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City of Morro Bay 

City Council Agenda 
________________________________________________________________________ 

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

safety consistent with and responsive to the needs of the public. 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
REGULAR MEETING  

TUESDAY,  OCTOBER 8, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL - 6:00 P.M. 

209 SURF ST., MORRO BAY, CA 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
CLOSED SESSION REPORT 
MAYOR & COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS & PRESENTATIONS 
 
PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS - None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT - Members of the audience wishing to address the Council on City 
business matters not on the agenda may do so at this time.  For those desiring to speak on items 
on the agenda, but unable to stay for the item, may also address the Council at this time. 
 
To increase the effectiveness of the Public Comment Period, the following rules shall be 
followed: 

 When recognized by the Mayor, please come forward to the podium and state your 
name and address for the record. Comments are to be limited to three minutes. 

 All remarks shall be addressed to Council, as a whole, and not to any individual 
member thereof. 

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

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

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

 Your participation in City Council meetings is welcome and your courtesy will be 
appreciated. 
 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk, (805) 772-6205. Notification 72 hours 
prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility 
to this meeting.  
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A. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the City Council, the following actions are 
approved without discussion. 
 
A-1 APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL CLOSED 

SESSION MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 12, 2013; (ADMINISTRATION) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-2 APPROVAL OF THE CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL CLOSED 

SESSION CITY COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 24, 2013; 
(ADMINISTRATION) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-3 APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR CITY COUNCIL 

MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 24, 2013; (ADMINISTRATION) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-4 PROCLAMATION DECLARING OCTOBER 6-12, 2013 AS FIRE PREVENTION 

WEEK; (ADMINISTRATION)   
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-5 PROCLAMATION DECLARING OCTOBER 20-26, AS FREEDOM FROM 

WORKPLACE BULLIES WEEK; (ADMINISTRATION)    
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-6 REVIEW AND APPROVE THE PUBLIC ART PROPOSAL FOR A MARBLE 

SCULPTURE TO BE LOCATED IN FRONT OF THE MORRO BAY SENIOR 
CENTER; (RECREATION & PARKS) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Review and approve the proposal from Ann Marie Schneztler 

by artist Crissa Hewitt in memory of Nicole Poucel which includes the design and 
installation of a marble sculpture at the Morro Bay Senior Center; located at 1001 
Kennedy Way; Staff recommends Alternative 1. 

 
A-7 AUTHORIZATION TO FILE NOTICE OF COMPLETION PROJECT NO. MB-2010-

PD1: WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS UPGRADES; (PUBLIC SERVICES) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: File the Notice of Completion for Wireless Communications 

Upgrades. 
 
A-8 CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT OF SECTION 2.2 OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES REGARDING MEMBERS RECEIVING 
UNEXPENDED MONTHLY DOLLARS FROM THE COST OF THEIR MEDICAL 
PLANS; (ADMINISTRATION) 
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RECOMMENDATION: Return to the City Council with a Resolution amending the 

City Council Policies and Procedures, Section 2.2, striking the language that 
currently allows Council members from receiving any unexpended monthly dollars 
from the cost of their medical plan. 

 
A-9 APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION 49-13 FOR LEASE AGREEMENT FOR LEASE SITE 

82-85/82W-85W; 725 EMBARCADERO (ROSE’S LANDING, REDICAN); 
(HARBOR) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve Resolution No. 49-13 approving a new Lease 

Agreement for Lease Site 82-85/82W-85W, located at 725 Embarcadero, with 725 
Embarcadero LLC, owned by Doug Redican. 

 
B. PUBLIC HEARINGS   
 
B-1 APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION DENIAL OF CP0-246 FOR THE 

DEMOLITION AND RECONSTRUCTION OF A SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE.  
(360 CERRITO PLACE, N. TURNER, APPELLANT/APPLICANT); (PUBLIC 
SERVICES) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Notice the project for a full De Novo Public hearing at the 

Planning Commission level allowing for a full review of the current project as 
submitted and direct the applicant to pay $138 for the required noticing.   

 
B-2 APPEAL OF ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION REGARDING STAFF 

AUTHORIZATION OF A FENCE ON CITY OWNED PROPERTY ADJACENT TO 
CHORRO CREEK ROAD IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF SAN LUIS 
OBISPO COUNTY (JOSEPH GOODWIN APPELLANT; MIKE AND CARRIE 
BURTON, PERMITEES); (PUBLIC SERVICES) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Uphold staff decision to allow the access onto City real 

property for the installation of a fence. 
 
B-3 ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT A00-015 DRAFT SIGN ORDINANCE (MUNICIPAL 

CODE SECTION 17.68); (PUBLIC SERVICES) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Open the public hearing and receive testimony and direct staff 

to prepare an environmental document based on the draft Sign Ordinance as 
forwarded by the Planning Commission on September 4, 2013 and return with the 
environmental document and the draft Sign Ordinance for the first reading on 
December 10, 2013. 

 
C. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
 
C-1 STATUS REPORT OF A MAJOR MAINTENANCE & REPAIR PLAN (MMRP) FOR 

THE EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLAN; (PUBLIC SERVICES) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file this report.   
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C-2 WATER RECLAMATION FACILITY (WRF) PROJECT STATUS AND 
DISCUSSION; (ADMINISTRATION) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Discuss in open session, the progress to date on the Water 

Reclamation Facility (WRF) and provide direction to staff as necessary. 
 
D. NEW BUSINESS  
 
D-1 CONSIDERATION AND DIRECTION REGARDING THE EXPANSION OF THE 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD (USCG) FACILITIES IN MORRO BAY; 
(ADMINISTRATION) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Review the attached documentation and provide direction 

regarding the USCG request to enter into a long term lease agreement with the City 
of Morro Bay for expansion of USCG facilities in Morro Bay. 

 
D-2 APPROVAL OF CONSENT OF LANDOWNER AGREEMENT FOR LEASE SITE 

86/86W AT 801 EMBARCADERO (EMBARCADERO GRILL, CALDWELL) TO 
FILE AN APPLICATION FOR LEASE SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND ALLOW 
STAFF TO ENTER INTO LEASE NEGOTIATIONS; (HARBOR) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Consider the three alternatives and provide direction; staff is 

recommending either Alternative A or Alternative B.    
 
D-3 APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION 48-13 DESIGNATING $399,000 IN PARKING IN-

LIEU FUNDS FOR REVISIONS TO THE PARKING IN-LIEU MAP AND 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CITY-OWNED FRONT STREET AND TRIANGLE 
PARKING LOT ADJACENT TO THE DYNEGY POWER PLANT, AND REVIEW 
AND DISCUSSION REGARDING THE CITY PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN; 
(CITY ATTORNEY/PUBLIC SERVICES) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution No. 48-13. 
 
E. COUNCIL DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 
F. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO AMENDMENT UP TO 72 HOURS PRIOR TO THE DATE AND TIME 
SET FOR THE MEETING.  PLEASE REFER TO THE AGENDA POSTED AT CITY HALL FOR ANY 
REVISIONS OR CALL THE CLERK'S OFFICE AT 772-6205 FOR FURTHER INFORMATION. 
MATERIALS RELATED TO AN ITEM ON THIS AGENDA SUBMITTED TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
AFTER DISTRIBUTION OF THE AGENDA PACKET ARE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 
AT CITY HALL LOCATED AT 595 HARBOR STREET; MORRO BAY LIBRARY LOCATED AT 625 
HARBOR STREET; AND MILL’S COPY CENTER LOCATED AT 495 MORRO BAY BOULEVARD 
DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS. 
 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, IF YOU NEED SPECIAL 
ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN A CITY MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT THE CITY CLERK'S 
OFFICE AT LEAST 24 HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING TO INSURE THAT REASONABLE 
ARRANGEMENTS CAN BE MADE TO PROVIDE ACCESSIBILITY TO THE MEETING. 



MINUTES – MORRO BAY CITY COUNCIL 
SPECIAL CLOSED SESSION MEETING –  
SEPTEMBER 12, 2013 
CITY HALL CONFERENCE ROOM – 5:00PM 
 
PRESENT:  Jamie Irons   Mayor 
   Christine Johnson  Councilmember 
   Nancy Johnson  Councilmember 
   George Leage   Councilmember 
   Noah Smukler   Councilmember 
 
STAFF:  Andrea Lueker   City Manager 
   Robert Schultz   City Attorney 
     
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER  
 
Mayor Irons called the meeting to order at 1:00pm. 
 

MOTION: Mayor Irons moved to adjourn and continue this meeting to the Morro Bay 
Veteran’s Hall at 209 Surf Street to begin at 1:30pm.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Smukler and carried unanimously, 5-0. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 1:01pm. 
 
The meeting reconvened at the Morro Bay Veteran’s Hall and was called to order at 1:33pm. 
 
SUMMARY OF CLOSED SESSION ITEMS - The Mayor read a summary of the Closed Session 
item.  
 
CLOSED SESSION PUBLIC COMMENTS - Mayor Irons opened the meeting for Public 
Comment.  Due to the large number of speakers, Mayor Irons limited public comment to 1 minute 
and requested that there be no applause. 
 
The following persons questioned the process and spoke in support of the City Manager and the 
City Attorney: 
Rob Kitzman, John Weiss, Stan House, Adrienne Harris, Rick Grantham, Darryl Scheck, Heather 
Salyer-Frith, John Barta, Neil Trout, Vicki Landis, Kathleen Welles, Peter Candela, Mike Pond, 
Kevin Rice, Garry Johnson, Renee Sanmiengo, Bridgett Kessling, Al Romero, John Solu, Joan 
Solu, Sandy Christey, Jeff Eckles, Rodger Anderson, Jim Hayes, Susan Stewart, Homer 
Alexander, Marjory Rau, Trudy O’Brien, Todd Gailey, Bill Peirce, Janice Peters, Mike Durick, 
John Gajdos, Marlene Peter, Pamela Craig, Rick Algert, Rob Seitz, Lanny McKay, Ken 
Versterfelt, Smith Held, Jack Barrett, Bill Yates, Nancy Barta, Chris Christensen, Greg Wilson, 
Chris Frith, Penni Daugherty, John Fennacy, Bill Black, Cathy Novak, Hank Roth, Ken McMillan, 
Mick Theis, Bruce Keogh, Jeff Jones, Alex Beattie, Phil Kispersky, Rick Sauerwein, Bobbie 
Morrison, Paul Reicgardt, Cherie Hayes, and Stan Trapp. 
 
The following persons spoke in support of the process and in moving forward with 
discipline/dismissal/release of the City Manager and City Attorney: 
Rigmor, Clark Kuyler, Nancy Bast, Walter Heath, Nicole Dorfman, Jim Davis, Barbara Doerr, 
Lynda Merrill, Betty Forsythe, Marla Jo Bruton and Betty Winholtz. 

AGENDA NO:    A-1 
 
MEETING DATE:   10/8/2013 
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MINUTES - MORRO BAY CITY COUNCIL  
SPECIAL CLOSED SESSION MEETING – SEPTEMBER 12, 2013 

  

As there were no presented charges or complaints against the City Manager or the City Attorney, 
per Government Code 54957(b)(2), the City Council moved to Closed Session and heard the 
following item: 
 
CS-1 GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54957(b)(1): PUBLIC EMPLOYEE 

DISCIPLINE/DISMISSAL/RELEASE. The employees are the City Manager and the 
City Attorney. 

 
CITY COUNCIL CONVENED TO OPEN SESSION – The City Council convened to open 
session; Mayor Irons reported out that no actions were taken at this time.   
 
ADJOURNMENT   
The meeting adjourned at 4:50pm. 
 
Recorded by: 
 
 
 
Jamie Boucher 
City Clerk 



 
MINUTES – MORRO BAY CITY COUNCIL 
SPECIAL CLOSED SESSION MEETING –  
SEPTEMBER 24, 2013 
CITY HALL CONFERENCE ROOM – 5:00PM 
 
PRESENT:  Jamie Irons   Mayor 
   Christine Johnson  Councilmember 
   George Leage   Councilmember 
   Noah Smukler   Councilmember 
 
STAFF:  Andrea Lueker   City Manager 
   Robert Schultz   City Attorney 
 
    
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER  
 
SUMMARY OF CLOSED SESSION ITEMS - The Mayor read a summary of Closed Session 
items.  
 
CLOSED SESSION PUBLIC COMMENTS - Mayor Irons opened the meeting for Public 
Comment 
 
Matt Deal, spoke representing Broc Assets Inc., a San Diego based builder/remodeler of homes.  
He has been engaged by Broc Assets to find small, buildable projects located in good 
communities, whose property is in a good location and can be sold as a good product.  This land 
meets all of those criteria and he hopes to be able to move forward working with the City in 
purchasing this piece of property. 
 
The Public Comment period was closed. 
 
The City Council moved to Closed Session and heard the following items: 
 
CS-1 GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.8: PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS:  

Instructing City’s real property negotiator regarding the price and terms of payment for the 
purchase, sale, exchange, or lease of real property as to one parcel. 

 
 Property:  Property: Vacant Lot/Corner of Coral/San Jacinto 

  Negotiating Parties: Broc Assets, Inc. and City of Morro Bay 
 Negotiations: Voluntary Purchase and Sale  

 

CITY COUNCIL CONVENED TO OPEN SESSION – The City Council convened to open 
session; City Attorney, Rob Schultz reported that no reportable action under the Brown Act was 
taken.   
 
ADJOURNMENT   
The meeting adjourned at 5:24pm. 
 
Recorded by: 
 
 
Jamie Boucher 
City Clerk 

AGENDA NO:    A-2 
 
MEETING DATE:   10/8/2013 



MINUTES - MORRO BAY CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR MEETING – SEPTEMBER 24, 2013 
VETERAN’S MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00P.M. 
 
PRESENT:  Jamie Irons   Mayor 
   Christine Johnson  Councilmember 
   George Leage   Councilmember 
   Noah Smukler   Councilmember 
 
STAFF:  Andrea Lueker  City Manager 
   Robert Schultz   City Attorney 
   Jamie Boucher   City Clerk    

Amy Christey   Police Chief 
   Susan Slayton   Administrative Services Director 
   Joe Woods   Recreation & Parks Director 
   Rob Livick   Public Services Director 
       
    
Mayor Irons called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER    
MOMENT OF SILENCE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
CLOSED SESSION REPORT –   City Attorney Robert Schultz reported that City Council met 
in a Special Closed Session on September 24, 2013 on the following item: Government Code 
Section 54956.8: Property Transactions: Instructing City’s real property negotiator regarding the 
price and terms of payment for the purchase, sale, exchange, or lease of real property as to one 
parcel: Vacant Lot/Corner of Coral/San Jacinto; no reportable action under the Brown Act was 
taken. 
 
MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS & 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS  
 
2013 Beach Lifeguard Program Summary – Kyle Shaffer, Lifeguard Supervisor and Reserve 
Harbor Patrol Officer with the City’s Harbor Department presented a recap of the 2013 Beach 
Lifeguard Program.  This has been the 5th year of conducting our own USLA Lifeguard Training 
Academy where we trained 11 lifeguards.  Our own City lifeguards placed 1st in the Annual SLO 
County Lifeguard Agency 5 Man Paddle Relay.  The lifeguard season ran weekends only from 
Memorial Day until June 8th when 7 day a week coverage began.  This full coverage went 
through Labor Day weekend; weekend only coverage continues through October 6th.  The 
summer statistics include an estimated 108,000 beach goers; 3 rescues, 5 swimmer assists, 79 
preventable actions, 19 medical aids, 3 lost and found, 2800 public contacts, 385 public safety 

AGENDA NO:    A-3 
 
MEETING DATE:  10/8/2013 
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lectures, 27 animal rescues/assists, assisted the Harbor Department with boating emergencies 
twice and most importantly, NO drownings or near-drownings.   
 
  MOTION:        Mayor Irons moved to pull Items A-4 and A-5 in order to present the 

Proclamations to those in attendance for Rideshare Month and Energy Awareness Month.  
The motion was seconded by Councilmember Christine Johnson and carried 4-0-1 with 
Councilmember Nancy Johnson not in attendance. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Richard Sadowski supports the Council on this issue; he feels we could do better.  He feels that 
our attorney is more aligned with the Cayucos CSD on the WWTP issue.  He also stated that he 
has presented evidence of clear violations of building practices, one being on Quintana and 
Main, and was dismissed.  This is a matter of public trust and he thinks the Council should get 
better representation. 
 
Marla Jo Bruton also feels we could do better.  She has presented examples of how we could do 
better with a change in administration – the following have been done improperly: wastewater 
treatment plant design contract, Measure D, Harbor Leases conducted behind closed doors, and 
the Power Plant Lease Agreement. 
 
Joan Solu stated that she has been an HR Director with at will employees and as such recognizes   
the need for clear and transparent employment practices, policies and procedures; always 
respecting the negative impact a poorly conducted termination would have on the financial 
register and the morale of the remaining employees.  An at will termination must be backed by a 
well thought out exit strategy for the employee and a prepared succession plan.  Termination of 2 
top level executives could be thought of as reckless and she also feels this will place the City in 
extreme financial strain.  She asked the Council to consider the goals that won’t be able to be 
met with the void of upper level management.  She also feels that Council should cease these 
actions as it is creating a hostile work environment. 
 
David Nelson stated that this is a Council decision and it is your job to determine if a majority of 
you feel this is a necessary step.  He hopes there is a plan in place.  We have to move ahead 
quickly and efficiently. 
 
Nicole Dorfman has questions regarding the revisions made to the contracts of the City Attorney 
and the City Manager back on November, 2012.  She directed her questions to those 
Councilmembers who were in office at the time.  She asked if the contracts were revised to 
include an additional 3 months’ severance for each employee; she asked if any other employee’s 
contracts were also revised; she asked for the reasoning behind adding the benefit; and she asked 
how these changes benefitted the citizens of Morro Bay. 
 
Betty Forsythe spoke on an attracted nuisance on a hillside by her home.  The hillside at 
Driftwood was used by many visitors as a shortcut to the Avocado Margarita Festival which is 
causing a dangerous erosion issue.  The City fixed a barrier for the cars but didn’t fix the hillside.  
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There is no vegetation there and the hill is beginning to slide.  She would like a fence placed 
there. 
 
Janice Peters stated that neither the City Manager nor City Attorney have had any charges or 
complaints filed against them.  Also, the City Manager and the City Attorney both received 
above satisfactory reviews just 5 months ago.  She also stated that Mayor Irons has said that he 
has been thinking about this for quite awhile but has made no efforts to work out these 
disagreements with either employee but instead abruptly called a meeting to discuss their 
termination.  There is no wonder that everybody is so upset as there are no reasons for this 
proposed dismissal.  She stated these 2 employees have served for several Councils and have 
always made the adjustments necessary to respond to a change in Council direction.  They 
deserve to be respected, not terminated.  She questioned what the agenda here was. 
 
Carla Wixom feels that this is a blatant abuse of power and stated that just because you can, 
doesn’t mean you should.  Both the City Manager and the City Attorney are loyal City 
employees who have served the City for many years.  Council promised transparency, integrity 
and unity but this action couldn’t be more divisive, unprofessional and wrong.  This is a 
shameful waste of tax dollars. 
 
Bridgett Kessling served as the City’s City Clerk from 1992-2011 and worked for 5 City 
Managers.  Andrea Lueker by far is top notch.  She is saddened by this issue and finds herself in 
a place of opposition with people she has a good relationship with.  She doesn’t understand some 
of the claims she has read like Twin Bridges or Cerrito Peak, neither of which either employee 
have had anything to do with.  Both the City Manager and City Attorney are doing the jobs as 
they should be done; it is Council that makes the decisions on key issues.   
 
Barbara Doerr thanked Mayor Irons, and Councilmembers Christine Johnson and Smukler.  She 
voted for all three and finds each to be intelligent individuals and thanks them for putting their 
unique talents to work for us.  She trusts in the decisions they are making.  She has been an 
elected official, has been a government employee and a volunteer for many years for 
governmental groups and so believes she knows good elected officials when she sees them.  She 
feels they should be proud and hopes they don’t let intimidation sway them.  They have 
encouraged public input, more public workshops, more citizen advisory committees and earlier 
review of important decisions facing the City.  
 
Dorothy Cutter has lived in Morro Bay for 54 years.  She stated she feels there are 2 groups, a 
majority that just wants to live in a beautiful place and the minority whose bottom line is greed at 
the expense of the majority who lost control in the election of 2012 and will do anything to get it 
back.  The newly elected Council has stopped the wasting of the City’s money. 
 
Gayle Bickford stated that Council has promised transparency however, as of last week’s fiasco, 
calling a meeting with 24 hours’ notice is not transparent.   
 
John Headding loves where he lives and loves the people of Morro Bay.  What he has noticed is 
that there is a significant amount of divisiveness in Morro Bay right now.  He knows about 
running organizations, he looked at the history of Morro Bay and found the Management 
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Partners Report from 2008 which he encourages everybody to take a look at.  The community 
needs to come together, we can’t be divisive. 
 
Bill Yates is chagrined and disappointed.  In 25 years of coming to Council meetings, he has 
never seen crowds like this.  These actions are shaking up the community.  He told the majority 
Council, “you won, take the ball and run with it”.  He doesn’t believe the Mayor should be 
putting things on or taking things off the agenda on his own. 
 
Rick Grantham announced the upcoming Thanksgiving Day Dinner being sponsored by the 
Police Officer Association and the Rotary Club of Morro Bay.  The dinner is free of charge and 
is being held at the Community Center from 1-3pm.  He thanked the many sponsors who make 
this dinner possible. 
 
Marianne Shoemaker applauded the way Council handled the last meeting.  She was shocked by 
the hostility.  She stated we needed to work together to find a way to make this work.  She feels 
that with Mayor Irons at the helm, we have good leadership. 
 
Melody DeMerritt served on the Council from 2004-2008.  She served on a polite and kind 
Council who treated each other professionally.  There were dismissals during her tenure which 
were taken care of swiftly which is important.  Mayor Peters would never have put up with the 
meeting that was held on September 12th.   She requested that both Council and the public treat 
each other with respect.  She stressed that the Mayor has every right to clear the room if 
necessary. 
 
Stan House stated that never in the history of Morro Bay has so few people done so much harm 
in such a short period of time.  He can’t believe that this is being proposed during the treatment 
plant issue.  He feels this will be the most expensive lesson the taxpayers of Morro Bay have 
ever learned. 
 
Maurie Garza appreciates the transparency that Council promised the public.  He thanked the 
current Council for doing the great job they’ve been doing.  He stated that nobody but you know 
what the full story is, he is trusting that you will do the right thing. 
 
Chuck Stoll stated that the wastewater debate was the deciding factor for him in this recent 
election.  Unfortunately there are 2 very strong factions here and we stand at a crossroads.  The 
question is, are we going to support this Council and their decision.  He stated the majority was 
elected without a runoff election indicating widespread support among those who cared to vote.  
He feels these 2 employees still harbor loyalties to the previous council and their supporters 
which was evidenced by the raise in their severance package after the election; if a majority of 
Council feels it’s in the best interest to replace these 2 employees, then that is their right and 
prerogative. 
 
Dan Costley stated he has worked for and served those that he has supported and those he 
hasan’t supported; in all his involvement, he has never experienced the back room, outside 
influenced politics that he is seeing going on right now.  Up to now, he has never been very 
vocal in our local politics but he is now and will continue to be. 
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Royal Martin spoke after witnessing the unruly public response to the September 12th meeting.  
He supports Mayor Irons.  A majority of the voters voted Mayor Irons into office which was a 
message that the public wanted change.  If the removal of key staff members is necessary, so be 
it.  That is the democratic process. 
 
Don Boatman supports the Council and in reference to the September 12th meeting, he saw 
several people call you a corporation you aren’t; you are a democratically elected body.  The 
people expect checks and balances from their government.  Mayor Irons’ goal of openness at 
City meetings has been great and putting the town on the right path for the water reclamation 
facility, using citizen involvement and advice, is getting us off to a good start.  This is being 
balanced by the personnel decisions you are making. 
 
Keith Taylor said he only had 3 things to say to Mayor Irons and Councilmembers Christine 
Johnson and Smukler, “Shame on you”. 
 
John Solu stated that since Mayor Irons has delivered on his number 1 promise, getting the sewer 
plant moved, but at the same time, he has alienated our partner, the Cayucos Sanitary District.    
Lack of a partner could cost the citizens of Morro Bay millions of additional dollars.  Now he is 
deciding to play HR Director and tonight he is asking for $12,500 for legal services to advise the 
City how to legally fire the top 2 executives which could cost the City an additional $500,000.  
He asked the Mayor if he knew what $500,000 can buy that would benefit the City of Morro 
Bay.  He asked when Council is going to stop wasting our money. 
 
Jane Heath watched the September 12th public meeting and was appalled by the attacks.  She 
stated that the Council gives selflessly and deserves our respect.  These 2 employees are at-will 
and as such, serve at the pleasure of their employers.  They can be let go for a good reason, for a 
bad reason or for no reason.  As a Council majority, you have to trust that these employees can 
deliver on the objective that they were sent there to meet.  Severance should never be a reason to 
retain an employee.  It is now appropriate at this time to obtain an unbiased legal opinion for 
taking this action. 
 
Trudy O’Brien spoke voicing her concern for the actions being taken.  These actions are causing 
turmoil and hostility, and this is causing unnecessary division in the City of Morro Bay. 
 
Jim Hayes, who was a candidate for City Council, didn’t and still doesn’t understand why 
anybody would want to lobby the Coastal Commission to subvert a project already in planning 
with the goal of paying to pump sewage to a location uphill, that has to be purchased, knowing it 
would be expensive and unwise.  He believes, as a past City employee in the collections division, 
his thoughts and opinions are relevant.  He feels he knows what you have in mind with the City 
Manager’s position.  If you are trying to build consensus, you are going about it all wrong.  
 
Bob Keller spoke out against the personal attacks and outburst that occurred at the September 
12th meeting.  He feels we all need to show professionalism with your personal comments when 
you disagree.  Our Council serves with the best interests of Morro Bay in mind, they are doing us 
a public service and deserve our sincere respect.  In the past when there were decisions made he 
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didn’t agree with, he didn’t attack, he just voted.  He realizes there are tough decisions to be 
made and he is in support of the Council. 
 
Lynda Merrill told the Council that there are plenty of people in support of your decisions.  
Unfortunately, some people can’t face the truth.  She told Mayor Irons that he needs to carry on 
with what you believe is best for the City. 
 
Garry Johnson announced that in 2014 we are celebrating Morro Bay’s 50th Anniversary.  We 
live in a well-balanced, diversified community.  If we have transparency, he doesn’t see the need 
to fire these people – what’s your reason?  What are we going to gain?  And who are you going 
to put up there? 
 
Ahmed Kassem is interested in how a voted out City Council can make financial decisions.  The 
severance package and the power plant lease outflow decisions that were made with 3 out of the 
5 Councilmembers who had been voted out.  He would like to see democracy work better.  He 
would like to see any newly elected Councilmembers seated right away and not have to wait.   
 
Marlene Owens said that there are things she has learned being in business for many years.  First 
and foremost, in your business dealings with your employees, you are responsible for their 
security, their financial security and their mental security.  With this decision, you are going to 
be sending ripples of insecurity through the masses of City employees which could lead to an 
exodus of employees.    
 
Bill Peirce has been a part of Council’s who have had to terminate City Managers.  Council has 
had good service with both your City Manager and City Attorney.  We’ll let the people decide if 
they still support you, at this point, he stated that Mayor Irons has been served a Notice of Intent 
to Circulate a Recall Petition.   
 
Barbara Jo Osborne thanked Council as she voted for them.  You run the City, you deal with it.  
The 2 department heads know they are at risk.  This takes leadership, it’s not a popularity contest 
– do what needs to be done – the faster you do it, the better. 
 
Kevin Rice can give multiple reasons why the City of San Luis Obispo City Manager should be 
fired.  What are this Council’s reasons for these firings?  These people don’t trust you; tell them 
why you are proposing these actions.  Even if there is no legal cause, you should at least be able 
to say that you don’t get along.  He stated that the turmoil of a recall will cause a lot of grief and 
you should back down. 
 
Colby Crotzer stated that this is a democracy and the people who are elected will be able to pick 
their staff.  When there was an initiative that passed that forced the primary, he didn’t like it but 
it passed.  When this Council was elected, they have to have a staff to work for them that will 
achieve the will of the people expressed by that election. 
 
Shoosh Crotzer stated that this Council was elected in a huge overwhelming majority.  We really 
trust and want to empower you to do what you need to do.  This isn’t about whether people are 
nice or not.  The idea that the last lame duck Council gave these folks extra severance pay that 
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might cost the citizens of Morro Bay an extra $75,000 alone, could be one of the reasons you 
could even think about this action. 
 
Ron Burkhart stated for the record that the last speaker said that Janice Peters said that you were 
overwhelming elected and Ms. Peters never said that. 
 
Dave Burton stated that change is hard and there are lots of changes going on in Morro Bay.  He 
has professionally seen a lot of changes and growth.  He has also had to fire people that were 
good, qualified employees but they didn’t fit with the new vision and weren’t part of the change.  
It is this Council’s prerogative and also duty to question the status quo.  He believes that Council 
will make the best decision for Morro Bay. 
 
Ken Vesterfelt asked a hypothetical question, given the fact that this could cost upwards of 
$500,000, what could be bought with that money.  The morale at the Police Department isn’t 
high.  He is hoping the majority of the Council will think about the safety of the City when 
making this decision. 
 
Troy Leage stated he is a bit flabbergasted about how to speak on this subject.  He is an 
employer who has worked from the grass roots up.  Andrea Lueker has also worked from the 
bottom all the way up, who could be more qualified than that?  Rethink what you are doing and 
look at support of Morro Bay.  Both Rob Schultz and Andrea Lueker live and breathe Morro 
Bay, please recognize that and don’t do this. 
 
