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                                                                                                 January 16, 2012
 
To: Chairman Laird and fellow members of the California Ocean Protection Council;
 
It is stated in the Draft California Ocean Protection Council Five Year Strategic Plan  “The
new strategic plan for 2012 – 2017 proposes OPC action in areas of critical need where the
Council‘s involvement can yield tangible progress and have the greatest impact.”  To implement
“tangible progress” the OPC must address some of the political obstacles in the current process that
contribute to waste of financial resources.
 
 At the December 16, 2011 Governor’s Climate Conference, IPCC Chair Rajendra Pachauri.
stated that building sector involvement to mitigate the reduction of carbon was by far the most
attractive and has the most potential.  It was also noted by Governor Brown that the policies
implemented by Fannie Mae & Freddie Mac are obstructing green energy conversion for home
owners. An area of concern that has yet to be addressed by state agencies is the investment
practices of local agencies that support organizations like Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac with
public funds. The negative impact of this irresponsible practice is compounded by the fact
that the investments are made with funds that would otherwise be used for the maintenance
and repair of infrastructure.
 
LAFCO’s and Special Districts, such as the Cayucos Sanitary District (not to be confused
with a Community Service District), invest in Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, with their
obstructive and unsustainable practices, using funds collected from sewer service ratepayers.
It is no more sensible to run a governmental organization in charge of protecting the water
supplies and treatment of wastewater like a profit-driven business than to attempt to purchase
patriotism on the Wall Street Stock Exchange.
 
The need for state-level oversight to hold local agencies accountable for reckless policies and
priorities and resulting waste of ratepayers’ monies cannot be overstated.  The status quo is
simply unacceptable. However, retreating from the status quo creates a vacuum of jobs unless
it is systematically replaced by an alternative. This alternative must be sustainable from a
fiscal as well as environmental standpoint.
 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
 
 In the past 5 years, initially in the capacity as a first responder to sewage spill emergencies
and later as a SLO County Grand Juror, I have presented a substantial amount of evidence
regarding violations of CEQA, NPDES and other violations of state and federal
environmental laws. This documented evidence was presented to local and regional
enforcement entities, as well as to state legislative and judicial officials, with no meaningful
corrective action taken.
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Staff Report 
 


TO:   City Council       DATE: January 6, 2011 


FROM: Rob Livick, PE/PLS/Public Services Director 
 
SUBJECT: Appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to deny certification of the 


Morro Bay Cayucos Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Environmental Impact Report and denial of the Coastal Development 
Permit CP0-339 and Conditional Use Permit UP0-307.   


 
 
SUMMARY: 
On January 6, 2011 the City received the attached correspondence from Roger Briggs the 
Executive Director for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board – Central Coast 
Region.  The letter supports the currently proposed upgrade project and certification of the 
Final EIR. The letter also reminds the City and Cayucos Sanitary District of failure to comply 
with the time schedule stipulated in the Settlement Agreement has consequences. 
 
ATTACHMENT: 
Attachment 1 – Letter Dated January 6, 2011 from the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board – Central Coast Region 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
AGENDA NO:  Supplement to B-2 
 
MEETING DATE: January 11, 2011 


 
Prepared By:  __RL____   Dept Review:__RL__ 
 
City Manager Review:  ________         
 
City Attorney Review:  ________   







Linda S. Adams
Acting Secretary for


Environmental Protection


'California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region


895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-7906
(805) 549-3147 • Fax (805) 543-0397


http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast


Edmund G.~~own Jr.
Govei'nor


January 6, 2011


Morro Bay City Council
595 Harbor Street
Morro Bay, CA 93442


Honorable City Council Members:


PENDING ADOPTION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE UPGRADE OF THE MORRO BAY-CAYUCOS WASTEWATER TREATMENT
PLANT, SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY


I am writing this letter in support of the proposed wastewater treatment facility upgrade
project and to recommend you certify the December 13, 2010, Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) for the project and approve the proposed conditional use permit
and coastal development permit. The timely completion of the project pursuant to the
time schedule spelled out within the December 4, 2008, Settlement Agreement for
Issuance of Permits to and Upgrade of the Morro Bay-Cayucos Wastewater Treatment
Plant (Settlement Agreement) between the Water Board and the Joint Powers
Agreement Board (JPA) consisting of the City of Morro Bay and Cayucos Sanitary
District is currently dependent on the adoption/certification of the FEIR and
accompanying permits. Failure of the JPA to implement the project pursuant to the
schedule set forth in the Settlement Agreement may subject the ...IPA to Water Board
enforcement actions, including imposition of monetary liabilities. Moreover, not
approving the project will result in delaying required upgrades to the existing wastewater
treatment facility that will improve the quality of wastewater discharged to Estero Bay
and bring the facility into full compliance with the federal Clean Water Act. The
proposed project also sets the stage for water recycling that will decrease the volume of
wastewater discharged to Estero Bay over time and help provide sustainable water
supplies for the community.


I


Based on our review of the comments and responses contained within the FEIR, I
would like to provide our perspective on several key issues before you.


Although we cannot specifically comment on the consistency of proposed project with
the Coastal Act or Local Coastal Plan (LCP), we do not consider the proposed project
to be a new development project at a new location, but rather an upgrade to an existing
wastewater treatmentfacility at an existing site currently designated for that use. This
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Honorable City Council Members - 2 - January 6, 2011


is consistent with our facility permitting activities and oversight of numerous facility
upgrade projects. This appears to be the first case within our Region in which various
permitting authorities are claiming a wastewater treatment facility upgrade project is a
new development project. Using this argument to leverage an alternative project
location could result in the project either being stillborn or the increased expenditure of
public monies to evaluate, design, permit. build, and operate a new facility at a different
location that will likely result in additional and potentially significant and ongoing impacts
to public resources agove those which have been identified for the proposed project at
the existing facility location. The proposed upgrade project is designed to mitigate or
completely eliminate various impacts associated with the existing facility and should
therefore be considered the environmentally preferred alternative.


Questions and concerns have arisen regarding the proposed facility upgrade design
flows (i.e., treatment capacity), which 'are less than the existing facility'design capacity
and projected buildout wastewater flows specified within the Est~r~ Are,a PI~n and LCP.
Although we agree that the response to comments contained withirl'the FEIR
sufficiently addresses this issue (see response to COASTAL-15 on page 10-25), we
would like to provide some additional context. General planning documents' are u'seful
in estimating buildout wastewater flow conditions, but should not'be relied on as the
sole basis for determining appropriate design capacity. This is particulal"ly trLle when
more detailed analyses are available such as those which are contained within the
Morro Bay Cayucos Sanitary District 'Wastewater TreatmentPlanf Facility'Master Plan
(FMP). Theproposeddesign'flows specified 'within the FEIH as 5uppor'tedby the FMP
provide sufficient excess capacity above existing wastewater flows as documented
within discharger monitoring reports submitted to our agency. As noted iffthe FEIR, it
is also customary to size wastewater treatment'faCilities based on the projected buildout
flows at the time the facility is expected to reach its useful life and not total projected
buildout flows. Furthermore, it should be noted that oversizing wastewater treatment
facilities is not only cost prohibitive from both a construction and
operational/maintenance standp0int, but can also result in operational problems leading
to inconsistent or diminished effluent qU'ality.


In May 2007 the Morro Bay City Council and Cayucos Sa'nitary District Board of
Directors both unanimously approved, independently of;each other, an upgrade ofthe
facility to achieve tertiary treatment standards, However, the Settlement Agreement
only requires the JPA to upgrade the facility to full secondary treatment in compliance
with the Clean Water Act. Consequently, the proposed project goes above and beyond
the Settlement Agreementby proposing an upgrade capable of treating 100 percent of
the effluent to Clean Water Act secondary treatment standards plus tertiary filtration to
initially achieve Title 22 Water Recycling Criteria for "disinfected secondary-23 recycled
water'~ for up to 1.5 million gallons per day (mgd). The proposed tertiary filtration
provides additional treatment beyond secondary standards that will result in an initial
limited diversion of wastewater for reuse/reclamation via end uses that are immediately
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Honorable City Council Members - 3 - January 6, 2011


available based on existing demand, allow for increased reuse of up to 1.5 mgd of
recycled water, and allow for the future expansion/upgrade of tertiary treatment facilities
as new end uses are identified and implemented. The proposed project is forward
thinking with regard to water recycling given significant end uses for recycled water
have yet to be identified and deVeloped within the area and it clearly sets the stage for
the development and implementation of a recycled water master plan. The proposed
project is therefore in alignment with the statewide water recycling and conservation
goals set forth within the State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy
(Resolution No. 2009-0011) and California's 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan. Given
the tertiary filtration portion of the project is not required pursuant the Settlement
Agreement or any other existing statutes, we are concerned that a protracted stalemate
over the approval ofthe FEIR or required permits based on potentially unreasonable or
unrealistic conditions could result in a JPA decision to scrap the proposed project and


.implement only the minimum upgrades required to comply with the Settlement
Agreement and the Clean Water Act. This WGluid be a significant loss to the local
community in improving water supply sustai~ability.


