Y. South Bay Site

The use of South Bay Boulevard north of Santa Ysabel Avenue for an effluent disposal site will be
added. The elimination and re-rating of other effluent disposal sites requires that all available effluent
disposal sites be utilized.

Environmental Considerations. Impacts associated with disposal leach field construction was
discussed in the FEIR and will be mitigated by the following mitigation measures:

GEO-1, GEO-2, WR-2, C-1, C-2 TR-1, TR-2, AQ-1, AQ-2, N-1, N-2, PS-4, PS.5, BIO-1,
BIO-5, BIO-7

Disposal Site Summary. The revisions to the effluent disposal sites as discussed elsewhere are
summarized below.

Description Original Revised

Sea Pines NA 30,000 gpd
Vista de Oro 25,000 gpd 20,000 gpd
Monarch Grove School 70,000 gpd

LOVR/Pine 50,000 gpd

Pine 50,000 gpd
Ziebarth Property 75,000 gpd

Broderson Avenue 40,000 gpd
Broderson 800,000 gpd 800,000 gpd
Pismo Avenue 100,000 gpd 160,000 gpd
Santa Maria Avenue 75,000 gpd

Santa Maria Av. / 18" Street 160,000 gpd
14" Strecet thry 17" Street 100,000 gpd

Los Osos Middle School Standby Standby

El Morro Avenue 175,000 gpd 175,000 gpd
East Santa Ysabel Avenue / Scenic 45,000 gpd
South Bay Boulevard 125,000 gpd
Total 1,400, 000 gpd 1,675,000 gpd

Environmental Considerations. Since the amount of disposal remains largely the same, with the
exception of Monarch Grove/Sea Pines, which is merely a frade between the package plant
and the WWTP, the changes to the disposal locations are covered by the FEIR. (Cleath and
Associates, Hydrogeologic Investigation of the Broderson Property, Phase | and i, July 2000,
Wastewater Disposal Sites Evaluation, October 2001)

Z. Disposal Methodology
The use of horizontal perforated drain pipelines was identified in the FEIR as the effluent disposal
methodology. The use of vertical disposal wells as an aliernative methodology will be used in street
ROWSs. The vertical disposal wells require less surface area and reduce the potential for interference
with underground utilities.

Environmental Considerations. A vertical disposal well consists of a 4-feet diameter boring up
to 25 feet deep filled with gravel around a vertical 4-inch diameter perforated pipe into which
a disposal main will be emptied. The vertical wells will be constructed using an auger which
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Japet Kline
309 2nd St., Los Altos CA.
FAX 267-8375

April 21, 2009

San Luis Obispo Planning Commission |
Attn:  Director of Planning via Ramona  Fax 805-781-1242 Sheet 1 of 4 ?
Ref: Los Osos Wastewater Project .

Since 1 will not be able to attend the meeting on the referenced project, I
want to provide the Commission with the attached comments provided
earlier to the Public Works Department. I do not believe the final EIR

addressed most of the issues in my letter.

It is my understanding that the County is now considering tertiary
treatment of the waste water which we support. We do not object to use
of the Tonni Site to dispose of this tertiary treated water. In fact My
brother who co-owns our parcel visited the Monterey County treatment |
plant that does tertiary water treatmment and he believes this would work
in our area.

What we object to is the placement of the treatment plant on Turri Road.
We believe the plant should be located much closer to the town of Los
Osos. There are other sites which could be used for the plant which are
virtually unnoticed by the public. If this is done, we would be willing to
explore using this treated water on our parcel and possibly storing some
of this water in on our property. Our parcel is part of the original Turri
Ranch where our mother was born. Turri Road is a unique, quite, country
road where our relatives walked to Los Osos School across from the
ranch.

This is a serene setting and environmentally sensitive. Please do not
support a treatment plant in that location.

Sincerely,

Janet Kline
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January 26, 2009

San Luis Obispo County ;
Department of Public Works :
County Government Center, Room 207
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Attention: Mark Hutchinson
Subject: Los Osos Wastewater Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

The subject EIR addresses the Tonini Ranch as a possible location for a i
sewer treatment facility, We own a farm parcel 067-031-022 near the
Tonini ranch (see attached parcel map) and we strongly object to using
this ranch for this purpose. The following are reasons for our objections .
and would like to request each of these objections be addressed in the |
Draft EIR,

1. Although it may be necessary to initially use spray fields to dispose
of the treated water, this is a waste of water that can be
beneficially used for agricultural purposes.