Gary Owens thinks that one thing that Council hasn’t considered that while it will cost $300,000-
$500,000 to fire them, how much is it going to cost to replace them.  The Council was elected by 
25% of the voters, which leaves 75% to vote in a recall election or the primary in June. 
 
Roger Anderson stated he has sat in the Council chairs probably more years than all of you 
combined.  When the need comes to dismiss someone, it’s for reasons; maybe they aren’t a good 
fit.  But when people are a good fit, when there has been economic benefit, when they have 
demonstrated years and years and years of excellent service, there has to be reason for making 
changes. 
 
Bonnie Tognazzini asked what the Council was doing.  She is totally distressed.  We have 2 
good City employees that have stood up for her and now she is standing up for them. 
 
Doug Pasley wanted to publicly state his vote of confidence for the City Attorney and City 
Manager.  He would hope to see Council get along with the City Attorney and City Manager.  
There are much bigger things coming up, in fact he talked with Cayucos recently and he feels we 
need Andrea Lueker and Rob Schultz to help with the wastewater treatment plant facility move 
forward.  We need to pull together right now. 
 
Hunter Kilpatrick stated that on September 12th, the Mayor told Mr. Schultz that the intent of the 
special meeting was to call to question on their contracts.  To call the question means it goes 
straight to vote without discussion.  That didn’t happen; instead it went to closed session and 
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they discussed this matter.  He doesn’t see any report or any minutes of that vote being taken or 
the results of that vote. 
 
The Public Comment period was closed. 
 
A. CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the City Council, the following actions are 
approved without discussion. 
 
A-1 APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL CLOSED 

SESSION MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 10, 2013; (CITY ATTORNEY) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-2 APPROVAL OF THE CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR COUNCIL 

MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 10, 2013; (ADMINISTRATION) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-3 APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL CLOSED 

SESSION MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 12, 2013; (ADMINISTRATION) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-4 PROCLAMATION DECLARING OCTOBER 2013 AS ENERGY AWARENESS 

MONTH; (ADMINISTRATION) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-5 PROCLAMATION DECLARING OCTOBER 2013 AS RIDESHARE MONTH AND 

OCTOBER 9, 2013 AS INTERNATIONAL WALK TO SCHOOL DAY; 
(ADMINISTRATION) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as submitted. 
 
A-6 APPROVAL OF ONE YEAR CONTRACT EXTENSION WITH MV 

TRANSPORTATION FOR MORRO BAY TRANSIT AND TROLLEY OPERATIONS 
AND MANAGEMENT; (PUBLIC SERVICES) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Approve a one (1) year extension of the current Morro Bay 

Transit and Trolley Operations and Management Agreement with MV 
Transportation and authorize staff to prepare a Request for Proposals for the 
operation and management of Morro Bay Transit and Trolley services for release in 
August 2014 for award by Council in November 2014. 

 



9 
 

MINUTES - MORRO BAY CITY COUNCIL – SEPTEMBER 24, 2013 
  

A-7 OBTAIN OUTSIDE INDEPENDENT LEGAL COUNSEL TO ADVISE CITY 
COUNCIL ON CITY MANAGER AND CITY ATTORNEY CONTRACTS AND 
RELATED ISSUES; (MAYOR) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Authorize Mayor Jamie Irons to obtain outside independent 

legal counsel for the purpose of guiding Council through any and all personnel 
matters of the City Attorney and City Manager. 

 
Mayor Irons opened up the public comment period for items on the Consent Calendar.  
 
Marla Jo Bruton requested Council pull Item A-3 from the Consent Calendar.  She requested that 
she would like to see the public comment portion of those minutes appear like normal minutes, 
with content included, as well as be presented in chronological order. 
 
Joan Solu spoke on Item A-7 requesting Council not hire outside counsel for the recommended 
$12,500 to guide you through a process that is unnecessary.   
 
Nicole Dorfman supports the Mayor’s request for the money for outside counsel.  We need 
neutral legal advice in this situation. 
 
Betty Forsythe stated that we should be looking for this outside legal counsel from the State of 
Arizona or Nevada.  She doesn’t think we can go to the State of California because of the bar 
association. 
 
Carla Wixom asked that the Council not waste more of our tax dollars, use it for good things like 
paving our streets. 
 
Bridgett Kessling wants her tax dollars to go to something more worthwhile – police, fire, 
streets, etc.  She hoped that Council was receiving public testimony with an open mind. 
 
Barbara Doerr stated that Council is currently sitting without legal counsel and as such, she 
supports the request to hire outside legal counsel.  She believes that past Mayors and staff have 
left you with problems.  She also believes this Council has done everything according to the 
Brown Act. 
 
Kevin Rice requested, in the spirit of adhering with full transparency, Councilmember Leage 
asked questions at the beginning of the meeting and he would like to hear those questions 
answered before public comment. 
 
Nattala Merzoyan supports the current Council in their actions; she has nothing against the City 
Manager or City Attorney. 
 
William Welles is not here to talk about the $13,000, that’s chump change.  Who are going to 
replace these people with?  You need to let the people know what is going on. 
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John Fennacy stated that there are always 3 versions of the truth - yours, mine and the truth.  He 
previously spoke encouraging the Council to seek the advice of competent counsel; that time has 
passed.  That should have been done before public session was held.  There are better uses for 
this money.  Everybody can probably say that if this Council stepped back and just said no, we 
aren’t going to go forward with this, the respect and healing of the community would be 
immense.   
 
Phil Kispersky stated that truth isn’t mean, it’s just the truth.  That’s all people want to hear, why 
does Council need to release these folks?  And why do you then need $12,500 for reasons you 
can’t state?  Stand up and speak the truth, then we will judge. 
 
Mike Tannler stated that Council is asking for money to engage outside counsel to get rid of 2 
employees who recently had good reviews which could cost the City a half million dollars.  A 
half million dollars could buy patrol cars, patrol vests, radios, fire equipment, training, etc.  What 
is the benefit to him as a citizen to get rid of these people, he asked Council to vote no on Item 
A-7.  
 
Hunter Kilpatrick has had the pleasure of working with both Andrea Lueker and Rob Schultz and 
while they have not always agreed, he has never felt that he was treated with anything but 
fairness and respect.  Both employees have always made decisions based on case history and 
City policy.  Without justified cause or complaint, there is no reason to fire these employees.  
Anytime you vote for any expense, it is his money you are using, as a tax paying citizen, he does 
not grant your permission to use his money to continue this matter any further.     
 
Melinda Elster worked to help elect the present Council because they were going to provide 
vision and leadership for our community.  As such, she supports this desire to allow additional 
counsel to come on to help make sure as the City moves forward, everything is does accordingly.  
She hopes we can come through this as a community united, not divided. 
 
Abby Diodati looks to herself to unite, not to others.  She hopes we can do this with class 
whether we have different opinions.  She stated that any decision that Council makes about our 
City management is not made out of self-interests, but what is in the best interest of the 
community of Morro Bay as a whole.  She trusts this is the Council that can take Morro Bay into 
the future. 
 
John Diodati supports the action to hire outside counsel for the personnel issue you have.  He 
encourages those concerned about transparency to look at the Brown Act and read it; this 
Council is doing the right thing.  Personnel matters under the Brown Act have considerable 
constraints that Councils have to work under.   
 
Nancy Bast stated that we finally have a Mayor and Council majority who are working for the 
entire community.  She requested allocation of money for the outside counsel and she stated 
reasons why you should which include past mismanagement of money and the City’s failing 
infrastructure.   
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Homer Alexander stated that the 3 Councilmembers will find out that the $12,500 will be pocket 
change when compared to the total cost of firing these employees.  The cost to handle day-to-day 
legal questions while you recruit will add up.  He is very familiar with the current budget, and 
there is no expense line item for a $500,000 termination, it will have to come from reserves.  
Based on these expenditures, he wouldn’t count on any tax measure passing. 
 
Claire Grantham spoke in opposition to Item A-7.  She is concerned that Council has already 
made up their minds so why pay another $12,000 to hire an attorney.  We are all actively trying 
to raise money for our police dog program and you have no idea how hard it is to raise this 
money.  To see you spend money this way is distressing.  Just because you can, doesn’t mean 
you should.      
 
Rick Grantham was very concerned about where the funding for all of this was going to come 
from.  It comes from our emergency fund.  What you are doing is taking the money that we 
depend on when we have a natural disaster, which we will one day; we will need this money and 
it shouldn’t be used to hire an attorney to fire another attorney.  He fought long and hard for this 
emergency fund when he was on Council and doesn’t want to see it spent in this way.   
 
Carrie Burton supports this request by Council.  It is well known that the flash mob antics is not 
the way the public feels about you.  She stated that the actions of those from the last meeting 
were very troubling to her.  She knows what has been done to her.  She questioned how much 
money the City has spent on outside counsel on other issues. 
 
Janice Peters questioned why the Council is asking to bring in outside counsel on an issue 
already heard and no action was taken on.  She disputed charges that were brought up from 
public comment, the City lost 3 million/year with the plant was not allowed to remodel; we lost 
over 1 million when the fishing industry was regulated almost out of existence.  This was not a 
result of a Council or these 2 people; you can’t blame those losses on these 2 people.  She 
finished by stating that you can’t get a better recommendation than 27 years of service to this 
City. 
 
Lynda Merrill supports spending the money on outside counsel, and as soon as possible; we all 
need to move on. 
 
Gary Owens stated that if the Brown Act has been followed, why do you need outside legal 
counsel? 
 
Bill Yates questioned what the outside legal counsel is about; he fired 2 City Managers and 
Janice Peters was part of a Council that fired 2 City Managers and they never needed outside 
legal counsel. He stated that if we are going to pay $500,000, if there will be a slowdown of City 
services, if we are taking from reserves – I’m back.  The reserves are there for an emergency, not 
to fund severance packages.    
 
Jim Pauley stated that this is the best City Council that he has ever seen.  It is the fairest, the 
most progressive, the most above board that he’s been exposed to.  The $12,500 is chicken feed 
compared to what other Councils have spent. 
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Bob Keller has nothing personal with anybody here tonight.  He asked “what Council wouldn’t 
go for outside counsel in a situation like this”.   
 
Rick Sauerwein spoke in support of the Council, in support of the citizens of Morro Bay and to 
speak in support of Andrea Lueker and Rob Schultz.  He has worked here for the last 8 months 
and has seen firsthand how hard every member of the City staff works to support the agenda that 
you have set for this City.  We’ve got a lot of different tasks ahead of us and don’t need 
diversions that divide this community.  We need 5 statesmen to stand up to unite people that will 
take us in a direction that will benefit everybody here.  $12,500 doesn’t need to be spent in this 
community. 
 
Garry Johnson is not in support of hiring outside legal counsel.  Also, if you hire by the hour, it 
will likely go longer and thus go higher. 
 
The public comment period for the Consent Calendar was closed.  
 
Mayor Irons pulled Items A-3 and A-7 from the Consent Calendar. 
 
            MOTION: Councilmember Smukler moved the City Council approve Items A-1, A-2, 

A-4, A-5 and A-6 of the Consent Calendar as presented.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Leage and carried unanimously 4-0-1; Councilmember Nancy Johnson 
was not in attendance. 

 
A-3 APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL CLOSED SESSION 

MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 12, 2013; (ADMINISTRATION) 
 
Mayor Irons questioned the City Clerk as to how the minutes of the Special Meeting of 
September 12, 2013 were prepared.  City Clerk Jamie Boucher stated that when there was such 
an abundance of comment, it was common to prepare the minutes as presented.  Councilmember 
Smukler requested the public to contact the City Clerk should they request their comment be 
specifically noted as opposed to summarized as a group.   
 
 MOTION: Mayor Irons moved to continue this item and should the public wish their 

comments specifically stated, they should contact the City Clerk with that request.  The 
motion was seconded by Councilmember Smukler and carried unanimously 4-0-1; 
Councilmember Nancy Johnson was not in attendance. 

 
A-7 OBTAIN OUTSIDE INDEPENDENT LEGAL COUNSEL TO ADVISE CITY 

COUNCIL ON CITY MANAGER AND CITY ATTORNEY CONTRACTS AND 
RELATED ISSUES; (MAYOR) 

 
Mayor Irons read a prepared written statement in which he stated that outside legal counsel was 
needed.  Council needs independent legal advice as there is a clear conflict of interest with our 
City Attorney advising City Council and representing himself in this personnel matter.  At 
Thursday’s meeting, the City Attorney claimed that a Brown Act violation occurred; if that is 
true, we need outside legal counsel to cure and correct that violation. We need outside legal 
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counsel to help facilitate proper legal procedures, maintain confidentially of personnel matters 
and to protect the City.  I am asking for Council support to hire outside legal counsel. 
 
Councilmember Leage presented Council with a list of 10 questions to which he wanted answers 
to:  ~how did you determine $250/hr; ~do you have a particular firm in mind; ~how is the firm 
going to be picked, will there be an rfp; ~what kind of firm are you considering; ~how are you 
going to tell the public which firm has been hired; ~what questions are we going to ask this 
outside attorney; ~do you plan to bring this report back to an open session so the public can hear 
what’s in the report; ~are you the only person on Council that will be able to speak to this firm 
and if I have questions, how do I go about asking them; ~where is the money going to come 
from; ~ what other budgeted item is going to be reduced to provide for this money?  He wants 
answers to these questions. 
 
Councilmember Christine Johnson stated that in normal circumstances, A-7 wouldn’t be needed.  
Over the course of the days since September 11th and especially since September 12th, we can 
agree that these aren’t normal circumstances.  At this point, we are looking at a situation that has 
been created where our in-house City Attorney can’t represent his own interests in a situation we 
currently have, it is purely a matter of a conflict of interest.  Looked at that way, it would be in 
the best interest of all of Morro Bay to go forward with Item A-7. 
 
Councilmember Smukler looks forward to having discussion about Mr. Leage’s questions.  He 
also stated we need to follow a process that ensures the employees’ privacy as well as not expose 
the City to any further litigation or challenges.  His hope is that we would be involved with this 
contract attorney specific to these questions.  He looks forward to getting answers to the 
questions. 
 
Mayor Irons stated that obtaining legal counsel is the path to “why”.  He has done some research 
and found that hourly rates for lawyers run between $150-250/hour.  He has 3 firms in mind, 
Simas & Associates, Snyders & Associates, and Meyers, Widders, Gibson, Jones & Feingold.  
All 3 firms are municipal law and personnel law experienced.  He plans to come back with a 
report as to who is hired.  The outside counsel will be for the use of all City Councilmembers.  
The money will come from the Risk Management Reserve.  And no other budget items will be 
reduced.   
 
Councilmember Christine Johnson requested a timeline to which Mayor Irons responded that if 
authorized, he would initiate contact with firms immediately, then work out the contractual 
details, then as soon as legal representation is available, we could proceed with noticing of 
meetings as soon as next week.  Councilmember Christine Johnson then asked if each firm 
would submit a proposal that would be reviewed for Council to make this decision.  Mayor Irons 
stated that he is proposing to make the decision to select the legal counsel.   
 
There was a request made to discuss as to who would be selecting the outside counsel.  
Councilmember Leage hoped that it would at least be a committee of two Councilmembers in on 
the decision to obtain the outside counsel – one from the ‘majority’ and one from the ‘minority’.  
People are uncomfortable with who may be brought in.   
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Councilmember Smukler stated that time is very important and that legal counsel is a key part of 
that.  He thinks everyone would agree that we need move as quickly as possible.  This is an 
extreme situation which would supersede our need for review.  He is confident that this Council 
will act in an unbiased, open manner. 
 
Councilmember Christine Johnson thinks it’s important to go out; her preference would be that a 
firm that has had any dealings with Morro Bay not be selected.   She would like to see closure on 
this so she would be willing to talk about a compressed timeline and allow the Mayor to select 
the firm. 
 
Councilmember Leage is upset about this, as this outside counsel is going to be representing him 
as well. 
 
Councilmember Smukler agrees that we need to move on this process but at the same time, 
remain within the rules.  He is in support of this. 
 
Mayor Irons stands by his request.  He would also support a review of the September 12th 
meeting for any possible mistakes made. 
 
 MOTION: Mayor Irons moved approval of Item A-7 in addition to reviewing the 

September 12th meeting for any possible mistakes made.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Smukler and carried 3-1-1 with Councilmember Leage voting not and 
Councilmember Nancy Johnson not in attendance. 

 
B. PUBLIC HEARINGS - NONE 
 
C. UNFINISHED BUSINESS   

 
C-1 PROJECT STATUS REPORT; (ADMINISTRATION)  
 
City Manager Andrea Lueker presented the staff report. 
 
Mayor Irons opened up the public comment period for Item C-1.   
 
Marla Jo Bruton requested the agendas be produced that give a clear definition of what the 
subject is.  She also doesn’t have a copy of the spreadsheet that listed the projects being 
discussed.  She continues to have concern with the North Main Street trunk line.  She feels it’s a 
shame we haven’t addressed this project.  She produced a series of reports regarding the 
condition of collection lines throughout the City and there are 2 lines that have been a main issue 
of concern for her and it’s a shame that this issue of possible contamination of sewage into the 
Morro Basin Aquifer hasn’t been addressed. 
 
Richard Sadowski also stated that in reviewing the report and video tape, the 60/40 line 
continues to have breaks and leaks in them and nothing has been done.  Raw sewage is leaking 
into Alva Paul Creek.  Also, he’s said it since 2007; the JPA needs to be revised.     
 



15 
 

MINUTES - MORRO BAY CITY COUNCIL – SEPTEMBER 24, 2013 
  

The public comment period for item C-1 was closed. 
 
The report is for review and file. 
 
D. NEW BUSINESS  
 
D-1 APPROVAL OF CONSENT OF LANDOWNER AGREEMENT FOR LEASE SITE 

96/96W (ROCCA’S, VAN BEURDEN) TO FILE AN APPLICATION FOR LEASE 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND ALLOW STAFF TO ENTER INTO LEASE 
NEGOTIATIONS; (HARBOR) 

 
Councilmember Leage recused himself from the discussion due to the proximity of his property 
to the project location. 
 
City Manager Andrea Lueker presented the staff report. 
 
Project representative Cathy Novak spoke representing Stan Van Beurden for his project located 
at 945 Embarcadero.  This lease site is one of the City’s smallest.  Add to that the extensive 
remodel undertaken by Mr. Van Beurden and there are limited opportunities for proposing a new 
project.  As such, Mr. Van Beurden has proposed a plan which he believes will maximize the 
visitor serving uses and public opportunities for the site.  This project proposes to add 173 square 
feet to the northern side of the building as well as reconfigure the existing western portion to 
create a new 590 square foot of dining area.  Second, this project will look to relocate the trash 
enclosure inside the building which will free up the public walkway area.  Other public benefits 
proposed include an improved public sidewalk from the Embarcadero to the Harborwalk along 
the park edge.  In addition, this also proposes to construct a new angled access way from the park 
sidewalk to the existing public deck and Harborwalk.  Lastly, the project proposes new picnic 
tables in the park adjacent to the new sidewalk.  Mr. Van Beurden is prepared to submit this 
project to the City and is respectfully requesting that the Council authorize staff to sign the 
consent of landowner form to begin the formal planning review process. 
 
Stan Van Beurden is currently developing the lease site known as Rocca’s.  The site is currently 
generating the maximum possible income seeing increases of revenue for the site grow from 
$12,000/year to almost $25,000/year.  He stated that most Embarcadero lease holders are mom 
and pop type owners.  Most of us have invested our lives, raised families and have been willing 
to pay back by reinvesting in the Embarcadero.  Many lease holders take risks that most banks 
and financial institutions will not lend on due to restricted lease terms.  What makes Morro Bay 
unique is the personalized service business owners provide.  Many customers have been 
returning for generations.  He feels that lease site information on the Embarcadero is very 
transparent.  Any investment on the waterfront must be profitable to the investor or no one would 
be interested in investing here.  The leases should reflect a fair and equal partnership.  The 
emphasis shouldn’t be on a set amount of money the leaseholder is required to spend but by how 
much the City will benefit by the investment.  This particular site doesn’t allow for any further 
improvements or additions as may be allowed by larger sites.  He is more than willing to be a 
partner with the City and hopes we can make it work so that all can benefit.  He hopes that this 
project will be moved forward tonight and negotiations can resume for the lease site. 
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Mayor Irons opened up the public comment period for Item D-1. 
 
Barbara Doerr stated that additional seating will be great.  However she also feels that a 20 year 
lease extension for no reason at all is outrageous.  She also feels that Anchor Park should be 
preserved.   
 
The public comment period for Item D-1 was closed. 
 
Councilmember Christine Johnson stated that the staff report and drawings is a good first step 
and first look at what’s happening.   
 
Councilmember Smukler stated he can see the clear public benefit in the proposal as there are 
park improvements, removal of trash to a less visible area, as well as enhancement of public 
access to the waterfront area.  He also likes the fact that the western side is being opened up 
maximizing the enjoyment of the view.  He feels it would be beneficial for the Council to give 
staff leeway to work with these smaller lease sites as ultimately the final decision would come 
back to Council. 
 
Mayor Irons stated we are trying to bring sidewalks to 8 feet and should try to make this a goal 
with this project as well.  He would like to see Rocca’s stay but also feels the need to visit the 
sign ordinance with this location as well.  He is in support of moving forward with this but 
would also like to look into the investment versus square footage versus return on investment.  
He suggested one of our local banks look at the proposal as it relates to return on investment. 
 
Councilmember Smukler is cautious about expanding beyond a 6 foot sidewalk as well as keep 
the options of the grass and what the park offers; Councilmember Christine Johnson is amenable 
to a 6 foot sidewalk and leaving the grass if possible; and, Mayor Irons thinks that an 8 foot 
sidewalk is the way to go. 
 

MOTION: Councilmember Christine Johnson moved approval of Item D-1, 
Alternative A.  The motion was seconded by Councilmember Smukler and carried 3-0-2 
with Councilmember Leage having recused himself and Councilmember Nancy Johnson 
was not in attendance. 
 

Councilmember Smukler wanted to restate the importance for us to be clear and give the leeway 
for staff to explore alternative lease terms based on size and constraints of the site. 
 
D-2 DISCUSSION ON ESTABLISHING A SUBCOMMITTEE TO MEET WITH THE 

OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE SEC EMBARCADERO AND 
HARBOR TO DISCUSS POTENTIAL USES OF THE PROPERTY; (CITY 
ATTORNEY) 

 
City Attorney Rob Schultz presented the staff report. 
 
The public comment period for Item D-2 was opened.   
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Barbara Doerr agrees with staff that there isn’t anything to do right now. 
 
Pam Craig stated it would be a conflict of interest to have a subcommittee if a project was being 
brought forward to the staff level. 
 
The public comment period for Item D-2 was closed. 
 
Councilmember Smukler says it’s important to note that our intent was to try and find a use of 
the property and put it to use for the community; he hopes that this project will fulfill that.    
 
Councilmember Leage stated that they have been talking about developing this property for quite 
some time and nothing has ever been done.   
 
There was Council consensus not to form a sub-committee.   
 
E. COUNCIL DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
Councilmember Smukler requested a discussion of and approval of a Resolution in support of 
participating in HERO – Home Energy Renovation Opportunity Program; Mayor Irons and 
Councilmember Christine Johnson concurred.  
 
ADJOURNMENT   
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:37pm. 
 
Recorded by: 
 
 
 
Jamie Boucher 
City Clerk 



 
 
 
 

A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF MORRO BAY 

DECLARING OCTOBER 6-12, 2013 AS 
 

FIRE PREVENTION WEEK 
 

CITY COUNCIL 
City of Morro Bay, California 

 

WHEREAS, Fire Prevention Week commemorates the great Chicago Fire of 1871, which 
killed more than 250 persons, left 100,000 homeless and destroyed more than 17,400 buildings, 
and serves as the motivating force to bring the citizens of Morro Bay together to build a safer 
community; and 

  
WHEREAS, the City of Morro Bay is committed to ensuring the safety and security of all 

those living in and visiting our City; and 
  
WHEREAS, fire is a serious public safety concern both locally and nationally, and homes 

are the locations where people are at greatest risk from fire; and 
  
WHEREAS, the nonprofit National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) has documented 

through its research that home fires killed 2,380 people in the U.S. in 2012; and 
  
WHEREAS, Morro Bay’s firefighters are dedicated to reducing the occurrence of home 

fires and home fire injuries through prevention and protection education; and  
 
WHEREAS, Morro Bay’s residents are responsive to public education measures and are 

able to take personal steps to increase their safety from fire; and 
  
WHEREAS, residents who have a working Smoke Detector in their homes and regularly 

test it will therefore be more likely to survive a fire; and 
  
WHEREAS, the 2013 Fire Prevention Week theme, “Prevent Kitchen Fires” effectively 

serves to remind us all that cooking is the number one cause of home fires, and a significant 
contributor to home fires deaths; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Morro Bay Fire Department recommends that all citizens educate 

themselves on the suppression of kitchen fires; and 
 
WHEREAS, the 2013 San Luis Obispo County Fire Chief's Burn Relay will be arriving at 

Del Mar Elementary on Thursday October10, 2013, to provide 450 students a fire prevention 
message to include, "Stop Drop and Roll, Get Down Get Low and Get Out, and Smoke Detector 
Testing," 

 

AGENDA NO:  A-4 
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the City Council of the City of Morro Bay, 

does hereby proclaim October 6-12, 2013, as Fire Prevention Week and during National Fire 
Prevention Week, attention is focused on promoting fire safety and prevention, however we 
should practice fire safety all year long.   

 
 

                      IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto 
                       set my hand and caused the seal of the City  
                       of Morro Bay to be affixed this 8th day of  
                       October, 2013 
 
 
 
 
             ______________________________ 
             JAMIE L. IRONS, Mayor 
                   City of Morro Bay, California 
 



 
 
 
 

A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF MORRO BAY 

DECLARING OCTOBER 20-26, 2013 AS 
 

“FREEDOM FROM WORKPLACE BULLIES WEEK” 
 

CITY COUNCIL 
City of Morro Bay, California 

 
          WHEREAS, the City of Morro Bay has an interest in promoting the social and economic 
well-being of its employees and citizens; and  
 
          WHEREAS, that well-being depends upon the existence of healthy and productive 
employees working in safe and abuse-free environments; and  
 
          WHEREAS, research has documented the stress-related health consequences for 
individuals caused by exposure to abusive work environments; and  
 
          WHEREAS, abusive work environments are costly to employers with consequences 
including reduced productivity, absenteeism, turnover, employee dissatisfaction, and injuries; 
and  
 
          WHEREAS, protection from abusive work environments should apply to every worker, 
and not limited to legally protected class status based only on race, color, gender, national origin, 
age, or disability.  
 
          NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of Morro Bay does 
hereby proclaim October 20-26, 2013 as “Freedom from Workplace Bullies Week” and 
commends the California Healthy Workplace Advocates and the Workplace Bullying Institute, 
which raises awareness of the impacts of, and solutions for, workplace bullying in California and 
the U.S.; and encourages citizens to mark this week with special activities and programs to break 
through the shame and silence enshrouding adult bullying at work.  
 
 
        IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto 
                       set my hand and caused the seal of the City 
                       of Morro Bay to be affixed this 8th day of  
                       October, 2013 
 
 
 
 
             ______________________________ 
             JAMIE L. IRONS, Mayor 
             City of Morro Bay, California 

AGENDA NO:  A-5 
 
MEETING DATE:  10/8/13 



 
 

Staff Report 
 

TO:   Honorable Mayor and Council     DATE:  10/02/2013 

FROM: Joe Woods, Recreation and Parks Director 
 
SUBJECT: Review and Approve the Public Art Proposal for a Marble Sculpture to be 

Located in Front of the Morro Bay Senior Center  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
The Recreation and Parks Commission (RPC), as well as staff, recommend City Council review and 
approve the proposal from Ann Marie Schneztler by artist Crissa Hewitt in memory of Nicole Poucel 
which includes the design and installation of a marble sculpture at the Morro Bay Senior Center; 
located at 1001 Kennedy Way.  Staff recommends Alternative 1. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Accept the recommendation from RPC and approve the Public Art Proposal with direction to 
staff to work with the applicant to complete the project and execute a donation agreement. 

2. Approve the Public Art Proposal with Council directed conditions and direct staff to work 
with the applicant to complete the project and execute a donation agreement. 

3. Deny the Public Art Proposal. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT   
The sculpture is being sponsored by Ann Marie Schneztler and all costs associated with the design 
and installation of the project is included as a part of her donation.  The sculpture project may be 
enhanced by lowering the privacy wall in front of the Senior Center.  This potential construction 
would be the responsibility of the City and that cost is estimated at $2,000 which would come out of 
the General Fund. 
 
SUMMARY 
In March 2013, staff received a public art proposal from Ann Marie Schneztler for installation of a 
marble sculpture to be located at the Morro Bay Senior Center.  The proposal has been reviewed and 
approved by both the City Manager and RPC.  This proposal for public art is now being presented to 
City Council for review and approval. 
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BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
Pursuant to the current Public Art Policy, (attached), all requests for public art donations start at the 
City Manager's office.  After review for completeness, the application for public art is forwarded to 
the appropriate Advisory Boards for consideration and recommendations. Recommendations 
regarding the request to donate public art are then forwarded to City Council for final consideration. 
  
In March 2013, staff received a public art proposal from Ann Marie Schneztler. The art proposal is a 
marble sculpture in memory of Nicole Poucel.  After staff’s review and discussions with both the 
donor and artist, it was concluded that the appropriate location for the project would be on the patio 
area in front of the Senior Center.  The project would also include seating for visitors to observe the 
art sculpture. 
 