In conclusion, I urge you to approve the FEIR and adopt the permits in an effort to
move trlis project forward given it will provide significant benefits not only to the
communities of Morro Bay and Cayucos, but also to tile surrounding communities and
the environment. Failure to do so may result in a less desirable project and/or potential
Water Board enforcement action pursuant to the Settlement Agreement.


If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Matthew Keeling at
(805) 549-3685 or at mkeeling@waterboards.ca.gov, Harvey Packard at (805) 542
4639.


Sincerely,


Roger W. Briggs
Executive Officer


S:\NPOES\NPOES Facilities\San Luis Obispo Co\Morro Bay-Cayucos WWTP\FEIR Comment
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Condition of the Morro Bay Wastewater Collection System 


Video Inspection

Review and Analysis


                               Richard E. T. Sadowski  and  Marla Jo Bruton

                                               B. S. Mechanical Engineering;


                                               CWEA Grade IV Wastewater 

                                                Collection System Operator


October, 2007
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Introduction

We have conducted an independent review of a sample of videotapes, and, where available corresponding written logs chronicling the inspections of approximately 1.52 miles of various wastewater collection system lines in Morro Bay.  We also reviewed  a sample of logs for tapes that we did not view.  Those logs cover inspections of approximately 1.89 miles of collection lines.  

Our findings, documented in this report, include hundreds of defects, most of which are, or indicate the presence of, openings in the pipes.  These openings are identified in various logs as offsets, separations, dislocations, cracks, joint openings, broken joints, chips, structural damage,  holes, and root intrusions (an opening must be present for roots to enter a line).  The data presents clear and irrefutable evidence that much of, and probably nearly all of, the City’s collection system is in a shocking state of disrepair.  

As noted in an earlier report, openings in the pipes permit infiltration of water into the system in wet conditions, and exfiltration of raw sewage into the soil when the soil surrounding the lines is dry.  The pipe damage documented in this report makes it clear that serious pollution of our soil by untreated sewage is going on all over the City.  In addition, Morro Bay is paying for the processing of large amounts of rainwater/runoff that enter the system in wet weather.


The taped inspections and logs we reviewed are from a variety of areas, indicating the very widespread nature of the problem.  Given that this review covered only a sample of the total collection system, we believe it is clear that the problem is extremely serious.  We have no doubt that additional inspections would uncover more of the same – a completely dilapidated system that is dangerous to our health, and to the environment. 

Process


Sample


We chose a sample of videotaped inspections and logs to review.  Some of the tapes had corresponding logs done by contractors, and some of the other logs were reviewed on a standalone basis (the corresponding tapes were not viewed).  The sample tapes and logs cover inspections of lines in a variety of areas of the City, including downtown, lower Morro Heights, the Beach Tract, several sections of North Morro Bay, east of the highway, a section of Atascadero Road, and major portions of the Main Street Trunk Line.


Tapes:  


The City made 30 tapes and 3 DVD’s available to us, along with all of the logs available for the taped records.  We chose 6 of the tapes for our sample.  In total, we reviewed and logged defects in approximately 8,065 feet, or approximately 1.52


 miles, of line.


Logs


The additional logs we reviewed (for which we did no corresponding reviews of videotaped records) cover a total of 9,991 feet, or 1.89 miles.  

Methodology

· We viewed all of the sample  tapes. and logged, in detail, all visible damage to the pipes, and the presence of debris, grease (generally this is from restaurants) and roots.  The tapes were viewed by three Morro Bay citizens.  One, who is a certified CWEA Grade IV Wastewater Collection System Operator, was responsible for identifying the defects; the other two were responsible for logging them.   

· We logged all defects, even when we considered them minor.  We did this because the impact of multiple minor defects will be the same as the impact of one larger one, and because, due to the fact that soil movement tends to continue, small defects can generally be expected to grow into larger ones.  Copies of our logs were provided to Senior Civil Engineer Dylan Wade, of the City’s Public Works Department.

· For all logs that were created during this review, we summarized the system damage according to type.  We documented the summaries in “log sets” that correspond to videotapes. Figures from the log set summaries from our logs were rolled up into overall totals.  


· A small portion of one tape we viewed, created in the year 2007, duplicated material on another, dated 2000.  We adjusted our defect totals to avoid “double counting” of defects, and compiled data showing the increase in defects over the 7-year period.  We also noted one particularly severe and dangerous defect seen in the 2007 tape that existed in 2000, but was never repaired.

· For portions of two tapes that we viewed and created logs for, a set of logs already had been done by the inspection companies.  We compared their logs to ours, and identified the differences.  Because of discrepancies between our logs, and the inspection companies’, we compiled and documented comparisons of the corresponding logs.


· We also reviewed inspection logs provided for additional tapes/DVD’s that we did not view.  Although prior analysis told us that these logs might not include records of all actual defects in the lines inspected, we transcribed and summarized the data, and included it in this report to give a general idea of the condition of lines in the areas covered.  

.  


Findings


The tapes and logs that we reviewed provide irrefutable evidence that the Morro Bay wastewater collection system is in a serious state of disrepair.  There are hundreds of defects, many of them major, in the collection lines included in the inspection tapes and logs we reviewed. Because our sample came from a variety of areas of the City, because most of the system is old, and because of many years of deferred maintenance, we believe it is reasonable to assume that most of the system is in similar condition.

Frequency of Occurrence of Pipe Defects Seen on Tapes we Viewed

Table 1, below, provides a summary of findings from the tapes we viewed.  Please see Appendix A, Inspection Log Summaries, for the source data for this table.

		Table 1:  Findings From Independent Review of Sample Tapes



		Type of Defect/Problem



		Total # of Occurrences



		Offset Joints

		589  



		Separated Joints

		163 



		Dislocated joints

		16



		Cracked areas

		59



		Major breaks

		2



		Root Intrusion in joints

		About 369 feet of pipe affected



		Significant structural damage* 

		2



		Bellies/Dips (sagging pipes)

		45



		Areas of debris

		8



		Areas of grease buildup 

		11 (7 are in sewer main connections)



		Areas of significant H2S gas

		6



		Bad lateral connections 

		5



		Areas where lateral connections are too close together

		1



		Manholes with missing pan

		2





*type unspecified

These figures are intended to give a picture of the various types of defect present in the lines we reviewed.  In some cases, multiple defects are present at one pipe joint, or in one area of a pipe.  For example, we might have an offset and separation at one joint, or a crack and root intrusion in one section of a pipe.  Therefore, the total number of defects is not representative of the total number of points in the lines where there are defects.  For example, at 49 joints, we found both offset and separation.  Still, these numbers are high enough to be very alarming.  Any offset, separation, dislocation, crack, or break can, depending on its location and other conditions, present the risk of raw sewage leaking into the soil.    

If we look only at offset joints, we find that, given our totals of 589 offsets, with 8,065 feet of pipe inspected, we have on average an offset joint every 13.7 feet.  

If we now take the number of separated joints, 163, and adjust for the fact that 49 joints have both separation and offset, we now have 114 more defective joints.. Adding this figure to the 589 joints with offset, we now have a total of 703 defective joints.   Now, given our total 8,065 feet of pipe inspected, we have an average of one defective joint every 11.4 feet.   Every 11.4 feet, on average, we have the potential for, depending upon conditions, inflow and infiltration (I&I) and/or exfiltration – the leakage of raw sewage into the soil.  

Were we to continue the calculations, figuring in dislocated joints, cracked areas, major breaks, and bad lateral connections, the average distance between pipe defects would be shorter than just this distance between defective pipe joints, as not all defects occur at a joint.. 

Deterioration of a Section of the Main Street Trunk Line Over a Seven-Year Period


For one section of the Morro Bay Trunk Line, running from manhole 73 to 3, a distance of about 770 feet, we viewed an inspection tape made in 2000, and another made in 2007   Thus, we were able to observe deterioration of the line over a seven year period.  Manhole 73 is located at Main and Island streets, followed, to the south,  by manholes 1, 2, and 3.  Table 2, below, compares the defects found in the tape made in 2000 with those found in the tape made in 2007.

