species, the project
proponent should apply to the Service for an incidental take permit pursuant to section
lO(a)(l)(B) of the Act.

Rita Garcia
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The federally endangered tidewater goby (Eucyc/ogobius newberryi) and the federally threatened
California red-legged frog (Rana draylonii) are present in the project area. The project area
includes designated critical habitat for both species. Our concerns relate to the project's effects
on these species and migratory birds. Below, we outline our history of involvement with the
project and our concerns to date.
On July 22, 2014, we sent a letter to the District, commenting on the notice of availability for the
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project (Service 2014). In that letter, we
discussed that construction and operation of the facility may cause adverse effects to tidewater
gobies and California red-legged frogs, including reduction of surface flows in the estuary. We
encouraged the District to thoroughly analyze the effects of the project on federally listed species
prior to project initiation. We informed the District that reduction in flows may result in take of
listed species and that any such take would require either (a) exemption from the prohibitions
against take in section 9 of the Act pursuant to section 7 or (b) take authorization pursuant to
section IO(a)(l)(B) of the Act.
On February 12, 2015, we issued a letter to the District, expressing our concerns regarding
project-related impacts to federally endangered and threatened species and the District's lack of
compliance with the Act (Service 2015). In this letter, we discussed a section 7 consultation for
the project that was initiated and subsequently withdrawn, concerns that the project's brine pond
is providing a potential attractive nuisance for migratory birds and California red-legged frogs, a
frog exclusion fence that could be resulting in take of California red-legged frogs, and the
District's adaptive management plan that the Service has not reviewed. We requested the
District describe how they have avoided take of federally listed species to date and avoidance
measures planned during operations of the project. In addition, we requested the District allow
time for our review and comments on the proposed adaptive management plan prior to
implementing the plan.
On February 27, 2015, the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board)
issued a notice of violation to the District for violating numerous provisions of permits under
which the Water Board regulates the District's project (Water Board 2015). The notice includes
a number of violations, including but not limited to: discharge into in an unauthorized location
in Van Gordon Creek containing excessive levels of chlorine, brine drift outside of the surface
impoundment lined area, and extensive erosion at the point of discharge.
On February 20, 2015, we learned that a duck of unknown species was found dead at the
project's brine pond (M. Boggs, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Office of Spill
Prevention and Response, in litt. 2015). On March 11, 2015, we were notified of a dead killdeer
(Charadrius vociferus) found at the brine pond on March 10, 2015 (C. Cleveland, Cleveland
Biological, in litt. 2015). The cause of death of these two birds is unknown. There has been
concern that a cable strung across the pond is a hazard for bird strikes; the District has since
added reflective mylar tape to the cable to deter bird strikes. The District has also proposed to
add masted floats throughout the pond to provide additional deterrents (B. Gresens, Cambria
Community Services District, in litt. 2015).
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Rita Garcia

All of the above concerns remain. We expect the District to address these in the draft EIR,
particularly how impacts to listed species and critical habitat has been and will continue to be
avoided in the absence of take exemptions and compliance with the Act; and how impacts to
migratory birds will be avoided and minimized. We recommend the District work to develop a
bird and bat conservation strategy to establish an adaptive management framework to respond to
avian mortality issues. For specific questions regarding migratory birds, please contact Tom
Dietsch with our Office of Migratory Birds at (760) 431-9440, extension 214. For any other
questions, please contact Lena Chang of my staff at (805) 644-1766, extension 302.
Sincerely,

-*/~
Stephen P. Henry
Field Supervisor

cc:
Doug Barker, California State Parks
Melissa Boggs, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, OSPR
Thomas Dietsch, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Migratory Birds
Ryan Lodge, California Water Boards
Tom Luster, California Coastal Commission
Matthew McGoogan, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Airlin Singewald, County of San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building
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(Service] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2015. Endangered Species Act compliance for the
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February 12, 2015.
(Service] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2014. Comments on the initial study/mitigated
negative declaration for the Cambria emergency water supply project, Cambria, San Luis
Obispo County, California (2014-CPA-0163). Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office,
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Verlinda Bailey <verlinda@charter.net>
Monday, April 06, 2015 10:33 AM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria's Emergency Water Supply
EWS SupportLetter3.31.15.docx

Dear Ms. Garcia:
Please see the attached letter in support of Cambria’s Emergency Water Supply project.
Thank you,
Verlinda Bailey
verlinda@charter.net
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354 Lancaster St.
Cambria, CA 93428
April 5, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618
Dear Ms. Garcia:
I am writing in support of Cambria’s Emergency Water Supply (EWS) Project. I have owned a
home in Cambria since 1984, and have been a permanent resident since 2002. Cambria’s water
shortage problems have troubled our community since the 1990’s, and of course this issue has
been of great concern to me for many years; thankfully, at last, we have addressed the
problem: a new and innovative EWS has been built and is producing the essential water
Cambria so desperately needs.
As you know, California’s continuing drought has put all Cambrians, and indeed all Californians,
in dire straits. In Cambria we rely upon just two aquifers for our potable water—two aquifers
which depend upon seasonal rainfall and fluctuate considerably as a result. Droughts can leave
our aquifers dangerously low and the dual threats of salt-water intrusion and soil subsidence
over the aquifers could cause irreversible damage, endangering our only source of water. The
EWS mitigates the drought’s effects and provides us with a reliable, long-term supply of
potable water.
While launching the EWS is a much-needed and welcome move toward solving Cambria’s
water problems, I am not alone in my worry that the community’s use of this water supply is
contingent upon emergency conditions. The water the EWS provides can only be accessed if
the Community Services District (CSD) Board declares a level three emergency.
Cambrians are unsurpassed in their efforts to conserve water, reducing their average perperson water use to just 30 gallons per day, as compared to the average American who uses
approximately 100 gallons a day. (Source: EPA, Water Sense, An EPA Partnership Program)
Even so, we know that when we experience low seasonal rainfall and extended droughts,
conditions that are endemic to the central coast, our CSD board must declare a level three
emergency in order to keep our aquifers recharged and protected. This means we are faced
with a paradox: In order to access the water available through the EWS, we must implement
draconian, water-saving procedures. A few of these include: saving and hauling buckets of gray