At the regular meeting of the Recreation and Parks Commission on September 19, 2013, this public 
art proposal was reviewed.  The RPC commented on the location of the proposed art, work done on 
the privacy wall, and any comments from the Morro Bay Senior Citizens Inc. (MBSCI).  They 
concluded that the patio area in front of the Senior Center was a good location for the project, but 
would like some input from the MBSCI.  Staff did share the input received to date from the 
MBSCI’s President, who has been involved from the beginning of the proposal.  The President is in 
favor of the project, and the location.  Staff has requested the RPC’s Senior Representative discuss 
the project at the next scheduled MBSCI Board meeting, unfortunately that meeting is scheduled for 
October 9, 2013.   Any notable suggestions or concerns by the MBSCI Board regarding the project 
would be addressed by staff, and reported back to City Council if warranted. 
 
Some Commissioners found it difficult to decide on this proposed public art based on pictures alone, 
as the piece is an abstract and a one dimensional viewing does not give the piece justice.  After 
further discussion, the RPC moved to accept the proposed public art project with a 4-0 vote; and 
recommended approval by City Council. 
 
CONCLUSION 
It is the recommendation of the Recreation and Parks Commission, as well as Staff, that the City 
Council review and approve the proposal from Ann Marie Schneztler by artist Crissa Hewitt in 
memory of Nicole Poucel to include the design and installation of a marble sculpture at the Morro 
Bay Senior Center; located at 1001 Kennedy Way.  The addition of this proposed public art will 
further enhance the Morro Bay Senior Center and promote the City’s interest in providing 
opportunities to showcase public art. 
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Public Art Request 
 
Overall Description 
In memory of a dear friend Nicole Poucel, Ann Marie Schnetzler wishes to donate a marble 
sculpture by artist Crissa Hewitt.  The piece is to be placed outside of Morro Bay Senior Center.  A 
short biography of Ms. Poucel is attached and will demonstrate why this location is a fitting site for 
this memorial.  The theme is an abstraction of water, waves and rocks that are much a part of the 
region and the life of Nicole.  The art piece is called, “L’Amour De La Mer” (Love of the Sea). 
 
Technical Sculpture Information 
Sculpture materials: Italian white marble, Clear Creek Jade from San Benito and County, “Wild See” 
granted, and concrete.  The tallest marbled piece is approximately 2’ tall. There are four white 
marble forms and one naturally formed piece of jade.  Together they are positioned on a platform. 
Size: platform: footprint is 20” x 48” (this is approximate to the maximum dimensions) 
 
Base/pedestal:  materials consist of rebar, poured concrete, concrete block, and stucco. 
Size: 30” to 40” h x 48”w x 28” (this is approximate to the maximum dimensions). 
 
The pedestal will be constructed as an integral part in a concrete pad.  This path will sit flush with 
the ground level with depth to be determined by my licensed contractor.  The pedestal surface below 
the sculpture platform will be stucco and painted (charcoal gray). 
 
To facilitate easy viewing around the sculpture, the plan is to put an area of pavers around the 
pedestal sides and would extend to the curb.  There is a bush with a dedicated plaque nearby and 
perhaps the paver area could be configured to include it and better set off the bush. Pavers would not 
cover the entire small plot and would be designed in consultation with the Recreation and Parks 
Department.  The white marble is translucent in areas and it could be very effectively lit if a flush to 
ground light was installed in an area behind the sculpture.  This is not a requirement for the piece. 
 
Mounting 
The slab and pedestal will be constructed on site as one unit.  The top section that will be the 
platform for the marble pieces will be attached to this finished pedestal.  The details are in the 
attached drawing.  The sculpture pieces will be mounted to the top of the base as diagrammed.  
Stainless steel all thread hardware would be epoxied into the marble and into the base. 
 
Maintenance 
The artist will be responsible for cleaning and general maintenance of the sculpture.  Over time, the 
marble will age and may develop some small surface pits and/or hairline cracks, both of which are 
natural.  This is what marble does when outside.  Installation of the sculpture will be the 
responsibility of the artist and her licensed contractor in consultation with appropriate City of Morro 
Bay staff. 
 
Contact Information  
Crissa Hewitt, 805-541-1095; 69 Benton Way, San Luis Obispo 93405 
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City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC ART POLICY  

Approved by Morro Bay City Council on February 27, 2006  
 
PURPOSE  
The City of Morro Bay encourages public art on appropriate City owned property. The purpose of this 
policy is to set forth standardized policies and procedures for the acceptance of donated artwork offered 
to the City by the artist.  
 
DEFINITION OF PUBLIC ART  
For the purpose of this policy, public art will be artwork located in public places (indoor or outdoor) 
owned by the City of Morro Bay.  
 
REVIEW PROCEDURE  
A. Any artist wishing to donate artwork to the City of Morro Bay must submit an application 

 to the City Manager’s office in the form attached hereto:  
1. Photo, plans or model of proposed donation  
2. Technical description of the work  
3. Any special care, maintenance, mounting or display requirements  
4. Resume of the artist  
5. Statement of value of the proposed donation  

 
B. City staff shall review the application and supporting documentation for the proposed donation. 

Upon finding that the application is complete, City staff shall place the application on the agenda 
of all City boards and commissions for their comments. Input shall be encouraged from the Morro 
Bay Art Association, Morro Bay Public Art Foundation and the public at large. It shall then go to 
the City Council for final approval or denial.  

 
SELECTION CRITERIA  
A. The City Council will consider the following criteria when considering whether to accept  or 

reject a donation of public art.  
1. The design and placement of public art will not impede pedestrian or vehicle traffic or conflict 

with public or private easements.  
2. Whether the artist has the necessary funds/resources to properly install, care for and maintain the 

donated public art.  
3. Appropriateness of the site.  

 
ACCEPTANCE  
A. If the City Council votes to accept the donated artwork, the artist shall enter into a donation 

agreement. Upon execution of the agreement by the artist, title of the artwork shall pass to the 
City.  

 
B. The City in its sole discretion may remove from its collection any donated artwork. In such event 

the City shall make reasonable efforts to contact the artist who donated the artwork and offer to 
return the artwork. If the artist cannot be located after reasonable efforts, or the artist declines to 
accept the return of the artwork, the City may determine the disposition of the artwork.  









 

 
Prepared By:   BR    Dept Review:  RL     
 
City Manager Review:  ________         

 
City Attorney Review:  ________   

      
          Staff Report 

 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council  DATE:  September 30, 2013 

FROM: Barry Rands, PE – Associate Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Authorization to File Notice of Completion 

Project No. MB-2010-PD1: Wireless Communications Upgrades 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Authorize staff to file the Notice of Completion for Wireless Communications Upgrades. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Staff does not recommend any alternatives to the recommendation. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT   
The project was funded from City Funds (Measure Q) and was approved in the City’s 
FY2013/14 annual budget. The preliminary budget was $60,000 but the competitively bid 
project was completed for a final total contract cost of $32,439.14 including one approved 
change order. 
 
DISCUSSION 
This project included the replacement of all existing antennas, cables, and roof entry system on 
the existing communication tower in the Police Department parking lot. 

Three firms were solicited for this informal bid. Only one bidder, Coast Electronics, responded. 
Their bid was opened on July 2, 2013 coming in at $30,036.24. As this bid was significantly 
below the engineering estimate of $60,000, it was accepted. Construction started in early 
September and was substantially completed, including testing, on September 9, 2013. The 
project was accepted as complete on September 24, 2013 by the City Engineer. One change 
order was approved, increasing the project cost by 8% ($2,402.90) to account for sales tax 
inadvertently omitted from the original bid. The new communication system is expected to last 
at least another 10 years. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Coast Electronics has completed the project and staff recommends the City Council accept the 
project and authorize the filing of a Notice of Completion. 
 
ATTACHMENT 
Notice of Completion 
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Recording requested by: and 
When recorded mail to: 
City of Morro Bay – City Engineer 
595 Harbor Street 
Morro Bay, Ca. 93442-1957 
 

 
 
 

NOTICE OF COMPLETION 
CITY OF MORRO BAY 

 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
 
 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the undersigned City Clerk of the City of Morro Bay, 595 Harbor 
Street, Morro Bay, County of San Luis Obispo, California, 93442, having the sole interest in fee, that the 
construction of the 
 

PROJECT NO. MB-2013-PD1: WIRELESS COMMUNICATION UPGRADES 
 
 

 in the City of Morro Bay, has been completed by 
 

COAST ELECTRONICS 
 

 and was accepted on October 8, 2013. 
 
 
 
       ____________________________  
       Jamie Boucher, City Clerk  
       City of Morro Bay, California 
 
 

The undersigned hereby deposes and says: 
 
 That she is the City Clerk of the City of Morro Bay, County of San Luis Obispo, California; that she 
has read the foregoing Notice and knows the contents thereof and that the same is true of her own knowledge. 
 
 I declare the foregoing to be true under penalty of perjury. 
 
 Executed at Morro Bay, California, this _________ day of _________________, 2013 
 
 
 
 
       _________________________________________ 

       Jamie Boucher, City Clerk 





 
 
Staff Report 

 

TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council                       DATE: September 30, 2013 

FROM: Andrea K. Lueker, City Manager  

SUBJECT: Consideration of Amendment of Section 2.2 of the City Council 
Policies and Procedures Regarding Members Receiving Unexpended 
Monthly Dollars from the Cost of their Medical Plans 

 

RECOMMENDATION                                                                                                         
Direct staff to return to the City Council with a Resolution amending the City Council Policies 
and Procedures Manual, Section 2.2, striking the language that currently allows Council 
members to receive any unexpended monthly dollars from the cost of their medical plans 
(Alternative 1).  This recommendation is made as it is the most fiscally responsible alternative. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative 1 – approve the recommendation in the staff report, which would result in staff 
returning with a Resolution at an upcoming City Council meeting, amending the City Council 
Policies and Procedures Manual, Section 2.2, striking the language that currently allows Council 
members to receive any unexpended monthly dollars from the cost of their medical plans. 
Alternative 2 – do not approve the staff report amending Section 2.2 of the City Council 
Policies and Procedures Manual, thus continuing the current practice. 
Alternative 3 – approve the recommendation in the staff report with some amendments.  This 
would result in staff returning with a Resolution at an upcoming City Council meeting, amending 
Section 2.2 of the City Council Policies and Procedures Manual, allowing City Council members 
to receive a designated percentage or specific dollar amount of any unexpended monthly dollars 
from the cost of their medical plan.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
Not applicable at this time. 
 
SUMMARY      
The City Council adopted Resolution No. 28-10 (attached), which amended Section 2.2 of the 
City Council Policies and Procedures Manual to read: 
 

 2.2 RETIREMENT, MEDICAL, DENTAL, VISION, AND LIFE INSURANCE  
 The Mayor and Council Members are required to participate in P.A.R.S. retirement. The City 
 shall pay a contribution to P.A.R.S. equal to 1% of salary. The City shall pay, in full, the 
 cost of the Mayor’s and Council Members’ participation in the lowest cost HMO or 
 PPO medical  plan (self-only), dental, vision, and life insurance. Any unexpended 
 amount in medical will be distributed to the Mayor and Council Members. (Reso. 28-
 10), (part) 
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At the August 13, 2013 City Council meeting, Councilmember Nancy Johnson asked to have 
Resolution No. 28-10 brought back to the City Council for reconsideration of the portion that 
discussed unexpended monies from medical plans to be distributed to the Mayor and 
Councilmembers.  There was support for this item to return.    
 
BACKGROUND 
In 2010, the City Council passed Resolution No. 28-10, which included an amendment that 
provides the Mayor and Councilmembers cash back from any unexpended amount of their funds 
allocated, but not spent, for the cost of the lowest HMO or PPO medical plan.  Should a 
Councilmember select a City-provided medical insurance plan, then they would not receive any 
“cash back” as there would be no unexpended amounts of money.  Should a Councilmember not 
select a City-provided medical insurance plan, then that Councilmember would receive that 
lowest cost medical plan premium amount as “cash back” in his/her paycheck. 
 
This “cash back” practice was, at one time, also enjoyed by City employees but during the 
significant budget reductions in and around 2005, this practice was discontinued (there are a 
small number of employees that still receive this benefit pursuant to the negotiated contracts 
and/or agreements in place at the time, they were “grandfathered”).   
 
DISCUSSION 
Should the City Council determine to terminate the practice that currently allows Council 
members to receive any unexpended monthly dollars from the cost of their medical plan, staff 
recommends the following amendment to the City Council Policies and Procedures Manual, 
Section 2.2: 
 
  2.2 RETIREMENT, MEDICAL, DENTAL, VISION, AND LIFE INSURANCE  
 The Mayor and Council Members are required to participate in P.A.R.S. retirement. The City 
 shall pay a contribution to P.A.R.S. equal to 1% of salary. The City shall pay, in full, the cost 
 of the Mayor’s and Council Members’ participation in lowest cost HMO or PPO medical 
 plan (self-only), dental, vision, and life insurance. Any unexpended amount in medical will 
 be distributed to the Mayor and Council Members. (Reso. 28-10), (part) 
 
Should the City Council move in this direction, staff would bring back a Resolution to a 
subsequent City Council meeting to amend the City Council Policy and Procedures Manual.   
 
The City Council could also decide to make no change to the City Council Policies and 
Procedures Manual, which would continue to allow the current practice of “cash back.”  A 3rd 
alternative would be to amend the Policies and Procedures Manual, allowing City Council 
members to receive a designated percentage or amount of any unexpended monthly dollars from 
the cost of their medical plans.  This action would also require staff to bring back a Resolution to 
a subsequent meeting to make that amendment.    
 
CONCLUSION 
While staff has provided three alternatives, the staff recommendation is for the City Council to 
direct staff to return with a Resolution, amending the City Council Policies and Procedures 
Manual, Section 2.2, striking the language that currently allows Council members to receive any 
unexpended monthly dollars from the cost of their medical plan.   
 







 
 

Staff Report 
 

 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council           DATE:  October 3, 2013           

     
FROM: Eric Endersby, Harbor Director 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Resolution 49-13 for Lease Agreement for Lease Site  
  82-85/82W-85W; 725 Embarcadero (Rose’s Landing, Redican) 
 
RECOMMENDATION                                                                                                         
Approve Resolution No. 49-13 approving a new Lease Agreement for Lease Site 82-85/82W-85W, 
located at 725 Embarcadero, with 725 Embarcadero LLC, owned by Doug Redican. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
A. Approve Resolution No. 49-13 (Staff recommendation) 
B. Reject Resolution No. 49-13 
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
Increased positive fiscal impact is expected if proposed slips get built when the percent-of-gross 
sales requirements (10%) are applied to the new slip revenue. 
 
SUMMARY        
The owner of Lease Site 82-85/82W-85W has a City Council approved Consent of Landowner 
Agreement for a proposed new vessel slip development project on his site.  He has submitted his 
project to the Planning Division to begin the Planning review process, in addition to negotiating a 
new lease with the City which is being presented for Council approval.  
 
BACKGROUND  
At the April 16, 2013 City Council meeting, the Council approved a Consent of Landowner 
Agreement with Mr. Redican for his proposed project, which consists of seven new slips, one of 
which will be dedicated for public use under City control.  The current Master Lease for this lease 
site is already on the City’s modern lease format, and was one of the first to do so in 2002. 
 
Mr. Redican has submitted his proposed project preliminary plans to the Planning Division to begin 
the Planning review and permit process.  Since this proposed project is nearly identical to a portion 
of the larger conference center project that was proposed several years ago and received Coastal 
Commission approval (but was never built), it is anticipated that the total permit process time will be 
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abbreviated as much of the research, documentation, and engineering has already taken place, and it 
is a “familiar” project with all permitting agencies, including the City. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The attached draft lease contains the lease terms and conditions as negotiated between Mr. Redican 
and the City, including the most recent review at the August 13, 2013 City Council Closed session.  
The major highlights are: 
 
 •49 year term, beginning January 1, 2014, based on just over 31 years left on his current 
 lease, and 18 years added for construction of the slips and other associated improvements. 
 •Starting Base Rent of $58,587 per year, which is this Fiscal year’s current Base Rent. 
 •Same percent-of-gross sales requirements as in the current lease, with the addition of the 
 new slips’ requirement of 10%. 
 •Necessary addition of vessel slips/tie-up as a permitted use. 
 •Investment and timeline requirements for construction of the new slips and associated 
 improvements. 
 •Retention of the requirement that the on-site restroom facilities remain open to the public 
 during business hours, and available to tenants, including slip holders, after business hours. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 49-13, approving a new Master Lease agreement for 725 
Embarcadero LLC (Doug Redican) based on Mr. Redican’s proposed project.  This project was 
previously approved by Council for a Consent of Landowner Agreement to begin the project 
Planning review and lease negotiation processes.  The attached new lease is a culmination of the 
lease terms and conditions negotiated. 
 
 

































































































RESOLUTION NO. 49-13 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF MORRO BAY, CALIFORNIA 

APPROVING A FORTY-NINE YEAR LEASE AGREEMENT FOR 
LEASE SITE 82-85/82W-85W BETWEEN THE CITY OF MORRO BAY AND 

725 EMBARCADERO LLC, LOCATED AT 725 EMBARCADERO 
   

T H E   C I T Y   C O U N C I L 
City of Morro Bay, California 

 
 WHEREAS, the City of Morro Bay is the lessor of certain properties on the 
Morro Bay Waterfront described as City Tidelands leases and properties; and 
 
 WHEREAS, 725 Embarcadero LLC, Doug Redican, has been the lessee of Lease 
Site 82-85/82W-85WW since 2002 and is a tenant in good standing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Mr. Redican is proposing redevelopment of said property consisting 
of the addition of vessel slips and associated facilities; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in accordance with the City’s Master Lease Policy, the City and 
lessee have agreed to a new forty-nine year lease agreement for Lease Site 82-85/82W-
85W, located at 725 Embarcadero. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Morro Bay, California, that the attached new Lease Agreement for Lease Site 82-
85/82W-85W is hereby approved. 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor is hereby authorized to execute 
said Lease Agreement. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Morro Bay at a 
regular meeting thereof held on the 8th day of October, 2013 on the following vote: 
 
AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Jamie L. Irons, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Jamie Boucher, City Clerk 
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Staff Report 
 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council        DATE:  October 2, 2013 

 
FROM: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager 

 
SUBJECT: Appeal of the Planning Commission denial of CP0-246 for the demolition and 

reconstruction of a single family residence.  (360 Cerrito Place, N. Turner, 
Appellant/Applicant) 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the City Council move to direct staff to notice the project for a full De Novo 
Public hearing at the Planning Commission level allowing for a full review of the current project as 
submitted and direct the applicant to pay $138 for the required noticing.   
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative 1.  The City Council may move to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to deny 
CP0-246 by denying the appeal subject to the findings made in Exhibit A.   
 
Alternative 2. The City Council may move to grant the appeal thereby approving Coastal 
Development Permit CP0-246 subject to the Findings made in Exhibit “A-1” and Conditions of 
Approval in “B”. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
There will be no impact to the general fund as the applicant has paid the necessary appeal fees which 
offset the cost of preparing the appeal staff report.   
 
SUMMARY        
On October 5, 2007 an Administrative Coastal Development Permit was issued to demolish the 
existing structure and construct a new 2,155 square foot single-family residence and associated 648 
square foot garage.  An appeal was filed on October 15, 2007.  At the December 3, 2007 Planning 
Commission meeting, the Commission took public testimony and moved to continue the item to date 
uncertain giving specific direction to the applicant.  During the last 6 years there has been no activity 
on the project by either the applicant or the appellant.  Staff, in 2013, brought the project forward in  
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an attempt to clear the Planning Division’s Project Tracking list of all inactive projects.  Staff 
brought forward the project materials as originally submitted for action.  It was not until after the 
project had been noticed for a hearing, that the applicant indicated her desire to resubmit new plans 
which would demonstrate modifications made to the project addressing the appellant’s concerns.   
 
Due to the lack of timely processing, in particular because this project had been continued for 6 
years resulting in an entirely different Planning Commission having to take action without benefit of 
being involved with the first hearing; and because new plans have been submitted which were not 
part of the original approval or the first appeal hearing, staff is recommending to the City Council 
that the item be sent back down to the Planning Commission where a new Public Hearing would be 
held on CP0-246.  As a De Novo hearing, the applicant would be allowed to submit new plans for 
consideration and the item would have a full review rather than a hearing just on the merits of the 
appeal issues.   
 
BACKGROUND  
CP0-246 has been in process with the City of Morro Bay since 2007.  On October 5, 2007 an 
Administrative Coastal Development Permit was issued to demo the existing structure and construct 
a new 2,155 square foot single-family residence and associated 648 square foot garage.  An appeal 
was filed by Berta and Wayne Parrish on October 15, 2007.  This appeal was heard at Planning 
Commission on December 3, 2007.  Staff’s recommendation was to deny the appeal and 
conditionally approve the Coastal Development Permit.  The Planning Commission did not take 
action but rather continued the appeal to a date uncertain in order to allow the item to be heard when 
all 5 Commission members were present as well as to be able to obtain more information regarding 
the lot line dispute from the City Attorney. 
 
Subsequent to the December 3, 2007 public hearing, the project sat idle (approximately 6 years) until 
Planning staff reached out to the applicant.  Staff has gradually, over the course of time, worked to 
remove all idle projects from the Planning Division’s Project Tracking list.  Staff noticed the item 
for a public hearing on April 3, 2013 based on the original plans and information contained in the 
project file.  The City was notified by the applicant after the publication of the hearing notice that 
the applicant’s plans in the file were no longer viable and new plans would be submitted.   A request 
for a continuance from the applicant was received on May 14, 2013 for the May 15, 2013 hearing.  
The applicant indicated that the continuance would allow her to provide plans that would provide a 
clear picture of the project including placement of the house and establishment of property lines 
according to the Volbrecht survey. The Planning Commission opened the public hearing on May 15, 
2013 and made the following motion: 
   

“Chairperson Grantham moved to continue the appeal for Coastal Development 
Permit #CP0-246 to the July 17, 2013 Planning Commission meeting with 
direction to revise the plans to reflect the Volbrecht Land Survey, show the edge 
of pavement line, and show that the setting of the house complies with all R-1 
setbacks.” 
 

On July 2, 2013, new plans were submitted for staff’s review but these plans did not reflect the 
Volbrecht land survey or show the edge of pavement.  Because the submittal of the applicant did not 
meet all the required parameters, staff requested another continuance to the August 7, 2013 Planning 
Commission meeting.  At the July 17, 2013 meeting the project was continued to August 21, 2013 in  
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lieu of August 7, 2013 to ensure a quorum would be present.   
 
After meeting with the applicant and many emails between staff and the applicant’s architect, 
revised new plans were submitted on August 20, 2013.  These plans were received at such a late date 
(one day before) that there was not sufficient time for routing and review by staff.  As the direction 
provided by the Planning Commission at their May 15th meeting had yet to be complied with, 
approximately three months later, the Planning Commission voted to deny the applicant’s request for 
another continuance and granted the 2007 appeal filed by the Parrish’s thereby denying the project. 
 
Since staff’s recommendation had been to continue the item to allow for full review of the newly 
submitted plans, there had been no findings prepared or presented to the Planning Commission for 
denial.  Staff returned to the September 18, 2013 Planning Commission meeting with findings for 
denial of CP0-246 which Planning Commission subsequently adopted. 
 
The applicant, Nicki Turner, then filed an appeal on August 29, 2013 of the Planning Commission’s 
decision to grant the appeal.   
 
DISCUSSION 
The issue before the City is the applicant’s appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial of Coastal 
Development Permit CP0-246.  The Planning Commission denied the permit based on the following 
findings:   
 

That a single family residence is an allowable use within the R-1 zone district.  However, 
the project as proposed is not consistent with the certified Coastal Land Use program for 
the City of Morro Bay.  The applicant failed to demonstrate that the design of the project is 
consistent with the character of the neighborhood as it pertains to orientation of the house 
on the lot, the size and design of the home.  
 

The Planning Commission in their deliberations indicated that due to the length of time the project 
has been in process which would include the continuations given to the applicant since May 15, 
2013, sufficient time had been granted to the applicant to bring forth project plans which 
demonstrated the project’s compliance with Planning Commission’s direction.   
 
The difficulty in processing a project which has been inactive for such a long time is limiting the 
Planning Commission’s review to only the issues brought up on appeal.  The 2007 appeal requested 
relief as follows: 
 

1.  Overturn or postpone until Superior Court settles the 16” boundary dispute. 
2.  Amend to include sewer easement, removal of rooftop fire pit, and change site setback  
interpretation. 
3. Overturn due to incompatibility in neighborhood character, more specifically that the 
size and mass of the proposed home and its modern design are not compatible with the 
neighborhood character of residences in the vicinity.  

 
 
The applicant has indicated the following resolutions: 



 4

 
Issue One:  The boundary dispute has been resolved and the applicant was directed to resubmit a 

site plan reflecting the Volbrecht survey. 
Issue two:  The sewer easement was settled as part of the court case. 
 The new plans indicate that the house has been redesigned to conform to R-1 

setbacks.  
 There is no rooftop fire pit only a gas fire appliance (no open flame). 
Issue Three:   During the previous Planning Commission meeting held on December 3, 2007 there 

was discussion which indicated consensus that the house was well designed, and 
compatible with the neighborhood,  

 
It is obvious from the administrative record that there have been miscommunications, excessive time 
delays and public hearings in which people want to discuss more than just the appeal issues as 
detailed on the Parrish’s appeal submitted October 15, 2007.  Both the applicant and the appellant 
have indicated that they do not feel that process has been fair and that conflicts between the two 
parties still exist.  It is staff’s recommendation that the Council not take action on the appeal but 
rather send the project back to the Planning Commission for review as a De Novo hearing.  A De 
Novo hearing will allow the parties to flesh out all current issues and give an opportunity for the 
applicant to address these issues.   
 
CONCLUSION 
Staff recommends that the City Council direct staff to bring CP0-246 back to the Planning 
Commission and hold a De Novo hearing on the item.  A De Novo hearing will provide the public as 
well as both the applicant and the appellant an opportunity to have a public hearing on the new 
submittal and to fully review the project without being limited to just the appeal issues.  
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EXHIBIT A-1 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
CASE NO. CP0-246 

SITE LOCATION: 360 Cerrito Place 
 

I. FINDINGS OF APPROVAL 
 
The Director reviewed this Administrative Coastal Permit application and finds the following: 
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
 
A. That for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act, Case Number CP0-246 is 

Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301 and Class 3, Section 15303. 
 
 
Coastal Development Permit Findings 
 
A. That the project is an allowable use in its zoning district and is also in accordance with the 

certified Coastal Land Use plan for the City of Morro Bay, and is in conformance with the 
coastal access policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 

 
B. The major vegetation removal, as mitigated, will not significantly impact any threatened or 

endangered plant or animal habitat area because the project site does not currently provide 
significant habitat for endangered plants and animals. 

 
C.  Dangerous soil erosion or instability will not occur as a result of the tree removal because a 

soils report and erosion control plan will be required to address any potential soil erosion and 
instability resulting from the tree removal. 

 
D. The tree removal will not adversely affect the scenic beauty or character of the surround 

neighborhood as the majority of the trees on site will remain and additional vegetation will 
be planted as a result of the proposed project.  
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EXHIBIT B 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

STANDARD CONDITIONS: 
 
1. Permit:  This permit is granted for the land described on Assessor Parcel Number 066-223-004, 

referenced above, and all attachments thereto, and as shown on the attached exhibits, and on file with 
the Public Services Department.  The locations of all buildings and other features shall be located and 
designed substantially as shown on the approved site plan. 

 
2. Inaugurate Within Two Years:  Unless the construction or operation of the structure, facility, or use is 

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

 
3. Changes:  Any minor change may be approved by the Director.  Any substantial change will require 

the filing of an application for an amendment. 
 
4. Compliance with the Law:  All requirements of any law, ordinance or regulation of the State of 

California, City of Morro Bay, and any other governmental entity shall be complied with in the 
exercise of this approval. 

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

hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding 
against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the City, or from any claim to attack, set aside, 
void, or annul this approval by the City of the applicant's project; or applicants failure to comply with 
conditions of approval.  This condition and agreement shall be binding on all successors and assigns. 

 
6. Compliance with Conditions:  Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed hereon shall be 

necessary, unless otherwise specified, prior to obtaining final building inspection clearance.  
Deviation from this requirement shall be permitted only by written consent of the Planning and 
Building Director and/or as authorized by the Planning Commission.  Failure to comply with these 
conditions shall render this entitlement, at the discretion of the Director, null and void.  Continuation 
of the use without a valid entitlement will constitute a violation of the Morro Bay Municipal Code 
and is a misdemeanor. 

 
7. Archaeology:  In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected to be of an 

archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall immediately cease in the 
immediate area, and the find should be left untouched until a qualified professional archaeologist or 
paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is contacted and called in to evaluate and make 
recommendations as to disposition, mitigation and/or salvage.  The developer shall be liable for costs 
associated with the professional investigation. 

 
8. Compliance with Morro Bay Standards:  This project shall meet all applicable requirements under the 

Morro Bay Municipal Code, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies contained in the 
certified Coastal Land Use plan and General Plan for the City of Morro Bay. 
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Planning Conditions: 
 
9. Building Height Verification: Prior to either roof nail or framing inspection, a licensed surveyor shall 

submit a letter to the building inspector certifying that the height of the structure is in accordance 
with the approved plans and complies with the height requirement of 25 foot maximum above the 
average natural grade as accepted by the City Building Official.  

 
10. Grading and Drainage: Roof and driveway runoff shall be directed to the street in a non-erosive 

manner and not concentrate runoff onto adjacent properties. The Applicant may be required to submit 
a grading and/or drainage plan with calculations to demonstrate the proposed on-site drainage will 
handle the peak run-off from a 25-year storm. If deemed necessary by the Building Official, a 
grading and drainage plan shall be submitted by the Applicant for approval by the Public Works 
Division and City Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 
11. Conditions of Approval on Building Plans: Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the final 

Conditions of Approval shall be attached to the set of approved plans.  The sheet containing 
Conditions of Approval shall be the same size as other plan sheets and shall be the last sheet in the set 
of Building Plans. 