		Table 2:  Increase in Defects in Main Street Trunk Line 2000 - 2007





		Type of defect

		2000

		2007






		Offset joints

		39 (1 a sunken main)

		68 (one a sunken main)



		Separations

		5

		11



		Cracks

		2

		10, most severe



		Bellies

		1

		4



		Connections with grease

		1

		



		Extended areas of grease (in portion of line under Alva Paul Creek)

		1

		1



		Areas of debris

		

		1



		Manholes with missing pan

		

		1





One can clearly see that the number of defects increased significantly over 7 years – a fact that is not surprising, due to the fact that continued sinking of the soil, probably due in large part to the sunken main connection, would have directly caused more offsets, separations, and cracks.  

Sunken Sewer Main Dumping Contents Under, Not Into, Main Street Trunk


The sunken main connection noted above is particularly troubling.  In both the 2000 and the 2007 tapes of the section of the Trunk Line between manholes 1 and 2, the sunken connection, which is about fifty feet north of manhole 2, was very visible.  It was also logged by the contractor who created the Morro Bay log of the 2000 tape.  He listed it as, “lateral broken, dirt evident/defective connection”.  In both tapes, the main was obviously dumping its contents UNDER, rather than into the Main Street trunk.  This main serves an area of North Morro Bay between Alva Paul Creek and Sequoia.   We have submitted a request to the City attorney for information that will allow us to estimate the total amount of sewage this represents.  When that information is received, and our investigation is complete, we will issue a supplemental report. However, we can initially predict that the area with lines that feed into this main will include dozens of homes.

Discrepancies Between Our Logs and Those Done For/By the City


In two cases, logs we created corresponded to logs of sections of the same tapes that had previously been logged for the City, either by contractors, or by City employees.  We found that our logs included significantly more defects than those done for/by the City.  We are unsure as to why this would be the case, but possibly, the person doing the City logs had limited experience in spotting certain types of  defects.  A comparison of one of our logs, to the City’s corresponding log, may be viewed in Appendix B. 

Frequency of Occurrence of Pipe Defects Noted in Logs we Reviewed

In order to provide information about the condition of lines in areas of the City for which we did not review tapes, we have included here a summary of the defects noted in logs done by contractors.  

· Table 3 cover lines in North Morro Bay, on the east side of Highway 1, and in the Beach Tract.  

· Table 4 covers lines in the Beach Tract

· Table 5 covers lines in downtown Morro Bay, lower Morro Heights, and a section of Ironwood Ave,.  

These three tables cover a total of 9,991 feet, or 1.89 miles.  The average, for all three tables, is one defect that may potentially allow I&I and/or exfiltration every 17.97 feet.


Totals for these logs were NOT counted in figures that appear in Table 1, as that table covers only our own, independently done logs.

		Table 3:  Contractor Logs, North Morro Bay and Beach Tract



		Type of Defect/Problem




		Total # of Occurrences



		Offset Joints

		65



		Broken Joints

		2



		Cracked areas

		27



		Holes

		2



		Root Intrusion in joints

		Nearly every joint for 180 feet – about 36 joints



		Chipped areas

		3



		Bellies/Dips (sagging pipes)

		10



		Areas of debris

		11



		Areas of grease buildup 

		1





The 22 inspections included in Table 3 cover 4,498 feet of pipe, about .85 mile, and are from Morro Bay Log Set 1, in Appendix A..  If we total offset joints and broken joints, we have a total of 67 defective joints.  Because root intrusion implies a damaged joint, we may also add the approximately 36 joints thus affected, giving a total of 103 defective joints.  This implies, on average, one bad joint, which may permit I&I and/or exfiltration for every 43.7 feet of line.  As previously stated, some defects might or might not occur at joints.  If the cracks, chips, and holes cited here do not, then we have a total of 135 defects and an average of one pipe defect that may permit I&I and/or exfiltration every 33.3 feet.  

		Table 4:  Contractor Logs, Beach Tract



		Type of Defect/Problem




		Total # of Occurrences



		Offset joints

		19



		Joint openings

		2



		Cracked areas

		19



		Root Intrusion in joints/laterals

		41



		Bellies/Dips (sagging pipes)

		1





The 8 inspections included in table 4 cover 1,352 feet of pipe, about .26 mile, and are the first 8 items from Morro Bay Log Set 1.  If we total offset joints and open joints, we have a total of 21 defective joints.  Because this contractor did not specify the type of opening that permitted root intrusion, we will assume that the opening is an offset, a separation, or both.  Adding in the 41 joints with root intrusion, we now have a total of 62 bad joints, 2 being joints of the main with laterals.  Dividing 1,352 by 62, we have, on average, a bad joint, which may permit I&I and/or exfiltration, every 21.8 feet.   As previously stated, some defects might or might not occur at joints.  If the cracks cited here do not, then adding in the 19 cracked areas, we have a total of 81 total defects.  Dividing 1,352 by 81, on average, we have a pipe defect that may permit I&I and/or exfiltration every 16.7 feet.

		Table 5:  Contractor Logs, Downtown Morro Bay, Lower Morro Heights, Section of Ironwood



		Type of Defect/Problem




		Total # of Occurrences



		Offset joints

		18



		Cracked areas

		7



		Root Intrusion in joints/laterals

		315



		Bellies/Dips (sagging pipes)

		3



		Areas with grease

		4



		Areas with debris

		2





The 20 inspections included in table 5 cover a total of 4,245 feet of pipe.  One page of one log, covering 104 feet, was missing from the materials we received, and so we saw logs for, and will address problems found in the remaining 4,141 feet. – approximately .78 mile.  Again, the contractor did not identify the type of joint opening that allowed root intrusion, and again, we will assume that the opening is an offset or separation.  Here, we have a total of 333 defective joints.  Dividing 4,141 by 333, we have, on average, a defective joint that may permit I&I and/or exfiltration every 12.44 feet.  As previously stated, some defects might or might not occur at joints.  If the cracks cited here do not, adding in the 7 cracked areas, we have a total of 340 defects, and on average, a defect that may permit I&I and/or exfiltration, every 12.18 feet.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Morro Bay wastewater collection system is in very poor condition,.  Ongoing impacts of this problem include:


· Exfiltration of raw sewage into the soil


· Pollution of groundwater


· Pollution of the Bay, and the  Ocean


· Flood control and drainage issues


· Infiltration and inflow of water into the system during wet conditions


· Surcharging


· Reduced system capacity


· Higher processing costs


There are so many defects that allow exfiltration that it could be said that much of Morro Bay is functioning as an enormous leach field for sewage.  Leach fields, when constructed with proper filtering materials, in sufficient amounts for the volume of sewage to be treated, are not a bad thing.  However, the soil under our streets and properties is not intended to function as a leach field, and the pollutants in the sewage are most certainly reaching our groundwater, our creeks, the Bay, and the ocean.  Every home or other structure that includes toilet facilities is potentially contributing to this pollution, which presents a serious risk to health, safety, and the environment.  

The Morro Bay East Estuary State Marine Reserve was implemented on September 21, 2007. The Marine Protection Act, by which the State marine Reserve is mandated, forbids the “take”; disturbance or alteration of living marine organisms within.  


Morro Bay and the Morro Bay Power Plant, along with Los Osos, SLO County, the Morro Bay Harbor Department, Fish and Game, and State Parks are going to be held accountable for any violations of the Marine Protection Act.  Concerned citizens and those responsible for the administration of these entities need a collaborative effort to solve the water pollution problem with respect to the State Marine Reserve.  The City needs a biodiversity action plan (BAP).

It must also be noted that Assembly Bill 1066 requires local governments to consider the impacts of sea level rise when preparing and amending a local coastal program.  The current changes in our coastal policies must be taken seriously and incorporated into any project that the City undertakes.  Obviously, this includes the upgrade, repair, and replacement of wastewater collection infrastructure, and is particularly significant in terms of the location of the Wastewater Treatment Plant.   


We are aware of recent discussions in which primary reasons for the decision not to build a fire station at the intersection of San Jacinto and Highway 1 were that site’s location in 100-year and 500-year flood plains, and the risk of tsunami inundation.  Yet, the location of the current Wastewater Treatment Plant, and for the new facility, is almost exactly the same distance from the ocean, and only a short distance south of the rejected fire station site.  The existing location of the Plant would require a containment wall to be built to keep sea water out, and sewage in.  this is obviously neither a viable long-term or short-term solution.


The severity and urgency of Morro Bay’s pollution problem, and of the need for intelligent, well-planned infrastructure repair and replacement, cannot be over-emphasized.  

We recommend that the following actions be taken immediately:


1. Institute an immediate ban on all new construction:  This includes all parties that use and contribute sewage to the Morro Bay collection and conveyance system:  the City of Morro Bay, the Cayucos Sanitary District, the County-run golf course, and California State Parks facilities.  This ban should remain in effect until the corresponding collection and conveyance system infrastructure is repaired and/or replaced.