2. Using the Toninl ranch for a sewage treatment facility takes a large |
agricultural property permanently out of production. There ‘
is less productive land closer to the area that is being served that
should he identified for this use.

3. The Tonini ranch location will cause a significant amount of
energy to be wasted in pumping the sewage a long distance to be |
treated and then a portion to be pumped back for disposal. This is i
counter 1o our National goal of conserving energy and less g
dependency on foreign oil imports. ;

4. Our farm and others nearby will have their values negatively
affected because small farms like ours are valued more as a
Residential site that the farm value, and residential sites are
less attractive when located near a sewage treatment facility.

Regarding the use of properly treated water for agricultural uses, the A
technology for this practice is in place and there are many farmlands now

i
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using this practice. Monterey County has been successfully using this
practice for a number of years. Most recently The Pajaro Valley water
Management Agency in Watsonville has completed water transmission
lines in Pajaro valley and farm use for this treated water will begin in
March of this year. While there are additional costs to treat this water, the
overall shortage of water in California will justify this expense. We
certainly would be happy to use this water on our farm if it were macle
available to us.

The proposed method of using spray fields to dispose of water may be
necessary to take care of the immediate problem. If there are no other
sites that can be found for this other than the Tonini ranch, that property
could be used until the agricultural use of treated water can be developed
and then the land can be put back into its present use,

Location of a treatment plant for the town of Los Osos has been addressed

. many times, When the first location closest to their neighborhood was
chosen, their were second thoughts and enough homeowners who did not
want the project in their back yards, stopped the project. New locations
were identified for the treatment plant as far east as the cemetery on the
Los Osos Valley Road. On September 4, 2007, over 100 homeowners near
the cemetery sent a petition to the Board of Supervisors indicating they
did not want the treatment plant in their back vards. They support the
Tonini location. As you consider sites as far east as Turri Road where
there are only a small amount of large ranches and a small number of ;
landowners. They too do not want the treatment plant on prime
agricultural land next to their property. It is unfair to burden farm
properties far from the populated residential areas with solving the sewer
problems for the town of Los Osos miles away.

We respectfully request your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
Mleree
anet Kline
Co-owner of parcel 067-031-022

309 2nd St. Los Altos, Ca. 94022
650-941-3047
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Just four months ago, 2 seated and 1 Supervisor-elect made arguments against the Santa
Margarita Ranch project. Each standing tall against the project’ s process, the project’s
numerous impacts on the environment, including but not limited to, agricultural
resources, water resources, historical significance, archeological significance, visual
impacts, traffic impacts, air quality, you name it, they -- along with numerous others,
argued against that project.

The similarities between the Santa Margarita Ranch (The Ranch) and the proposed Los
Osos Wastewater Project (LOWWP) are uncanny yet baffling. The Ranch ag-cluster
project impacts some 676 acres of land that is currently in agricultural production, the
LOWWP impacts some 642 acres at the Tonini Ranch (under Williamson Act contract)
which will need some 347 acres of agricultural mitigation (impacting nearly 1,000 coastal
ag acresinal).

The Ranch was approved despite uncertainties relating to water supply issues, the
LOWWP with sprayfields proposed for the Tonini Ranch purposely loses some 750,000
gallons of treated effluent per day, further jeopardizing the Los Osos Groundwater basin
which isunder Severity Level 11l due to seawater intrusion.

The Ranch has both historic and prehistoric significance, from the Native American and
Mission era periods. Equally important the Tonini Ranch has three significant Native
American depositsidentified on site and Mission era history dating back to the * Great
Grizzly Hunt” that eradicated the grizzly bear from the Los Osos Valley in the 1770’ sto
feed the starving missionariesin Monterey.

The Ranch and the LOWWP are both set against scenic pastoral backdrops of
countywide importance. Turri Road in particular isatreat to visitors and locals alike, for
bike rides, Sunday drives, exercise enthusiasts, even movies have been filmed along this
scenic stretch of road. Not to mention the most significant of the Morros, Hollister Peak
maj estically overlooks the Los Osos valley below.

The Ranch has air quality impacts from traffic increase; the LOWWP has air pollution
impacts from ongoing spray of treated effluent into the air to be evaporated.