 
12. Average Natural Grade Calculation: Provide an average natural grade calculation for the building 

footprint and indicate the maximum height of the proposed residence above average natural grade of 
the building footprint. 

 
13. Construction Hours:  Pursuant to MBMC Section 9.28.030 (I), noise-generating construction related 

activities shall be limited to the hours of seven a.m. to seven p.m. Monday through Friday and eight 
a.m. to seven p.m. on weekends, unless an exception is granted by the Director of Planning & 
Building pursuant to the terms of this regulation. 

 
14. Tree Replacement:. Replacement trees for the Arbutus tree and Holly tree removed shall be replaced 

at a ratio of two five-gallon trees, or one 15-gallon tree for every tree removed.  The replacement 
trees may be planted on the project site, on other privately held lands with the property owner’s 
permission, or presented to the City to plant on public lands. 

 
 
Engineering Conditions: 
 
15. Show and dimension street Right of Way 
 
16. Include the locations of the sewer lateral, water service, and water and sewer mains. 

Location of all utilities. 
a. Sewer Backwater Valve:  A sewer backwater valve shall be installed on site to prevent a 

blockage or maintenance of the municipal sewer main from causing damage to the 
proposed project.  (MBMC 14.24.070)  Please indicate on the plans. 

b. Conduct a video inspection of the conditions of existing sewer lateral. Submit video to 
City collection system personnel. Repair or replace as required to prohibit 
inflow/infiltration. 

 
17. Provide a standard erosion and sediment control plan:  The Plan shall show control measures to 

provide protection against erosion of adjacent property and prevent sediment or debris from 
entering the City right of way, adjacent properties, any harbor, waterway, or ecologically 
sensitive area.   
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18. Drainage:   Route roof and paved surface storm water runoff to the street flowline.  In residential 

projects, if conditions allow, roof and paved surface storm water runoff can be routed over the 
drive approach to reach the street flowline.  Elsewhere, a 3" schedule 40 galvanized iron pipe, 
drainline, shall be installed from the property line connection to the street flowline and through 
curb.   Show drainage method on the plans.  

 
19. Add the following notes to the plans: 
 

a. No work shall occur within (or use of) the City’s Right of Way without an encroachment 
permit.  Encroachment permits are available at the City of Morro Bay Public Services Office 
located at 955 Shasta Ave.  The Encroachment permit shall be issued concurrently with the 
building permit. 

 
b. Any damage, as a result of construction operations for this project, to City facilities, i.e. 

curb/berm, street, sewer line, water line, or any public improvements shall be repaired at no 
cost to the City of Morro Bay. 

 
c. Compaction of the driveway around the drip line of the 14” 3-prong Coral tree shall be based 

on the recommendations of a licensed arborist.    
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Staff Report 
 
TO:   Planning Commissioners      DATE:   May 9, 2013 
      
FROM:  Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Continued from the 12-3-07 Planning Commission meeting 

Appeal hearing of the Public Services Director’s approval of CP0-246 permitting the 
Demolition of a 1,183 square foot home, removal of two trees and the construction of 
a new 2,155 square foot home 

  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
CONDITIONALLY APPROVE THE PROJECT by adopting a motion including the following(s): 
 

A. Adopt the Findings included as Exhibit “A”  upholding the Public Services Director’s 
approval 
 

B. Approve Coastal Development Permit (#CP0-246) subject to the Conditions included as 
Exhibit “B” and the site development plans date stamped August 15, 2007. 

 
APPELLANTS: Berta and Wayne Parrish 
 
APPLICANT/AGENT Nicki Turner 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION/SITE ADDRESS:  APN: 066-223-004, Lot: Portion of Lot 5, Block: G, 
Tract: Cerrito Addition to the Town of Morro.  360 Cerrito Place 
 
REGULATORY SETTING: 
The function and duties of the Planning Commission as the appellant body are to review the appeal, 
administrative record and written correspondence received by staff and included in the staff report, 
and take one of the following actions: 
 

A. Conduct a public hearing considering the concerns raised by the appellant, and 
uphold or deny the appeal; or 

B. If new evidence comes to light at the hearing that was not previously reviewed by 
staff, remand the matter back to staff for further review and action. 

 
The Planning Commission, under option A above, shall conduct a no de novo review in that the 
appellant body shall consider only the same application, plans and related materials that were the 
subject of the original decision. 

 

 
AGENDA NO: B-1 
 
MEETING DATE: May 15, 2013 
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BACKGROUND:  
On April 25, 1996, the owners of the properties located at 365 and 367 Shasta Avenue (365 Shasta 
Avenue is now known as 360 Cerrito Place) applied for a lot line adjustment to move the existing lot 
line 1.29 feet to the south.  This lot line adjustment maintained the required minimum lot size for the 
corner lot (367 Shasta Avenue), while bringing the lot at 365 Shasta Avenue into closer compliance 
with City regulations.  City Staff approved the lot line adjustment on May 28, 1996 and the lot line 
adjustment was recorded on June 26, 1996. 
 
On August 8, 2007, the applicant applied for, and was granted administrative approval for the 
removal of two trees that were considered to be major vegetation because they were greater than six 
inches in diameter at four and one-half feet off of the ground.  Staff went to the site to verify that the 
subject trees were not threatened or endangered species and that they were not providing habitat for 
threatened and endangered species.  Subject to Resolution 39-07, staff permitted the applicant to 
remove two trees, which is consistent with A.7.c in the resolution that states, “Single family 
residential homes shall not require a Coastal Development Permit for the removal of less than three 
trees in any twelve (12) month period.”  
 
Finally, on August 15, 2007, the applicant applied for Coastal Development Permit approval for the 
demolition of a 1,183 square foot single-family residence, the subsequent construction of a 2,155 
square foot single-family residence and attached 648 square foot garage, and the removal of two 
additional trees that qualify as major vegetations as a result of their trunk diameter.  Staff reviewed 
and subsequently noticed the proposed development on September 24, 2007. The proposed project 
was issued Coastal Development Permit approval on October 5, 2007.  The Director’s decision to 
approve CP0-246 was appealed on October 15, 2007.  A public hearing was held before the Planning 
Commission on December 3, 2007 at which the appeal issue was heard.  It was the decision of the 
Planning Commission to continue the appeal hearing to a date uncertain to allow all five members to 
be present and to obtain more information from the City Attorney regarding the lot line dispute.  It 
was later determined that as a private matter and not a civil matter, a formal opinion from the City 
Attorney was not necessary.  The two parties reached a resolution through private attorneys.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:  
CEQA Determination: The project is Categorically Exempt under the Class 1 exemption for 
demolition of a single-family residence and the Class 3 exemption for construction of a single-family 
residence.  There are no known sensitive resources or other unique circumstances applicable to the 
site or its surroundings that would suggest this exemption ought not to be applied.   
 
PROJECT DETAILS:. 
 
Site Characteristics 
Site Area 7,007 square feet 
Existing Use Existing Single Family Residence 
Terrain Flat 
Vegetation/Wildlife Previously disturbed site, urban vegetation 
Archaeological Resources A Phase I Archeological Survey was completed at the site, and the 

Archaeologist found no evidence of prehistoric or early historic 
cultural resources 
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Project Compliance with R-1 setbacks 

Setbacks Required Proposed 

Front Yard  
20 feet 17 feet 

Rear Yard  10 feet 11 feet 8 inches 
Interior Side Yard  5 feet 5 feet 
Exterior Side Yard 10 feet 18 feet 
Lot Coverage 45% maximum 25% 
Parking 2-car garage 2-car garage 
Height 25 feet 24 feet 6 inches, chimney is 

over 25 feet and is over 6 feet 
in width. 

 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION   

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act the project is categorically exempt pursuant 
Section 15303, Class 3 for new construction or conversion of small structures.  The exemption 
provides for gas and other utility extensions.     
 
PROJECT DISCUSSION 
This project was last heard at the December 3, 2007 Planning Commission meeting at which it was 
continued to a date uncertain.  Continuing the project to a date uncertain provided time for the 
applicant and the appellant to resolve their lot line issues.  It appears that these issues were resolved 
in 2008 when the Volbrecht survey was recorded and a compromise agreement was signed. 
However, no action was taken by the applicant to bring the matter back before the Commission.  Due 
to the length of time this project has sat idle, Planning staff was instructed to send a letter to the 
applicant deeming the application withdrawn.  However because the hearing that was continued was 
an appeal on the Director’s approval it was decided that a formal action of either approval or denial 
of the appeal would be more appropriate.   
  
Staff has considered the proposed project in light of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, General Plan, 
Local Coastal Plan and Guidelines for Major Vegetation Removal, Replacement and Protection.  
The project has been conditioned to achieve compliance with these documents.   In particular 
additional conditions have been added to ensure that the development meets the required setbacks 
and height limitations.   
 
The project as proposed encroaches into the required front yard setback by three feet along the corner 
radius.  In addition the maximum height in the R-1 district is 25 feet.  Chimneys over six feet in 
width may not project above this height limitation without a Minor Use permit.  If a Minor Use 
Permit is granted for the increase in height then all setbacks shall be increased by one foot for each 
foot by which the building including the chimney exceeds 25 feet.  The plans submitted indicate that 
the chimney/building will exceed the 25 foot height limit by 1.5 feet.   Therefore Planning condition 
#9 has been added to address this situation.   
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Based on the information submitted by both the Applicant and the Appellant which indicates that the 
lot line dispute has been resolved and that the project has been conditioned for compliance to the 
recorded record of survey as well as all City’s regulation, Staff feels that the Commission should 
uphold the Public Service Director’s decision to conditionally approve CP0-246.  
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of this item was published in the San Luis Obispo Tribune newspaper on 
May 3, 2013 and all property owners of record within 300 feet of the subject site were notified of this 
evening’s public hearing and invited to voice any concerns on this application.  
 
CONCLUSION:  
Based on the information submitted by both the applicant and the appellant which shows that their 
dispute over the shared lot line has been resolved, staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
uphold the Public Services Director conditional approval with modified conditions.   
 
Exhibits: 
Exhibit A – Findings 
Exhibit B – Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit C – Plans 
Exhibit D – October 5, 2007 permit 
Exhibit E – December 3, 2007 Planning Commission Staff Report 
Exhibit F – December 3, 2007 Planning Commission minutes 
Exhibit G – November 20, 2012 letter of indicating project had been withdrawn 
Exhibit H - April 1, 2013 letter from applicant 
Exhibit I-   Record of Survey (Volbrecht) 
Exhibit J – May 7, 2013 submittal from the appellant 
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EXHIBIT A:  

FINDINGS 
 
Project Description: CP0-246 permitting the Demolition of a 1,183 square foot home, removal of 
two trees and the construction of a 2,155 square foot home. 
 
Coastal Development Permit Findings 
 
A. That the project is an allowable use in its zoning district and is also in accordance with the 

certified Coastal Land Use plan for the City of Morro Bay, and is in conformance with the 
coastal access policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 

 
B. That for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act, Case Number CP0-246 is 

Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301 for removal of one single-family residence and 
Class 3, Section 15303 for construction of one single-family residence. 

 
C. The major vegetation removal, as mitigated, will not significantly impact any threatened or 

endangered plant or animal habitat area because the project site does not currently provide 
significant habitat for endangered plants and animals and the trees to be removed are not 
threatened or endangered species. 

 
D.  Dangerous soil erosion or instability will not occur as a result of the tree removal because a 

soils report and erosion control plan will be required to address any potential soil erosion and 
instability resulting from the tree removal. 

 
E. The tree removal will not adversely affect the scenic beauty or character of the surround 

neighborhood as the majority of the trees on site will remain and additional vegetation 
will be planted as a result of the proposed project. 
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EXHIBIT B: 

 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
STANDARD CONDITIONS: 
 
1. Permit:  This permit is granted for the land described on Assessor Parcel Number 066-

223-004, referenced above, and all attachments thereto, and as shown on the attached 
exhibits, and on file with the Public Services Department.  The locations of all buildings 
and other features shall be located and designed substantially as shown on the approved 
site plan. 

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

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

 
3. Changes:  Any minor change may be approved by the Director.  Any substantial change 

will require the filing of an application for an amendment. 
 
4. Compliance with the Law:  All requirements of any law, ordinance or regulation of the 

State of California, City of Morro Bay, and any other governmental entity shall be 
complied with in the exercise of this approval. 

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

indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from any 
claim, action, or proceeding against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the 
City, or from any claim to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval by the City of the 
applicant's project; or applicants failure to comply with conditions of approval.  This 
condition and agreement shall be binding on all successors and assigns. 

 
6. Compliance with Conditions:  Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed 

hereon shall be necessary, unless otherwise specified, prior to obtaining final building 
inspection clearance.  Deviation from this requirement shall be permitted only by written 
consent of the Planning and Building Director and/or as authorized by the Planning 
Commission.  Failure to comply with these conditions shall render this entitlement, at the 
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discretion of the Director, null and void.  Continuation of the use without a valid 
entitlement will constitute a violation of the Morro Bay Municipal Code and is a 
misdemeanor. 

 
7. Archaeology:  In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected 

to be of an archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall 
immediately cease in the immediate area, and the find should be left untouched until a 
qualified professional archaeologist or paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is 
contacted and called in to evaluate and make recommendations as to disposition, 
mitigation and/or salvage.  The developer shall be liable for costs associated with the 
professional investigation. 

 
8. Compliance with Morro Bay Standards:  This project shall meet all applicable 

requirements under the Morro Bay Municipal Code, and shall be consistent with all 
programs and policies contained in the certified Coastal Land Use plan and General Plan 
for the City of Morro Bay. 

 
PLANNING CONDITIONS: 
 
9. Building Height Verification: Prior to either roof nail or framing inspection, a licensed 

surveyor shall submit a letter to the building inspector certifying that the height of the 
structure is in accordance with the approved plans and complies with the maximum 
height requirement of 25 foot including all chimneys over 6 feet in width.  

 
10. Conditions of Approval on Building Plans: Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the 

final Conditions of Approval shall be attached to the set of approved plans.  The sheet 
containing Conditions of Approval shall be the same size as other plan sheets and shall 
be the last sheet in the set of Building Plans. 

 
11. Average Natural Grade Calculation: Provide an average natural grade calculation for the 

building footprint and indicate the maximum height of the proposed residence above 
average natural grade of the building footprint. 

 
12. Construction Hours:  Pursuant to MBMC Section 9.28.030 (I), noise-generating 

construction related activities shall be limited to the hours of seven a.m. to seven p.m. 
Monday through Friday and eight a.m. to seven p.m. on weekends, unless an exception is 
granted by the Director of Planning & Building pursuant to the terms of this regulation. 

 
13. Tree Replacement:. Replacement trees for the Arbutus tree and Holly tree removed shall 

be replaced at a ratio of two five-gallon trees, or one 15-gallon tree for every tree 
removed.  The replacement trees may be planted on the project site, on other privately 
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held lands with the property owner’s permission, or presented to the City to plant on 
public lands. 

 
14. Setbacks:  The project shall comply with all setback requirements including a 20 foot 

front yard setback.  The house design shall be modified or the house shall be relocated to 
accommodate a 20 foot front yard setback along Cerrito place. 

 
ENGINEERING CONDITIONS: 
 
15. Show and dimension street Right of Way in relation to the property lines along with 

monumentation of property as indicated on the Record of Survey 99 RS 64, Volbrecht. 
 
16. Include the locations of the sewer lateral, water service, and water and sewer mains. 

Location of all utilities. 
a. Sewer Backwater Valve:  A sewer backwater valve shall be installed on site to 

prevent a blockage or maintenance of the municipal sewer main from causing 
damage to the proposed project.  (MBMC 14.24.070)  Please indicate on the 
plans. 

b. Conduct a video inspection of the conditions of existing sewer lateral. Submit 
video to City collection system personnel. Repair or replace as required to 
prohibit inflow/infiltration. 

 
17. Provide a standard erosion and sediment control plan:  The Plan shall show control 

measures to provide protection against erosion of adjacent property and prevent 
sediment or debris from entering the City right of way, adjacent properties, any 
harbor, waterway, or ecologically sensitive area.   

 
18. Drainage:   Route roof and paved surface storm water runoff to the street flowline.  In 

residential projects, if conditions allow, roof and paved surface storm water runoff 
can be routed over the drive approach to reach the street flowline.  Elsewhere, a 3" 
schedule 40 galvanized iron pipe, drainline, shall be installed from the property line 
connection to the street flowline and through curb.   Show drainage method on the 
plans.  

 
19. Add the following notes to the plans: 
 

a. No work shall occur within (or use of) the City’s Right of Way without an 
encroachment permit.  Encroachment permits are available at the City of Morro 
Bay Public Services Office located at 955 Shasta Ave.  The Encroachment permit 
shall be issued concurrently with the building permit. 
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b. Any damage, as a result of construction operations for this project, to City 
facilities, i.e. curb/berm, street, sewer line, water line, or any public 
improvements shall be repaired at no cost to the City of Morro Bay. 

 
c. Compaction of the driveway around the drip line of the 14” 3-prong Coral tree 

shall be based on the recommendations of a licensed arborist.    
 

















































































































































               
 
 
                                                          

 
 

SYNOPSIS MINUTES - MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – MAY 15, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
  Robert Tefft    Commissioner 

John Fennacy    Commissioner 
 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Director 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period and hearing none, closed Public 
Comment period. 
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 
 CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
A-1 Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of April 3, 2013 
 Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Solu moved to approve the Consent Calendar.  
 
The motion was seconded by Chairperson Grantham and the motion passed (4-0), with 
Commissioner Fennacy abstaining.  

AGENDA ITEM: A- 1                                          
 
DATE:           May 29, 2013                    
 
ACTION:     
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A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
B-1  Continued from the December 3, 2007 Planning Commission meeting 

Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 
Site Location: 360 Cerrito in the R-1 zoning district 
Proposal: Appeal of Administrative Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 approval for 
the demolition of an existing 1,183 square foot single-family residence and removal of 
two trees, and the subsequent construction of a 2,155 square foot single-family residence 
and an associated 648 square foot garage. This site is located outside of the appeals 
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. 
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 1 and Class 3 
Staff Recommendation: Deny the appeal and uphold the Director’s conditional approval 
of the project. 
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager, (805) 772-6211 

 
Wold presented the staff report.  
 
Wold stated the applicant is requesting a continuance to the July 17, 2013 Planning Commission 
meeting to allow time to address the issues the City outlined in the staff report and that were 
previously identified. The project has been continued since approximately 2007. Staff has been 
instructed by City management to bring the project to a close.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked staff if the Fire Chief allows rooftop fire pits in the City. Wold stated 
the 2007 project file did not identify the proposed fire pit as an issue.  
 
Wold stated the City should either address the appellant’s concerns as of 2007 or decide the 
applicant needs to reapply. The staff report presented tonight sought to address the issues that 
existed in 2007. If the Commission determines there are issues that need to be addressed again, 
Wold stated staff would recommend the Commission deny the project and send it back through 
or remand it back to the applicant to work with staff as an administrative approval.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked for clarification regarding the nature of the setbacks for the proposed 
development. Wold noted the Municipal Code states that lots oriented west to east (as this one is) 
must establish the west side as the front yard. Wold agreed to revisit the proposed plans to 
determine the orientation of the front yard and the associated setbacks.   
 
Commissioner Solu asked Wold to further clarify her discussion of corner lots and required 
setbacks. Wold explained how the proposed site plan relates to the City’s current code with 
regard to front, side, and rear yard setbacks.  
 
Commissioner Tefft expressed concern that the proposed setbacks are too shallow and would 
thus create serious visibility issues at this corner. 
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period and, hearing none, closed Public 
Comment period. 
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MOTION:  Chairperson Grantham moved to continue the appeal for Coastal Development 
Permit #CP0-246 to the July 17, 2013 Planning Commission meeting with direction 
to revise the plans to reflect the Volbrecht Land Survey, show the edge of pavement 
line, and show that the setting of the house complies with all R-1 setbacks.  

 
The motion was seconded by Commission Fennacy.  
 
Discussion of the motion: 
Commissioner Solu noted the applicant will be installing story poles which should help them 
meet the conditions imposed by the City.  
 
Commissioner Tefft stated it may be difficult for the applicant to determine the appropriate 
setback requirements for through-lots in R-1 zones as they are not defined by the City’s code. 
 
The motion passed (3-2), with Commissioners Lucas and Tefft dissenting.  
 
B-2  Continued from April 3, 2013 meeting 

Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-383 
Site Location: nearest address 499 Little Morro Creek Road 
Proposal: Request to install a 29 foot wood pole in public right-of-way for purpose of 
installation of a solar-powered data collector unit for the Advanced Meter project. This 
site is located outside of the appeals jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. 
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 3 
Staff Recommendation: Continue item to May 1, 2013. 
Staff Contact: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner, (805) 772-6577 

 
Jacinth presented the staff report for Items B-2 through B-4.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked for clarification from staff regarding whether a change in the radio 
frequency associated with the data collector units unit would be considered a minor or major 
modification to the permit. Wold stated the amount of radio frequency is not a land use issue, but 
the Commission could add a condition to the permit if the applicant decides to change the radio 
frequency.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Timothy Mahoney, Applicant’s Representative, stated the applicant does have a license with the 
Federal Communications Commission for a specific bandwidth and they stay within the limits 
for what they are licensed.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked Mahoney to clarify whether the applicant intends to change the 
number of times per day that the data collector is used. Mahoney stated the units will only be 
used four times per day.  
 
Livick stated the City has imposed a condition on the project which will allow the City to co-
locate water meter readings in the future if it decides to implement this infrastructure.  
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AGENDA NO: B-1 
 
MEETING DATE: July 17, 2013 

 

 
 

Memorandum 
 

 
 

TO:    PLANNING COMMISSIONERS  
 
FROM:  KATHLEEN WOLD, PLANNING MANAGER 
 
DATE:  July 12, 2013 
   
SUBJECT:     360 Cerritos Place, Appeal hearing for Coastal Development Permit 

 # CPO-246 
 
 
Background 
 
At their May 15, 2013 meeting the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the 
appeal of Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246.  After consideration of the item it was 
the Commission’s decision to continue the item to July 17, 2013 with the direction that 
the applicant was to submit new plans which reflect the Volbrecht land survey, show the 
edge of pavement line and show that show the house complies with all R-1 setbacks.   
 
Staff received new plans submitted on July 2, 2013 however these plans did not reflect 
the Volbrecht lane survey or show the edge of pavement.  Staff spoke with the applicant 
and the applicant’s architect and indicated to them the deficiencies of the submittal.  
Staff recommends that the project being continued to the August 7, 2013 meeting to 
allow additional time for these corrections.   
 
Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission continue the public hearing for the 
appeal of Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 to the August 7, 2013 meeting.   
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SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – JULY 17, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
Robert Tefft    Commissioner 

 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Department 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 

Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Stan Trapp, Morro Bay business owner, asked staff to clarify whether it is the City’s intention to 
eliminate window signs that advertise products or window signs that do not display a business 
name. He expressed concern that the proposed sign ordinance may negatively affect the character 
of businesses.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
Berg-Johansen addressed Trapp’s comment. He stated the proposed ordinance prohibits 
advertising brand names in windows, but it does not prohibit businesses from advertising the 
type of business.  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 

AGENDA ITEM:       A- 1                                        
 
DATE:           August 21, 2013                     
 
ACTION:     
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CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
None. 
 
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
B-1 Public hearing continued from May 15, 2013.  

Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246  
Site Location: 360 Cerrito in the R-1 zoning district  
Proposal: Appeal of Administrative Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 approval for 
the demolition of an existing 1,183 square foot single-family residence and removal of 
two trees, and the subsequent construction of a 2,155 square foot single-family residence 
and an associated 648 square foot garage. This site is located outside of the appeals 
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission.  
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 1 and Class 3  
Staff Recommendation: Continue the Public Hearing to August 7, 2013 to allow 
additional time for the applicant to comply with the Commission’s previous direction.  
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager, (805) 772-6211 

 
Commissioner Tefft recused himself from the discussion as he owns property within 500 feet of 
the subject site.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Berta Parish, resident of Morro Bay, asked the Commission to confirm the date of the appeal 
hearing for this item.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Staff confirmed with the Commission there will be a quorum for a Planning Commission 
meeting on August 21, 2013.  
 
MOTION: Chairperson Grantham moved to continue Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 

to the August 21, 2013 Planning Commission meeting. Any plans submitted for that 
meeting are to reflect the Volbrecht land survey that was previously approved by 
the Court and the Commission.  

 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Solu and the motion passed unanimously. (4-0).  
 
Commissioner Tefft returned for discussion. 
 
B-2 Public hearing continued from July 3, 2013.  

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (continued originally from June 20, 2012 
meeting)  
Site Location: Citywide  
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs.” Recommendations from the previous sign workshops, sign survey 
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SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – AUGUST 21, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Robert Tefft    Commissioner 
 
ABSENT: Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Department 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 

Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Garry Hixon, resident of Morro Bay, praised the Planning Commission for their good work.  
 
Craig Schmidt, CEO of the Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce, announced the Avocado and 
Margarita Festival will take place on September 14-15.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM:       A-1                                         
 
DATE:           September 4, 2013                     
 
ACTION:     
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CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
A-1 Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of July 3 and July 17, 2013 
 Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to approve the minutes from the July 3, 2013 
meeting.    
  
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (4-0).  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to approve the minutes from the July 17, 2013 
meeting.    
  
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (4-0).  
 
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
B-1 Public hearing continued from May 15, 2013. 

Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 
Site Location: 360 Cerrito in the R-1 zoning district 
Proposal: Appeal of Administrative Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 approval for 
the demolition of an existing 1,183 square foot single-family residence and removal of 
two trees, and the subsequent construction of a 2,155 square foot single-family residence 
and an associated 648 square foot garage. This site is located outside of the appeals 
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. 
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 1 and Class 3 
Staff Recommendation: Continue the Public Hearing to September 4, 2013. 
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager, (805) 772-6211 
Commissioner Tefft recused himself from the discussion as he owns property within 500 
feet of the subject site.  

 
Wold presented the staff report.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked for clarification from Wold regarding why staff was unable to give 
proper attention to this project. Wold stated due to time frames for meeting material submittals, 
there was not sufficient time to route and review the items requested from the applicant so they 
will be brought to the next Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy confirmed with staff that the applicant’s architect has provided all the 
necessary materials for review to present the item at the next meeting. Wold stated staff has 
explicitly stated what is needed from the applicant in order to move forward with review of the 
project. The revised plans have been received and are action ready for the September 4, 2013 
Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
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Commissioner Tefft recused himself from the discussion due to the proximity of his residence to 
the project location.  
 
Berta Parish, resident of Morro Bay, stated she disagreed with staff’s recommendation to 
continue this item a third time. She asked if there is a limit to the number of continuances any 
project may be granted. She stated the applicant has already been allowed sufficient time to 
produce the materials requested by staff. Parish also stated the City has not granted equal 
consideration to her and her neighbors’ requests as the applicant. She asked the Commission to 
uphold her 2007 appeal and deny the project. Parish would like the applicant to submit a new 
application that meets staff’s recommendations. 
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Wold stated Parish provided an accurate overview of the project. She stated there was an absence 
of activity for a long time on the applicant’s behalf, and it continues to be a struggle to resolve 
the issues between the two property owners. Wold explained the differences between how the 
project was originally approved and what is being required by current City staff.  
 
Livick stated he spoke with the project architect and expressed the need for the remaining items. 
He stated the architect indicated that he had revised the setbacks and has shown the road in 
relation to the property lines and will submit new plans.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked for clarification regarding the Volbrecht survey. Livick stated the 
area of the City where the project is located was originally shown on an 1888 map. Subsequent 
surveys continued a boundary error from a misread of the 1888 map that affected a few 
properties in this area. The boundary error needed to be corrected to the original descriptor. 
Agreement now exists between the two property owners on the true boundary of the property.  
 
Commissioner Solu confirmed with staff that the applicant was directed to use the Volbrecht 
survey at the June 19, 2013 Planning Commission Meeting. Livick stated the applicant was to 
use the Volbrecht survey to show the revised boundaries on the site plan and in relationship to 
the existing features.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked staff if the applicant submitted the required materials in a timely 
manner. Wold stated the architect used the Volbrecht survey but he did not reference the 
Volbrecht survey in the plans, other than a notation, so it was difficult for the public to 
understand the relationship of the existing features on the property. This deficiency stalled staff’s 
review of the project.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy expressed concern that the applicant has not voiced any concerns or 
provided reasons for the numerous delays. He stated he is inclined to grant the appeal and send 
the project back to the applicant to revise and resubmit their application.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated he agreed with Commissioner Fennacy’s comments. 
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Livick explained if the Commission decided to not grant the continuance and thereby upholding 
the appeal, the applicant will have to start over again by re-applying if they choose not to appeal 
to the City Council.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to deny the request for a continuance and uphold the 
appeal of Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246.  
  
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (3-0). 
 
Commissioner Tefft rejoined the meeting.  
 
B-2 Public hearing continued from July 17, 2013. 

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (project originally noticed for a Public 
hearing on June 17, 2013 and subsequently continued to additional meetings). 
Site Location: Citywide 
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs 
CEQA Determination: To be determined. 
Staff Recommendation: Review draft ordinance, take public testimony, and provide 
direction to staff. 
Staff Contact: Erik Berg-Johansen, Planning Intern (805) 772-6291 

 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report, with specific attention given to the North Main District 
(Part I) and the Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan (Part II).  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Susan Stewart, Morro Bay business owner and President of the Morro Bay Chamber of 
Commerce, expressed concern about prohibiting brand-name advertising. She stated such signs 
can be helpful to consumers who may be looking for particular products, and it can be important 
to business owners to help them do business.  
 