2. Determine repair/replacement priorities and costs:  Hire a consultant (team) to identify the areas of concern that pose the most serious public health and safety risk.  Their work would include conducting new video inspections of collection system lines, identification and prioritization of areas of highest concern, and development of estimates for repair costs.

3. Investigate a regional solution for wastewater treatment.  With the County taking the lead, Morro Bay, Cayucos, the Morro Bay golf course, State Parks, and Los Osos can address water supply and wastewater treatment issues with a regional plan – a plan that would protect the new Morro Bay East Estuary State Marine Reserve with a sustainable, expandable, and affordable wastewater treatment solution.  A holistic solution will maximize health and safety, and minimize cost

This type of wetlands restoration project is currently being undertaken for the town of Petaluma by Corrollo Enginerring.  Because Morro Bay is already working with that engineering firm, information would be readily available to our City government.


4. Investigate alternative locations for the Wastewater Treatment Plant.  As part of the process of repairing and replacing the infrastructure, address the serious risks inherent in the current location of the Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment Plant.  Open discussions with the County of San Luis Obispo, and with all users of the treatment facility, regarding moving the Plant away from the beach.    


5. Hire a consultant to assist  in finding new sources of funding.  Additional funding is needed so that correction of problems in the collection system can be accelerated.  The current 3-year timeframe is, in our opinion, too long, and will allow for far too much pollution to occur before necessary repairs are complete.  Potential sources of funding include:

a. Prop. 84, Funds projects relating to emergency safe drinking water, water quality flood control, and beaches. Prop 84 makes available $5.4 billon, raised through bonds.

b. Prop 50.:  Administered b the State Water Boards, Proposition 50 funds projects that address water quality and the supply of safe drinking water.  It also provides coastal wetlands purchases, something  that  would be needed for a regional plan for wastewater treatment. Prop 50 makes available $3.5 billion, raised through bonds, and repaid from State General Fund).   


c. Possible Joint Project with Chevron and/or PG&E:: These firms may be interested in the fact that a wetlands restoration project provides the most efficient CO2 sequestering.  By helping to fund a wetlands project, they will be eligible for global greenhouse gas credits.  

6. Develop a biodiversity Action Plan (BAP).  In the current political and environmental climate, there is a need for a sustainable, expandable, and affordable solution for water supply and treatment. This   could be addressed by the Blue Carpet water treatment plan.  Basically, this plan would utilize the internationally recognized BAP program for the Morro Bay Estuary and its State Marine Reserve, integrating:

· A sustainable wetlands restoration project


· Support and Protection of bird and other endangered species habitat


· Resolution and management of water supply and water treatment issues


for all of the communities of Estero Bay.  Let’s roll out the blue carpet for our future generations.

Appendices

Appendix A :  Inspection Log Summaries

Please note that these Summaries are supported by compete, detailed logs detailing the locations of the defects identified. Copies of those logs are available upon request.


Independent Logs - Set 1

The following 20 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated September, 2007,  written by the authors of this report

Note that these logs correspond to logs done for the City by a consulting firm, included in this document as MB Logs, Set 1. 


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


This set of logs includes inspections of a section of the Main Street Trunk line, lines in North Morro Bay, east of Hwy 1, and a section of line along Kern Avenue.

Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 8 inspections cover about 1,675 feet of pipe, about .32 mile


Problems identified in this set of logs include:


· Roots in joints of approximately 330 feet of pipe


· 168 offsets


· 73 separated joints


· 24 areas with cracking


· 9 dislocated joints


· 3 areas with debris


· 1 major break


· 1 large area of grease buildup


· 4 bad lateral connections


· 1 area where 2 lateral connections are too close together (weakens pipe)


· 5 bellies


· 2 manholes with pan missing (pan reduces I&I)


We noted that  the logs done for the City, MB Logs, Set 1, contained significantly fewer notations of damage than did these.


Summaries by Log


1. Main south of Island, Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 9.



2 offset joints



1 crack



1 major break and dislocation with radial cracking



1 area of heavy grease, extends about 15 feet



2 areas of debris, one of which stopped the camera


2. Main at Jamaica, going south, manholes 69 → 73  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 10



Roots at most joints from 23 feet to 163 feet



9 offset joints


2 cracks



1 offset joint with separation and radial crack



5 joint dislocations, 1 major



6 joint separations



1 belly


3. Alva Paul Creek to Sequoia, manhole 1 → 3,  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 11



61 offset joints, some severe (1 a sunken main)


6 separated joints



5 joints with separation and offset



9 Cracks, most are severe



4 bellies



1 manhole with pan missing


4. Easement between Preston Lane and Little Morro Creek  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 12


Roots in several joints


18 offset joints


2 joints with offset and separation


1 separation


2 poorly connected lateral lines


1 area with multiple cracks, piece of line appears ready to come loose


5. Koa, Conejo to San Juan, manhole 32 → 33  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 13


10 offsets, 2 major, 4 minor



1 minor separation



2 joints with offset and separation


6. Laurel south from Avalon, manhole 76 – 76B  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 14


Roots in joints in about half of the pipe; two large root balls



11 offsets, 3 major, 2 minor



3 separations



1 area of cracking



1 dislocation 



2 lateral connections too close together (weakens pipe), 1 dislocated, 1 plugged



1 large piece concrete debris


7. Kern, manhole 9 →7  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 15



Roots in most joints



23 offsets, 3 major, 1 minor



2 separations



5 areas with cracking, several severe, multiple cracks, 2 with piece of pipe loose 



2 bad lateral connections



2 dislocated joint


8. Kern, manhole 7 → 9, going south  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 1, item 16



Roots at most joints, from 58 feet on, severe in several areas; 1 area where 80% of pipe is filled



24 offsets, 6 minor



33 separations, 2 major



1 joints with offset and separation



3 areas with cracking, one with piece of pipe loose, looks as if it could come out



2 bad lateral connections



1 manhole with missing pan


Independent Logs - Set 2

The following 28 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated September, 2007,  written by the authors of this report

Note that these logs correspond to logs done for the City by a consulting firm, included in this document as MB Logs, Set 2. 


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


.This set of logs includes inspections of the Main Street trunk line from manhole 20 to manhole 56  


Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 28 inspections cover about 5501 feet of pipe, about 1.04 mile


Problems identified in this set of logs include:


· Roots in joints of approximately 38 feet of pipe


· 396 offsets


· 88 separated joints


· 15 areas with cracking


· 7 dislocated joints


· 1 major break


· 8 sewer main connections with grease buildup

· 1 large area with grease buildup

· 1 bad lateral connections (sunken sewer main)

· 36 bellies

· 6 areas of H2S gas

We noted that  the logs done for the City, MB Logs, Set 2, contained significantly fewer notations of damage than did these.


Summaries by Log


1:  Main, starting at Zanzibar, manhole 20 → 21    136 foot pipe

6 offsets, 2 of them at sewer main connections


Roots at one of the offset joints


1 major belly


2:  Main, starting at Yerba Buena, manhole 21 → 25   45 foot pipe


2 offsets, one minor


1 probable major belly (camera underwater for some distance)


3: Main, manhole 25 → 26, foot counter not reset   158 foot pipe



8 offsets, I major, 6 minor



10 separations



1 crack



2 areas with roots



1 belly



1 area of H2S gas

4.  Main, manhole 26 → 27, counter was reset  143 foot pipe


8 offsets, 6 minor



7 separations, 6 minor



2 areas with roots


5  Main, manhole 27 → 31, counter was reset  165 foot pipe



5 offsets, 4 minor



1 separation



1 belly


6.  Main, manhole 31 → 34, counter was reset   165 foot pipe



4 minor offsets, one in sewer main connection


7:  Main, manhole 34 → 37, counter was not reset   167 foot pipe



8 minor offsets


8.  Main, manhole 37 → 40, counter was not reset  168 foot pipe



12 offsets, 7 minor



1 minor separation


9:  Main, manhole 40 → 43, counter was not reset   170 foot pipe



17 offsets



1 break/crack


1 area H2S gas



5 areas of exfiltration


10.  Main, manhole 43 → 46, counter was reset   163 foot pipe



4 offsets




1 joint with offset and separation


11:  Main, manhole 46 → 49, counter was not reset   167 foot pipe



10 offsets, 1 minor



2 cracks



5 areas of exfiltration



2 bellies


12:  Main, manhole 49 →54, counter was not reset   165 foot pipe



6 offsets, 1 minor



1 belly



1 crack


13:  Main, manhole 54 → 57, counter was not reset    168 foot pipe



7 offsets



6 separations



3 dislocations



3 areas with roots, 1 major


 
1 belly


14:  Main, manhole 57 → 60   167 feet



9 offsets, 1 major



1 large crack



2 areas of exfiltration



2 bellies


15.  Main, manhole 60 → 63, counter was not reset   165 foot pipe



15 offsets



1 crack



7 areas of exfiltration



2 bellies


16.  Main, manhole 63 → 66, counter was not reset   170 foot pipe



11 offsets



1 separation



1 cracked sewer main connection



2 bellies



5 areas of exfiltration



17.  Main, manhole 66 → 69, counter was reset    165 foot pipe



15 offsets, 1 major



1 joint with offset and separation



5 areas of exfiltration



1 belly


18:  Main, manhole 69 → 72, counter was not reset   168 foot pipe



11 offsets



16 separations



17 areas with roots



2 bellies


19  Main, manhole 72 → 73


Tape of this segment of the line is damaged.  Cannot see anything


20  Main, manhole 73 → 1  couunter not reset  cannot estimate length due to problems with last segment  problems noted here cover about 20 feet total


2 offsets



1 area pipe damage (crack?)