The Ranch, a housing development has growth inducing impacts, the LOWWP has
growth inducing impacts due the very location some 4 miles outside of town, inviting
further subdivision of the agricultural lands adjacent to it.

The Ranch impacts prime agricultural soils, lost forever to development of some 111
homes. The LOWWP has loss of prime soilsto sprayfields used to evaporate the
effluent.

The Ranch impacts less than 1,500 residents in Santa Margarita, the LOWWP impacts
over 15,000 residentsin Los Osos.

The hearings on the Ranch went on for days and days, hours and hours, groups and
organizations outraged by the project. Poetry, song and shoe throwing protests chastised
the Board of Supervisors who approved that project.

Week after week, Los Ososians speak to those same Supervisors opposed to the Ranch,
raising the very sameissues. Supervisor's Jeckle and Hyde have turned their backs on
Los Osos, turned their backs on the environment (including all the same resources they
argued to oppose the Ranch) al in the name of political expediency.
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Member s of the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

The Los Osos Wastewater Project certainly involvesimpact issues of greater significance
than noise and vibration. However, once there is agreement on the larger issues, the day-
to-day experience of residence gainsin importance. Work will be taking place over
several years and construction will be quite close to homes, schools and natural resource
areas. The Draft and the Final EIR gave only superficial attention to noise and vibration
issues. There was no requirement to create a noise control plan for construction or any
requirement for monitoring.

The following edits and additions provide more specific guidelines. The edits are
consistent with recommendations devel oped by the state of California (Caltrans) and by
federal agencies (the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit
Administration). The state and federal guidelines include threshold standards and
monitoring and reporting requirements. It should be noted that pre and post project
structural damage surveys are very much in the best financial interest of the county (and
the community). If pile driving takes place the vibration through water saturated, sandy
soils could be considerable. Documentation and monitoring is essential to substantiate
structural damage claims.

Perhaps | should add that | am technically qualified to comment on noise and vibration
issues. | have been a participant in the EIR’ s public review process.

Reword Mitigation Measure 5.10-B

Prior to initiation of construction of the collection system, the contractor/designer shall
identify all areas where pile driving, or other construction methods that would result in
severe ground vibrations, could occur. Deep pile foundation designs shall favor
techniques that can be constructed with minimal vibration effects. Prior to construction,
using technology and standards recommended in the Caltrans Transportation and
Construction Induced Vibration Manual, the contractor shall calculate the vibration
effects of pile driving and other high vibration activities using the Peak Particle Velocity
(PPV) metric, and shall ensure that the PPV does not exceed the following thresholds at
any affected building: 0.5 at modern industrial/commercial or residential buildings; 0.3
for any building composed of masonry, unreinforced concrete, lath & plaster interiors or
of similar construction; and 0.25 for any building identified as particularly sensitive to
vibration impacts. Alternative design and/or construction methods shall be used to meet
these limits. In addition, the construction contractor shall notify all property owners and
tenants adjacent to the proposed pile driving or other vibration inducing activities of the
days and hours of operation. Prior to construction activities associated with this type of
work, the construction contractor shall inspect all structures within 100-feet-of-the
propesed-work the area predicted to experience vibration in excess of .25 PPV to
document existing characteristics of the structures. During construction, vibration shall
be monitored and recorded and adjustments made to operations or to the radius of
concern if the level of vibration differs from estimates. If a post construction survey
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Indicates that damages to structures (e.g., residences, pools) occured during the work, the
property owner shall be fairly compensated for the cost of remediating damages.

Add to and Reword Mitigation Measure 5.10-C1

The project applicant shall require construction contractors to adhere to the following
noise attenuation requirements:

» A construction noise control plan shall be developed for the project that
identifies the nature and timing of operations designed to minimize noise
exposure to noise sensitive receptorsincluding natural resource areas. .

» Generally, construction activities shall be limited to between the hours of 7 am.
to 9 p.m. on any day except Saturday or Sunday or between the hours of 8 am. to
5 p.m. on Saturday or Sunday.

» Congtruction activities in the vicinity of schools should be scheduled for times
when classes are not in session.

» All construction equipment shall use noise-reduction features (e.g., mufflers and
engine shrouds) that are no |ess effective than those originally installed by the
manufacturer.