Amber Badertscher, Morro Bay business owner, stated she would like clarification regarding 
why the City is proposing to prohibit brand-name signs. She asked if brand-name advertising 
restrictions would apply to other locations, such as umbrellas. She also asked about the proposed 
regulations and fees for A-frame signs and the directional signs proposed along the 
Embarcadero.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Part I: North Main District 
 
Wold clarified the purpose of prohibiting brand-name signs is to ensure that the sign ordinance 
has vertical consistency with state and local regulations of the Coastal Act, Local Coastal Plan, 
and General Plan that are already in place.  
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SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – SEPTEMBER 18, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
Robert Tefft    Commissioner 

 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Department 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
A-1 Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of September 4, 2013 
 Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 
B. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
[THESE ARE DRAFT MINUTES. FULL MINUTES TO BE AVAILABLE AT THE 
10/16/2013 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING] 

 
B-1  Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 

Site Location: 360 Cerrito in the R-1 zoning district 
Proposal: Make the necessary findings for upholding the Appeal of Administrative 
Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 approval for the demolition of an existing 1,183 

AGENDA ITEM:       A-1                                         
 
DATE:           October 16, 2013                     
 
ACTION:          
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square foot single-family residence and removal of two trees, and the subsequent 
construction of a 2,155 square foot single-family residence and an associated 648 square 
foot garage. This site is located outside of the appeals jurisdiction of the California 
Coastal Commission. 
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 1 and Class 3 
Staff Recommendation: Adopt findings for denial of the Planning Commission’s decision 
made on August 21, 2013. 
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager, (805) 772-6211 

 
Wold presented the staff report.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to adopt the following findings upholding the appeal 
of #CP0-246: 
 

A. That for purpose of the California Environmental Quality Act, Case Number CP0-246 is 
Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301 for removal of one single-family residence 
and Class 3, Section 15303 for construction of one single-family residence. 

B. That a single-family residence is an allowable use within the R-1 zone district. However, 
the project as proposed is not consistent with the certified Coastal Land Use program for 
the City of Morro Bay. The applicant failed to demonstrate that the design of the project 
is consistent with the character of the neighborhood as it pertains to the orientation of the 
house on the lot, the size and design of the home.   

  
Commissioner Solu seconded and the motion passed unanimously. (4-0).  
 
B-2  Case No.: A00-013 (Text Amendment) 

Site Location: Citywide 
Request: Zoning Text Amendment proposing to amend Section 17.48.320 (Secondary 
Units) modifying the section to be consistent with State regulations. 
CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
Staff Recommendation: Forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council to 
approve the proposed Zoning Text Amendment and adopt the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager (805) 772-6211 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report, with specific attention given to the North Main 
District (Part I) and the Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan 
(Part II).  

 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
C-1  Current and Advanced Planning Processing List 

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
Upcoming Projects: Morro Creek Pedestrian Bike Bridge, Urban Forest Management Plan, 
901 Embarcadero (Amendment to CUP & MND Adoption), Climate Action Plan, Coastal 

  Commission LCP Assistance Grant Application,   
 
NEW BUSINESS  
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Prepared By:   RL    Dept Review:  RL     
 
City Manager Review:  ________         

 
City Attorney Review:  ________   

 
 

Staff Report 
 

TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council  DATE:  September 30, 2013 

FROM: Robert Livick, PE/PLS - Public Services Director/City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Appeal of Administrative Decision Regarding Staff Authorization of a Fence 

on City Owned Property Adjacent to Chorro Creek Road in the 
Unincorporated area of San Luis Obispo County (Joseph Goodwin 
Appellant; Mike and Carrie Burton, Permitees) 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Uphold staff decision to allow the access onto City real property for the installation of a fence. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Approve the Appellant’s request for revocation of the agreement allowing fence 
construction and order removal of the fence. 

 
2. Require Permitee to install a gate for fire department access if required by Cal Fire/SLO 

County Fire. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT   
There is no direct fiscal impact as a result of this action. 
 
SUMMARY 
This item has come before City Council as the result of an appeal by Joseph Goodwin 
(Appealant) (APN 073-131-016) of a staff administrative decision to allow the installation of a 
fence by Carrie and Mike Burton (Permittee) (APN 073-131-018) along the Southerly side of 
property owned by the City (APN 073-131-017). 
 
BACKGROUND 
In 1998 the City of Morro Bay Granted a 20-foot wide easement over the staff portion of the 
City’s ‘flag lot” (Doc # 1998-079161) to the prior owners of the Permitee’s property for the 
purpose of ingress and egress from said Permitee’s property.  Section 8 in the easement 
agreement states:  Grantee’s use of the easement shall be exclusive.  Notwithstanding the terms 
of this provision, Grantee reserves the right to use the Servient Tenement in a manner consistent 
with the Grantee’s free use and enjoyment of the easement.  

 
AGENDA NO:  B-2 
 
MEETING DATE: October 8, 2013 
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On July 16, 2004, the Permitee took ownership of the parcel of real property (018) where they 
now reside.  The instrument that conveyed the property to the Permitee includes a legal 
description for the easement area over the staff portion of the City’s flag lot (017).  The 
description states in part:  A non-exclusive easement for ingress and egress and incidental 
purposes over the following parcel of land: … The description goes on to describe the said staff 
portion of the City flag lot. 
 
In July of this year, the Permittees contacted the City requesting permission to construct a fence 
on City owned real property outside the City limits.  After consultation with the City Attorney’s 
Office, staff selected the special encroachment agreement as the mechanism to grant that 
permission.  The special encroachment agreement is a boilerplate document that is typically used 
for construction of nonstandard improvements in the right of way that benefit the adjoining 
property owner. 
 
Staff worked with the Permitees to modify the special encroachment agreement document so that 
it addressed this situation, i.e. being real property outside the City limits.  On August 27, 2013 
the Public Services Director executed the agreement and returned it to the Burtons for their 
signatures and delivery to the San Luis Obispo Clerk Recorder’s Office for recordation. The 
construction of the fence does not inhibit any City use of the property. 
 
Prior to the approval of the special encroachment agreement, the adjacent property owner and 
ultimate appellant, requested notification of any City action regarding the issuance of a special 
encroachment agreement.  On August 28, 2013, the City notified the Appellant that the City did 
issue a special encroachment agreement for the construction of a fence on said City property.  
Verbally upon issuance of the special encroachment agreement, and in writing on August 29, 
2013, the City advised the Permittee not to begin construction of the fence due to the potential 
for an appeal of the administrative decision to the City Council. Nevertheless, on August 29, 
2013 the Permittee began construction of the fence in question. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Staff is providing a brief statement capturing the essence of each of the appeal issues followed 
by a response to the appeal issue.  For the complete text of the appellant’s appeal issues, please 
refer to the attached appeal. 
 
Summary and Analysis of Appeal Issues 

1. Exhibit A of the Special Encroachment Agreement is misleading regarding the position 
of an existing fence. 
There is an existing fence in the approximate position shown on the Special 
Encroachment Agreement Exhibit A.  The fence exists along the Southerly side of the 
flag portion of the City parcel (017) and extends to a point across the access road from 
the Southwesterly corner of the Permitee’s property where there is a gate, then the fence 
continues around the City parcel. 
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2. Permitees have no right to block access road 
It is unclear from the evidence presented by the appellant what rights they have to use 
the “access road”.  It is clear that this access road is owned by the City of Morro Bay and 
that the permitee has access and incidental purpose rights.  It is not clear that the 
appellants have ever formalized their access rights to use the “access road”.  The 
appellant states that they have an “implied” easement for the use of the road.  An implied 
easement is a legitimate easement type but in order to be enforced it must be adjudicated. 
 The decision on whether an implied easement exists is beyond the purview of the City 
Council and needs to be granted by the Court. 
 

3. Fence has no legitimate purpose 
The Permitees have indicated that the fence is for security and their full enjoyment of the 
access easement. 
 

4. The Access Road in question is a fire access road to the appellant’s property 
The appellant has provided a site plan that indicates that the road is required for fire 
access to the appellant’s property, but the appellant has not provided evidence for Cal 
Fire that their access has been impeded through the construction of the fence. 
 

5. That there is an implied easement for the access road 
See item 2 
 

6. The City has not processed the Appellant’s utility easement 
The Appellant is currently working with staff on the easement. 
 

7. The fence was not constructed in accordance with the Special Encroachment Agreement 
Based on field observations, it is staff’s opinion that the fence was constructed in 
substantial conformance with the approved special encroachment agreement. 
 

8. The fence does not address wildlife access 
The City of Morro Bay does not have permitting authority outside the City limits.  It is 
the responsibility of the Permitee to ensure that they have met all the County permitting 
requirements. 

 
The City has received additional correspondence from the Appellant regarding access to the 
garbage and propane facilities and they are also attached. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The Permittee requested of the City, permission to install a fence along an easement that they 
have a well-established right to use for access.  The City made an administrative decision to 
allow the installation of the fence.  The Appellant appealed that administrative decision for a 
number of reasons, but all relate to their assertion regarding implied or perhaps prescriptive 
easement rights.  Staff has found nothing on record that granted the Appellant any rights to the 
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staff portion of the City’s “Flag Lot” and therefore recommend that the City Council deny the 
appeal and uphold staff’s decision to authorize the installation of a fence on a City owned parcel. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Special Encroachment Agreement SPE-110 
3. Doc # 1998-079161 – Easement Agreement 
4. Appeal Form with Exhibits 
5. Miscellaneous Correspondence 
6. Site Photos Taken 10-3-2013 
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EASEMENTAGREEMENT

This Agreement is entered into on Novembe r 23. 199~ by arid between The

City of MOlTo Bay, hereinafter referred to as "Grantor," and Federal National Mortgage

Association, hereinafter referred to as "Granlee."

1. Grantor Is the owner of certain real property situated in the County of

San Luis Obispo, State of California,' (hereafter referred to as the "Servient Tenement")

and more particularly described as follows: A.P.N. 073-131-017 by deed recorded

August 29, 1983 in Book 2515, Page ::133ofOCficial Records.

2. Grantee is the owner of certain real property situated in the County of

San Luis Obispo, State of California, (hereafter referred to as the "Dominant

Tenement"), and more particularly described as follows: A.r.N.073-131-018.

3. Grantee desires to acquire certain rights in the Servient Tenement.

4. In consideration for the sum of ten dollars (S10.00) payable by Grantee

to Grantor, Grantor grants to Grantee an easement, subject to the terms of this

Agreement.

S. This easement is appurtenant to the Dominant Tenement,

6. The easernent granted in this Agreement is an easement for insress and

egress over and across Parcel Z of the Servient Tenement as attached to this Easement

rAct I cr s

22.00
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Asreement. This easement shall be used solely for road purposes by Grantee find

Grantee's heirs and assigns. For purposes of this AgI'eeUlent "ingress And egress" means

use for and by moving vehicular traffic for any purpose connected with the use of the

Dominant Tenemeru. This right of ingress and caress does not include parking. No

parking shall be permitted on the Se r v Len t; Tenement.

7. The easement granted in this Agreement shall be for and will continue

for so long as it is used for the purposes described above.

8. Grantee's use of the easement granted in this Agreement shall be

exclusive. Notwithstanding the terms of this provision, Grantor reserves the right to

use the Servient Tenement in a manner consistent with Grantee's free use and

enjoyment of the easement .

9. Grantee and Grantee's heirs and assigns shall maintain the easement in

good repair, at Grantee's sole cost and expense.

10. The Grantee and Grantee's heirs shall defend, indemnify and save

harmless Grantor, its officers, agents and employees from any and all claims, demands,

damages, costs, expenses, or liability occasioned by the performance and attempted

performance of these provisions hereof, or in any way arising out of or related to this

Agreemellt, including, but not limited to, inverse condemnation, equitable relief or any

wrongful act or any negligent act or omission to act on the part of the Grantee or

Grantee's heirs, agents, employees, or independent contractors directly responsible 10

the Grantee or Grantee's heirs, providing further that the foregoing shall apply to any

wrongful acts, or any activity or passively negligent acts or omission to Grantee's

agents, employees or independent contractors. Nothing contained in the foregoing

indemnity provisions shall be construed to require the Grantee to indemnify the City

against any responsibility or liability in contravention of Section 2782 of the Civil Code.

rAG!Zor3
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11. If any legal action or proceeding arising out of or relating to this

Agt'eement is brought by either party to this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be

entitled to receive from the other party, in addition to any other relief that may be

Slanted, the reasonable attorneys' fees, costs and expenses incurred ill tlte action or

proceeding by the prevailing party,

12. 'I'his Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between Grantor and

Grantee relating to the above easement, Any prior agreements, promises, negotiations

or representations not expressly set forth in this Agreement are of no force and effect.

Any amendment to this Agreement shall be of no force and effect unless it is in writing

and signed by the Grantor and Grantee.

Jerry Sattler~Z~~ Vice President
Federal National Mortgage Association, Grantee

rAGt~or3
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) 55.

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS 081SPO )

On November 23, 1998, before me, Bridgett Bauer, City Clerk for the City of

Morro Bay, personally appeared Cathy Novak, Mayor for the City of Morro Bay,

personally known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within

instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her authorized

capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instrument the person or the entity upon

behal f of which the person acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

~~Bridgett Ba , City Clerk
City of Morro Bay, California

,

V
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ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT•...._.~ ..--....-.....-.. 4~._._.~.--..-.~.-....._....._. ._.,
! State of galifern;3 Tt"f- ""~ }' •

, County of 0-4/14/""") . ss. t
i On II-Z4'4~ before me. $hceypaTl<{lf i
• (OAtel Jerry Sattler <NOT•• '.) •

, personally appeared t1 SIGHt!l.(S)

i P personally known to me ' OR· 0 proved to me on the basis of satisfactory i
i evidence to be the personts) whose name(s) to

, is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
i acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed t·
, the same in his/her/their aur.horized

.1.... capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their ,.
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s},

o or the entity upon behalf of which the it person(s) acted. executed the instrument. ,

i f,':';~~:i~~>,l:,":~;~~;~:;;;:=~'~ ii l~o,\}:q..'~.;.,. i,-.. ··-. , .."O£>o,;"o;·25·G.. WITNESS my h °t

, r:;::~~;;;:'~,·:·.,·.:..:~~.o,~==.
i -- i
i i
o OPTIONAL INFORl'ttATION •t lhe information below is not required by law. However. it could prevent fraudulent attachment of this acknowl- I
0t cdgment to an unauthorized document i

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER (PRINCIPAL) DESCRIPTION OF ATIACHED DOCUl\IENT ,

0, 0 INDIVIDUAL 0,o CORPORATEOFRCER

to ---TIl1.E OR TIPE OF DOCUMENT i
trn ..Et$) ,

to 0 PARnlER(S) ,.

o ATIORNEY·IN,FACTi 0 TRUSTEE(S) NUMBER OF PAGES i
i 0 GUARDlANtCONSERVATOR .,
, 0 OnIER: _

i ~~~~T i
i SIGNER IS REI'RESENTlNG: ii ",,£0' ''''0""0' ,,,,,,,IESI i
o O'mER 0Lo_._o_o_._ .._._. _'_0_'_" __.~._._. _o_ ...J
APA 1194 VAU.EY·SIERRA, 100-361·)3U1

END OF DOCUMENT

•••••.--------------------- .-1
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August 28, 2013 
 
Cathy Novak 
Cathy Novak Consulting 
PO Box 296 
Morro Bay, CA 93443 
 
RE: Burton Special Encroachment Permit 
 
Dear Cathy, 
 
On August 27, 2013 the City of Morro Bay did approve a special encroachment agreement for the 
Burtons to construct a chain link fence on City property off Chorro Creek Road.  This administrative 
permit allows construction immediately, but is revocable.  You have 10 days to appeal this 
administrative decision with the City Clerk to the City Council 
 
Should you have any questions please contact Rob Livick at 772-6261. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rob Livick, PE/PLS 
Public Services Director/City Engineer  
 
C: Andrea Lueker, Robert Schultz, Joseph Goodwin PO Box 311, Morro Bay CA 
 

s:\planning\projects\chorro creek road - outside city\459 chorro ck\notice of sp en agree chorro creek rd property fence.docx 

 

  

CCIITTYY  OOFF  MMOORRRROO  BBAAYY  
PPUUBBLLIICC  SSEERRVVIICCEESS  DDEEPPAARRTTMMEENNTT  

995555  SSHHAASSTTAA  AAVVEENNUUEE    MMOORRRROO  BBAAYY,,  CCAA  9933444422  
880055--777722--66226611  

  

TThhiiss  nnoottiiccee  wwaass  sseenntt  CCeerrttiiffiieedd  MMaaiill,,  RReegguullaarr  
MMaaiill  aanndd  vviiaa  eemmaaiill  



  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  

August 29, 2013 
 
Carrie and Mike Burton 
459 Chorro Creek Road 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
 
RE: Special Encroachment Permit Agreement SPE-110 
 
Dear Carrie and Mike, 
 
On August 27, 2013 the City of Morro Bay did approve a special encroachment agreement for the 
Burtons to construct a chain link fence on City property off Chorro Creek Road.  This administrative 
permit allows construction immediately, but is revocable.  We have allowed a10 days appeal period, 
and have served notice to those parties that have requested notification of this administrative 
decision.  
 
Staff recommends that you hold off on construction of your fence improvements until after the 
appeal period has ended on September 6, 2013.  Then you would know with certainty that the City 
would not order removal of the fence, due to the appeal.  If the administrative decision is appealed to 
City Council, staff has no way of knowing what the Council’s decision may be and you could be at 
some financial risk, if the Council does order recession of the Special Encroachment Agreement and 
not allow the fence to be constructed on City owned property. 
 
Thank you in advance for your understanding in this issue. 
 
Should you have any questions please contact Rob Livick at 772-6261. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rob Livick, PE/PLS 
Public Services Director/City Engineer  
 
C: Andrea Lueker, Robert Schultz 
 

s:\planning\projects\chorro creek road - outside city\459 chorro ck\sp en agree chorro creek rd property fence appeal warning.docx 
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Joseph Goodwin, Director 
Chorro Creek Training Center 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
 
Dear Sir,  
 
In reference to the propane account located at 445 Chorro Creek Rd. Morro Bay, CA.  
 
The “Propane Sales and Service Agreement” which you signed contains several elements that require observation and 
adherence to so that we may continue to safely service this location. Article number 6, “Consumer herby consents to 
allow Company full access to and at any time enter Consumer’s property for the purpose of filling, servicing, exchanging, 
or removing Company owned equipment”.  
It has come to our attention that a new perimeter fence has been installed on or near your property. A distance of 140ft. 
has been measured from the current termination of the fence to the tank fill valve. At this distance we will no longer be 
able to effectively service this account as weather and road conditions change.  
I can only authorize that our commercial delivery trucks stay on designated and maintained road ways with sufficient 
clearance, engineering and road base to support  their weight.  
Managing a hazardous materials vehicle over lawns, landscaping or uncontrolled dirt parking areas specifically during 
inclement weather is illadvised and potentially dangerous.  
Please contact me with regard to resolving this issue. 
I will look forward to speaking with you,  
Sincerely,  
T. Mack, 
Manager,  
Delta Liquid Energy, Paso Robles CA. 
805-239-0616 
  
 

http://www.propaneschoolbus.com/


Rob Livick - Fwd: Propane tank access 

FYI- Not that this matters but the VP clarified the letter they sent. Goodwin has options and he 
can get propane now its dry and the truck can get to it.

The easement is not an all weather road anyway, he should put one in across his grass.
The garbage company wont deal with him. Cal Fire has no issues.

Carrie

-----Original Message-----
From: Robert Jacobs <robertj2@deltaliquidenergy.com>
To: carriemikeburton <carriemikeburton@aol.com>
Cc: Troy Mack <troym@deltaliquidenergy.com>
Sent: Tue, Oct 1, 2013 9:10 am
Subject: Propane tank access

Mrs. Burton - Please note that we are unable to deliver to the propane tank located on Mr. Goodwin's property 
throughout the rainy/wet season.  I would recommend one of the following options:

1. An all weather road providing access from Chorro Creek Road to the propane tank.

2. Relocating the propane tank within seventy five (75) feet of a safe location for the propane truck to park on 
solid ground.
    (please note that this option could only be accomplished during dry weather)

3. Install a thirty six inch (36") wide gate in the existing chain link fence in a manner that would provide access 
from the easement.
    Delta Liquid Energy would be provided with the gate combination. 

If you have any further questions, feel free to contact me.

--
Robert Jacobs
Vice President, Retail Operations
DELTA LIQUID ENERGY
Tel: 805-239-0616    Fax: 805-239-1327

From: Carrie Burton <carriemikeburton@aol.com>
To: <RLivick@morro-bay.ca.us>
Date: 10/1/2013 9:40 AM
Subject: Fwd: Propane tank access

file:///C:/Users/RLivick/AppDa... 10/3/2013
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September 13, 2013 

Mr. Rob Livick & Mr. Rob Schultz 
City of Morro Bay Public Services Department & City Attorney 
955 Shasta Street 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 

RE: Request for immediate removal of the fence on the City's Chorro Creek 
Road property 

Dear Rob and Rob, 

This letter is to respectfully request immediate removal of the fence constructed 
on the City property located on Chorro Creek Road. Mr. Goodwin has been 
notified by the garbage company and the propane delivery service that this newly 
constructed fence has substantially impaired access to his property to service 
these utilities. 

As indicated in previous communications and the appeal filed, this all-weather 
access road has been traditionally used for decades to provide services to Mr. 
Goodwin's property. However with the installation of this fence, two of the 
important fundamental services are now at risk. 

Mr. Goodwin has approximately 1 % weeks of propane supply left in his tank and 
this will need to be filled otherwise, his health and safety will be put at risk without 
having the proper heating, cooking and personal hygiene necessary for daily 
living which is supplied from the propane tank. 

In addition the garbage service has been temporary relocated to the front of the 
property but, there isn't sufficient room for the bins to remain there permanently. 
This temporary situation must be changed regularly because of the limitations 
that have been created by this fence and access to his property. This fence has 
also diminished the use of his property in that the parking for his house must be 
reconfigured almost on a daily basis to provide access to the house and to 
arrange for the garbage service among other things. 

GOVERNMENTAL & COMMUNITY RELATIONS • PLANNING 



ha It wd When the City issued the special encroachment pennit I believe 
recommended to the Burton's that they wait until the appeal period expired prior 
to constructing the fence. The Burton's blatantly disregarded this and installed 
the fence within a couple of days of obtaining the pennit. Due to the significant 
nature of the impacts I am, on behalf of Mr. Goodwin, respectfully requesting that 
the City take action on one of the following options: 

1. Immediately revoke the special encroachment pennit #SPE-110 and 
require the removal of the fence without delay so that the utility services to 
Mr. Goodwin's property can resume. 

2. Require immediate removal of the fence and delay any further 
construction on this until which time Mr. Goodwin has had the ability to 
pursue his appeal before all governmental and/or judicial bodies that have 
jurisdiction in this area. 

Since this is a time sensitive matter, I would respectfully ask that the City take 
action on this forthwith and also to provide a response to this request. Thank you 
for your time and consideration in this matter. Please let me know if you have 
any questions. 

Regards, 

Cathy Novak cc: Mr. Joseph Goodwin 
McElhinney & McElhinney 
Mayor Irons & Council Members 
Ms. Andrea Lueker, City Manager 

2 



ATTACHMENT 6



ATTACHMENT 6



ATTACHMENT 6



 
 
Prepared By:  KW, EB   Dept Review: RL 
 
City Manager Review:  ________         

 
City Attorney Review:  ________   

 
 
Staff Report 

 
 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council              DATE: October 1, 2013 
 
FROM: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager 
  Erik Berg-Johansen, Planning Intern 
 
SUBJECT: Zoning Text Amendment A00-015 Draft Sign Ordinance (Municipal 

Code Section 17.68) 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council: 

1. Open the public hearing and receive testimony; and 
 

2. Direct staff to prepare an environmental document based on the draft Sign Ordinance as 
forwarded by the Planning Commission on September 4, 2013 and return with the 
environmental document and the draft Sign Ordinance for the first reading on December 
10, 2013. 

 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Review the draft Sign Ordinance and return to Planning Commission to make additional 
changes based on public testimony and Council direction. 
 

2. Take no action to change the Sign Ordinance and direct staff to not pursue a Zoning Text 
Amendment. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT  
Costs associated with a drafting of an amended Sign Ordinance are as follows:     

 Environmental—staff’s time to prepare a Negative Declaration.  
 Noticing Costs—noticing the draft Sign Ordinance environmental review and the Public 

hearing for adoption.   
 Staff time—staff costs, including time to process the project through to the Coastal 

Commission, is estimated to be approximately 400 staff hours.  Staff members involved 
include Planning staff, Public Services Director, City Attorney, and Administrative 
Support staff. 

 

 

 
AGENDA NO:  B-3 
 
MEETING DATE: October 8, 2013 
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BACKGROUND 
Since 2004, the City of Morro Bay has recognized the need for the City’s Sign Ordinance 
(Section 17.68) to better address the business community’s sign needs.  An updated Sign 
Ordinance was included in the City’s comprehensive Local Coastal Program update in 2004; 
however this update was never certified by the California Coastal Commission.  Without a 
certified new Sign Ordinance, the City continues to operate under the Sign Ordinance adopted in 
1999.   
 
At the April 12, 2010 City Council meeting, a status report on the A-Frame Sign Ordinance was 
presented to the Council for direction. The Council directed staff to bring forward to the 
Planning Commission, a Sign Ordinance amendment incorporating the Sign Ordinance drafted 
for the 2004 Zoning Ordinance and new A-frame sign regulations.   
 
Staff worked on the amendment and presented the Sign Ordinance amendment to the Planning 
Commission at the regularly scheduled meeting on May 17, 2010. During the meeting, public 
testimony was received and the Ordinance was discussed by the Commission.  The ultimate 
outcome of the meeting was to continue the item to a date uncertain with direction given to staff 
to hold a workshop on the Ordinance to ensure that there was sufficient public input.  A 
workshop was subsequently held on February 16, 2011.  As a result of this workshop, the 
Planning Commission moved to forward the draft Sign Ordinance including regulations for A-
Frame signs that would include the following:  

 
 One A-frame sign per business per frontage during business hours only;  
 A-frame or feather sign to be allowed;  
 Fee shall be waived thru June 2012 for A-frame signs; thereafter, it would be set at $40 as a 

one-time permit fee;  
 Allow for provisions for directional pole signage as brought forward by Craig Schmidt of the 

Chamber of Commerce to be included in this Ordinance;  
 Corrections of the projection signs section from 12 to 24 inches; and,  
 Vacation rentals under the Real Estate section.  

 
At the April 19, 2011, City Council meeting an item was brought forth by Mayor Yates and 
Councilmember Borchard concerning the enforcement of the code prohibiting A-frame signs.  At 
this meeting, the Council directed staff to enforce the Sign Ordinance prohibiting A-frame signs 
and on May 3, 2011 a letter was sent to all businesses within Morro Bay detailing that A-frame 
signs are prohibited and describing the process by which the City will be enforcing the 
Ordinance.   
 
On May 24, 2011, the City Council adopted an Interim Urgency Ordinance establishing interim 
rules regulating the approval process and construction of projecting signs pending completion of 
studies and the preparation of an update to the City’s Zoning Code.   
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In order to flesh out and specifically identify the community’s issues with the current sign 
program, the City held workshops and conducted sign surveys.  The City held two Sign 
Ordinance workshops facilitated by Chuck Anders, one on September 29, 2011 and the other on 
October 6, 2011.  In addition, the City utilized Survey Monkey to allow citizens that were not 
present at the workshops to have input in the process via the internet.  These community 
outreach efforts were conducted in an attempt to hear from all the stakeholders early in the 
process.  The outcome of these efforts was that the community did not want the 2004 draft 
Ordinance but instead wanted a new Ordinance based on four distinct commercial areas with 
sign regulations crafted to address the issues and constraints particular to each district.   
 
At the May 2, 2012 Planning Commission meeting, Commissioners directed staff to bring back 
four different zone maps and one overall map to see all the commercial areas. In addition, a basic 
outline of the Zoning Ordinance with headings only and definitions and graphics was requested.  
 
At the May 26, 2012 Planning Commission meeting, the Commissioners reviewed the 
preliminary sign option spreadsheet, sign definitions and the district maps showing the 
boundaries of the four commercial districts.  The Commission directed staff to bring back: 
 

1. Further detail on sign area ratio and percentages; 
2. Photos of sign types for internal and external illuminated signs; and 
3. A matrix comparison in a column format to include comparisons to Pismo Beach, all poll 

results and staff recommendations; and Shopping center definitions. 
 

At the June 26, 2012 meeting, the Planning Commissioners reviewed the signs for the Quintana 
zone district. The Commission made decisions regarding what signs should be allowed, 
restricted and which ones needed further review.   
 
Due to staffing issues, there was a period of inactivity in late 2012; however, since January 2013, 
Planning staff has diligently worked on preparing a comprehensive new draft Sign Ordinance.  
 
As part of a Cal Poly Master’s project, Planning Intern Erik Berg-Johansen completed extensive 
research on signs and sign ordinances. The older draft Ordinance, scholarly journals, community 
outreach and interviews (both primary and secondary), photos and computer generated graphics 
were referenced throughout the process. It should also be noted that a survey regarding the draft 
Sign Ordinance was mailed to every registered business owner in the City. Perhaps more 
important were the multiple meetings with the Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce and Planning 
staff. The purpose of these meetings was to discuss all research and background information on 
the Sign Ordinance, and then make appropriate additions and edits.  Because the new draft 
Ordinance is now based on sign districts instead of zoning districts, the new draft is completely 
reorganized.  
 
DISCUSSION 
The draft Sign Ordinance dated September, 2013 represents two years of work.  Staff has held 
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numerous public workshops, conducted sign surveys, conducted background research and 
presented a working draft to the Planning Commission in a series of public hearings to allow for 
detailed public comment. The draft Ordinance was discussed at five public hearings occurring 
between June and September of 2013. In comparison with the City’s current Sign Ordinance, the 
following is a list of important changes contained within the September, 2013 draft Sign 
Ordinance:  
 

1.  Has been designed to address four different commercial zones, North Main Street, 
Quintana, Downtown and the Embarcadero.   