1 long stretch of heavy grease (corresponds with what contractor said was rust)

21  Main, manhole 2 → 3  couunter reset – reported damage on 230 feet of pipe, then counter went out. 


14 offsets


1 separation



4 joints with offset and separation, 1 minor; 1 of the offsets major


1 connection with minor grease



After 230 feet –  camera gets stuck, then counter stops.  After the camera is freed, it continues, but the operator failed to start up the counter again, so we cannot report location of additional damage.  We did see more offset joints, a belly, and major exfiltration and infiltration from Alva Paul creek, as well as grease


22  Main, manhole 1 → 2  counter reset   372 foot pipe   



18 offsets, 4 minor



1 joint with separation and offset



1 crack



2 areas exfiltration



1 sewer main that has sunk so far it is dumping its entire contents UNDER the trunk line



3 bellies



1 area H2S gas


23  Main, manhole 3 → 9  counter reset    342 foot pipe         



35 offsets, 6 minor, 3 major



4 joints with offset and separation



3 cracks, 2 major, 1 cracked area with piece of pipe loose



5 bellies

24  Main, manhole 9 → 10  counter reset    343 foot pipe   



31 offsets, 8 minor, 2 major



3 joints with offset and separation, 1 minor



3 joints with offset and dislocation



1 sewer main connection with I&I



1 small longitudinal crack



2 sewer main connections with infiltration



1 sewer main connection with grease



4 areas of H2S gas



1 belly


25  Main, manhole 10 → 11  counter reset   342 foot pipe   



32 offsets, 5 minor



2 sewer main connections with infiltration



3 areas of exfiltration



3 bellies



1 area H2S gas


26  Main, manhole 12 → 11  counter reset   going upstream, against flow   346 foot pipe



28 offsets, 1 major, 1 minpr


21 joints with offset and separation



2 sewer main connections with grease, 1 major



1 area of roots



2 bellies



283 feet – camera then goes underwater, counter is not working.  Cannot record further damage due to counter malfunction


27  Main, manhole 12 → 55  counter reset    345 foot pipe   


 
29 offsets, 2 minor




4  joints with offset and separation



1 crack



2 sewer main connections with grease



9 areas with roots, 1 major

28  Main, manhole 55 → 56  counter reset   344 foot pipe   



24 offsets, 2 minor, major



2 joints with offset and separation



5 separations



1 longitudinal crack at 12 o’ clock, major infiltration



5 areas of roots



2 sewer main connections with grease, 1 major



multiple bellies – camera goes under water over and over.


Independent Logs - Set 3

The following 20 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated September, 2007, written by the authors of this report.

These logs do NOT correspond to any Morro Bay logs included in this document.  To our knowledge, no logs of this tape were done by Morro Bay


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


Main Street trunk line from Hwy 41 to WWTP, metering manhole, Atascadero Road


Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 5 inspections cover a total of 889 feet of pipe, about .17 mile.


Problems identified in this set of logs include:


· Roots in 1 area


· 25 offset joints


· 2 separated joints


· 10 cracked areas


· 2 areas of significant structural damage (type unspecified)

· 35 areas of I&I,.many severe.  Pipe appears to be below water table


· 5 areas of debris


· 3 areas of grease buildup


· 7 bellies


· 1 area where H2S gas is visible


Summaries by Log


1. Main Street Trunk line between corp yard and 30” trunk, 17 foot pipe


1 Severe offset with severe I&I; camera could go no farther


2. Main Street Trunk, starting at Highyway 41 and Main, going south – 327 foot pipe


1 area of debris and severe grease buildup; grease continues 78 feet.



1 root ball



2 offsets -  1 minor



4 areas of I&I at joints



1 belly



1 evidence of surcharge about 10 feet up into manhole



1 area where H2S gas is visible


3. Metering manhole – appears in good condition, no problems noted


4. Main Street Trunk line, manhole 2 → 4,  140 foot pipe


1 offset joint.  Line appears flat here



5. Atascadero Road, 405 foot pipe 


22 offset joints



2 separated joints



29 areas of I&I, many severe, with very large amounts of water entering the pipe



10 cracked areas



2 area of significant structural damage, 1 possibly from earthquake



6 bellies



5 areas of debris



3 areas of grease buildup


MB Logs - Set 1

The following 20 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated January 18, 2007, done by Video Inspection Specialists, Inc.

Note:  We did an independent review of the same videotape, and compiled our own logs.  Those are contained in this document, under the heading, Independent Logs – Set 1.


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


This set of logs includes inspections of pipes in North Morro Bay, east of Hwy 1, and the Beach Tract.   


Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 16 inspections cover a total of 2,962 feet of pipe, about .56 mile.


Problems identified in this set of logs include:


· Roots in most joints for a total of about 600 feet.- about 123 joints


· 39 offset joints


· 38 cracks


· 1 area described as “crushed”


· 2 joint openings (separations)

· 3 dips


· 1 hole


· 1 possibly tuberculated area


We noted that our logs (Independent Logs – Set 2)  included significantly more notations of damage.  


Summaries by Log


1. Blanka between Panorama and Tuscan, 275 foot pipe, manhole 10 → 10A



Roots at 4 joints,



3 offset joints, one severe


2. Orcas between Tide and Panorama, 152 foot pipe, manhole 44 → 44A



Roots in one area



8 offset joints, one severe, one major


3. Beachcomber between Luzon and Kodiak, 128 foot pipe, manhole 24 → 23



3 offset joints 


1 dip


Area where pipe bends upward; then downward, over run of about 16 feet


4. Beachcomber between Luzon and Kodiak, 122 foot pipe,  East structure  →  manhole 24


1 offset joint


5. Sandalwood between Sienna and Terra, 64 foot pipe, manhole 60 → 59



Roots at 20 joints, 2 laterals


6 cracks


6. Coral between Sienna and Terra, 336 foot pipe, manhole 59 → 60



Roots in 6 joints, 1 lateral


3 offset joints



7 cracks; in of the 7 areas, notes say  “longitudinal crack in pipe – multiple”



1 joint opening


7. Coral between Sienna and Terra, 76 foot pipe, manhole 59 → East structure



Roots at 9 joints, 2 laterals


1 offset joint



1 crack


8. Sandalwood between Verdon and Azure, 199 foot pipe, manhole 67 → 70



Roots In 1 area


7 Cracks, 5 described as “longitudinal, continued down line”



1 joint opening



Possible repair area, half concrete, half wood


9. Main, just south of Island, 98 foot pipe, manhole 73 → 1  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 1.


1 offset joint



1 possibly tuberculated area



1 hole



1 break, with offset major enough to stop camera from passing


10. Main, from Jamaica, heading south, 225 foot pipe, manhole 69 → 73  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 2.


Roots at most joints 9 feet to 174 feet



2 cracks


11. Main between Alva Paul Creek and Sequoia, 725 foot pipe, manhole 1 → manhole 3  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 3.


2 offset joints, 1 major



9 cracks



2 dips


12. Easement between Preston and Little Morro Creek Road, 80 foot pipe, manhole 30 → 30A  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 4.


Roots at 3 joints



8 offset joints



1 crack


13. South on Koa from Conejo to San Juan, 88 foot pipe, manhole 32 → 33  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 5



Roots at one joint

14, South on Laurel from Avalon, 60 foot pipe, manhole 76 → 76B  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 6.


Roots at 5 joints



3 offset joints



15. North on Kern Avenue, 127 foot pipe, manhole 9 → 7  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 7.


Roots at almost every joint



6 offset joints



4 cracks



1 area with multiple cracks, described as “crushed”



16. South on Kern, 272 foot pipe, manhole 7 → 9  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 1, item 8.


Roots at almost every joint from 58 feet, on



1 crack



1 dip


MB Logs - Set 2

The following 20 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated April 19, 2000, done by Simon Sewer Maintenance

Note:  We did an independent review of the same videotape, and compiled our own logs.  Those are contained in this document, under the heading, Independent Logs – Set 2

.