» Thenoise produced by construction activities should be monitored to insure
that the noise produced by construction equipment is compliant with the
emission standards listed in the project EIR (Appendix L, page 5.10-4 and in
the source document, FHWA Construction Noise M odel, page 3).

* Measuresto minimize back-up alarm issues shall be established including such
techniques as; 1) use of self-adjusting ambient-sensitive backup alarms, 2)
manually-adjustable alarms on low setting, 3) use of observers, 4) scheduling of
activities so that alarm noise is minimized, 4) construction site access designed
such that deliveries and trucks move through the sitein a forward manner
without the need to back up.

» Construction staging and heavy equipment maintenance activities shall be
performed a minimum distance of 300 feet from the nearest residence, unless
safety or technical factors take precedence.

»  Stationary combustion equipment such as pumps or generators eperatingraithin
100-feet-of-any-residence operating near any noise sensitive use shall, if
necessary, be shielded with anoise protection barrier. Leq values at the property
line of receiver locations shall not exceed 65 dB.

Prepared by David Dubbink

Los Osos
April 21, 2009
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THURSDAY, APRIL 30, 2009

The following action minutes are listed as they were acted upon by the Planning Commission and as listed on the agenda for the Regular Meeting
of April 30, 2009 together with the maps and staff reports attached thereto and incorporated therein by reference.

HEARINGS ARE ADVERTISED FOR 8:45 AM. HOWEVER, HEARINGS GENERALLY PROCEED IN THE ORDER LISTED. THIS TIME IS ONLY
AN ESTIMATE AND IS NOT TO BE CONSIDERED AS TIME GUARANTEED. THE PUBLIC AND APPLICANTS ARE ADVISED TO ARRIVE
EARLY.

ROLL CALL (8:50 AM)

PRESENT: Commissioner(s) Sarah Christie, Gene Mehlschau, Anne Wyatt, Bruce White, and Carlyn Christianson.
ABSENT:

FLAG SALUTE (8:50 AM)
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD (8:50 AM)

Sarah Christie: explains to the public today's hearing procedures. States she has invited Darla Englis to come to the meeting to discuss low
impact development opportunities.

Matt Jannsen, staff: confirms with Ms. Christie her procedure for public comment.
Eric Greening: asks Ms Christie about ceding time for speakers.

Cee Hight: speaks to Rural Community workshop. Further speaks to wholesome communities and difficulties advocating cause. Provides a brief
biography about herself.

PLANNING STAFF UPDATES
CONSENT AGENDA:

HEARINGS:

1. Continued hearing to consider a request by the COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO for a Development Plan / Coastal Development Permit to
allow construction and operation of a sewer system to serve the community of Los Osos, which includes a collection system, a sewer
treatment facility, effluent disposal system, and all associated appurtenant infrastructure in multiple land use categories. The proposed
treatment facility site is located at 3515 Turri Road, approximately 3 miles east of the community of Los Osos (known as the Tonini site)
and is located in the Agriculture land use category. The infrastructure for the project is located in the county throughout the community of
Los Osos and 3 miles east of the community of Los Osos, in the Estero Planning Area. Also to be considered at the hearing will be
approval of the Environmental Document prepared for the item. The Environmental Coordinator, after completion of the initial study, finds
that there is evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, and therefore a Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) was prepared (pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and CA Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) for
this project. The FEIR addresses potential impacts on: Land Use and Planning; Groundwater Resources; Drainage and Surface Water
Quality; Geology; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Public Health and Safety; Traffic and Circulation; Air Quality; Noise; Visual
Resources and Environmental Justice. Mitigation measures are proposed to address these impacts and are included as conditions of
approval. Overriding considerations were determined necessary based on significant and unavoidable impacts associated with agricultural
resources. (CONTINUED FROM APRIL 23, 2009) County File Number: DRC2008-00103 Assessor Parcel Number(s): community-wide;
Supervisorial District No. 2 sewer treatment plant site: 067-031-001 Kerry Brown, Project Manager Recommend approval (375 min) (8:59
AM)

John Diodotti, Public Works: speaks about Proposition 218 proceedings held in 2007 regarding total project estimate costs, special benefits, and
analysis of Prop. 218 participation. Discusses current status of collection of Prop 218 funds, affordability efforts referencing state revolving loan
funds, federal appropriation grants, and other sources of funding including federal stimulus funds. Speaks to process on applying for funds and
timing of such.