2. Designates signage criteria for lodging and industrial uses exclusive of the four 
commercial zones. 

3. Contains new methodology on how maximum sign size is calculated.  In the 2013 draft, 
the size of the sign is based on the square footage of the building façade as opposed to 
the old method that utilized linear footage.   

4. Has also been reformatted to contain a matrix format which is user friendly as all 
information for the zone district is contained on one sheet. 

5. Uses customized graphics to communicate regulations and explains how sign area 
calculations work. 

6. Eliminates the reduction in allowed sign area based on the use of different types of signs. 
7. Provides for a Tourist Oriented Directional Sign Program along the Embarcadero with 

the goal to facilitate pedestrian traffic throughout the length of the Embarcadero. 
8. Provides for Master Sign Programs to establish criteria for multi-tenant properties.   

 
Table 1 on the following page summarizes some of the major differences between the code the 
City is currently operating under and the draft code that is being reviewed by City Council.   
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Table 1: Differences between Current Code and Draft Code 

   Current Code Draft Code 

Sign Districts 
No Districts; the same code is applied to all 
businesses 

Four Districts (Embarcadero, Downtown, 
Quintana, North Main). Signs are regulated 
differently in each district. In addition, there are 
separate regulations for lodging establishments 
and businesses located in industrial zones. 

Allowable sign area 
calculations 

Based on the linear measurement of 
"building frontage" (e.g. 1 sq. ft. signage for 
every 1 linear ft. of building frontage) 

Based on the measurement of a building's façade, 
or face (e.g. 15% of façade). 

Prohibited Signs 

Roof, flashing/moving, home occupation, 
bench, noise making, vehicle displays, 
billboards, tire stacks, illuminated with 
red/green/yellow within view of signalized 
intersection, A-frame, moving/rotating, 
constructed of cloth/canvas/paper, on fences 

All included in current code (except A-
frame/sidewalk) with the addition of: 
banners/streamers/pennants, digital signs, 
emission producing, inflatable, signs that display 
lodging rates, signs with obscenities, signs that 
obstruct exits/ventilation, person or animal, 
advertising brand names, snipe, on public bus 
shelters. 

Sidewalk (A-frame) 
Signs 

Prohibited city wide 
Prohibited only in Embarcadero District, and 
allowed in all other districts with the acquisition 
of a special permit. 

Graphics No Graphics 

Graphics showing: different sign types, method of 
calculating allowable sign area, sign 
measurements, sign district boundaries, and 
illustrations of select definitions. 

Formatting Entire code in block paragraph form. 
Part of code in block paragraph form, and part of 
code in a user-friendly table format. 

Master Sign Program Not Included 

Required for properties occupied with three or 
more non-residential occupants, or for projects 
involving construction or renovation of more than 
25,000 square feet of space. 

Amortization 

Amortization schedule adopted in 1972 
required that all non-conforming signs be 
documented and addressed by March of 
1973. Policy was never enforced.  Non-
conforming signs shall be removed or made 
to conform when sign is taken down for any 
reason (including maintenance).  

No amortization schedule. Non-conforming signs 
shall be removed or made to conform when a new 
business opens or the type of business changes. 
Signs shall also be removed or repaired if they are 
not property maintained (see Section 17.68.030 B, 
c. Sign Maintenance). 

Exception Permits 
Exceptions granted if the commission finds 
that the sign will not be contrary to the 
purposes of this chapter. 

No exception permits. Exceptions to the 
provisions of the code may only be granted by the 
Planning Commission during the review of a 
submitted Master Sign Program or Variance. 

Sign Bonuses No Bonuses 
Bonuses granted for implementation of signs that 
were found to have high aesthetic quality (such as 
projecting signs). Bonuses vary by district.   



 6

As mentioned, the draft sign Ordinance has appeared on the Planning Commission’s agenda five 
times during the past four months. The primary topics covered during the Planning Commission 
meetings are as follows: 
 

 Allowable sign area. The Commissioners reviewed numerous graphical representations 
of signs in relation to their facade. Computer generated graphics, as well as examples 
from local Morro Bay businesses were analyzed and discussed during meetings. Detailed 
discussions regarding the appropriate allowable sign area (percent of façade) were 
carried out for each sign district. To further facilitate these decisions, staff and the 
Commissioners considered the functionality, aesthetic character, primary modes of 
transportation, location, common types of businesses, and the scale of buildings 
associated with each individual sign district.  
 

 Amortization. While the idea of an amortization schedule was originally proposed, the 
Commissioners agreed that an amortization schedule be omitted from the Ordinance. The 
Commissioners suggested that amortization schedules are difficult (and costly) to 
enforce, and have the potential to create unfair conditions among business owners. 
Further, the Commissioners (as well as members of the public) commented that an 
amortization schedule could lead to removal of historical signs that are important to the 
community. 
 
It was ultimately decided that a nonconforming sign shall be removed for only three 
reasons: 1) the sign has not been properly maintained; 2) a business moves out and a new 
business occupies the property; and 3) the type of business or use changes with which a 
nonconforming sign is associated.  See Section 17.68.030 B (page 9) of the draft 
Ordinance for additional details.  

 
 Monument, architectural, and pole signs.  The City’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) states 

that monument type signs be encouraged through the Sign Ordinance. In accordance with 
the LCP, the Commission worked to create an Ordinance that promotes the use of these 
sign types.  
 
On the other hand, the City’s LCP states that pole signs be discouraged throughout the 
City. In respect to the LCP, the Commissioners decided to maintain that a Conditional 
Use Permit be required for all pole sign proposals. Staff would like to work with the 
Council to further extend the conditions of approval for pole signs to ensure that future 
pole signs protect views, fit with the community’s character, and are safely legible to 
drivers travelling on Highway 1.  
 

 Sidewalk (A-frame) signs. Discussions regarding safety, ADA compliance, sidewalk 
widths, sidewalk sign content, and sidewalk sign design took place at multiple meetings. 
In response to public comment and survey results, the Commission agreed to allow 
sidewalk signs in the Quintana, North Main, and Downtown districts.  
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The Commission decided to support staff’s recommendation to continue a sidewalk sign 
prohibition in the Embarcadero District. Staff and Commissioners agreed that sidewalk 
signs are not appropriate in the Embarcadero District for the following reasons: 1) the 
sidewalks are narrow; sidewalk signs create safety issues and congestion of pedestrian 
movement; and 2) the Embarcadero Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan has been 
designed to allow off-premise business advertising in lieu of the proposed sidewalk sign 
prohibition in this district.  
 

 Master Sign Program. Both staff and the Planning Commission agreed that a Master 
Sign Program be established to ensure that fairness and aesthetics are considered for 
multi-tenant properties (with three or more lease spaces) and larger buildings (with a 
façade exceeding 3,000 square feet). Implementation of such a program will allow for 
additional review by the Planning Commission on a case-by-case basis, and could prove 
to be especially important for multi-tenant properties that deserve an exception for 
unique circumstances.  

 
Public comment was taken during each Planning Commission meeting in regards to the draft 
Ordinance and Embarcadero District TODSP. Public comment was focused on the following 
issues: 
 

 Sidewalk (A-frame) signs. There was some disagreement among the public on this 
issue, however the majority of comment supported allowing sidewalk signs.  
 

 Feather type signs. One member of the public commented that her business on Quintana 
Road is not visible from the primary right-of-way. She utilizes a feather type sign, and 
disagrees with the current draft’s prohibition of this sign type.  

 
 Illumination. This topic was brought up multiple times for different reasons. Many of 

the concerns were addressed by staff and changes were made to the draft Ordinance, 
such as changing the draft Ordinance to allow OPEN signs to remain illuminated during 
the daytime.  While many of the issues have been resolved, staff recommends that 
illumination standards be carefully reviewed by the City Council to ensure that the 
regulations are consistent with the City’s goals and policies. 

 
 Signs advertising brand names. The current draft Ordinance prohibits any sign that 

advertises a brand name or logo that is not directly related to the subject business. This 
regulation, for example, would prohibit a restaurant from posting a neon Budweiser sign 
in their window. Staff originally proposed this regulation to promote positive changes in 
aesthetics and community character through the prohibition of excessive brand 
advertising. 
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All public comment regarding this issue was in disagreement with the proposed 
prohibition of brand advertisement signs. In response to public comment staff has 
devised a change that will allow (but limit) signs that advertise a brand name. See the 
section below titled “Recommendations from the Public and Staff” for an alternative to 
brand name sign prohibition. 
 

 Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan.  The majority of public comment regarding 
this proposal supported the plan. However, one business owner believed that it was 
unfair for the plan to only encompass the Embarcadero Sign District and not other 
districts such as the Downtown. Another business owner commented that the proposed 
signs are unappealing, and recommended that kiosk-type structures be installed instead. 

 
The materials presented to Council include the draft 2013 Sign Ordinance as amended by the 
Planning Commission, the tourist oriented directional sign program and application, minutes 
from all five of the Planning Commission meetings and the results from the sign workshop held 
on September 29, 2011.  
 
Once the City Council has determined that the draft document is finalized, staff will work on the 
required environmental document.  Once complete, the Negative Declaration will be forwarded 
to the State Clearinghouse for the required thirty day review.  The project will be scheduled for 
the first reading after completion of the public review period for the environmental document.  
Staff anticipates that the project will be ready for adoption in December.  In addition, once the 
draft Ordinance has been finalized, staff will forward it to the Coastal Commission for comment. 
  
 
Changes to the Draft Ordinance:  
  
Since the final Planning Commission meeting, staff has reviewed the Ordinance for clarity and 
consistency. Minor language and organizational changes that do not affect the regulations or 
content approved by the Planning Commission were completed by staff and are reflected in the 
draft Ordinance included as an attachment to this report. Finally, any changes that were 
discussed and recommended by the Planning Commission at the final meeting on September 4, 
2013 are included in the most recent draft Ordinance. 
 
Recommendations from the Public and Staff: 
 
Comments from the public have been submitted to the Planning Department since the draft 
Ordinance was recommended by Planning Commission. Some of these comments also 
stimulated discussion among staff in regards to certain issues. The following comments from the 
public and staff have the Planning Department’s approval; it is recommended that these changes 
be integrated into the draft Ordinance. 
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Clarification of information regarding illegal signs (page 10): 
 
 2. Illegal Signs. Any sign shall be regarded as an illegal sign if: 

a. It is constructed subsequent to the date of adoption of this Chapter in violation 
of any provision of this Chapter, this Title, or any other federal, state, or local 
law, including, but not limited to the zoning clearance and sign permits set forth 
in paragraph 17.68.100, or 
b. It was constructed prior to the date of adoption of this Chapter in violation of 
any applicable federal, state, or city ordinance in effect at the time of 
construction, or  
c. It was constructed prior to the date of adoption of this Chapter without all 
zoning clearances and/or permits required by applicable federal, state, or city 
ordinance in effect at the time of construction first having been obtained. 

 
The Public Services Director shall order that such illegal sign be altered, repaired, 
reconstructed, demolished or removed, as may be appropriate, to abate such condition or 
the Director may initiate proceedings to abate the sign as a public nuisance under the 
provisions of the Business and Professional Code (Sections 5499.1 to 5499.16). Any 
work required to be done shall be completed within ten days of the date of such order, 
unless otherwise specified in writing. 

 
Added regulation to strengthen the enforcement program (page 10):  
 

b.   Business License Renewal. Business owners shall submit evidence of sign 
permits for all non-exempt signs on their premises as a condition of renewal of their 
business license. Failure to submit evidence of sign permits shall result in denial of 
the renewal request.  

 
Change in regulation to acknowledge a unique scenario in regards to 
architectural/monument signs (pages 10 and 12): 
 

e. If one architectural sign proposed, sign shall count towards allowable signage for 
the Primary Façade. If a second architectural sign is proposed, sign shall count 
towards nearest secondary façade.  If structure has only one (primary) façade, all 
permitted architectural signs shall count towards allowable signage for the 
Primary Facade. 

 
e.  If one monument sign proposed, sign shall count towards allowable signage for 

the Primary Façade. If a second monument sign is proposed, sign shall count 
towards nearest secondary façade. If structure has only one (primary) façade, all 
permitted monument signs shall count towards allowable signage for the Primary 
Facade. 
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Remove prohibition of “Signs Advertising Brand Names” (page 16) and include a statement 
allowing these signs in Section 17.68.030 D: 
 

Signs Advertising Brand Names.  Allow signs for services, products and brands as 
window signs only to a maximum of 25 percent of window area. 

 
Change to “Definitions” to specify that parapets count as part of the façade and that 
mansard roofs do not count as part of the façade (pages 35 and 36):  
 

Primary Façade. The face of a building or tenant lease site that incorporates the main 
entrance to the business and that faces a primary street, as determined by the business 
owner. For purposes of allowable sign area calculations, the façade shall incorporate 
the face of the building and if applicable, the parapet. Mansard roofs shall NOT be 
considered as part of building facades.  

 
Secondary Façade. The face of a building or tenant lease site that serves as a secondary 
entrance and/or advertising space to the primary façade, as determined by the business 
owner. For purposes of allowable sign area calculations, the façade shall incorporate 
the face of the building and if applicable, the parapet. Mansard roofs shall NOT be 
considered as part of building facades. 

 
Exempt businesses in industrial zones from the Master Sign Program (page 31): 

B. Applicability 
6. Businesses located in industrial zones shall be exempt from the Master Sign 
Program. 

 
Add definition and associated graphic for “Parapet” (page 35): 
 

Parapet. Vertical upward extension of an exterior wall at the edge of the roof or building 
structure.  

 
Change definition and associated graphic for “Mansard” (page 35):    
 
Mansard. A double-sloped roof with the lower sloped section steeper than the upper slope 
section. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
The newly proposed draft Sign Ordinance incorporates knowledge gained from community 
outreach, interviews, meetings, review of other sign ordinances in California, direction from 
Planning Commission meetings, and research on commercial signs. Staff recommends that the 
Council review the entirety of the new draft Ordinance and direct staff to proceed with the 
environmental review based on the draft Sign Ordinance dated September 2013.  
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ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Draft Sign Ordinance, September 2013 
B. Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan, Revised September 2013 
C. Draft Directional Sign Permit Application 
D. Planning Commission Minutes from June 19, 2013, July 3, 2013, July 17, 2013, August 21, 

2013, and September 4, 2013 meetings 
E. Sign Workshop Results, September 29, 2011. 
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17.68.010 Purpose   
 
The purpose of this Chapter is to regulate signs so that they express and enhance the character 
and environment of the City of Morro Bay and its community. These regulations recognize the 
importance of business activity to the economic vitality of the City. Specifically, these 
regulations are intended to:  
 

1. Encourage communications which aid in the identification of businesses and activities.  
2. Preserve and enhance the aesthetic character of the City.  
3. Restrict signs that overload the public’s capacity to receive information or that violate 

privacy.  
4. Prohibit signs which increase the probability of automobile accidents. 
5. Provide distinct regulations for different districts and lodging establishments. 

 
Morro Bay’s General Plan states, “The commercial areas of Morro Bay are composed of a wide 
variety of commercial uses as well as motels and some residential uses. These areas include the  
Downtown, the Embarcadero, Quintana Road, and North Main Street. Each has its own special  
character and function.”  This Chapter provides different sign regulations for each individual  
district as defined by the General Plan, as well as a custom set of regulations for lodging 
establishments. It must be noted that sign districts as defined by this Chapter are different than 
the zone districts as defined by Morro Bay’s Municipal Code. 
 
This Chapter is also consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Land Use Plan. Chapter XIII of the 
City’s Coastal Land Use Plan includes the following provisions under Policy 12.05:  

a. Require monument and surface mounted signs and discourage roof mounted and pole 
signs; 

b. Require that view protection and the nighttime characteristics of the sign be mandatory 
considerations of any sign installation; 

c. Prohibit billboards; 
d. Reduce allowable height and size where they interfere with views to and along State 

Highway One.  
e. Develop and adopt sign criteria for signs appropriate for Morro Bay’s commercial 

districts. 
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17.68.020 Commercial Signs and Calculations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 17.021: Sign Types 



 

3 
 

a. Sign Types  
 

 
1. Attraction Board means a device used to display information regarding conveniences 

and services offered by facilities providing temporary accommodation.  
 

2. Architectural Signs. Freestanding signs situated on two (2) or more supporting 
structures. 

 
3. Awning and Canopy Signs.  Signs painted on awnings, canopies, arcades, umbrellas or 

similar attachments or structures. Sign area for awning and canopy signs is calculated as 
the area within a single continuous enclosure around only the copy area of the lettering or 
logo of the sign.  
 

4. Banners.  A temporary sign of fabric, plastic, paper or other light pliable material not 
enclosed in a rigid frame, and which is suspended, mounted, or attached to buildings or 
poles at two ends or continuously across its longest side so as to allow movements of the 
sign by atmospheric conditions.  

 
5. Changeable Copy sign means a sign designed so that characters, letters or illustrations 

can be changed or rearranged without substantially altering the face or the surface of the 
sign.  
 

6. Directory Sign. A collection of signs which list names of individual businesses located in 
a single building, courtyard, or property.  
 

7. Dock Sign. Any sign that is placed on a floating dock structure or gangway. 
 

8. Externally Illuminated Signs. A sign that is illuminated by a light source not attached to 
the sign. 
 

9. Fence Signs. Signs on fences or free-standing walls, not part of a building.  
 

10. Hanging (Suspended) Signs. A sign that hangs parallel to the building’s façade.  
 

11. Internally Illuminated Signs. A sign which radiates light from any internal source or is 
backlit. 
 

12. Marquee Sign. A projecting sign that is part of a permanent entryway or canopy and 
traditionally associated with theaters. A marquee may include a projecting vertical sign 
extending above the cornice line of a building. See "Projecting Signs" below. 

 
13. Monument Signs. A sign erected on the ground or on a monument base designed as an 

architectural unit (and not attached to a building). Monument signs shall not interfere 
with safety sight angles on corners and at driveways.  
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14. Pole Signs.  A freestanding sign erected on top of a pole (and not attached to a building) 
that is taller than 8 feet. 

 
15. Projecting Signs (Pub Signs).  Signs under canopies or covers in conjunction with 

pedestrian walkways, or signs projecting from the building wall.  
 

16. Roof Signs. Signs erected upon, over or above the roof of a building or structure, or any 
sign affixed to the wall of a building so that it projects above the eave line of a roof.  
 

17. Shopping Center Identification Signs. A sign structure located in front of a shopping 
center that advertises the name of the center and associated businesses. 
 

18. Sidewalk Signs. Signs not permanently attached to the ground or any other permanent 
supporting structure. These signs are sometimes referred to as A-frame signs. Where 
permitted, sidewalk signs are subject to special regulations and permits. 

 
19. Snipe Sign. An off-site sign which is tacked, nailed, posted, pasted, glued or otherwise 

attached to trees, poles, stakes, fences or to other objects. 
  

20. Temporary Sign. A sign or advertising display designed or intended to be displayed for a 
short period of time.   
 

21. Wall Signs (Surface).  Wall surface signs include any sign attached to, erected against or 
painted upon the wall of a building or structure, the face of which is in a single plane 
parallel to the plane of the wall. Wall signs also include signs on a false or mansard roof.  
 

22. Window sign means any sign placed inside or upon a window facing the outside and 
which is intended to be seen from the exterior. 

 
b. Determining Computable Sign Area 

 
1. Single-faced Signs. The sign face on a single plane and viewable from only one side of 

the plane shall be measured as the entire area within a single continuous perimeter 
composed of squares or rectangles that enclose the extreme limits of all sign elements 
including, but not limited to, sign structures or borders, written copy, logos, symbols, 
illustrations, and color.   

 
2. Double-faced Signs.  Double-faced signs with sign faces that are parallel (back-to-back) 

and a distance of less than three feet apart, or sign faces that have an interior angle of 45 
degrees or less, shall be counted as a single sign with only one face measured in 
calculating sign area. Where the faces are not equal in size, the larger sign face shall be 
used as the basis for calculating sign area.   

 
3. Multi-faced Signs. The sign area of signs with three or more sign faces, or signs with two 

sign faces with a distance greater than three feet apart or an interior angle greater than 45 
degrees, shall be calculated as the sum of all the sign faces.  
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4. Three-dimensional Signs. Signs that consist of, or have attached to them, one or more 

three-dimensional objects (i.e., balls, cubes, clusters of objects, sculpture, or statue-like 
trademarks), shall have a sign area of the sum of two adjacent sides or sign faces. 

 
 
 
 

Allowable sign area and sign types are designated by District.  See Figure 
17.031 to determine what district your business is located in. If your business 

is located on or near the border of a district, please contact the Morro Bay 
Planning Department. 

 
For Lodging Establishments see section 17.68.080  

For businesses located in Industrial Zones see section 17.68.090 
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Figure 17.023: Measurement of Sign Area 

Three-Dimensional Signs 

Figure 17.024: Measurement of Double and Multi-Faced Signs 

Height x Length 
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c. Computation of Facades 
 
 

“Façade” = (Façade Length x Facade Height) 
 

*For the purposes of this  
        Ordinance, “Facade Height” 
        shall not include the roof 
 
       *For definitions of “Façade  
         Length and Façade Height”  
         see Section 17.68.120. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Facade Height 

Facade Length 

Figure 17.025: Single-Tenant 
Façade Calculation 

Tenant #2 

Facade 
Height Tenant #1 

Figure 17.026: Multi-Tenant 
Façade Calculation Example #1 

Tenant 
#1 

Tenant 
#2 

Tenant 
#3 

Figure 17.027: Multi-Tenant  
Façade Calculation Example #2 

Facade 
Height 

Facade Length 

Facade 
Height 

Facade 
Length 

Facade 
Length 

Facade 
Length 
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17.68.030 Standards for All Districts and Zones 
 
The following principles and regulations apply to all areas within the City. No area in the City is 
exempt from the provisions listed in the following section. See other applicable commercial sign 
standards by following these steps: (1) Determine appropriate sign district (using Figure 17.031) 
(2)  View table that applies to the appropriate district (Sections.17.68.040-17.68.070). For 
Lodging Establishments see Section 17.68.080.    
 
 
A. Construction, Maintenance, Abandonment and Removal 

 
1. Construction and Maintenance  

a. Unless exempt, signs and supporting structures shall be installed in accordance with 
the Building Code.   

b. All signs, together with all supporting structures, shall be maintained in the following 
manner:  
i. Signs shall be kept free of rust, dirt and chipped, cracked or peeling paint. 
ii. All hanging, dangling, torn or frayed parts of signs shall be promptly repaired and 

graffiti and unauthorized attachments shall be removed. 
iii. Burned-out illumination shall be replaced immediately. 
iv. Sign areas shall be kept free and clear of all noxious substances, rubbish, and 

weeds. 
c. If a sign is removed from its supporting structure for longer than 60 days, the 

supporting structure shall be removed. 
d. Any sign deemed unsafe by a Building Official shall be removed or fixed within 3 

days of written notice. 
e. Every sign, including those signs for which no permit is required, together with all 

supports braces, guys and anchors shall be maintained in a safe, presentable and good 
structural condition at all times. The display surfaces of all signs shall be kept neatly 
painted, posted or otherwise maintained at all times. The owner of property on which 
the sign is located shall be responsible for the condition of the area in the vicinity of 
the sign, and shall be required to keep this area clear, sanitary and free from noxious 
or offensive substances, rubbish and flammable waste materials.  

 
2.  Abandonment. The following signs shall be presumed to be abandoned: 

a. Located on Property. Any sign which is located on property that becomes vacant 
and is unoccupied for a period of 60 days or longer. 

b. Unrelated to Property. Any sign which was erected for an occupant or business 
unrelated to the present occupant or business. 

c. Time, Event or Purpose Sign. Any sign which pertains to a time, event or purpose 
which no longer exists. 

d. Exceptions 
i. Temporarily Suspended Business. Permanent signs applicable to a business 

temporarily suspended because of a change of ownership or management of such 
business shall not be deemed abandoned unless the property remains vacant for a 
period of 60 days or more.   
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3. Removal.  Abandoned signs are found to be a public nuisance due to their misleading and 

distracting nature and due to their contributing to visual blight, detrimental to 
surrounding areas and the community generally. An abandoned sign face is prohibited 
and shall be removed by the property owner.  

 
 
B. Provisions for Nonconforming and Illegal Signs 
 

1. Existing Nonconforming Signs. Signs existing at the time of adoption of this Title, that 
do not comply with the provisions of this Chapter but that were legally erected pursuant 
to applicable state and city ordinances in effect at the time of construction, but which do 
not comply with the provision of this Chapter shall be regarded as nonconforming signs, 
subject to the following:   

 
a. Use Change. Whenever the type of business or use changes with which a 

nonconforming sign is associated, the nonconforming sign associated with business 
shall be removed or otherwise made to conform to the provisions of this Chapter.  An 
example of a change in use is a traveler-serving amenity (such as a gas station or 
convenient store) becoming a resident-serving amenity (such as a furniture or clothes 
store). 
 

b. Change of Business.  Whenever a business leaves a location and new business 
occupies a property, the nonconforming sign associated with the previous business 
shall be removed or otherwise made to conform to the provision of this Chapter. 

 
c. Sign Maintenance. When a nonconforming sign becomes deteriorated or 

dilapidated to the extent of over fifty percent (50%) of the physical value it would 
have if it had been maintained in good repair, it must be removed within sixty (60) 
days after receiving notice from the Public Services Department.  

 
i. If an ill-maintained sign cannot be adequately valued and assessed, the Public 

Services Director may require that such sign be removed or repaired.   
 

d. Limited Expansion. A nonconforming sign may not be expanded, extended, 
reconstructed, or altered in any way in its location or orientation to enable it to be 
read or viewed from a different direction than its original position, except in the 
following cases:   

 
i. Changes in sign face, copy, graphic design or color are permitted provided that 

such sign not be removed.  
 

e. Other Requirements. Nonconforming signs are also subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 17.56: Nonconforming Uses and Structures.   
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2. Illegal Signs. Whenever a sign is found to be erected or maintained in violation of any 
provision of this Chapter, this Title, or any other Federal, State, or local law, and such 
sign is not a nonconforming sign (e.g. it was a legal sign under the sign regulations in 
effect prior to adoption of the ordinance codified in this Chapter), the Public Services 
Director shall order that such sign be altered, repaired, reconstructed, demolished or 
removed, as may be appropriate, to abate such condition or the Director may initiate 
proceedings to abate the sign as a public nuisance under the provisions of the Business 
and Professional Code (Sections 5499.1 to 5499.16). Any work required to be done shall 
be completed within ten days of the date of such order, unless otherwise specified in 
writing.  

 
a. An illegal sign that conforms to the provisions of this Chapter may become legalized 

if the owner submits a sign permit application within five days of illegal sign 
notification. If said sign permit is granted the sign may remain in its current state. 

 
C. General Sign Standards (Commercial and Non-Commercial) 

 
1. Architectural Signs. 

a. Maximum Height: 8 feet (from the ground to top of sign). 
b. Shall be supported by two (2) or more posts or beams.  
c. Minimum Setbacks: One foot from setback line.   
d. Sign faces: Maximum of two sign faces permitted. 
e. If one architectural sign proposed, sign shall count towards allowable signage for the 

Primary Façade. If a second architectural sign is proposed, sign shall count towards 
nearest secondary façade.  

f. Landscaping.  Signs shall be placed in a landscaped planter or berm. As a condition of 
any sign permit for a monument sign, additional landscaping of the site may be 
required to better integrate sign appearance with the site.  
 

2. Awning and Canopy Signs.  
a. Maximum Height. 25 feet above a sidewalk or public right-of-way 
b. Sign copy and/or logos may not extend beyond the area of the awning or canopy.  

 
3. Clearance from Utilities. Signs and their supporting structures shall maintain clearance 

and not interfere with electrical conductors, communications equipment or lines, surface 
and underground facilities and conduits for water, sewage, gas, electricity and 
communications equipment or lines. Signs shall not be placed in public utility easements 
unless express written permission from the affected public utility is obtained.  

 
4. Community Promotional Display Programs. Community promotion signs advertising, 

directing or informing pedestrian of community events and services not related to or 
located on the site shall be permitted on private property in all commercial districts, and 
on public land with the granting of an encroachment permit.   
 

5. Dock Signs. Any sign placed on a dock shall not in any way impede the right-of-way for 
pedestrians or watercraft. A dock sign may only be placed on docks or gangways owned 
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by the subject property. 
 

6. Drainage.  The roofs of canopies or marquees exceeding 25 square feet shall be drained 
to prevent dripping or flow onto public sidewalks or streets and shall be connected to an 
approved disposal source of adequate conductors.   

 
7. Encroachment into Public Street or Sidewalk. For signs projecting over a public street 

or sidewalk refer to “Title 14: Buildings and Construction” within the City’s municipal 
code.  

 
8. Equipment Signs. Signs, not more than eight square feet in sign area, incorporated into 

displays, machinery, or equipment by a manufacturer, distributor, or vendor that identify 
or advertise only the product or service dispensed by the machine or equipment, such as 
signs customarily fixed to automated teller machines (ATMs), gasoline pumps, menu 
boards, and umbrellas. If a vending machine is visible from the street, the sign area shall 
be included in the total sign area allowed for the use.   

 
9. Hanging (Suspended) Signs.  

a. Bottom of sign must maintain a minimum clearance of 8 feet above the public right-
of-way or sidewalk. 

b. Shall not be internally illuminated. 
 