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


This set of logs includes inspections of sections of the Main Street Trunk line in North Morro Bay   


Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 28 inspections cover a total of 5501 feet of pipe, about 1.04 mile.


Problems identified in this set of logs include:


· Roots in 5 joints

· 10 offset joints


· 8  cracks


· 7 pipe sags/bellies

· 1 “heavily rusted” area across creek (independent review identified this as grease, not rust)

We noted that our logs (Independent Logs – Set 2)  included significantly more notations of damage


Summaries by Log


1. Main,  manhole 20 → 21


1 offset at service connection

2. Main, manhole 21 → 25, counter reset


Note that pipe is Unpassable  at 45.7 feet


3. Main, manhole 25 → 26, counter not reset



1 offset joint



1 area of roots



Notation that manhole 25, discovered in a field, needs to be raised.


4. Main, manhole 26 → 27, counter reset


Manhole 26 no insert


5. Main, manhole 27 → 31


No defects noted


6. Main, manhole  31 → 34  counter reset



No defects noted


7. Main, manhole 34 → 37, counter not reset


No defects noted


8. Main, manhole 37 → 40, counter not reset


1 joint with possible, slight infiltration


9. Main, manhole 40 → 43, counter not reset


2 crack/broken pipe


10. Main, manhole 43 → 46, counter reset


No defects noted


11. Main, manhole 46 → 49, counter not reset


2 cracks


12. Main, manhole 49 →54, counter was not reset


No defects noted


13. Main, manhole 54 → 57, counter not reset


3 areas with roots, 1 in connection


14. Main, manhole 57 → 60, counter reset


1 pipe sag


15. Main, manhole 60 → 63, counter not reset


1 crack


16. Main, manhole 63 → 66, counter was not reset

1 sewer connection with minor drips


17. Main, manhole 66 → 69, counter  reset


No defects noted


18. Main, manhole 69 → 72, counter not reset


3 joints with minor roots


19. Main, manhole 72 → 73, counter not reset


No defects noted

20. Main, manhole 73 → 1  couunter not reset


cast iron pipe across creek, heavily rusted above flow line, unpassable

21  Main, manhole 2 → 3  couunter reset


1 crack


22. Main, labeled manhole 2 → 3, actually 1 to 2  counter reset   



1 offset



1 lateral broken, dirt evident/defective connection

23. Main, manhole 3 → 9  counter reset   



1 offset joint

24  Main, manhole 9 → 10  counter reset   



1 service connection with possible I&I, medium

25. Main, manhole 10 → 11  counter reset   


1 area, 10 feet long, camera underwater


26. Main, manhole 12 → 11  counter reset  upstream 



2 offset joints, 1 with possible I&I


1 service connection with possible I&I


2 areas camera underwater


27. Main, manhole 12 → 55  counter reset   



1 area with roots


28. Main, manhole 55 → 56  counter reset   



2 offset joints



2 cracks



3 bellies

MB Logs - Set 3

The following 20 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated June 18, 19, 2007, done by Video Inspection Specialists, Inc.

We did not review the tape covered by this set of logs, so there are no corresponding independent log sets.


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


This set of logs includes inspections of pipes in North Morro Bay, east side of Hwy 1, and Beach Tract.        .


Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 22 inspections cover 4,498 feet of pipe, about .85 mile.

Problems identified in this set of logs include:


· Roots in almost every joint for a total of about 180 feet – approx. 36 joints

· 65 offset joints


· 2 broken joints


· 27 cracks


· 3 chipped areas, one of them a joint


· 11 areas of debris, two of which are sand

· 2 holes


· 10 dips


· 1 area of grease

Summaries by Log


1. Cuesta Avenue from Maple and Laurel, 282 foot pipe, mnhole 3 → 4



1 dip


2. Easement at end of Laurel, 63 foot pipe, manhole 11 → 12



Roots at almost every joint



1 crack



1 offset joint



1 area of grease


3. Easement at end of Koa, 3 foot pipe, manhole 13 → 13A



Pipe deflected, camera will not fit into line – inspection not completed


4. Easement at end of Koa, 5 foot pipe, manhole 13 → 12


Root blockage so severe that camera cannot enter, inspection not completed.

5. Ironwood, from Paula, 306 foot pipe, manhole 57 → 57C



26 offset joints


1 area of mortar debris


6. Avalon from Laurel to Ironwood, 338 foot pipe, manhole 76 → 77



Roots in a few joints



4 radial cracks



1 offset joint



1 broken joint


7. Greenwood from Elena, 39 foot pipe, manhole 54 → 53


2 offsets, 1 so major that camera could not get past it (at 53 feet)


8. Greenwood from Elena, 291 foot pipe, manhole 54 → 55



Roots in a couple of areas



1 offset joint



4 cracks



1 area of debris



1 hole in top of pipe



1 chipped area


9. Greenwood between Elena and Paula, 291 foot pipe, manhole 55 → 56


6 offset joints



1 crack



1 dip


10. Greenwood to Paula, 293 foot pipe, manhole 56 → 61


Roots in one area



1 offset joint



3 cracks



1 hole in bottom of “tap”


3 dips


11. Greenwood from Paula, 331 foot pipe, manhole 61 → 62


3 offset joints


2 chipped joints



2 cracks



3 areas of debris



2 dip

12. Greenwood between Paula and Bonita, 327 foot pipe, manhole 62 → 63


3 offset joints, one major



1 broken joint



4 cracks



Hole at bottom portion of “tap”


13. Greenwood to Avalon, 325 foot pipe, manhole 63 → 82



1 area of roots



5 offset joints



2 cracks



2 dips



1 area of possible debris


14. Ironwood, north of Elena, to Greenwood, 427 foot pipe, manyhole 51 → 53



Roots at 4 joints



1 offset joint



2 cracks



15. San Joaquin from Elm to Cedar, 279 foot pipe, manhole 50 → 52



6 offset joints



1 dip


16. San Jacinto from Cedar to Alder, 279 foot pipe, manhole 45 → 47



3 cracks



1 dip


17. Sicily to Tide, 90 foot pipe, manhole 35 → 36



Roots in 5 areas, 1 severe



1 offset joint



1 crack



1 area of debris – stopped inspection at 90 feet.


18. Yerba Buena from Tide, 38 foot pipe, manhole 24 → 25



4 offset joints, 2 severe, and one so bad it stopped the inspection – camera can’t get past



19. Yerba Buena just east  of Maon, 229 foot pipe, manhole 25 → 24



3 offset joints



1 crack


20. Island from Sandalwood, 50 foot pipe, manhole 33 → 32


Roots at 1 joint



Metal “rodder” in line, stopped inspection as camera could not get past


21. Coral between Island and Hatteras, 110 foot pipe, manhole 34 – 34A



Roots in almost every joint 



1 offset joint



1 area of debris



1 dip


22. Sandalwood between Bali and Andros, 102 foot pipe, manhole 49 → 49A



Roots at 3 joints 


Sand in two areas; so bad in second area that camera could not get through – ended run.


MB Logs - Set 4

The following 20 inspection logs are contained in a single document, dated July 24 - 25, 2007, done by Video Inspection Specialists, Inc.

We did not review the tape covered by this set of logs, so there are no corresponding independent log sets.


Areas of Morro Bay Included:


This set of logs includes inspections of pipes in the downtown area  lower Morro Heights, and a section of Ironwood Avenue adjacent to Highway 41.


Summary of Findings for This Set of Logs

These 20 inspections covered a total of 4,245 feet of pipe.  One page of one log, covering 104 feet, was missing from the materials we received, and so we saw logs for, and will address problems found in the remaining 4,141 feet. – approximately .78 mile.  


Problems identified in this set of logs include: 


· Roots in almost every joint in a total of about 2,520 feet of pipe, or about .48 mile.  Any root infiltration at a joint indicates that there is separation and/or offset and/or cracking, because there must be an opening for roots to enter.  If we assume joints at approximately every 8 feet, this would indicate that there are approximately 315 joints with some type of damage that has allowed roots to penetrate.


For the most part, these logs did not identify the specific joint problems that allowed root infiltration.  Other problems specifically identified include:


· 18 offsets 


· 7 cracks


· 4 areas with grease


· 2 areas with debris


· 3 dips


Summaries by Log


1. South on Napa from Harbor; 185 foot pipe, manhole 3 → 3A



Roots at almost every joint


2. North on Napa from Harbor to Dunes – 83 foot pipe, manhole 3 → 2      



Roots almost every joint, 


3. South on Napa from Harbor to Dunes, 263 foot pipe, manhole 2 → 3



Not bad up to 212 feet; then roots in every joint.