water in order to keep some of our landscaping alive; flushing toilets sporadically; and bathing
and washing clothes less frequently—all of which, at the very least, present hygiene concerns,
as well as difficulties for an aging population, and in the case of dying landscaping, add to the
risk of wildfires. So… when a level three emergency is declared, Cambrians cannot use the EWS
water they need unless they use even less of that which is already in short supply—a classic
Catch-22 situation.
In light of this anomaly, it is imperative that we be issued a Regular Coastal Development
Permit. For Cambria to maintain a safe, reasonable standard of living and provide a consistent,
potable water supply for our existing population, we must be able to use the EWS, as needed,
and on a regular basis. By so doing we can safeguard our valuable and fragile aquifers and
avoid the requirement that we implement drastic, water-conservation measures. A Regular
Coastal Development Permit will secure our water future by protecting the only water source
we have.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Verlinda Bailey

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Arthur Chapman <artsee9660@gmail.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 7:38 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS

We have owned property since 1983, have been permanent residents of Cambria since 1999 and have lived in
the home we built since 2000. Now that the EWS is operational, we can begin to breathe a sigh of relief. But,
our water security will not be assured until the EWS receives a permanent operating permit. We strongly
support this effort.
We agree with the conclusions of the Water Master Plan that a reliable water source is critical to Cambria's
survival. Although we are committed to continuing our water conservation efforts, we cannot conserve our way
out of an extreme multi-year draught. We need the EWS to assure that Cambria survives and thrives.
Sincerely,
Arthur and Trudy Chapman
660 Ashby Lane
Cambria, CA 93428
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

neilhavlik@aol.com
Monday, April 06, 2015 3:27 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS NOP

Ms. Garcia:
As a property owner and Cambria resident, I have been concerned by the current water situation in the community. While
I agree with many others that an emergency water supply was needed, I was, and still am, concerned that the system that
has been constructed is in fact a permanent facility, capable of being easily converted into a regular part of the
community's "normal" water supply. In fact, recent statements by the General Manager have struck me as suggesting
that a conversion of the "emergency" system into part of the "regular" system may in fact be a goal of the proposed EIR. I
believe that this is not how the system was explained to the community, and put forward without proper environmental
analysis and deliberation, and, should such conversion be made, it would result in the ultimate loss of whatever safety
margin for water supply the facility represents, which would leave us in the same situation as we were when the current
drought reached a point where the CCSD Board was forced to declare a Stage 3 emergency.
For these reasons, I request that the EIR include discussion of the impacts that a change in the "emergency supply"
status to one of being part of the community's regular supply could have on the community. These might include new
housing being permitted, and the need to find a new "emergency" water supply, to name but two. This is in addition to the
site-specific impacts of the currently operational emergency system.
Thank you.
Neil Havlik
Cambria, CA.
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kathy Hutchison <kathutch@sbcglobal.net>
Monday, April 06, 2015 1:16 PM
Garcia, Rita
Re: Public Comments: Cambria Project Information Packet
CCSD Letter.pdf

Rita: Please find a copy of the letter in PDF format attached. I also sent a hard copy to your attention last
week. Thank you, Kathy Hutchison 650-245-8176
On 4/6/15, 11:42 AM, "Garcia, Rita" <RGARCIA@mbakerintl.com> wrote:
Kathy- We are unable to open your attachment. Please, could you attach as a PDF and resend? Thank
you. RG
From: Kathy Hutchison [mailto:kathutch@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 11:10 AM
To: Garcia, Rita
Cc: donhutchison@earthlink.net; Kathy Hutchison
Subject: Public Comments: Cambria Project Information Packet

Ms. Garcia: Please find attached a letter in support of the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project as the
Project Information Packet is reviewed to include public comments due by 4/6/15. A signed letter will be
posted today as well.
Thank you,
Kathy & Don Hutchison
4845 Windsor Blvd.
Cambria, CA 93428
805 924-1812
Cell: 650-245-8176 (KH) or 650-868-0870 (DH)
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Ms.	
  Rita	
  Garcia	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
March	
  30,	
  2015	
  
Technical	
  Manager	
  
RBF	
  Consulting	
  
14725	
  Alton	
  Parkway	
  
Irine,	
  	
  Ca	
  92618	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Ms.	
  Garcia:	
  
	
  
This	
  letter	
  is	
  written	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  CCSD	
  request	
  for	
  public	
  comments	
  in	
  
conjunction	
  with	
  their	
  Project	
  Information	
  Packet	
  in	
  preparation	
  of	
  an	
  
Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report.	
  This	
  is	
  also	
  written	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  	
  Cambria’s	
  
Emergency	
  Water	
  Supply	
  Project,	
  (EWS).	
  
	
  
Having	
  discovered	
  Cambria	
  with	
  our	
  young	
  sons	
  in	
  1997,	
  we	
  purchased	
  a	
  family	
  
home	
  in	
  1999	
  and	
  have	
  enjoyed	
  this	
  spectacular	
  respite	
  near	
  the	
  sea	
  with	
  countless	
  
family	
  and	
  friends	
  from	
  near	
  and	
  far	
  over	
  the	
  years.	
  	
  The	
  dedication	
  to	
  water	
  
conservation	
  and	
  exploration	
  of	
  alternative	
  water	
  reclamation	
  sources	
  	
  has	
  been	
  
and	
  is	
  extraordinary.	
  	
  As	
  the	
  State	
  continues	
  to	
  deal	
  with	
  the	
  extended	
  drought,	
  this	
  
community	
  has	
  taken	
  the	
  extra	
  steps	
  necessary	
  with	
  the	
  EWS	
  to	
  ensure	
  continued	
  
sustainability	
  of	
  water	
  for	
  ALL	
  to	
  enjoy,	
  	
  residents	
  	
  &	
  	
  visitors	
  alike.	
  	