10. Illumination. Signs with any type of illumination are subject to all of the following 
standards:  
a. All lighting is subject to necessary electrical permits.  
b. All newly fabricated signs shall incorporate light-emitting diodes (LEDs) or an 

equally energy efficient light source.  
c. Illuminated signs that are larger than 10 square feet in area shall not be switched ON 

during daylight hours. All newly fabricated signs larger than 10 square feet in area 
shall incorporate an automatic on/off switch.  

d. All illuminated signs shall be turned off at 10 PM or at the time the business closes. 
e. External lighting shall be properly shielded to prevent glare upon an adjacent public 

right-of-way or adjacent property.  
f. Illumination shall be constant in intensity and color and shall not consist of flashing, 

animated or changing lights. 
g. Illumination shall not be distracting to pedestrians, motorists, or neighboring 

property.   
h. No sign shall emit or reflect light exceeding ten foot-candle power at ten feet from the 

face of the sign.  
 

11. Marquee Signs. Marquee signs may not project above the marquee face.  
a. Removable copy may be changed on the face of permitted sign without securing a 

sign permit. 
  

12. Materials. All signs shall be made of substantial materials that are not subject to rapid 
deterioration, as determined by the Public Services Director. 
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13. Monument Signs 

a. Maximum Height. 5 feet 
b. Minimum Setbacks: One foot from setback line.   
c. Sign faces: Maximum of two sign faces permitted. 
d. Number of signs: Maximum of two monument signs per business. 
e. If one monument sign proposed, sign shall count towards allowable signage for the 

Primary Façade. If a second monument sign is proposed, sign shall count towards 
nearest secondary façade.  

f. Landscaping.  Signs shall be placed in a landscaped planter or berm. As a condition of 
any sign permit for a monument sign, additional landscaping of the site may be 
required to better integrate sign appearance with the site.  

 
14. Pole Signs 

a. Landscaping.  Pole signs shall be placed within a landscaped planter with at least 28 
square feet of planting area. As a condition of any sign permit for a pole sign, 
additional landscaping of the property may be required where needed to better 
integrate sign appearance with the site through scale and softening effects.   

b. Maximum Height. 15 feet; 
c. Pole signs shall count towards allowable signage for the Primary Façade. 
d. Subject to Conditional Use Permit and shall meet the following conditions: 

i. Business is traveler-serving. 
ii. Proposed sign does not degrade or block scenic views (professional viewshed 

study may be required). 
iii. If oriented towards Highway 1, sign shall be legible from a distance that will 

allow drivers to comprehend information and safely exit the highway 
(professional engineering study may be required). 

iv. Sign design shall be compatible with neighborhood character, and shall not 
degrade the overall aesthetic quality of the subject property and surrounding 
area. 
 

15. Projecting (Pub) Signs.   
a. Minimum Height. 8 feet above a sidewalk or other public right-of-way.   
b. Maximum Height. 20 ft. above a sidewalk or other public right-of-way, but not above 

an eave or roof.   
c. Shall not be internally illuminated. 

 
16. Roof Signs.  The top of the sign may not extend above the maximum building height for 

the zone in which the business is located.  
 

17. Sign Orientation. No sign, other than a projecting sign, shall be permitted that is so 
oriented as to be viewed primarily across an adjacent private property line. All signs must 
be visible directly from a public right-of-way, other public open space or parking lot or 
courtyard on the same site as the sign, without view lines extending over private property 
different from that on which the sign is located.  
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18. Substitution of Sign Message. The owner of a permitted sign may substitute a non-
commercial message for a commercial message or a commercial message for a non-
commercial message. 

 
19. Wall Surface Signs (“Wall” Signs).  Wall signs are subject to the standards in the 

following table. No wall surface sign may cover wholly or partially any required wall 
opening. 
 
 

WALL (SURFACE) SIGN STANDARDS 

Minimum Horizontal and Vertical Separation Between Signs 3 ft. 

Maximum Projection from Surface of Building 12 in 

Minimum Vertical Separation Between Sign and Roof Line  1 ft. (8 inches on a mansard roof) 

Maximum Height 
20 ft. above a sidewalk or public 
right-of-way.  

 
D. Exempt Signs 

 
The following signs are exempt in ALL districts and do not count towards total allowable sign 
area: 
 

1. Announcement Signs. One sign, not exceeding 16 square feet in area and 6 feet in 
height, per street frontage on real property where construction, structural alteration or 
repair is to take place, or is taking place, which contains information regarding the 
purpose for which the building is intended and the individuals connected with the project, 
including names of architects, engineers, contractors, developers, finances and tenants. 
Announcement signs are exempt only for the duration of the construction of the building 
and shall be removed prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.  
 

2. Automatic Teller Signs. Any business owning one or more ATM machines is allowed 
one (1) single-sided automatic teller sign. 
a. Maximum area. 3 square feet. 

 
3. Businesses Outside of Defined Districts. In the case a business does not exist within any 

of the sign districts as defined by this Chapter, the business shall conform to the 
regulations of the sign district it best fits in, as determined by the Public Services 
Director. 

 
4. Change of Business Signs. A temporary attachment or covering of wood, plastic, or 

canvas over a permanent sign indicating a change of ownership or activity may be 
displayed no longer than 30 days following the change of ownership or activity for which 
the sign is intended, or up to 90 days following issuance of a building permit. The sign 
shall be no larger than the previously permitted permanent sign.  
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5. Civic Event Signs.  One temporary sign announcing a campaign drive or event of a civic, 
public, quasi-public, philanthropic, educational or religious organization is allowed. 
a. Maximum Sign Area. 32 square feet.   
b. Maximum Time Period. Shall not be displayed for a period exceeding thirty calendar 

days previous to such event. An establishment shall not display such signs more than 
60 days each year. Such signs shall be removed immediately after the event. 

 
6. Fence Signs. One fence sign allowed per property to advertise community and non-profit 

events. Such signs shall not be displayed for a period exceeding thirty calendar days 
previous to such event. An establishment shall not display such signs more than 60 days 
each year. Such signs shall be removed immediately after the event. 

 
7. Flags. Flags and insignia of any government, except when incorporated into a 

commercial sign, are permitted.    
 

8. Garage Sale Signs. One unlighted sign is permitted for garage sales, provided such sign 
does not exceed four square feet in area and is displayed on the property where such sale 
shall take place only on the day of the sale.   
 

9. Mobile Home Parks. A mobile home park may be allowed one externally illuminated or 
non-illuminated identification sign, not to exceed the equivalent of one square foot of 
sign area per ten linear feet of frontage on each right-of-way upon which it takes 
vehicular access. No sign shall have a surface area of greater than 30 square feet, a height 
of 8 feet, or be erected at right angles to the right-of-way.   

 
10. Mobile Vendor (Non-permanent Vendor) Signs. Signs fixed to mobile vending carts 

that identify or advertise the name, product, or service provided by the vendor. Each 
mobile vending cart is limited to a maximum sign area of eight square feet.  
 

11. Murals. Artwork painted on buildings; such artwork shall not include logos, text, or 
graphics that intentionally advertise a business, as determined by the Public Services 
Director. 
 

12. Off-Site Directional Sign. One off-site sign not to exceed 36 square feet, providing 
direction to real estate available for sale or lease, during daylight hours only. Permission 
from the property owners of the site where the sign is placed is required.  

 
13. Official Government Signs and Legal Notices. Official notices issued by a court, public 

body or office and posted in the performance of a public duty; notices posted by a utility 
or other quasi-public agent in the performance of a public duty; historical markers erected 
by a governmental body; identification information; directional signs erected by 
government bodies; or other signs required or authorized by law.   

 
14. Parking and Directional Signs. On-site parking and directional signs, not exceeding 

eight square feet in sign area and five feet in height, that do not include any advertising 
messages or symbols.  
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15. Political Campaign Signs. Political campaign signs not to exceed sixty-four square feet 

in area per site and shall be permitted only on private property;  
 

16. Public Restroom and Public Access Signs. One on-site public restroom sign not 
exceeding 3 square feet and one on-site public access sign not exceeding 4 square feet.  

 
17. Real Estate and “Open House” Signs. Signs conveying information about the sale, 

rental, or lease of a property and the identification of the person or firm (agent) handling 
such sale, lease or rental, provided they comply with the following standards. Real estate 
and open house signs are exempt only during the period for which the property is offered 
for sale or lease.   

 
18. Restaurant Menu Boards. Restaurants with a valid business license are allowed one (1) 

menu board per entrance with a maximum of two (2) menu boards. 
a. Maximum area. 4 square feet. 
b. Menu boards shall be securely placed on a building face. 
c. Menu boards shall not in any way obstruct or block a door, window, or exit. 
d. Menu boards shall consist solely of the restaurant’s current menu. 

 
19. Sidewalk Signs. Subject to a special Sidewalk Sign Permit. Sidewalk signs proposed to 

be placed within the public right-of-way require a Sidewalk Sign Encroachment Permit in 
addition to a general Sidewalk Sign Permit. 

 
20. Subdivision Signs. One sign per frontage, advertising the sale of a subdivision may be 

displayed on the site of the subdivision upon approval of a final map and initiation of 
construction for a period of one year.  The display period may be extended with written 
approval of the Public Services Director for a reasonable period of time, not to exceed 
one year at any one time.  
 

21. Shopping Center Identification Signs. A shopping center with four (4) or more tenants 
is allowed one Identification Sign per major street frontage.  
a. Minimum Height. 6 ft. 
b. Maximum Height. 8 ft.  
c. Sign shall include name of shopping center and spaces for a maximum of 8 tenants. 
d. The sign(s) shall incorporate the design theme of the existing shopping center. 
e. The sign(s) are subject to approval of a Master Sign Program. 

 
22. Special Private Event Displays. A temporary sign may be erected on the premises of an 

establishment having a special event provided that such sign shall not be displayed for a 
period exceeding thirty calendar days previous to such event. An establishment shall not 
display such signs more than 60 days each year. Such signs shall be removed 
immediately after the event.  
 

23. Temporary New Business Signs. One temporary sign not exceeding 30 square feet for 
new businesses is allowed. A temporary sign may remain erected for a maximum of 30 
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days unless the Public Services Director grants an extension. 
 

24. Temporary “Sale” Signs. One temporary sign not exceeding 10 square feet in area 
signifying a sale or specials is allowed. No business may display temporary sale signs for 
more than 90 days during any calendar year. 

 
E. Prohibited Signs 

 
The following signs are prohibited in ALL districts: 

 
1. Animated and Moving Signs. Signs that incorporate, in any manner, any flashing, 

moving, rotating, pulsating or intermittent lighting, with the exception of approved time 
and temperature displays and barber poles.  

 
2. Banners, Streamers, or Pennants. Signs, banners, pennants, valances or any other 

advertising display constructed of cloth, canvas, light fabric, paper, cardboard, wallboard 
or other light materials except for awnings and temporary signs as provided for in this 
Chapter.  

 
3. Billboards. Off premises outdoor advertising signs. 

 
4. Digital Signs.  Any electronic sign that resembles a television screen or video monitor, or 

that can be altered or changed from a remote location. 
 

5. Emissions. Signs that produce noise or sounds in excess of 40 decibels, excluding voice 
units at drive-through facilities, and signs that emit visible smoke, vapor, particles, or 
odor.  
 

6. Home Occupation Signs. See Section 17.48.260 of the Morro Bay, California, Code of 
Ordinance. 

 
7. Inflatable Signs. Three-dimensional signs that are made of flexible material that is 

designed to be filled with gas or air. 
 

8. Lodging Rates. Any sign or surface that displays lodging rates. 
 

9. Obscenities. Signs that depict, describe, or relate to “specified sexual activities” or 
“specified anatomical areas.”  

 
10. Obstruction to Exits. Signs that obstruct any fire escape, required exit, window or door 

opening intended as a means of egress.   
 

11. Obstruction to Ventilation. Signs that interfere with any opening required for 
ventilation.  
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12. Persons or Animal Signs. Signs that use humans or animals to display signs or act as 
signs. 

 
13. Signs Advertising Brand Names. Any sign that advertises a brand name or logo (except 

the brand name or logo directly related to the business) is prohibited. Example: Grocery 
stores may use signs to advertise that they sell “cereal,” but may not use signs to display 
the names of brands that make the cereal. 

 
14. Signs Creating Traffic Hazards. Signs located in such a manner as to constitute a traffic 

hazard or obstruct the view of any authorized traffic sign or signal device, or signs that 
may be confused with any authorized traffic sign, signal, or device; or that makes use of 
the words “stop”, “look”, “danger”, or any other word, phrase, symbol, or character that 
interferes with, misleads, or confuses vehicular drivers.   
 

15. Snipe Signs. Off-premise signs advertising a business or service. All commercial signs 
shall be on property owned or leased by the business owner. 

 
16. Signs on Public Bus Shelters or Benches. Signs located on bus shelters, benches, or 

similar structures provided for the use of passengers along the route of a bus, not 
including plaques containing the names of persons or organizations which have made 
gifts or donations of such street furniture.  
 

17. Tire Stacks. Signs placed on stacked tires.   
 

18. Vehicle Displays. Signs placed or displayed on vehicles parked in a conspicuous location 
to be used for on-site or off-site advertising, with the exception of signs advertising such 
vehicles for sale and vehicle identification signs in locations where sale of vehicles is 
permitted.  
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Figure 17.031: Sign District Map 

For Lodging Establishments 
(in all districts), see Section 
17.68.080. 
 
For businesses located in 
Industrial Zones see Section 
17.68.090 
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17.68.040 Embarcadero District 
 
Purpose. The Embarcadero District is home to many of the tourist-serving businesses in Morro 
Bay. The Embarcadero District contains a dense collection of restaurants, hotels, bars, museums, 
gift shops, and recreation-based businesses. The sign regulations for this district are intended to 
maintain the unique, beach town character of Morro Bay’s waterfront. The Embarcadero District 
is dominated by pedestrians; the code promotes small scale signs and projecting type signs that 
are oriented towards pedestrians and bicyclists. With the prohibition of window signs and pole 
signs, the code also aims to maximize views of the bay from the street and walkways. 
 
The following chart displays all allowable sign types and specifications for businesses located in 
the Embarcadero District. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTES 
 
• See Chapter 17.68.100 for MASTER SIGN PROGRAM if property has three or more 

tenants or includes a building with a facade exceeding 3,000 square feet. 
• If a business is near the edge of a district, please consult Planning Staff to confirm 

appropriate district designation. 
• If a sign type does not appear in the following table it is prohibited in this district. 
•  Signs advertising BRAND NAMES are prohibited in all districts.  
• Signs that describe offered products or services COUNT towards total allowed signage. 
• If illumination or lighting of ANY kind is proposed on or around signs, see Section 

17.68.030, C-10. 
 

 
Projecting Sign Bonus:  All businesses are entitled to one (1) “free” projecting sign per 
frontage. The proposal of a projecting sign must be reported in the sign permit application, but 
will not count towards the total allowable signage for the business.  
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* Primary facades shall contain maximum signage equal to 10% of facade area, and secondary facades shall 
contain maximum signage equal to 5% of façade area (extra allowable sign area granted for secondary 
facades cannot be implemented on the primary façade, and vice versa). 
 
**One wall sign signifying the entrance to a business and not exceeding 3 square feet in area may be 
implemented in conjunction with all other sign types. Such signs must be placed above the main entrance and 
shall count towards total allowable signage. 

Embarcadero District 

Sign Type Total # of Signs 
Allowed 

Sign Area 
Allowed 

Max. Sign 
Area per 

Sign (sq. ft) 
Additional Regulations 

Awning and Canopy  

 
 

1 per frontage       
(choose one type) 

 
 window signs:  
1 per window 

 
10% of primary 
facade, 5% of 

secondary 
façades* 

-- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-2 

Roof -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-16 

Wall (Surface) ** -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-19 

Hanging (Suspended) -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-9 

Window 
20% of 

window area 
-- 

Monument (Freestanding) 1 per frontage 25 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-13 

Projecting (Pub)  
2 per frontage                 

(30 ft. of spacing 
between required) 

8 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-15 

Dock  1 per business 16 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-5 

Bonuses 
  

Projecting (Pub)  
 

PLUS (+) 8 sq. ft. 8 

  
  

Wall (Surface)  

 
PLUS (+) 4 sq. ft. for  Individual 

Lettering 
-- 

Window 
PLUS (+) 3 sq. ft. for Individual 

Lettering 
20% of 

window area 
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17.68.050 Downtown District 
 
Purpose. The Downtown District houses a combination of resident-serving and tourist-serving 
businesses. While there are many restaurants, gift shops and galleries, the district also contains 
banks, shopping markets, offices, and service-based businesses such as automobile repair shops. 
The sign regulations for this district are intended to preserve the small-town character that 
residents, tourists, and business owners enjoy. The code is designed to eliminate excessive 
signage while promoting pedestrian-oriented signs.   
 
The following chart displays all allowable sign types and specifications for businesses located in 
the Downtown District. 
  
 
IMPORTANT NOTES 
 
• See Chapter 17.68.100 for MASTER SIGN PROGRAM if property has three or more 

tenants or includes a building with a facade exceeding 3,000 square feet. 
• If a business is near the edge of a district, please consult Planning Staff to confirm 

appropriate district designation. 
• If a sign type does not appear in the following table it is prohibited in this district. 
•  Signs advertising BRAND NAMES are prohibited in all districts.  
• Signs that describe offered products or services COUNT towards total allowed signage. 
• If illumination or lighting of ANY kind is proposed on or around signs, see Section 

17.68.030, C-10. 
 
 
Sidewalk Signs. See draft Sidewalk Sign Application / Encroachment Permit. 
 
Projecting Sign Bonus:  All businesses are entitled to one (1) “free” projecting sign per 
frontage. The proposal of a projecting sign must be reported in the sign permit application, but 
will not count towards the total allowable signage for the business. The bonus 8 sq. ft. can be 
applied to the placement of a larger projecting sign (e.g. after the bonus is applied 16 sq. ft. 
projecting sign counts towards 8 sq. ft. of allowable area). 
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* Primary facades shall contain maximum signage equal to 15% of facade area, and secondary facades shall 
contain maximum signage equal to 15% of façade area (extra allowable sign area granted for secondary 
facades cannot be implemented on the primary façade, and vice versa). 
 
**One wall sign signifying the entrance to a business and not exceeding 3 square feet in area may be 
implemented in conjunction with all other sign types. Such signs must be placed above the main entrance and 
shall count towards total allowable signage.  
 

Downtown District 

Sign Type Total # of Signs 
Allowed 

Sign Area 
Allowed 

Max. Sign 
Area per 

Sign (sq. ft) 
Additional Regulations 

Awning and Canopy  

 
 

1 per frontage       
(choose one type); 

 
 window signs:  
1 per window 15% of primary 

facade, 15% of 
secondary 
façades* 

-- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-2 

Marquee -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-11 

Wall (Surface) ** -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-19 

Window 
30% of 

window area 
-- 

Hanging (Suspended) 1 per frontage -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-9 

Monument (Freestanding) 1 per frontage 25 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-13 

Projecting (Pub)  
2 per frontage                 

(30 ft. of spacing 
between required) 

16 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-15 

Bonuses 
  

Projecting (Pub)  
 

PLUS (+) 8 sq. ft. 16 
  

Wall (Surface)  
 

PLUS (+) 10 sq. ft. for Individual 
Lettering 

-- 

  

Window 
PLUS (+) 5 sq. ft. for Individual 

Lettering 
30% of 

window area 

 
Sidewalk Sign 

 
See Sidewalk Sign specifications   
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17.68.060 Quintana Road District 

Purpose. The Quintana Road District contains many of the City’s larger commercial buildings, 
strip malls, and gas stations. Due to the existence of large parking lots and the adjacent Highway 
1, this district is auto-oriented. The sign regulations for this zone focus on allowing large-scale 
commercial and industrial businesses adequate signs that are proportionate to the associated 
structures. The regulations also promote motorist safety by requiring that signs are clear and 
legible from the road. 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTES 
 
• See Chapter 17.68.100 for MASTER SIGN PROGRAM if property has three or more 

tenants or includes a building with a facade exceeding 3,000 square feet. 
• If a business is near the edge of a district, please consult Planning Staff to confirm 

appropriate district designation. 
• If a sign type does not appear in the following table it is prohibited in this district. 
•  Signs advertising BRAND NAMES are prohibited in all districts.  
• Signs that describe offered products or services COUNT towards total allowed signage. 
• If illumination or lighting of ANY kind is proposed on or around signs, see Section 

17.68.030, C-10. 
 
 
Sidewalk Signs. See draft Sidewalk Sign Application / Encroachment Permit. 
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* Primary facades shall contain maximum signage equal to 15% of facade area, and secondary facades shall 
contain maximum signage equal to 15% of façade area (extra allowable sign area granted for secondary 
facades cannot be implemented on the primary façade, and vice versa). 
 

Quintana Road District 

Sign Type Total # of Signs 
Allowed 

Sign Area 
Allowed* 

Max. Sign 
Area per 

Sign (sq. ft) 
Additional Regulations 

Awning and Canopy  

 
 

1 per frontage       
(choose one type) 

 
 window signs:  
1 per window 

15% of primary 
facade, 15% of 

secondary 
façades* 

-- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-2 

Marquee -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-11 

Wall (Surface)  -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-19 

Window 
30% of 
window  

Architectural (Freestanding) 
1 per driveway 

entrance 
(choose one) 

25 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-1 

Monument (Freestanding) 40 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-13 

Pole (Freestanding) 1 per property -- 
Conditional Use Permit     
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-14 

Projecting (Pub)  1 per frontage 16 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-15 

Bonuses 
  

Architectural and Monument 
PLUS (+) 20 sq. ft. for businesses with 
facade set back more than 30 ft. from 

edge of public ROW 
40 

 
Wall (Surface)  

 
PLUS (+) 10 sq. ft. for Individual 

Lettering 
-- 

  
Window 

PLUS (+) 5 sq. ft. for Individual 
Lettering 

30% of 
window 

Sidewalk Sign See Sidewalk Sign Specifications 
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17.68.070 North Main District 
 
Purpose.  The North Main District is composed of industrial, commercial, and mixed use zones. 
While pedestrian and bicycle activity is present, this district is auto-oriented. The regulations for 
this district promote signs that are appealing to pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles.  
 
The regulations for this district also intend to increase the aesthetic quality of signs that are 
visible from Highway 1.   
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTES 
 
• See Chapter 17.68.100 for MASTER SIGN PROGRAM if property has three or more 

tenants or includes a building with a facade exceeding 3,000 square feet. 
• If a business is near the edge of a district, please consult Planning Staff to confirm 

appropriate district designation. 
• If a sign type does not appear in the following table it is prohibited in this district. 
•  Signs advertising BRAND NAMES are prohibited in all districts.  
• Signs that describe offered products or services COUNT towards total allowed signage. 
• If illumination or lighting of ANY kind is proposed on or around signs, see Section 

17.68.030, C-10. 
 
 
Sidewalk Signs. See draft Sidewalk Sign Application / Encroachment Permit. 
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* Primary facades shall contain maximum signage equal to 15% of facade area, and secondary facades shall 
contain maximum signage equal to 15% of façade area (extra allowable sign area granted for secondary 
facades cannot be implemented on the primary façade, and vice versa). 

North Main District 

Sign Type Total # of Signs 
Allowed 

Sign Area 
Allowed 

Max. Sign 
Area per 

Sign (sq. ft) 

Additional 
Regulations 

Awning and Canopy  

 
1 per frontage               

(choose one type) 
 

window signs: 
1 per window 

15% of primary 
facade, 15% of 

secondary 
façades 

-- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-2 

Marquee -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-11 

Wall (Surface)  -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-19 

Window 
30% of 
window  

Architectural (Freestanding) 
1 per driveway 

entrance 
(choose one) 

40 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-1 

Monument (Freestanding) 40 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-13 

Pole (Freestanding) 1 per property -- 
Conditional Use Permit     
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-14 

Projecting (Pub)  1 per frontage 16 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-15 

Bonuses 
  

Architectural and Monument 
PLUS (+) 20 sq. ft. for businesses with 
facade set back more than 30 ft. from 

edge of public ROW 
40 

 
Wall (Surface)  

PLUS (+) 20 sq. ft. for Individual 
Lettering 

-- 
  

Window 
PLUS (+) 10 sq. ft. for Individual 

Lettering 
30% of 
window 

 
Sidewalk See Sidewalk Sign Specifications 
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17.68.080 Lodging Establishments 
 
Purpose.  The following regulations apply to lodging establishments in ALL districts. Lodging 
establishments in the City are located in both residential and commercial zones, and have unique 
requirements that do not coincide with the signage needs of other types of businesses. The 
regulations in this section are intended to promote signs that attract potential customers and that 
are also appealing to both residents and tourists 
 

1. Attraction Boards for Hotels. Motels and Bed and Breakfast Establishments.  An 
attached or detached attraction board, not to exceed five square feet in sign area, is 
allowed, provided it is included within the calculation of the maximum allowable sign 
area for a hotel, motel, or bed and breakfast establishment. Advertisement of current rates 
is prohibited. 

 
 
IMPORTANT NOTES 
 
• See Chapter 17.68.100 for MASTER SIGN PROGRAM if property has three or more 

tenants or includes a building with a facade exceeding 3,000 square feet. 
• If a business is near the edge of a district, please consult Planning Staff to confirm 

appropriate district designation. 
• If a sign type does not appear in the following table it is prohibited in this district. 
•  Signs advertising BRAND NAMES are prohibited in all districts.  
• Signs that describe offered products or services COUNT towards total allowed signage. 
• If illumination or lighting of ANY kind is proposed on or around signs, see Section 

17.68.030, C-10. 
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Lodging Establishments 

Sign Type Total # of Signs 
Allowed 

Sign Area 
Allowed* 

Max. Sign 
Area per 

Sign (sq. ft) 
Additional Regulations 

Attraction Boards 1 per business 

15% of primary 
facade, 10% of 

secondary 
facades 

5 Cannot display rates. 

Awning and Canopy  
1 per frontage                  
(choose one) 

-- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-2 

Wall (Surface)  -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-19 

Architectural (Freestanding) 
1 per driveway 

entrance 
(choose one) 

25 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-1 

Monument (Freestanding) 25 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-13 

Projecting (Pub)  1 per frontage 16 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-15 

Bonuses 

  
  

Wall (Surface)  
PLUS (+) 4 sq. ft. for Individual 

Lettering 
-- 

Sidewalk 
See Sidewalk Sign Specifications;  

NOT allowed in Embarcadero District 

 
* Primary facades shall contain maximum signage equal to 15% of facade area, and secondary facades shall 
contain maximum signage equal to 10% of façade area (extra allowable sign area granted for secondary 
facades cannot be implemented on the primary façade, and vice versa). 
 
Additional Illumination Standards: 
 
•  Signs that are within or adjacent to residential zones shall not be illuminated after 10 PM 

regardless if business is open or closed (“Open” and “Vacancy/No Vacancy” signs are 
exempt from this regulation, and may remain illuminated during business hours). 
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17.68.090 Industrial Zones 

 
Purpose.  The following regulations apply to businesses located in industrial zones in ALL 
districts. Industrial businesses have unique requirements that do not coincide with the signage 
needs of other types of businesses.  
 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTES 
 
• See Chapter 17.68.100 for MASTER SIGN PROGRAM if property has three or more 

tenants or includes a building with a facade exceeding 3,000 square feet. 
• If a business is near the edge of a district, please consult Planning Staff to confirm 

appropriate district designation. 
• If a sign type does not appear in the following table it is prohibited in this district. 
•  Signs advertising BRAND NAMES are prohibited in all districts.  
• Signs that describe offered products or services COUNT towards total allowed signage. 
• If illumination or lighting of ANY kind is proposed on or around signs, see Section 

17.68.030, C-10. 
 

 

* Primary facades shall contain maximum signage equal to 10% of facade area, and secondary facades shall 
contain maximum signage equal to 5% of façade area (extra allowable sign area granted for secondary 
facades cannot be implemented on the primary façade, and vice versa). 
 

Industrial Zones 

Sign Type Total # of Signs 
Allowed 

Sign Area 
Allowed* 

Max. Sign 
Area per 

Sign (sq. ft) 
Additional Regulations 

Awning and Canopy  
1 per frontage                  
(choose one) 

10% of primary 
facade, 5% of 

secondary 
facades 

-- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-2 

Wall (Surface)  -- 
See Section 17.68.030, 
C-19 

Bonuses 

  
  

Wall (Surface)  
PLUS (+) 8 sq. ft. for Individual 

Lettering 
-- 
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17.68.100 Sign Permits  

 
A. Zoning Clearance or Sign Permit Required 

 
1. Authority. No sign, other than an exempt sign, shall be erected or altered, without first 

obtaining a zoning clearance or sign permit from the Public Services Director. The 
Director may attach reasonable conditions on the approval of the sign permit to help 
ensure compliance with this Chapter. These conditions may require the removal, 
modification or relocation of existing signs where the proposed sign(s) would be located 
on sites where existing signs are nonconforming.   

 
2. Application Requirements. Applications for a sign permit shall be made in writing 

upon forms furnished by the Public Services Director, accompanied by the required fee 
and plans drawn to scale and with all of the following information. Where the scale and 
scope of the sign proposal so warrants, the Director may waive some of the 
informational requirements listed below provided all information necessary for adequate 
review of the proposal is submitted.   

 
a. The proposed design, dimensions, copy, color, lighting methods and location of the 

sign on the site, including the dimensions of the sign’s supporting members, and 
details of all connections, guy lines, supports and footings, and materials to be used.  

b. The maximum and minimum height of the sign.  
c. The location of off-street parking facilities, including entries and exits where 

directional signs are proposed.  
d. The size and dimension of all signs existing on the site.  
e. The location and horizontal frontage of any building(s) on the property, both existing 

and proposed.  
f. Photographs of all existing signage and the building faces or sites where signage is 

proposed. 
g. Any other information deemed necessary by the Public Services Director. 

 
 

B. Required Findings. In approving a sign permit, the Director must find that:  
 

1. Signs on all proposed buildings or new additions to existing buildings are designed as an 
integral part of the total building design.   
 