Anne Wyatt: would like financial aspects explained in reference to age limitations for grants with Mr. Diodotti responding.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: discusses tax deferral programs.

Sarah Christie: asks Mr. Diodottie if the calculated total monthly costs include grant funding and other financing with Mr. Diodottie clarifying. Asks if
any county agencies have worked with the community in assisting the community to help accessing financing programs with Mr. Diodottie

responding and explaining funding coming to the county which will be dispersed.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: discusses second Proposition 218 vote and it’s importance in reference to undeveloped properties, increased costs,
and further speaks to the assumption the 218 vote does not pass and the effects of such.

Bruce White: asks if the 2nd 218 vote would take place prior to construction with Mr. Ogren responding. Discussion regarding lateral stubs to
individual properties ensues.

Anne Wyatt: would like clarification on municipal bonds in reference to amortized financing with Mr. Diodottie responding.
Darla Inglis, Low Impact Development (LID) Center: gives a Power Point presentation on how LID may be integrated with the wastewater project.

Sarah Christie: asks about loss of parking in reference to construction of bioswales with Ms. Iglis responding. Clarifies with Ms. Inglis match grant
monies in reference to leveraged funds.
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Paavo Ogren, Public Works: inputs Public Works’ involvement in promotion of LID and speaks to nexus issue involved in construction of a
wastewater facility. Provides procedures for how Public Works uses funding and applications of such. Comments on Public Works’ responsibility
for stormwater protections.

Sarah Christie: would like Ms. Inglis to work with staff to promote LID and provides reasoning.

Darla Inglis, LID: states her primary goal at this time is to help municipalities and counties promote LID and integrate that into the planning process.

Anne Wyatt: would like the nexus between recharge issues further explained with Ms. Inglis responding. Asks how to come up with quantifiable
numbers in reference to infiltration bioswale, with Ms. Inglis responding.

Bruce White: thanks Ms. Inglis for her presentation and asks if her firm distributes literature to communities about LID with Ms. Inglis responding
and explaining LID’s advocacy program.

Joyce Albright: is in favor of the Tri-W site and provides a handout and reasoning for her opinion.

Larry Raio: who drills holes states the issue that we need to deal with is Nitrates in the water and provides reasoning for such.
Al Barrow: gives presentation on various concerns for the proposed treatment facility, and provides reasoning for his concerns.
David Dubbink: discusses the Environmental Impact Report (E.I.R.) as being encyclopedic and provides reasoning for such.

Ben Difatta: discusses the gravity system proposal and financial implications to community and explains concerns for such. Would like the Gorby
site examined further.

C. Hite: comments on the rights of the community, displacement of residents, and her suspicions of the process and provides reasoning for such.
Speaks to concerns for impacts to public transportation.

David Broadwater: speaks to his experience and involvement in sewer research. Provides reasoning for project being unqualified for certification
especially in reference to sewage sludge. Speaks to why he believes this E.I.R. fails to qualify for certification.

Bill Garfinkel: discusses collection system and roadway services, habitat conservation, hazardous materials, step collection, community
preference, project cost concerns, and provides reasoning for such.

Sarah Christie: states mitigation issues will not be addressed at this hearing and provides reasoning for such.

Barry Branin: Addresses location of site by the cemetery, nearby his property. States the Giacomazzi site is also inadequate due to it’s size.
Provides reasoning for all.

Steve Paige: comments on archeological information in reference to septic tanks and impacts to the environment. Further speaks to aerial
definitions of contaminants.

Lawson Schaller: comments on spray fields in reference to other options available, water conservation in reference to better management, and
ponds in reference to multiple water purveyors and would like ponds considered. States we should take advantage of LID.

Sandra Bean: speaks to concern regarding vacant lot owners in reference to treated effluent water. Requests commission considers vacant lot
owners be able to vote on the Prop. 218 vote.

Chuck Cesena: discusses nitrates concern, the Ripley system and the omission of such from the short list. Feels the E.I.R. cannot be certified.
Sarah Christie: reads James Tkach’s statement into the record.

Elaine Watson: speaks to concerns for assurance of an adequate water supply in the future.

Lacey Cooper: speaks to affordablity, and funding concerns for the community and provides reasoning.