  The	
  EWS	
  will	
  
ensure	
  potential	
  fire	
  fighting	
  capability	
  which	
  will	
  have	
  a	
  long	
  term	
  positive	
  impact	
  
on	
  	
  ALL	
  	
  who	
  live,	
  work,	
  and	
  rest	
  	
  here,	
  on	
  animal	
  life	
  and	
  	
  environmental	
  concerns.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  also	
  support	
  approval	
  of	
  the	
  operation	
  of	
  the	
  EWS,	
  a	
  few	
  of	
  many	
  reasons:	
  
	
  
1. Long	
  term	
  availability	
  of	
  potable	
  water	
  for	
  consumption,	
  health,	
  &	
  fire	
  
protection	
  
2. Lack	
  of	
  natural	
  precipitation	
  and	
  extended	
  drought	
  has	
  compromised	
  the	
  
reliability	
  of	
  water	
  from	
  the	
  existing	
  aquifers	
  that	
  sustain	
  potable	
  water	
  
3. The	
  extraordinary	
  diligence	
  of	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  	
  Cambrians	
  	
  to	
  conserve	
  is	
  still	
  
inadequate	
  
4. The	
  continued	
  viability	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  depends	
  on	
  an	
  alternative	
  source	
  
of	
  water	
  
5. Without	
  EWS	
  there	
  appears	
  to	
  be	
  potential	
  danger	
  of	
  saltwater	
  intrusion	
  in	
  
to	
  the	
  San	
  Simeon	
  Creek	
  aquifer,	
  which	
  will	
  likely	
  have	
  harmful	
  	
  
environmental	
  repercussions.	
  
	
  
The	
  EWS	
  is	
  operational,	
  not	
  without	
  challenges	
  or	
  environmental	
  concerns.	
  But	
  the	
  
challenges	
  and	
  concerns	
  are	
  being	
  addressed	
  &	
  rectified	
  expediently.	
  	
  The	
  positive	
  
impact	
  of	
  the	
  EWS	
  on	
  the	
  lives	
  of	
  all	
  Cambrians,	
  and	
  the	
  surrounding	
  forests,	
  
habitats	
  &	
  animals,	
  will	
  be	
  maintained	
  and	
  quite	
  possibly	
  improved	
  as	
  time	
  goes	
  by.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
Kathy	
  and	
  Don	
  Hutchison	
  4845	
  Windsor	
  Blvd.	
  	
  Cambria,	
  Ca.93428	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

DUANE KANNBERG <dekannberg@aol.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 1:42 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project EIR

Ms Garcia
I believe we Cambrians dodged a bullet last year soley because the CCSD board of directors had the guts to do a very
controversial thing which was deciding to spend money to build an emergency water plant. The fact that we have a
sustainable source of water that can be used when we Cambrians are in need has lifted quite a mental burden on us. No
more unsafe hygene issues to save water. No more wondering if we should sell our homes, before it was to late.
I know this really helped my outlook on living here. I was ready to leave.
This water plant needs to be permanent for our survival as I have lost trust in our shallow coastal aquifiers.
This water plant appears to be thought out very well as to design and location as it does not draw directly from the ocean
and does not put back into the ocean. And from the testing period it has been able to go thru, appears to be giving us
what we expected and what we are paying for.
That makes me feel optimistic for my future in Cambria
Duane Kannberg
598Cambridge St
Cambria Ca 93428
Carol Kannberg
same
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Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Deryl Robinson <derylrobinson@outlook.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 1:43 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambria EWS - NOP comments
CCSD EIR NOP Comments - 4.6.15.pdf

Ms Garcia,
Please find attached our response to the NOP.
Regards,
Deryl Robinson
949-637-2607
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United Lot Owners of Cambria
“UnLOC”
April 6, 2015
Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Pkwy
Irvine, CA 92618
Re: Notice Preparation, Cambria CSD Emergency Water Supply Project
Ms. Garcia and Project Team:
Thank you for this opportunity to provide our comments on the EIR scoping for
the referenced project. Our comments are as follows:
Section 10.b. – Land Use and Planning
The overarching adopted Land Use Plan for Cambria is the North Coast Area
Plan as of 2008 (NCAP). The proposed project does not conflict with that plan
and therefore has no impact. The NCAP took many years to complete and
received a great deal of public input. There is no need to re-litigate it.
Section 13.a. – Population and Housing
We agree with the agency’s assessment that there is no growth inducing impact
from the proposed project. Under its Growth Management Ordinance, the
County of SLO envisions 2.3% annual growth county wide. The number of new
homes envisioned in Cambria’s Water Master Plan is already accounted for in
the NCAP. There has been zero to negative growth in Cambria over the last 15
years, due to the CCSD emergency water shortage declaration. So even if
Cambria was allowed to go back to 2.3% growth the long term growth rate will
still be far less than the countywide allowance. Additionally, the proposed project
does not allow for extension of service lines to new areas, nor does it propose to
expand the CCSD service area. Both are prohibited by CCSD ordinance.
Thank you again to the project team and the community of Cambria for this
opportunity to be heard. We look forward to future participation.
Best regards,
Deryl Robinson
President
United Lot Owners of Cambria

Protecting the entitlements and value of vacant lots in Cambria
UnLOC.org
718 Main St, Cambria, CA 93428

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Don Sather <satherarchitect@charter.net>
Monday, April 06, 2015 5:35 PM
Garcia, Rita
Cambrians For Water
Cambria Community Services District EWS
EWS.docx

Dear Ms. Garcia,
Please include the attached letter in support of the CCSD EWS Thank you, Don Sather and Lee Oliphant
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Donald G. Sather
Lee Ann Oliphant
889 Northampton St.
Cambria, CA 93428
805-927-1819
5 April 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia
Technical Manager
M Baker International Inc.
Rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Dear Ms. Garcia,
We are writing in support of the Cambria Community Services District
Emergency Water Supply project.
With the fourth year of extreme drought forecast for California, we feel it is
imperative that this project be permitted to operate as the District directors
feel necessary to provide a permanent, continuous potable water supply for
our community, as well as an adequate supply of water to fight domestic and
wildfires in our drought and age stressed Monterey Pine forests.
The Herculean conservation efforts of this community attest to the fact that
the residents will not waste one drop of water when this project is fully
operational after having met all of the necessary technical and environmental
requirements. Cambria residents have always been committed to maintaining
and sustaining our unique environment – the reason most of us are now
residents.