4. North on Shasta from Harbor, 76 foot pipe, manhole 1 → 1A



Roots in almost every joint


5. East on Harbor from Shasta, 256 foot pipe, manhole 1 → 1B



Roots in most joints from 43 feet to 213 feet



3 offsets



1 crack



6. East on Morro Bay Blvd from Shasta, 201 foot pipe, manhole 47A → 47B



Roots in most joints after 87 feet



1 crack


7. West on Morro Bay Blvd. from Shasta to Napa, 146 foot pipe, manhole47A → 47



Roots in most joints



1 crack



1 area of grease blockage


8. East on Morro Bay Blvd. form Monterey, 176 foot pipe, manhole 53 → 53B



Roots in almost every joint



2 offsets, one of them major


9. West on Morro Bay Blvd. Monterey to Main, 309 foot pipe, manhole 53 → 54



Roots most joints in about 256 feet of the pipe 



1 offset – in Y



1 area of grease



1 area of debris


10. North on Main from Harbor.  251 foot pipe, manhole 6A → 6



Roots in almost all joints



3 offsets



2 areas with grease



1 possible hole or service in top of pipe


11. Parking lot of Bay Auto Machine, 185 foot pipe, manhole 22 → 22A



Roots at two joints, 2 Y’s



1 offset joint in Y


12, Parking lot of Bay Auto Machine, 185 foot pipe, manhole 22 → 23 


1 dip



1 radial crack at joint



1 joint with infiltration


13. West on Morro Bay Blvc. From Bernardo, 280 foot pipe, manhole 27 → 28



Roots at most joints in about 132 feet of the pipe



14. West on Morro Bay Blvd. from Bernardo, 314 foot pipe, manhole 28 → 33 



Roots in most joints



3 longitudinal cracks



4 offsets



1 joint with infiltration deposits


15. North on Piney from Morro Bay Blvd., 8 foot pipe, manhole 33 → 32



Pipe so “tuberculated” that cameral can’t get through – only made it 8 feet in


16. South on Piney from Harbor, 151 foot pipe , manhole 32 → 33



Log incomplete – page missing from copy we received.  Only have notes up to 47 feet.

Up to 47 feet, roots at 2  joints, and 1 dip


17. West on Ridgeway from Bernardo to Piney, 352 foot pipe, manhole 20 → 21



Roots at most joints from 127 to 331 feet



1 offset


18. North on Ironwood from Hwy 41, 200 foot pipe, manhole 7 → 7A



Roots at most joints from 127 feet to 159 feet.  



Debris or root blockage at 200 feet


19. East on Hwy 41 from Ironwood, 315 foot pipe, manhole 6 → manhole 7



Roots at every  joint 47 – 74 feet, 111 – 135 feet, 167 – 184 feet, several others



1 dip



3 offsets


20. West along Hwy 41, from Ironwood, 309 foot pipe, manhole 7 → 8



Roots in most joints, from 43 feet, on. Major blockage at  309 feet


Appendix B – Comparison of Independent and MB Logs


This is a comparison of our independently document logs of one of the videotaped inspections with the logs done by the contractor. 

COMPARISON A


Independent


1. Main south of Island,



2 offset joints



1 crack



1 major break and dislocation with radial cracking



1 area of heavy grease, extends about 15 feet



2 areas of debris, one of which stopped the camera


MB


9. Main, just south of Island, 98 foot pipe, manhole 73 → 1  



1 offset joint



1 possibly tuberculated area



1 hole



1 break, with offset major enough to stop camera from passing


COMPARISON B

Independent


2. Main at Jamaica, going south, manholes 69 → 73  



Roots at most joints from 23 feet to 163 feet



9 offset joints


2 cracks



1 offset joint with separation and radial crack



5 joint dislocations, 1 major



6 joint separations



1 belly


MB


10. Main, from Jamaica, heading south, 225 foot pipe, manhole 69 → 73  


Roots at most joints 9 feet to 174 feet



2 cracks


COMPARISON C


Independent


3. Alva Paul Creek to Sequoia, manhole 1 → 3


61 offset joints, some severe



6 separated joints



5 joints with separation and offset



9 Cracks, most are severe



4 bellies



1 manhole with pan missing


MB


11. Main between Alva Paul Creek and Sequoia, 725 foot pipe, manhole 1 → manhole 3  .


2 offset joints, 1 major



9 cracks



2 dips


COMPARISON D


Independent


4. Easement between Preston land and Little Morro Creek  


Roots in several joints


18 offset joints


2 joints with offset and separation


1 separation


2 poorly connected lateral lines


1 area with multiple cracks, piece of line appears ready to come loose


MB


12. Easement between Preston and Little Morro Creek Road, 80 foot pipe, manhole 30 → 30A  Corresponds to Independent Logs, Set 2, item 4.


Roots at 3 joints



8 offset joints



1 crack


COMPARISON E


Independent


5. Koa, Conejo to San Juan, manhole 32 → 33  Corresponds to MB Logs, Set 3, item 13


10 offsets, 2 major, 4 minor



1 minor separation



2 joints with offset and separation

MB


13. South on Koa from Conejo to San Juan, 88 foot pipe, manhole 32 →



Roots at one joint


COMPARISON F


Independent


6. Laurel south from Avalon, manhole 76 – 76B  


Roots in joints in about half of the pipe; two large root balls



11 offsets, 3 major, 2 minor



3 separations



1 area of cracking



1 dislocation 



2 lateral connections too close together (weakens pipe), 1 dislocated, 1 plugged



1 large piece concrete debris


MB


14, South on Laurel from Avalon, 60 foot pipe, manhole 76 → 76B  


Roots at 5 joints



3 offset joints


COMPARISON G


Independent


7. Kern, manhole 9 →7  



Roots in most joints



23 offsets, 3 major, 1 minor



2 separations



5 areas with cracking, several severe, multiple cracks, 2 with piece of pipe loose 



2 bad lateral connections



2 dislocated joint


MB


15. North on Kern Avenue, 127 foot pipe, manhole 9 → 7  


Roots at almost every joint



6 offset joints



4 cracks



1 area with multiple cracks, described as “crushed”



COMPARISON H


Independent


8. Kern, manhole 7 → 9, going south   



Roots at most joints, from 58 feet on, severe in several areas; 1 area where 80% of pipe is filled



24 offsets, 6 minor



33 separations, 2 major



1 joints with offset and separation



3 areas with cracking, one with piece of pipe loose, looks as if it could come out



2 bad lateral connections



1 manhole with missing pan


MB

16. South on Kern, 272 foot pipe, manhole 7 → 9  



Roots at almost every joint from 58 feet, on



1 crack



1 dip








  A clear example of this complacency can be found in San Luis Obispo County’s (SLO)
Estero Bay, which includes the city of Morro Bay and towns of Los Osos and Cayucos. The
community of Los Osos is pursuing an exorbitantly expensive and ill-advised wastewater
collection system that is susceptible to liquefaction damage. Morro Bay and the Cayucos
Sanitary District have already spent nearly $3 million taxpayer dollars trying to build a new
Wastewater Treatment facility on a site that lies in a 100-year flood plain and a tsunami
zone.  They are no closer to building a plant to serve their communities in a manner that
provides necessary environmental protections than they were 9 years ago.  Local residents
and CCC staff have identified numerous violations of the Coastal Act and the City of Morro
Bay Local Coastal Plan (LCP), but government officials and staff refuse to change course.
 
Examples of the unwillingness of elected officials and their staffs to do the right thing are
exemplified by the hiring of lobbyist to attempt to sway California Coastal Commissioners
votes.  Even CCRWQCB officials and staff have dismissed and even encouraged local
governments to defy Coastal Commission recommendations.
 (Ref.  Briggs letter see attached file )
 
Meanwhile the current Morro Bay/ Cayucos Wastewater treatment plant (MB/CAY WWTP)
is still operating under a 301(h) waiver to discharge less-than-secondary treated sewage into
the ocean via an outfall pipe. In 2007, documented evidence was presented to the Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) showing the dire state of the
wastewater collections and conveyance system in Morro Bay and Cayucos. In fact in 2004,
the Cayucos Sanitary District (CSD) secured FEMA funding for liquefaction damages
sustained to the sewer collection system from the 2003 San Simeon earthquake. Although
these reports showed clear evidence of ongoing environmental damage, another MB/CAY
WWTP 301(h) waiver was issued by the CCRWQCB and sanctioned by the EPA. It must be
noted that these reports were hand delivered to OPC Staff and Council Members at a public
meeting.
(Ref. Wastewater Collection System Video Inspections, Issues and Concerns Oct.2007 &
           Condition of the Morro Bay Wastewater Collection System Video Inspection,
            Review and Analysis Oct.2007 see attached file)
 
The reports not only showed the deplorable condition of the sewer collection system but also
how deferred maintenance practices by local staff have had detrimental effects on the
environment The response to these reports from the city of Morro Bay and CSD was an
attempt to discredit and call into question the credibility and professional capacity of the
authors.
 