Lisen Bonnier: speaks against consideration of spray fields and provides reasoning. Asks the commission to consider other alternatives.

Beverly DeWitt-Moylan: discusses receipt of a "Cease and desist order" regarding septic tank use. Speaks to concern for an open and fair
process.

Deborah Hillyard, Deptment of Fish and Game: discusses endangered listed species in reference to avoiding impacts.

Bill Moylan: speaks to cost of a step stag system as opposed to the currently proposed system. Comments on the appearance of corruption within
county government and provides reasoning. Speaks to affordability and asks why this has been side stepped.

Mimi Whitney: comments on residents of Los Osos concern. Further comments on her concern for affordability.

Maria Kelly: states this is a clean water issue and supports the commission in their ability to decide this issue. Speaks to the vocal minority and
states there is a silent majority who support the current system. States she looks forward to addressing the affordability of the project.

Chris Allebe: speaks to the Cease and Desist order deadline of Jan. 2011 and affordability issue.
Jack Hunter: speaks to archeological and financial impacts to project.

Jeff Edwards: speaks to water quality and addressing this issue now before the second Prop. 218 vote. States LID will not work and provides
reasoning. Would like the Gorby site analysed.

Keith Wimer: discusses mitigation for water and support for ecosystems in referencing to LID.

Jerri Walsh: Comments on residents annlvina for aide in reference to affordabilitv of nroiect.
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Richard Margetsen: discusses impacts of losing funding options and financial aide.

Linde Owen: comments on her disagreement with funding options and asks to consider conditioning to include the Lyle step design.
Gewynn Taylor: comments on the second Prop. 218 vote implications.

Mary Fullwood, Surfrider Foundation: discusses vocal minority and co-equal analysis concerns.

Eric Greening: discusses his concerns for sludge disposal site not being identified in the E.I.R. and ability to mitigate for such. Further speaks
about Ag. Policy 24.

Julie Tacker: Asks why we are looking at a 1 percent loan when a 0 percent loan can be obtained and would like this further analyzed.

Lisa Schicker: speaks to 43 topics and would like another chance to speak and urges commission to continue this hearing.

Sarah Chrisite: informs the public on how the response to comments will be organized.

Anne Wyatt: thanks the audience for coming. Comments on public comment regarding information available and received. Comments on process
issues which make people frustrated. Asks what degree a centralized and decentralized approach will be analysed. Speaks to funding issues and

further analysis of costs.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: explains handout which clarifies responses to comments and also provides a format to the question and answer
discussion Sarah Christie: would like a summary of why staff has changed their recommendation with Mr. Ogren responding.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: explains original recommendation in respect to why a new recommendation has been proposed and the distinction
between needing a certain amount of property.

Sarah Christie asks David Lecarro of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to explain the different ranges of terrtiary treatments
and how the regulations apply to the county recommended options with Mr. Lecarro responding. Asks if a leach field can be used for disposal or if
this is permissible with Mr. Ogren responding.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: explains Public Works’ process and procedure in the determination of sewage treatment methods.

Sarah Christie: prompts Mr. Ogren reasonings for trying to obtain information from the RWQCB.

David Lacarro, RWQCB: discusses discharge of sewage in reference to liability.

Bruce White: directs Ms. Christie to Pg. 1-48 of the staff report in reference to the her question regarding terrtiary treatment.

John Waddel, Public Works: cites section 60304 of Title 22 which explains the use of recycled water for irrigation.

Anne Wyatt: asks about a leafy green crop ordinance agreement and if it has bearing on this proposal with Mr. Ogren responding and deferring to
the representative of the county Ag. Dept.

Lynda Auchinachie, Ag. Dept.: discusses terrtiary treated water in reference to being used on eatable crops. States the leafy green agreement is
not a governmental ordinance. Discusses perception by the public in reference to terrtiary treatment for crop growth and sales.

Sarah Christie: discusses feasibility of direct injection wells requiring a higher level of terrtiary treatment in reference to regulatory requirements
and a lack of a standard for this with Mr. Lecarro responding.

Paavo Ogren: discusses regulatory boards in reference to direct injection treatment.

Carlyn Christianson: asks about conversion of ag. land in reference to spray fields and if terrtiary treated water being sprayed is really a conversion
with Ms. Auchinachie responding and providing reasoning.