We are now on the forefront of drought solutions. In order to retain and
maintain our well-being and environment, we must have a long-term reliable
source of water. This project will be an immense help.
Sincerely,
s/
Don Sather and Lee Ann Oliphant

Steele, Noelle
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mary <webb.mary599@gmail.com>
Monday, April 06, 2015 2:38 PM
Bob Gresens; Garcia, Rita
NOP comments
NOP M. Webb questions.pdf; GS Initial Study July 2014 copy.pdf

Attached are comments from July of 2014 that were never answered and new questions. Please address both letters.
Thank you,
Mary Webb
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April 6, 2015
Mr. Robert C. Gresens, P.E., District Engineer Cambria Community Services District
1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201
Cambria, California 93428
Tel. 805.927.6223; Fax 805.927.5584; Email bgresens@cambriacsd.org
Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting, a Michael Baker International Company 14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
Email rgarcia@mbakerintl.com
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cambria
Emergency Water Supply Project
Please provide all construction and project change orders with a detailed cost analysis
since this project began last May of 2014.
Please provide a new project description that incorporates all past change orders and
analysis of changes.
Please analyze the Whale Rock Water exchange using accurate numbers with water going
one way rather than two ways.
Please analyze a off stream reservoir scenario that holds about 700 acre feet.
We will be waiting for an actual project description which does not exist today, in order
to make more relevant comments. For now there are more questions than comments.
A deep pondlike structure lies south of the waste pond and no one has been able to
identify its purpose.
• What is the purpose of the deep pond that lies to the south of the waste pond?
• What does that pond contain?
• If it contains liquids what agency is monitoring the discharges, and how much does it
hold?
I’m concerned about the level of oversight that was given to the construction of the
pipelines containing chemicals that are now buried. Please provide documents showing
that pipeline construction successfully passed inspections.
• What government agency inspected the installation of chemical tanks and pipelines
M. Webb
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When did inspections take place?
When were chemicals delivered?
Are chemical pipelines designed to be permanent or temporary?
Were materials used for a permanent project or were the materials only rated for short
term use?
• Is secondary containment for chemicals appropriate at this sensitive location or do the
tanks need a third level of containment?
•
•
•
•

I’m especially concerned about the pipelines containing chemical waste that were buried
underneath Van Gordon Creek via the horizontally drilling in October 2014.
• If those pipelines leak how would anyone leaks were occurring or the source of the
chemical leak until it is too late?
The Lagoon Mitigation Water pipeline demands constant monitoring at the place where it
discharges into the creek system, rather than from the plant itself. Mistakes can be made
(as happened in February) with operator errors. The Cambria CSD deliberately sent RO
water containing Chlorine to the lagoon to mix with mitigation water for unknown
reasons.
• Why did the CSD sent RO water to the Lagoon?
• Was the AWTP pumping regimen affecting creek drawdown?
• How was chlorine treated water added to the lagoon mitigation water - thru the
pipelines or some other way?
• Are there two pipes going to the Lagoon rather than one?
• Is there a separate RO pipe to the Lagoon?
• Is water quality testing now occurring at the Lagoon Mitigation water discharge site?
• Will this testing be continued as part of the CSD’s regular monitoring program?
• What precautions have been taken to prevent chlorine contamination or any other
contamination of lagoon water in the future?
• What agency will be responsible for setting chlorine limits for a creek that contains
endangered species?
Supposedly to protect species, the Project provides up to 100 g.p.m of fresh water near
the head of where the lagoon occurs during the dry season.
• Is the 100 g.p.m. Lagoon Mitigation water designed to protect species or was it put in
place for some other reason?
• Please give details on how 100 g.p.m. lagoon mitigation water is sufficient to protect
species?
• By what analysis was 100 g.p.m. determined to be enough water to protect species?
• Is this mitigation water to be provided at all times when the plant is running?
• Please describe when mitigation will or will not be provided.
M. Webb
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I have not seen any documentation on the temperature of this lagoon mitigation water and
how it may be affecting the lagoon.
• Is the temperature the same as, or compatible with receiving water temperatures?
• Does the temperature of the Lagoon mitigation water vary?
• What agency is regulating, overseeing and testing the water temperature to be
protective of wildlife especially endangered fish and amphibian populations?
An elaborate rock revetment system was initially installed to disperse the Lagoon
Mitigation water from the mitigation pipeline into the creek system. Recently the Lagoon
Mitigation water system was abandoned in favor of burying the pipeline directly into the
dirt.
• What prevents turbidity into the lagoon from erosion caused by this new system?
The CSD did not pass the tracer test last fall, which is to make sure the treated Reverse
Osmosis water travels for 2 months before traveling to the production wells for
consumption. The 2014 Test was not representative of actual conditions as San Simeon
Creek was offline for drinking water use during the test. A legitimate tracer test has not
yet been conducted. January and February 2015 production reports (not released until
March of 2015) show Cambrians are drinking from San Simeon Creek wells therefore
might be drinking AWTP water (if 2 months travel time is correct).
• Are Cambrians drinking water from San Simeon Creek since this project started
running January 20, 2015?
• If so, what agency is responsible for health problems that may ensue from drinking
water that has not successfully passed a legitimate 2 month tracer test?
Cambria CSD spent millions of dollars unnecessarily and without fully disclosing their
intent to build a long term public works project under a false ‘emergency’ scenario, that
provided no water in a drought emergency. The CSD does not have the skills needed
to operate a complicated project such as this one, and there is no redundancy within the
CSD staff to operate it even if we manage to get one person fully trained. We
have already experienced a lack of enforcement, lack of sufficient oversight, and lack of
monitoring resulting in harms to fish, wildlife, agriculture, and people.
Mary Webb
1186 Hartford
Cambria, CA 93428

M. Webb
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!
!
!
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!
!
July 22, 2014!
!