In 2008 a report that I co-authored, “Morro Basin Nitrate Study: Issues and Concerns”,
brought to light several questionable scientific practices that were used by a paid consultant
in his assessment of nitrate pollution in the Morro Basin aquifer. In contrast to the
consultant’s stated conclusions, my report stated that the nitrate pollution was more likely
coming from the leaking sewer collection system, as opposed from local farming operations,
as the city’s consultant had claimed.  The conclusion that sewage is the primary pollution
source is strengthened by further analysis of neighboring wells. The response to this report
from the CCRWQCB enforcement officer was nonsensical and scientifically illogical. The
EPA responded by asserting that drinking water aquifers were out of the EPA’s purview.
(Ref: http://morrobayissues.info/nitratereport_final.docx
http://www.slocoastjournal.com/docs/archives/2011/sept/docs/news/nitrates.html)
  

http://morrobayissues.info/nitratereport_final.docx
http://www.slocoastjournal.com/docs/archives/2011/sept/docs/news/nitrates.html


These reports were hand delivered to the OPC Staff, with a request for the OPC-SAT
personnel to analyze and comment on the matter. To date no such action has been
forthcoming.
 
A critical issue discussed in my report is the fact that there is compelling evidence that the
nitrate pollution of the aquifer resulted from MTBE remediation work involving the drilling
of numerous extraction and monitoring wells over the aquifer and a portion of its northern
boundary.  This work was supervised by the CCRWQCB.
 
Several residents filed an appeal with the CCC in an attempt to stop the closing of the
monitoring wells, as they could have been used to track the plume of sewage that I believe
enters the aquifer from a breach caused by the drilling work done for the MTBE remediation
project.  I believe that the sewage comes from nearby dilapidated sewer mains.  If this is
found to be the case, the CCRWQCB is at least partially liable for the deterioration of this
drinking water aquifer
 
At the time of the hearing the CCC chairman gave a total of 3 minutes to present data and the
reasoning for requesting that the monitoring wells be used to further study the source of
pollution in the Morro Basin aquifer. The CCC voted in favor of Shell Oil, stating that the
CCRWQCB staff need not be questioned.
( CCC Appeal # A-3-MRB-08-031, Hearing Date 7/10/08.)
  http://morrobayissues.info/packardnitrateletter.pdf
  http://morrobayissues.info/Packard_Response.docx
 
Recently Morro Bay City staff installed infrastructure, without a Coastal Development
Permit, to treat the polluted water at the Morro Bay Desalinization Facility. This facility was
built under ‘Emergency’ conditions and never has gone through a full EIR process.  This is
of particular concern, given that waste from the facility is discharged via the Morro Bay
Power Plant outfall located adjacent to the Morro Rock.  
Ref:http://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=v7l06twS1N8&list=UUtIiJtJzPDnEqLjpKRPKVhQ&index=1&feature=plcp
 
In 2010, the Army Corps of Engineers contracted out dredging operations to be performed at
the mouth of the Morro Bay Harbor and the Estuary. The Morro Bay National Estuary
Program (NEP) and the Morro Bay harbor department along with the Army Corps of
Engineers had come up with a plan to discharge the dredge spoils on the State Parks Beach
outside the harbor.
 
Earlier test had shown that there was significant heavy metal pollution in the soils to be
dredged; however the discharge plan was approved. Temporary infrastructure was installed
on the beach and the dredge spoils were pumped and deposited on the sand then covered
over. During discharge operations beach goers complained of toxic odors and physical
symptoms such as eye irritation and headaches.
( Ref:  http://www.slocoastjournal.com/docs/archives/2011/april/pages/news5.html )
 
The CCC and the CCRWQCB staff were contacted during this operation and advised that the
dredged spoils were not being tested at the discharge point. Both agencies cited budgetary
issues as a reason why enforcement officers could not be sent to investigate. In addition to
this environmental hazard, during dredging operations, an area inside the estuary, known as
Coleman beach, was accidentally dredged by the Army Corp of Engineers. In March 2011,

http://morrobayissues.info/packardnitrateletter.pdf
http://morrobayissues.info/Packard_Response.docx
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7l06twS1N8&list=UUtIiJtJzPDnEqLjpKRPKVhQ&index=1&feature=plcp
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7l06twS1N8&list=UUtIiJtJzPDnEqLjpKRPKVhQ&index=1&feature=plcp
http://www.slocoastjournal.com/docs/archives/2011/april/pages/news5.html


the Japanese earthquake caused a Tsunami-like occurrence to reach the California coastline.
This event had caused the toxic dredge spoils to be dispersed over a wide area along the
beach coastline.
 
  ---------------------------------------
 TANGIBLE METHODOLOGY, a case for a pilot in Estero Bay
  
Given the long history of government failures to protect the environment in our Estero Bay
communities, I believe that this region is the perfect place for an OPC pilot project focused
on halting and reversing the damage that has been done.
 
In one of the inaugural California OPC meetings, Leon Penetta who was the Chair, Pew
Oceans Commission at that time, declared the need for interagency collaboration and establishing
clear, definitive and limited goals for a successful model for other states to follow.  The political
will by Governor Schwarzenegger to set the ground work for bipartisan collaboration in policy
development must now be translated into tangible progress in the form of application of innovative
solutions. By implementing projects that directly address the current issues of water quality, water
quantity, drought, human health and ocean protection, the skepticism that surrounds Climate
Change that Governor Brown mentioned in the recent Climate Conference can be targeted.
 
At President Obama’s 2009 Ocean Policy Task Force Public Meeting in San Francisco, I
submitted into the record a proposal for development of a new approach to water cleanup and
management. The proposal outlined a pilot project for the Estero Bay communities that would
showcase the California OPC’s leadership in interagency coordination and collaboration in a
tangible and concrete manner. The OPC has an opportunity to showcase it’s collaborative
abilities with other governmental agencies and implement the latest technologies in this
relatively small but diverse pilot.
 
The core of the proposal is the recognition of the economic value of carbon sequestration of
our ocean and coastal wetlands, particularly the area of ocean defined by the Law of the Sea
treaty as the Exclusive Economic Zone and areas of special biological significance (ASBS)
such as the MPA’s State Marine Reserves (SMR). Allowing local governments to invest in
the carbon market via cap and trade, and a carbon neutral tax for local workers involved in
these types of projects, is the paradigm shift that is needed toward sustainability.  Although
the proposal references certain technologies that could be used, it is understood that the OPC-
SAT team would have to examine and recommend technologies to the OPC council based on
the current best available science.
 (Ref. Blue Carpet Treatment Program; A proposal for Development of a New Approach to
Water Cleanup and Management, http://morrobayissues.info/blue_carpet.docx )
 
Such a project could be partially funded by ARRA grants for infrastructure repair and
rebuilding.  Further funding could come from State Water Board’s Prop 84 funds and private
financial institutions that work with NGO’s on clean water and sanitation issues.
A working example of a well-managed NGO collaborating with receptive financial
institutions addressing sanitation and clean drinking water can be found in the work that is
currently being done by H2OAfrica and WaterPartners in Africa.
(Ref. July/August 2011 Fast Company Magazine article
http://www.fastcompany.com/magazine/157/can-this-man-save-this-girl)
 
 
REQUEST FOR ACTION
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Tangible progress in ocean protection requires that government agencies stop soft-peddling
the growing evidence of how severe a threat climate change actually is.  I believe that the
actions of the OPC must be more effective in addressing this issue.   An area where a
significant impact could be made is investment in infrastructure that protects our coastal
watersheds, drinking water aquifers and oceans. For the past five years, the OPC has invested
a significant amount of time and money in programs to monitor the status of our oceans
health and in mitigation practices; however, the time for more proactive and decisive action
has never been more critical.
 
The stakes for success are unprecedented. California has an opportunity to show Washington
how to prosper in a sustainable environmental economy in the 21st Century, The California
Ocean Protection Council must take the leadership role in collaborating and overseeing that
environmental laws and policies are adhered to. Otherwise the Ocean Protection Council will
be nothing more than an Ocean Observation Council monitoring the rapid decay of our
oceans.   
 
I ask that the OPC expand the organization’s horizons and begin working in new directions
to include a meaningful pilot project in the Estero Bay region to demonstrate that we can, and
will halt and reverse the damage to our oceans.

         Respectfully awaiting your reply,

                                             Richard E.T.Sadowski (retsadowski@gmail.com)

490 Java Street
 Morro Bay, California 93442
 805-772-2610 landline
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