Bruce White: asks what other things can be contributors of nitrates with Mr. Ogren responding and explaining that water purveyors must meet
regulatory requirements referencing other treatment options suggested.

Bruce White: asks if there is evidence that the septic tanks are the main cause for all the water pollution with Mr. Ogren deferring to the
representative for the RWQCB.

David Lecarre, RWQCB: states he does not know how this was determined by the RWQCB.

Sarah Christie: asks if terrtiary treatment has an impact on nitrate levels with Mr. Waddel responding.
Anne Wyatt: references Pg. 1-48 Condition 6 regarding chlorine residual.

John Waddell, Public Works: discusses the Title 22 relationship to wastewater disinfection.

Sarah Christie: discusses Condition 6. (a) (1) and asks why this condition cannot be deleted with Mr. Hutchinson from Public Works explaining
why this condition is needed.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: speaks about the challenges of reading the regulatory requirements and would like to maintain flexibility for the
regulatory requirements to be clear.

Commissioners agree terrtiary U.V. condition language would be worked on.
Paavo Ogren, Public Works: speaks to background history regarding the issue of perception of bias of the examination of the step system and

explains the evaluation of the step system in reference to Measure B-05 (definition of a wastewater treatment facility). Speaks to administrative
acts, potential for cost savings, environmental analysis and process of determination of participants on the short list.

Page Number 000610



Sarah Christie: asks about the evaluation for the statement of qualifications of the Lyle Group with Mr. Ogren responding. Asks why they did not
score a high ranking with Mr. Ogren stating Mr. Waddell will address this in his presentation.

John Waddell, Public Works: explains the process by which the teams were ranked and what criteria is required in the RFQ.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: explains the seven steps of the STEP/STEG collection system.

Sarah Christie: asks how come the Lyle Group cannot be allowed to make a bid for the project with Mr. Ogren responding.

Paavo Ogen: states the Board of Supervisors (BOS) were asked how to structure a design build & technical specifications for a STEP system.
Sarah Christie: contends information is needed.

Carlyn Chirstianson: asks if this commission decides that STEP is the preferred system what the implications of the recent Board vote regarding
gravity are in deliberations.

Tim McNulty, County Counsel: explains the process which the commission is burdened with today which is this request for a Conditional Use
Permit to which the commissioners can change/add/ or delete conditions.

Paavo Ogren: prompts the commission that the Board of Supervisors (BOS) did not act on the determination of the teams which allows Public
Works and the commission the time for co-equal analysis.

John Waddell, Public Works: summarizes the criteria for an RFP in reference to the Lyle Group’s rankings. Continues on with his presentation.
Anne Wyatt: asks Mr. Waddell about the individual septic tanks on individual lots in reference to the design process.

Paavo Ogren, Public Works: comment that the minor re-design of the gravity system would be relatively insignificant.

Bruce White: asks if the existing septic tanks can be utilized with Mr. Ogren explaining what the added costs are with this option.

Paavo Ogren: shows pictures of impacts/damages from horizontal directional drilling.

Mark Hutchinson, Public Works: presents graphs of Greenhouse Gas Emissions from vehicles, STEP Tanks, Chemicals, and Energy.

Sarah Christie: states Public Works’ first recommendation was Facultative ponds as the preferred treatement, then Public Works switched their
recommendation to biolac because of the carbon emmissions associated with methonol with Mr. Hutchinson clarifying why.

Mark Hutchinson, Public Works: explains greenhouse gas emissions in reference to Los Osos' carbon footprint.

Sarah Christie:

Sarah Christie: talks about Mr. Ripley’s comments at the April 23, 2009 commission meeting. States she has a copy of the Ripley report and the
report included the viability of a STEP system to which she would like him to speak about. Asks about calculating the chemical use for de-
nitrification with Mr. Hutchinson responding. Asks about other options such as constructive wetlands to deal with de-nitrification.

Dana Ripley: states he is prepared to make a 10 minute rebuttal to the seven points the Public Works made.

Sarah Christie: states her intension is to have Mr. Ripley discuss his opinion on how the STEP system would work in Los Osos.

Dana Ripley, Ripley Pacific Co.: states he was retained by the LOCSD in 2006 to report. States he has become an advocate of STEP systems
and provides reasoning. States whatever system goes into Los Osos should be a sealed system.

Sarah Christie: asks how come a gravity system cannot be sealed wit