Bob Gresens District Engineer!
President Bahringer and Cambria Community Services District Board!
Post Office Box 65!
Cambria, CA 93428!

!
bgresens@cambriacsd.org!
!
RE: Cambria Emergency Water Project on San Simeon Creek (IS/MND)!
!

The Cambria Community Services District has spent more than 20 years and an unknown total
amount of capital pursuing seawater desalination as a water supply source for Cambria and
surrounds, with no results other than what seems to be an ongoing attempt to combat and
challenge State and Federal environmental laws (Attachment A). !

!

The lure of the ocean as an unlimited and free water storage reservoir for humans is enticing
and hard to resist. However, negative impacts to humans and to all the plants and animals that
live in and near it, have been dismissed or ignored as if checking a box entitled ‘no impact’
magically solves the problem. The impacts to humans are considerable especially energy cost
and its contribution to overall greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, population growth
inducement to this very sensitive and undeveloped region of the North Coast of San Luis
Obispo County, and the problems of waste disposal whether seawater desalination or brackish
water desalination remain unresolved. !

!

Greenspace welcomed the introduction of Sava Nedic and CDM Smith to this equation
because, for the first time in 20 years, there seemed to be at least a recognition of the
challenges this project must overcome in order to be viable. Upon reading CDM Smith reports
one can easily surmise that energy costs are high; Instream flow studies are needed and have
not been completed; the chemical waste produced is larger than the the disposal site; noise
and lights will be an issue for State Parks campgrounds; additional staff will need to be hired;
operation and maintenance will be at least $400,000 per year. CDM also outlines that !

!

“The permeability of the lagoon deposits is unknown, so it may be necessary to provide
increased discharge to the wells or directly to the channel if the drought persists for an extended
period. If additional mitigation flow are required, then additional pumping from well 9P7 would be
required. (Appendix D pg. 114-115.)!

!

“If emergency operations were to continue into the future with no runoff in San Simeon Creek,
then this higher TDS water and eventually sea water would be induced to the area of
9P7.” (Appendix D pg. 21)!

!

“Factors such as the lateral boundary inflow, connection with the ocean, configuration of the
aquifer west of the shoreline and other factors are uncertain and have no direct field data for
their characterization….” and !

!

“The model should be refined in the future when significant changes in water use in the basin
occur after implementation of the selected emergency water supply alternative to refine
operational parameters.” (Title 22 5.5 Model Uncertainties and Limitations)!

!

This new ‘temporary and portable’ project that proposes to desalinate brackish water rather than
ocean water seems to recognize that ocean desalination is not the way forward for Cambria,
yet this project is close enough to the ocean that future steps could easily be taken in a
westward direction, thru the entrance to the Hearst San Simeon Natural Preserve, and onward
to the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, the CA Sea Otter Refuge and the newly
acquired Cambria State Marine Park.!

!

Definition of Brackish Water!
Upon further investigation it appears that an acceptable and detailed definition of Brackish
Water is needed. CCSD recently applied for Prop. 50 Grant funds (but was denied) so by using
those guidelines the following has come to light. According to the 2013 Water Desalination
solicitation package for Prop 50 funds, found at the Department of Water Resources as outlined
in AB1747 (Statutes of 2003, Water Code Section 79547.2(c)), !

!

“ Saline water is water with a salinity that exceeds normally acceptable standards for municipal,
domestic, and irrigation uses. For the purpose of this grant program, only projects with water
sources containing Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentration exceeding 1,000 milligrams of
salt per liter will be considered for funding.”!

!

INELIGIBLE PROJECTS !
“The following types of projects will not be considered for this round of funding:!
Wastewater treatment, and the potable water treatment of impaired waters and agricultural
drainage water intended primarily for the removal of chemicals other than salinity generally are
not eligible for funding, even if the technology employed is one that is commonly used for water
desalination.”!

!

“Projects intending to desalinate water containing TDS concentration of less than 1,000
milligrams of salt per liter are not eligible for funding”!

!

Feasibility studies of seawater desalination!
“If during the execution of a project, project conditions are found to be substantively different
from those anticipated during the grant application process, the grantee will consult with DWR to
determine an appropriate course of action. For example, if an awarded grantee discovers
actual feed water conditions are less saline than 1,000 mg/L, then the grantee must inform the
DWR project administrator and await instructions on how to proceed.”!

!

According to the above definition, this project is not treating ‘brackish water”. Below are the
most important paragraphs from the Title 22 report to describe the source water of Well 9P7 for
treatment. CDM Smith reports that water drawn from well 9P7 is in fact drinking water: “The
water quality measured in source well 9P7, supplying the AWTP, is high quality before
treatment, already complying with every drinking water MCL and secondary MCL.
A” (Title 22 Report Section 7.2)!

!

However, CDM Smith then also goes on to state that the source water is ‘brackish” although
they do qualify that statement by saying ‘from the basin’, not specifically from Well 9P7: !

!

Title 22 2.1 Overview!
“The source water for the Emergency Water Supply Project is the brackish groundwater from
the San Simeon Creek Basin, two miles north of the Cambria Township. The water will be
extracted from the aquifer at CCSD Well 9P7, located between the existing Effluent
Percolation Ponds. The location of this well was shown on Figure 1‐2. Groundwater models
indicate that the water in the basin near the extraction well is a blend of infiltrated secondary
effluent from the Cambria Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), natural underflow from inland
groundwater, and deep basin brackish water with limited recharge. As the well is pumped for
extended periods of use, it is anticipated that the contribution from secondary effluent will
increase substantially. Due to the possibility that the well water will become primarily influenced
by infiltrated secondary effluent, the post‐extraction treatment facility has been designed to
comply with 2014 CDPH regulations for groundwater replenishment of recycled water.”!

!
Title 22 7.2 AWTP Product Water"
!

“The water quality measured in source well 9P7, supplying the AWTP, is high quality
before treatment, already complying with every drinking water MCL and secondary MCL.
A complete analysis from this well, showing regulated parameters is included in Appendix D.
Table 7‐2 is a summary table including parameters that were measured in the source water at
levels above the detection limit or were assumed to be higher in the AWTP source water after
prolonged operation of the Well. Without comprehensive data for the AWTP influent, the process
design was performed after adding 10% additional ionic constituents to assumed Source Water
conditions in Table 7.2. RO projections are performed with TDS of 1370 ppm to meet ionic
charge balance. Please refer to Appendix C3 for RO projection. The AWTP product water is
expected to meet all drinking water and recycled water quality limits and guidelines, and will be
monitored periodically to confirm the quality of this product water. The proposed monitoring
program is included in Section 8.”!

!

WELL 9P7 is shown to have a TDS level of 1110 according to Table 7-2 chart. However that
same table refers readers to Section 2 Table 2-1. In Table 2-1 The TDS of the Source Water at
9P7 is only 425 (note 1) with a Maximum of 510 (note1).!
notes:!
1. Based on Annual Report Summary from Cambria WWTP for 2012 through 2013!
2. Based on April 7, 2014 sampling event. No maximums are included as only single data point is available !
3. Based on April 21, 2014 sampling event. No maximums are included as only single data point is available.!

!

The TDS level of 1110 is assumed condition because the project will by itself induce salt water
intrusion and pull the wastewater from the percolation pond thru the aquifer which pollutes the
perfectly drinkable groundwater that exists at Well 9P7 today. The project causes the pollution.

This is not a brackish water project. It is using fresh groundwater to mix with wastewater, and
induce salt water intrusion into an area that has not suffered from it.!

!
And!
!

“If emergency operations were to continue into the future with no runoff in San Simeon Creek,
then this higher TDS water and eventually sea water would be induced to the area of 9P7. If this
extreme drought condition were to occur, the steady-state TDS would be a blend of the
percolated waste water, return flows from injection at RIW1 and sea water, with minor basin flow
from up-gradient after several years. Under this extreme condition, the TDS could rise as high
as 8,500 mg/L when this equilibrium is reached after several years of no stream flow recharging
the system. (Appendix D pg. 21)!

!
In addition - wastewater is not currently affecting Well 9P7 as shown here:!
!

Title 22 2.4 Water Quality section:!
“Table 2‐1 presents a summary of historical water quality data. Projections of water quality have
been based on both historic effluent quality from the Cambria WWTP and limited data from
production of CCSD Well 9P7. It should be noted that the sucralose levels measured in the well
after 2.5 hours of continuous pumping were approximately one percent of the levels in the
secondary effluent (see Table 2‐1). Since sucralose is an artificial organic compound known to
degrade slowly in natural systems, the low concentration in the well water suggests that the
contribution of young wastewater in 9P7 was quite low, and the well may ultimately prove
to not be under the direct influence of wastewater. In spite of these findings, the facility
design has been based on a conservative assumption that the primary contributor to water in
the extraction well will be percolated secondary effluent.”!

!

The above inconsistencies and statements are designed to confuse and cleverly mislead the
reader, rather than inform. It is not helpful and does not promote serious and intelligent review
of a project that requires the utmost clarity. There is no doubt that Cambria’s wastewater should
be treated directly and recycled or used as groundwater recharge rather than being dumped
onto the surface of a percolation pond near San Simeon Creek. !

!

Instead, based on all indications from the Title 22 report, and Appendix D, this project is
purposefully inducing salt water intrusion in order to reduce it, and drawing in wastewater in
order to treat it. Wouldn’t it be less costly and more efficient to just tertiary treat the
wastewater, never dump it on the ground, and reinject the treated wastewater after all
environmental hurdles are overcome? At the same time the CSD could be applying for permits
to use Well 9P7 for supplemental drinking water rather than polluting it.!

!
!

Agency Review and Timelines (see Attachment A - NEPA/CEQA Timeline)!
1. The Cambria CSD is proposing to complete enough tasks by August of 2014 to provide safe
and reliable drinking water for the community of Cambria by October 1, 2014. CCSD has
requested that all permits are emergency permits which would allow fast tracking including
exemptions for CEQA to avoid a full EIR. The emergency permit is not appropriate for this
project as timelines for produced water have been moved into the 2014-15 rainfall season.
No drinking water from this project is expected to be available until 2015. Goals will not be
met.!

2. Fast Tracking of permits is not justifiable at this location.!
3. The CSD will not be able to complete the necessary studies and all regulatory requirements
within the 180 day timeframe mandated by the Central Coast Water Board November 2014.!
4. In letter dated June 11, 2014 the Central Coast Water Board warned that the CSD had not
started the process for obtaining permits from the CA Department of Fish and Wildlife, the
US Fish and Wildlife, the Section 404 or Section 401 applicability from the Army Corps of
Engineers, the California Dept. of Public Health, the CA Coastal Commission, or other
agencies. !
5. Same letter describes incomplete processes for CSD to apply for permits for ocean
discharge or storm water discharge alternatives for waste disposal. !
6. In Title 22 report, Photograph 8 states: “Facing east. A second alternative for disposing of
unusable brine left over from the water treatment is to send it via an existing pipeline to be
discharged into the ocean.”!
7. This location contains a number of threatened and endangered species. San Simeon Creek
empties into the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary and the Cambria State Marine
Park. Agencies with oversight include, but are not limited to, the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and Administration, CA State
Parks, CA Fish and Wildlife, CA Coastal Commission, the CA Dept. of Public Health, the
State Water Resources Control Board, the Regional Water Quality Control Board and
others.!
8. Section 404 of the US Environmental Protection Act required yet not begun.!
9. Section 7 of the CA Endangered Species Act required yet not begun.!

!

Staffing Issues!
1. Cambria CSD is currently operating without a level 3 Certified Waste Water systems
manager, or senior wastewater operator, or utilities manager as a result of the resignation of
Mike Finnigan effective June 18, 2014.!
2. The district has experienced a sharp loss in institutional knowledge in the past year or so,
with resignations of former District Clerk Kathy Choate, Water Department Supervisor Jim
Adams, Finance Officer Alleyne LaBossiere, Finance Clerk Kathy Frye and others. Several
employees have taken medical leaves to deal with stress.!
3. A lack of confidence in the CSD ability to perform exists based on past history with hefty
fines paid for recent sewage spills. Water leaks and infrastructure problems continually
need attention.!
4. A lack of confidence in the CSD to monitor water adequately to protect public health and
safety exists demonstrated by the pumping of Santa Rosa Creek well SR1 before Mtbe
case is closed.!
5. CSD Org charts and staffing have been rearranged and reordered so many times that few
know who is working at what level of expertise at present.!

!

Alternatives!
1. Lack of independent review of alternatives and ‘laser focus’ on desalination as the sole
project due to Federal funding limitations for desalination and Army Corps involvement.!
2. “The lack of long-term storage is a significant concern to CCSD and agricultural pumpers,
because during droughts, groundwater basins may not be completely filled during the wet
season, and as a result, water level drawdown from dry season pumping poses a greater
risk of causing seawater intrusion in San Simeon Creek or land Subsidence in the Santa
Rosa Creek watershed. “ (Appendix B Need for Instream Flow Study pg 228)!

3. CSD continues 30 year failure to create an unbiased community ‘stakeholder’ process to
arrive at water decision.!
4. The CSD is pumping non potable water from Santa Rosa Creek well SR1, that could be
used for drinking water with slight filtration. !
5. The Cambria community has basically taken the idea of building tank farms into their own
hands, creating individual residential tank farms to water landscaping.!
6. CSD still has the capability of extracting in the 2014 dry season from Santa Rosa Creek
SR4 which may not impact the WBE monitoring wells as quickly as extracting from SR1.!
7. Threat of running out of water -Ranchers provided water to CSD in the past.!
8. Ranchers can be paid to fallow fields - has offer been made?!
9. Swimming pools are being filled - why is there water for pools but not people?!
10. Hotels/motels have been allowed more water and a monetary break on water use.!
11. Utilizing above ground water bladders to store water were not analyzed in the technical
memo. !
12. Reducing water use thru limiting the intensity of commercial summertime lodging, or
reducing the number of tourism events during the summer and fall have not been analyzed
in the technical memo. !
13. Reducing overall water consumption in Cambria has been accomplished thru a Stage 3
Water shortage emergency banning all outdoor water irrigation with potable water and has
reduced water use 40% or more.!

!

Costs and Funding!
1. CCSD Minutes and timeline indicate continuing and recent US Army Corps of Engineers
involvement in this long term project. (Attachment )!
2. A Prop. 84 CA State grant for $3,750,000 is being sought at the same time the Army Corps
of Engineers has been working on Cambria’s EIR/EIS for desalination alternative.
(Attachment )!
3. The project was originally envisioned to rent and operate a temporary, portable brackish
water Reverse Osmosis Unit, costing approximately $100,000 not a permanent project.!
4. Giving away SR1 water negatively impacts water and wastewater enterprise funds. The
exact amount of water removed from SR1 is unpublished and CSD production reports claim
those wells are ‘shut down’ when in fact they are pumping water out of the creek.!
5. Cost for entire project unknown for ratepayers at this point estimated at $8-$11 million !
6. Cost per acre foot for Operation and Maintenance alone is $1400 per acre foot (for 2 new
operators) $350,000 per year for 250 acre feet.!
7. CDM Smith reported the plant requires 5 new operators (with high levels of experience)
therefore per acre foot cost much higher than $350,000 annually for Operation and
Maintenance.!
8. Costs continue to escalate due to lack of public support and refusal to conduct an
independent community stakeholder process.!

!

Environmental Issues!
1. Habitat Conservation Plan never funded.!
2. Instream Flow studies for both San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks never funded.”The
North Coast Area Plan (NCAP) includes standards and findings required for any new public
water supply project that will assure CCSD water withdrawals are limited to protect adequate
in-stream flows to support sensitive species and riparian/wetland habitat within the reach of
streams effected by CCSD pumping. This leads to an in-stream flow management study
objective to determine the sustainable amount of withdrawals for new development that may

3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

!

be accommodated, which will not adversely affect riparian and wetland habitat or agricultural
activities.” (Appendix B Need for Instream Flow Studies)!
Cambria Forest Management Plan never funded.!
Will growth be allowed and the moratorium lifted in Cambria or San Simeon with this
‘temporary’ project or if this becomes a permanent facility? What mitigations for growth are
being conditioned in this temporary or long term project?!
Impacts and drawdown and hydrology of San Simeon Creek and Lagoon are "unknown, and
uncertain" as admitted by CDM Smith in the Technical report.!
Area recently mowed in the Spring without checking for nesting of endangered species such
as Western Pond Turtle.!
Given the very high cost to produce this water and the financial impacts it would place on
the water utility and ratepayers, other less expensive and environmental sound water
management options would not be funded.!

Mitigation and Growth!
1. A Cambria buildout reduction program, costing 38 million and never funded, was required
mitigation for Cambria’s past desalination efforts.!
2. CSD continues to issue Intent to Serve Letters requiring additional water diversions under a
2:1 retrofit model that is obviously not protecting human or coastal resources.!
3. SLO County continues to approve development relying on CSD water assurances thereby
jeopardizing Cambria residents right to water.!

!

Emergency Ordinance Policy considerations!
1. CSD made discriminatory application of mandatory water use restrictions and fines.!
2. CSD failed to carry out the phase one, two or three mandatory restrictions of use by
commercial and public customers as required by ordinance.!
3. CSD failed to consider and cement purchase of water from ranchers.!
4. CSD continues to allow public events at CSD owned Vet’s Hall facilities.!
5. CSD continues to use SR1 well water at Santa Rosa Creek for landscape watering rather
than for drinking water.!

!

Supply!
1. Tracer studies are now expected to use 134 Acre Feet of water (pumping 60 Af per month)
in the critically dry season. What are the effects of drawdown on sensitive species?!
2. The 134 AF will not necessarily be recaptured for drinking water and what is recaptured
must travel 2 -3 months before we can drink it. That means 134 acre feet is immediately
unavailable to Cambria when we need it the most. “The percentage of recovery would
increase for longer durations under more extreme drought conditions, as basin inflow
decreases. If the emergency alternative is only operated for 3 months all the water would be
pumped from the basin and not from the project.” (Emergency alt 4 p6-4)!
3. CSD is unwisely giving away an unlimited amount of water supplies at SR1 in Santa Rosa
Creek for landscaping purposes.!
4. Palmer Flats stopped running May 16 therefore we have 370 Acre Feet, if we are careful,
until rains.!

!

Waste Discharge and Brine Containment!
1. Van Gordon Creek may have been altered without permits. Wastewater discharges are
occurring to Van Gordon Creek that may be affecting endangered species.!

2. What is contained in the current wastewater percolation ponds and what agency is
monitoring for safety?!
3. The current percolation ponds are producing algae blooms in both the ponds and lagoons.
(see Attachment )!
4. Waste discharges are located at the intersections of Van Gordon and San Simeon creeks
within 100 feet of creeks containing endangered species.!
5. A list of chemicals and amounts contained in the waste products needs clarity.!
6. 65,000 gallons per day (36 acre feet) of waste discharge will be created “over a six month
period” to be disposed of in a lined evaporation pond near Van Gordon Creek which appears
to be too small (22 acre feet) to contain the waste. What if plant runs more than a six month
period?!
7. 5 mechanical evaporators are being introduced to evaporate the waste at an accelerated
rate which increases the energy use (therefore cost), increases noise levels, and introduces
the problem of aerosol overspray of chemically laden waste into neighboring areas and the
campground.!
8. The mechanical evaporators will run 12 hours per day for 365 days per year near the
campground. Please listen http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5Mxg03yarAc!
9. Idea for an ocean outfall or “stormwater outfall” alternative has now been introduced into the
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, the Cambria State Marine Park and the CA Sea
Otter Refuge due to brine pond inadequacies. This is a fatal flaw.!

!

Other issues!
1. Impacts to cultural resources are significant and not addressed sufficiently to protect them.
Archeology report from 1991 and 1994 may not be sufficient to protect cultural resources,
but should be included. Which tribes were contacted? Has a formal consultation begun?!
2. Noise, Lights, and industrialization of this sensitive area and campground.!
3. Extraction at SR1 can seriously impact the WBE monitoring well at Windsor Bridge, causing
the CSD to shut down all water extractions from Santa Rosa Creek when we need the water
the most.!

!
!
!
!
Thank you for your consideration,!
!

Mary Webb VP for the Board of Directors!
Greenspace -the Cambria Land Trust!

!
!
!
!
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April 7, 2015
Ms. Rita Garcia, Technical Manager
RBF Consulting
rgarcia@mbakerintl.com

Dear Ms. Garcia:
COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF PREPARATION, CAMBRIA EMERGENCY WATER SUPPLY
PROJECT, CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board received the Cambria Community
Services District’s notice of preparation of a draft EIR for its emergency water supply project.
The Water Board is especially interested in the project’s effects on hydrology and water quality,
but we encourage the district to thoroughly evaluate all potential effects and possible project
alternatives.
As you know, operation of the Title 27 impoundment has had its share of problems. The nonwater-quality environmental impacts of the impoundment identified in the EIR may affect how
the district operates the impoundment or push the district to consider alternatives to the
impoundment. The district should consider all possible alternatives, including covered temporary
tanks, off-site disposal by trucking, and piping and disposal at San Simeon’s wastewater
treatment plant.
The EIR should also thoroughly analyze impacts to groundwater and whether project
alternatives, such as direct treatment of wastewater, would have lesser impacts.
We look forward to reviewing the EIR. If you have any questions, please contact Jon Rokke at
(805) 549-3892 or by email at jon.rokke@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Kenneth A. Harris Jr.
Executive Officer

Rita Garcia

cc:

-2-

April 7, 2015

bgresens@cambriacsd.org
Jeff.Densmore@waterboards.ca.gov
rlichtenfels@co.slo.ca.us
Tom.Luster@coastal.ca.gov
Jason.Chance@wildlife.ca.gov
Melissa.Boggs@wildlife.ca.gov
Linda.Connolly@wildlife.ca.gov
Julie.Vance@wildlife.ca.gov
Thea.Tryon@waterboards.ca.gov
Chris.Adair@waterboards.ca.gov
Ryan.Lodge@Waterboards.ca.gov
John.Robertson@waterboards.ca.gov
Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov
Jeff.Densmore@waterboards.ca.gov
Matthew.McCarthy@waterboards.ca.gov
Mitchell.Moody@waterboards.ca.gov
Doug.Barker@parks.ca.gov
lena_chang@fws.gov
Kirstina_Barry@fws.gov
jacob_martin@fws.gov
thomas_dietsch@fws.gov
jenny_marek@fws.gov
bridget.hoover@noaa.gov
matthew.mcgoogan@noaa.gov
bill.struble@noaa.gov
Daniel.Robinson@coastal.ca.gov
asingewald@co.slo.ca.us

p:\wdr\wdr facilities\san luis obispo co\cambria wwtp\emergency water supply project\ceqa response\nop
response.docx
ECM: 809684