2. The location of the proposed sign and the design of its visual elements (lettering, words, 
figures, colors, decorative motifs, spacing and proportions) are legible under normal 
viewing conditions that prevail where the sign is to be installed.   

 
3. Review of signs at city entryways as defined in the Scenic Highway Element of the 

General Plan shall also be subject to the following provisions:   
 

a. Sign area, height and location of signs shall be designed so as not to interfere with 
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view corridors as defined and specified in the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan.   
b. Freestanding signs shall not exceed eight feet in height except within one hundred 

feet of Highway 1 or Highway 41. Where feasible, all freestanding signs within or 
along city entryways shall be placed within a landscaped planter.  

 
 
17.68.110 Master Sign Program 
 
A. Purpose. Master Sign Programs establish criteria for multi-tenant properties that ensure 

signage is uncluttered, consistent, and fairly distributed between tenants.  
 

B. Applicability.  
 

1. Any site having three (3) or more non-residential occupants shall submit a master sign 
program to be reviewed and approved by the decision-making authority for the use (e.g. 
the Public Services Director or the Planning Commission).  
 

2. Any site having three or fewer non-residential occupants may submit a master sign 
program to be reviewed and approved by the decision-making authority.  

 
3. Projects involving construction or renovation of more than 25,000 square feet of space 

in the commercial and mixed use zoning districts shall submit a master sign program 
which must be approved prior to issuance of any occupancy permit.  
 

4. Properties subject to a MSP that do not have one shall establish a MSP when a current 
tenant proposes the installation of a new sign. 

 
5. Nonconforming signs shall be amortized when a tenant closes their business and a new 

tenant moves in. All new signs shall conform to the approved Master Sign Program. 
 
C. Application Requirements. Applications for approval of a master sign program shall be 

submitted to the Public Services Director and shall include the following:  
 
1. Master Sign Program. A Master Sign Program, drawn to scale, delineating the site 

proposed to be included within the signing program and the location of all proposed 
signs.  
 

2. Drawings and Sketches. Drawings and/or sketches indicating the exterior surface details 
of all buildings on the site on which wall signs, directory signs, ground signs or 
projecting signs are proposed. Illuminated sign locations and illumination methods shall 
also be specified. 

 
3. Photographs of all existing signage and the building faces or sites where signage is 

proposed. 
 

4. Statement for Modifications. A statement of the reasons for any requested modifications 
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to the regulations or standards of this Chapter.  
 

5. Sign Standards. A written program specifying sign standards, including color, size, 
construction details, placement, and necessity for City review for distribution to future 
tenants.  

 
6. Directory Sign. A directory sign not exceeding 12 feet in area shall be integrated into the 

site design and placed on the primary frontage or entryway. The sign shall have space to 
advertise the names of businesses associated with the MSP.  

 
7. Public Access Sign. If a property includes a public access way, this access shall be 

indicated with a sign (minimum 3 square feet) on the primary building façade. 
 
D. Allowable Modifications. A Master Sign Program may provide for additional sign area and 

other deviations from the standards of this Chapter, provided that the Master Sign Program 
is consistent with the provisions of all Sections in this Chapter.   

 
E. Required Findings. In approving a Master Sign Program, the decision-making authority 

shall find that all of the following are met:  
 

1. The proposed signs are compatible in style and character with any building to which the 
sign is to be attached, any surrounding structures, and any adjoining signage on the site;  
 

2. Future tenants will be provided adequate opportunities to construct, erect or maintain a 
sign for identification;  
 

3. All current and future tenants shall be granted adequate advertisement space on the 
property’s primary frontage; and 

 
4. Directional signage, required directory sign, and building addressing is adequate for 

pedestrian and vehicular circulation and emergency vehicle access.   
 
F. Conditions of Approval. The Planning Commission may attach any reasonable conditions 

necessary to carry out the intent of the Master Sign Program requirement, while still 
permitting each sign user opportunities for effective identification and communication.  

 
G. Administrative Approval of Signs Consistent with Master Sign Program. Following 

approval of a Master Sign Program, the Public Services Director is authorized to issue 
building permits or other permits, as deemed necessary, to install signs that conform to an 
approved Master Sign Program. Minor modifications of individual sign area may be 
approved, provided the maximum allowed by an approved Master Sign Program is not 
exceeded.  
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17.68.120 Appeals  

A. Persons Who May Appeal. Except as provided for elsewhere in this Title, appeals may be 
made by the following persons, in the following instances:  

 
1. Local Appeals. Appeals to the Planning Commission or City Council may be filed by the 

applicant, by the owner of property, or by any other person aggrieved by a decision that is 
subject to appeal under the provisions of this Title.  

 
B. Final Decision Required. Unless otherwise specified by Federal or State law, an appeal must 

be brought and a final decision rendered by the hearing body before the matter may be 
appealed to a court of law.  

 
C. Time Limits. Unless otherwise specified in State or Federal law, all appeals shall be filed 

within 10 days of the date of action. 
 

D. Proceedings Stayed by Appeal. The timely filing of an appeal shall stay all proceedings in 
the matter appealed, including, but not limited to, the issuance of City building permits and 
business licenses. 

 
E. Appeals of Director Decisions. A decision of the Public Services Director on any 

application may be appealed to the Planning Commission by filing a written appeal with the 
Planning Department. The appeal shall identify the decision being appealed and shall clearly 
and concisely state the reasons for the appeal.   

 
F. Appeals of Planning Commission Decisions. Decisions of the Planning Commission may 

be appealed to the City Council by filing a written appeal with the City Clerk.  The appeal 
shall identify the decision being appealed and shall clearly and concisely state the reasons for 
the appeal.   

 
G. Transmission of Record. The Director, or in the case of appeals to the City Council, the City 

Clerk, shall schedule the appeal for consideration by the authorized appellate body within 60  
days of the date the appeal was filed. The Public Services Director shall forward the appeal, 
the Notice of Action, and all other documents that constitute the record to the appellate body. 
The Director also shall prepare a staff report that responds to the issues raised by the appeal 
and may include a recommendation for action.   

 
H. Appellate Body Action. The appellate body shall review the appeal, the administrative 

record, and any written correspondence submitted after the appeal has been filed, and may 
take one of the following actions:   

 
1. Conduct a public hearing and decide on the action; or  

 
2. Remand the matter to the decision-making body or official to cure a deficiency in the 

record or the proceedings.  
 



 

34 
 

I. No “De Novo” Review. At an appeal or review, the appellate body shall consider only the 
same application, plans, and related project materials that were the subject of the original 
decision. 

 
J. Appellate Body Decision. The appellate body shall render its decision within 60 days of the 

date the hearing is closed unless State law requires a shorter deadline. An action to grant an 
appeal shall require a majority vote of the appellate body members. A tie vote shall have the 
effect of rejecting the appeal. 

 
K. Standards of Review. When reviewing any decision on appeal, the appellate body shall use 

the same standards for decision-making required for the original decision. The appellate body 
may adopt the same decision and findings as were originally approved.   

 
 
17.68.130 Definitions 
 
Abandoned Sign. A sign that no longer applies to a business space, building, or site, due to lack 
of a valid business license, change of business name, or for any other reason that renders the sign 
not applicable to the premises involved.  
 
Billboard (Outdoor-off-site freestanding sign). A sign placed for the purpose of advertising 
products or services that are not produced, stored or sold on the property or any other subject no 
related to the property or use of the property, upon which the sign is located. 
 
Building Mounted Sign. Any sign mounted or erected on or against any building or façade and 
includes all walls signs, awning and canopy signs and projecting signs.  
 
Business Sign. Any interior or exterior sign which is intended to identify the name or portions of 
the business name and which is viewable from any exterior area open to the public.   
 
Canopy shall refer to an ornamental roof like structure upon which a sign may be attached or 
otherwise affixed which is usually located over gasoline pumps.  
 
Construction Sign. A sign displayed by a contractor, subcontractor, or architect on a project site 
whenever a building permit has been issued for construction, alteration, or repair of a structure 
and when work is in progress on site pursuant to such permit.  
 
Building frontage. The linear measurement in feet of the property line directly fronting on a 
public street, or other public right-of-way to which such sign is oriented, excluding California 
State Highway One. 
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Height of a sign means the greatest vertical distance measured from the ground level directly 
beneath the sign to the top of the sign or from the nearest property line fronting on a public 
street, whichever is lower.  
 
Illegal Sign. An unpermitted sign that is found to be erected or maintained in violation of any 
provision of this Chapter, this Title, or any other Federal, State, or local law.  
 
Façade Length. The length of the building face or tenant lease site (see page 6 of this Chapter 
for a graphical representation). 
 
Façade Height. The height of the building face or tenant lease site (see page 6 of this Chapter 
for a graphical representation). 
 
Master Sign Plan. A coordinated program of all signs, including exempt and temporary signs for 
a business, or businesses if applicable, located on a development site. The sign program shall 
include, but not be limited to, indications of the locations, dimensions, colors, letter styles and 
sign types of all signs to be installed on a site.  
 
Mansard. A roof-like façade comparable to an exterior 
building wall.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nonconforming Sign. Any previously approved and permitted sign that existed prior to a change 
in the municipal code that prohibits such sign.  A nonconforming sign is different than an illegal 
sign (see definition above for “Illegal Sign”). 
 
Open House Sign. An open house sign advertises that a house is open for view as part of the sale 
or exchange of the property.   
 
Primary Façade. The face of a building or tenant lease site that incorporates the main entrance 
to the business and that faces a primary street, as determined by the business owner.  
 
Real Estate Sign. A sign identifying that a property is for sale, lease, exchange, or rent. The 
purpose of this sign is to help owners in the sale of their property by providing information on 
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the location of the property to potential buyers without impairing the appearance of the 
community.   
 
Secondary Façade. The face of a building or tenant lease site that serves as a secondary 
entrance and/or advertising space to the primary façade, as determined by the business owner. 
 
Signs.  Any object, structure, symbol, emblem, logo, or display, or any combination thereof, 
which is intended to or does identify, attract attention to, advertise, or communicate information 
of any kind to the public. See also Chapter 17.68: Signs.   
 
Sign Area. The entire area of a sign calculated for maximum sign area purposes, pursuant to 
Chapter 17.68:  
 
Sign Face. The surface or surfaces used for the display of a sign message as seen from any one 
direction.  
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I.   Introduction 
This section outlines the background, purpose, and characteristics associated with the City of Morro Bay 
Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan. 
 
Background 
The Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan (TODSP) and the City of Morro Bay 
2013 Sign Ordinance Update have been prepared simultaneously; this plan was designed to work in 
harmony with the goals and standards presented in the new draft sign ordinance. This project includes the 
Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan and a supplementary background report (that serves as 
supporting document for the decisions made during the formation of the Plan). As the background report 
details, community outreach and discussions at public meetings have revealed that the Chamber of 
Commerce, City Staff, and business owners support business directional signs, and believe that they will 
be a beneficial asset to the City of Morro Bay.  
 
Furthermore, it has been determined that there is insufficient space within the public right-of-way to 
accommodate sidewalk (A-frame) signs along the Embarcadero; the Commissioners have decided to 
continue prohibition of sidewalk signs in this district. This plan was developed to allow additional off-
premise advertisement space for business owners in lieu of a continued sidewalk sign. 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of this Plan is to promote tourism and increase the vitality and economic success of 
businesses in Morro Bay’s Embarcadero District by encouraging visitors to explore its entire commercial 
core. The proposed signs are designed to make tourists aware of all businesses existing along the 
Embarcadero, including businesses on both sides of the street and those that lease a space within a multi-
tenant building. The directional signs will be especially beneficial for businesses that lack a frontage 
along the Embarcadero’s primary right-of-way. 
 
Project Characteristics 
This TODSP is the product of extensive research, community outreach, and discussion among City staff. 
The primary goals of the project are as follows: 

1. Increase the vitality of all businesses in the Embarcadero district. 
2. Propose aesthetically pleasing signs that match the community’s character. 
3. Use international symbology on signs to accommodate non-English speakers. 
4. Propose placement of directional at critical points to facilitate traffic throughout the length of the 

Embarcadero. 
5. Design signs in a manner that decreases implementation costs. 
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Directional Signage 
 
Cities have made use of different types of directional signage. 
“Business directional signs” can be differentiated from 
traditional tourism-oriented directional signs for a number of 
reasons1

 

. First, business directional signs portray more specific 
information about individual businesses. For example, a 
traditional directional sign might state, “Commercial District 
This Way.” A business directional sign, on the other hand, 
could display an individual business name – “Crabby’s 
Seafood Restaurant.” Figures 1.1 and 1.2 are examples of 
business directional signs existing in Healdsburg, CA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Furthermore, business directional signs rely on the 
creativity of business owners. Use of a template will 
be required, but the majority of the sign’s area will 
be designed by business owners. The design may 
include the business name, a logo, and artwork. 
Each structure will also have spaces reserved for 
advertisement of community events. 
 

                                                           
1Traditional Tourism-Oriented Directional Signs 

Tourism-oriented directional signs are traditionally (and most commonly) used to help tourists navigate through cities.  These 
signs can be used to guide tourists towards areas of interest such as beaches, downtown commercial districts, parks, and sites 
with historic significance. They can also be used for safety purposes, pointing towards hospitals and police stations, or making 
drivers aware of designated emergency evacuation routes.  
 

Figure 1.1: Business Directional Sign 

 

Figure 1.2: Business Directional Sign 
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II. Proposal 
 
Each directional sign station will be composed of three main components: 
 

1. A permanent sign structure constructed by the City or partnership organization. 
2. A directory map of the Embarcadero.  
3. Multiple business directional signs attached to the sign structures. 

 
Sign Locations 
 
Five (5) locations for sign placement are proposed along the Embarcadero:  

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.1: Sign Structure Locations 

 

1 
2 

3 

4 

5 
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On the west side of the Beach Street and 
Embarcadero intersection. This site was 
chosen because a directional sign could serve 
as a gateway to the new pedestrian walkway 
(Harbor Walk) that leads to the north end of the 
Embarcadero. In addition, there is a large 
parking lot across the street that attracts 
arriving tourists. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
In Anchor Park. This site was chosen 
because it is the last key tourist gathering 
area point before the Embarcadero makes a 
sharp turn to the east before heading north. 
Staff and the Commissioners agree that 
many tourists turn around at this point 
because they are unaware that more 
restaurants and shops exist on the far north 
end of the Embarcadero. The directional 
signage associated with structure is intended 
to make tourists aware of businesses on the 
north end. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
In Centennial Parkway at the intersection 
of Front Street and Embarcadero. This 
location was chosen because the park (and the 
public bathroom within the park) attracts 
tourists and provides a gathering space around 
the proposed sign structure. Furthermore, the 
land is owned by the City and construction 
will not require consent from a landowner. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

2 

3 
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On the NW corner of the Marina 
Road and Embarcadero intersection. 
This site was chosen due to the high 
amount of pedestrian traffic and high 
concentration of businesses. Businesses 
in the southern section of the 
Embarcadero District will be featured 
here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
In Mariner Memorial Park. This site 
was chosen because it is a visitor-
serving public space located at the 
south end of the Embarcadero.  The 
park provides bay views, benches, and 
educational signs for tourists; adding 
directional signs will further enhance 
the park’s value to tourists. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 

5 
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Sign Structure 
 
Implementation of this plan will also require the construction of a sign structure. The aluminum business 
directional signs will be attached to the structure. To reduce the cost of implementation it is recommended 
that a simple steel pole be used as the base sign structure. However, other more attractive designs should 
be considered and discussed before a final decision is made.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed business directional signs will require additional structural supports that will 
allow the placement of each individual directional sign. The sturdy aluminum signs shall be attached 
using screws in each corner (see Figure 2.2). It is recommended that the signs be made of .08 gauge 
aluminum, which is what STOP signs and most other road signs are made of (a local sign company was 
consulted about sign materials). Due to the simplicity of the design, it is proposed that the City of Morro 
Bay use this method to attach the business directional signs. Using this method of attachment will also  
make changing the signs relatively quick and easy. Safety should also be considered when designing the 
sign structure. The structure shall be void of sharp edges that could injure passing pedestrians or 
bicyclists.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.2: Sign Structure in Healdsburg, CA 

 

Screws 

Supporting Structure 
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Directory Map 
 
Each directional sign station will include a directory map of the Embarcadero district that allows readers 
to pinpoint their current location. This map will indicate public parking areas, public bathrooms, beach 
access points, landmarks, historical sites and other areas of interest such as viewpoints and ocean access 
points.  The map will also dedicate a number to each commercial building along the Embarcadero. 
Businesses will be listed in an index next to the corresponding building number in which they are located.  
 
The directory map will also identify that the City’s Downtown District is within walking distance from 
the Embarcadero,  and  that various attractions such as restaurants, retail stores, and lodging 
establishments are abundant in this District as well.  The directory maps will be situated on a glass-
protected plaque near the base of the proposed sign structures. See Figure 2.3 below for a directory map 
example. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.3: Example Directory Map 
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Business Directional Signs 
 
Figures 2.4 and 2.5 (on the next page) are graphical models of how business directional signs will look. 
The design template includes a space for business owners to create a custom graphic that includes their 
business name and logo. The template includes two additional spaces where a directional arrow (with 
accompanying text) and an international symbol can be placed.  The arrow is designed to guide tourists 
towards the business. In addition to the arrow applicants may incorporate the building number (as 
designated by the directory map index) into the design of their sign.  The international symbol is designed 
to signify the “type” of business. For example, a knife and fork symbol indicates that the business serves 
food, and a martini glass indicates that the business is a bar or pub that primarily serves alcoholic 
beverages.  
 
The proposed business directional signs are designed to: 
 

• Clearly convey business information while allowing for creativity and individuality. 
• Include design features that fit local character while also increasing aesthetic qualities of the 

streetscape. 
• Convey information to non-English speaking tourists. 
• Guide tourists towards businesses they would have otherwise passed by. 
• Permit off-premise advertisement that will reduce a need for A-frame sign use. 

 
 
Eligibility - The following criteria will be applied to be eligible for a directional sign: 
 

• Business is located within the Embarcadero District. 
• Business is open on weekends (Friday-Sunday). 
• The business is tourist-oriented. The following business types meet this description: Clothing and 

shoe stores, surf shops, restaurants, cafes, pubs, bars, wine shops, hotels/motels, wine tasting 
rooms, art galleries, museums, gift shops, and recreation/entertainment-based businesses (such as 
kayak rental shops or  
charter sportfishing businesses).   

 
 
Placement – The following standards will be applied for placement of directional signs: 
 

• Applicants may choose which sign structure they wish to be featured on (space permitting). 
• If a desired structure is at full capacity, the applicant may elect to be placed on a waiting list. 

When a spot opens up they shall be notified by the City or partner organization. 
• 50% of each sign structure shall be reserved for businesses within the designated “zone” for each 

structure. This will ensure that at least 50% of featured businesses on sign structures are located 
within the vicinity of the closest structure. 
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Figure 2.5: Business Directional Sign Example #2 
 

Figure 2.4: Business Directional Sign Example #1  
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III. Implementation  
 
The following are recommendations to be considered when a sign program approved and adopted. These 
standards should be reviewed and critiqued by decision-making bodies before final implementation of a 
directional sign program.  
 
Application and Fees 
 
Any business owner interested in a directional sign for their business must submit a completed application 
to the City of Morro Bay Planning Division. Applications will be reviewed by Planning Staff.  If an 
application meets the criteria, the sign application shall be approved, and a permit will be issued. If there 
are no spaces available on the sign structure, submitted applications will be put on a waiting list. The 
following fees apply to businesses directional signs: 
 

• $125 processing fee for sign review 
 
 
Enforced Standards 
 

• Each business is entitled to one (1), two-sided directional business sign.  
 

• Signs shall have the following exact dimensions:  
o Entire Sign: 7 inches tall x 15 inches long 

 Square in top right corner for business type symbol: 3.5 inches x 3.5 inches 
 Square in bottom right corner for directional arrow: 3.5 inches x 3.5 inches 
 Area for business name and logo: 7 inches tall x 11.5 inches long 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.5’’ 

3.5’’ 

3.5’’ 

15’’ 

11.5’’ 

Figure 3.1: Business Directional Sign Dimensions  
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• Signs shall be fabricated from .08 gauge aluminum. Four drill holes (one in each corner) shall be 
installed at specified locations.  

 
• Signs shall NOT include phone numbers, website addresses, obscene language/graphics, or brand 

names/logos (besides the brand name and logo of the applying business). 
 

• The City shall remove illegal signs (signs that were not approved) from the sign structures 
immediately.   

 
• If a business closes or moves out of the Embarcadero District, the directional sign shall be 

removed by the owner within 10 days of their last operational day. If such sign is not removed 
during this 10 day period, the City or partner organization may remove the sign. 
 

• If a business moves to another location within the Embarcadero District a new application and fee 
payment shall be submitted.  

 
 
Installation 
 

• Once approved the sign shall be installed by the applicant; the City shall designate which sign 
structure and where on that sign structure the sign shall be placed. 

• Fabricated signs shall be installed within 10 days after issuance of the permit. 
 
Maintenance 
 
The City, partnership organization, or other organization approved by the City shall complete 
maintenance duties associated with directional signs. Expected maintenance duties are as follows: 
 

• Monthly routine cleaning of the directory sign, sign structure, and business directional signs to 
prevent rust, corrosion and deterioration. 

• Complete a monthly check to insure that all approved signs are in place and that no illegal signs 
have been mounted. 

• Report and/or repair damaged or vandalized signs. 
 
 



 

 
 
 

Property Owner 
 

 
Name: 
 

Daytime Phone: 

 
Address: 
 

 
I/We, the undersigned owner(s) of record of the fee interest in the above noted land for which an application 
for a permit, is being requested, do certify that such application may be filed and processed with my/our full 
consent. The applicant is authorized to act as our agent in all contacts with the City in connection with this 
matter.  

 
I certify that I am the legal owner of record and that under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct.I authorize the following person(s) to act as my agent in  
processing this sign permit: 
 

__________________________________________________ 
 

Signature: __________________________________________ Date: _______________ 

Applicant/Agent 
 

 
Name: 
 

Daytime Phone: 
 

 
Address: 
 

 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

Business Name: 

Type of Business: 

Project Address: 

Assessor Parcel Number: 

Sign Company Name: 

Applicant/Agent Signature: Date: 

CITY OF  
MORRO BAY 

 
EMBARCADERO BUSINESS 
DIRECTIONAL SIGN PERMIT 

APPLICATION 
 

Public Services Department                    
Planning Division 
 

955 Shasta Avenue 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
(805) 772-6577 

 

For Department Use Only: 
 
Case No.:  ___________________ 
 
Fees Paid:         $ 125   
          

ATTACHMENT C  
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GUIDELINES FOR BUSINESS DIRECTIONAL SIGNS 

Business Directional Signs are intended to provide information to tourists about businesses on the 
Embarcadero. The signs allow advertisement at an offsite location. 

General Standards: 
1. One (two-sided) business directional sign per business is allowed. 
2. Does not count towards allowable on-premise signage. 
3. Permits are void at the time a business closes or changes name.  
4. If a business moves to another location within the Embarcadero District, the previously approved sign 

may be moved to the appropriate sign structure (if space permits). The City SHALL be notified before 
a sign is moved; the City shall designate the appropriate structure. 

5. If sign modification is required (e.g. business changes name) a new application and fee payment shall 
be submitted to the City. 

 
Physical appearance:  
1. Size: 7 inches tall x 15 inches long 
2. Material: .08 grade aluminum 
3. Signs SHALL be fabricated by a professional sign company. 
4. Reflective letters or coloring is prohibited. 
 
Placement / Removal: 
1. Shall be placed by the Applicant on the appropriate structure (as designated by the City). 
2. Signs shall be placed within 10 days after permit is issued. 
3. Signs shall be removed at time a business closes. If not removed by applicant within 10 days of last 

operational day the City may remove the sign. 
 
Content: 
1. Signs shall include ONLY the following: name of business and/or logo, directional arrow with 

associated text, and international symbol representing the type of business 
2. Building # (as shown on Embarcadero Directory Map) may be included in the lower right square. 
3. Shall not advertise brand names, specific products, or specials. 
4. Shall not display explicit or misleading content. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sidewalk Sidewalk 

Property Line 

Street 

Figure 1: Sign Examples 



Embarcadero Business Directional Sign Permit 
Page 3 

APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

Information on this checklist must be submitted for your project to be accepted for processing, review, 
and action. An application not containing the necessary information as shown on the checklist will 
be deemed incomplete and placed on hold. Check each box to indicate that you have provided the 
appropriate information. The following shall be submitted with this application: 

 

1. Paper or plastic model sign made to appear exaclty as final product (and to actual scale of 
proposed sign). This illustration should be printed by the sign company. 
 
 

2. Supplementary information from sign company showing specifications of requested sign (color of 
proposed sign including color number, dimenstions, and material). 
 

 

 
 

DO NOT HAVE A METAL SIGN FABRICATED UNTIL THIS 
APPLICATION IS APPROVED BY  

THE CITY OF MORRO BAY PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



               
 
 
                                                          

 
 

SYNOPSIS MINUTES - MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – June 19, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
  Robert Tefft    Commissioner 
 
ABSENT: John Fennacy    Commissioner 
 
STAFF: Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
  Katie Mineo    Assistant Planner 
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairperson Grantham noted Commissioner Fennacy was absent. 
 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period, and hearing none, closed Public 
Comment period.  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 
A.  CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
A-1  Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of May 29, 2013  

  Staff Recommendation::  Approve minutes as submitted..  
  

MOTION:  Chairperson Grantham  moved to approve the Consent Calendar.  
 

AGENDA ITEM:         A- 1                                        
 
DATE:           July 3, 2013                     
 
ACTION:   APPROVED 
   

ATTACHMENT D 
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Commissioner Lucas seconded and the motion passed (4-0), with Commissioner Solu sustaining 
as he was not at the May 29, 2013 meeting.  
 
B. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
B-1   Public hearing continued from June 20, 2012. 

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (continued originally from June 20, 2012 
meeting) 
Site Location: Citywide 
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs.” Recommendations from the previous sign workshops, sign survey 
results, previous work for the 2004 Planning Commission report and direction from City 
Council (2012) will be presented at the June 19, 2013 meeting. The Planning 
Commission will review these items, take public testimony and provide direction to staff. 
CEQA Determination: To be determined. 

 Staff Recommendation: Review draft ordinance, take public testimony, and provide 
direction to staff.  
Staff Contact: Erik Berg-Johansen & Katie Mineo, (805) 772-6291 

 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report. Staff has decided to present the proposed ordinance one 
district at a time, so the district presented at this meeting was the Embarcadero.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked if the feedback from the previous two workshops has been included in 
the proposed ordinance. Berg-Johansen confirmed he incorporated past research and feedback in 
the proposed ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked Berg-Johansen to briefly summarize the workshops. Berg-Johansen 
stated similar questions were asked at the workshops that were asked on the survey distributed 
for the update. Workshop participants also had questions about the four different sign districts 
and how they were determined.  
 
Berg-Johansen noted the draft ordinance presented tonight has not yet been disseminated to the 
public.  
 
Commissioner Tefft asked Berg-Johansen if many non-business owners were involved in the 
previous public outreach process. Berg-Johansen stated very few non-business owners attended 
the meetings, indicating that it was not worthwhile to send hard copies of the survey to every 
resident in the City, thus it was only sent to business owners.  
 
Wold added some of the feedback from the original workshop in 2012 was whether or not the 
one square foot per foot of building frontage is equitable. She stated the public would like to see 
better quality signs, that are more aesthetic, more equitable, and more in relationship to the 
building. The existing ordinance is being amended to reflect this feedback, and the proposed 
ordinance states allowable signage shall be calculated based on façade size, and not on the length 
of the building.  
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Commissioner Solu asked how window signs would be affected by the proposed ordinance. 
Berg-Johansen stated the proposed ordinance does not allow window signs so that views of the 
bay from the Embarcadero are not obstructed.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked for clarification regarding how dock signs are treated in the proposed 
ordinance. Berg-Johansen stated one dock sign is allowed per property, and noted the Master 
Sign Program (MSP) will be discussed later in the presentation. The MSP would be applied to 
buildings with four or more lease sites.  
 
Commissioner Tefft asked for clarification regarding how pub (projecting) signs are treated in 
the proposed ordinance, specifically he asked if only one pub sign is allowed per business, and if 
it must be approved through the MSP. Berg-Johansen stated many of the businesses along the 
Embarcadero will be subject to the MSP which would have to be approved by the Planning 
Commission before being implemented. Wold further clarified the MSP is intended to remove 
the City as a regulator, and thus grant responsibility to the master lease holder to decide which 
businesses’  signs occupy the façade.  The City’s responsibility, then, would be to review the 
MSP. She stated the MSP is also intended to remove blight and reduce competition. Wold and 
Berg-Johansen stated the MSP is designed to address the issue of inequitable sign area on 
building facades. Berg-Johansen stated a MSP would be required to be implemented any time a 
new tenant moves into a building so that new business owners will be incorporated into a plan 
that will provide them adequate signage.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked staff if the proposed ordinance addresses multiple facades or just the 
façade fronting the street. Wold clarified this issue is addressed with the MSP which tries to 
accommodate the needs of all business owners along the Embarcadero. She stated the goal of the 
MSP is to get foot traffic off the street and into the rear of the building.  
 
Commissioner Lucas clarified with staff that the signs associated with public restrooms as 
required by the City are exempt from the calculated allowable sign area.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked how the proposed ordinance addresses the issue of new businesses 
sharing space with an existing business. Berg-Johansen stated the proposed MSP only applies to 
buildings with four or more tenants. Wold further clarified the new business would need to 
negotiate with the existing business to utilize some of their allowable sign area as there is a 
maximum allowable sign area.  
 
Wold stated the City intends to leave legal nonconforming signs as they are, and as tenants turn 
over, the signs will be required to be updated so that they are in compliance with the code. This 
way, the master lease holder will be encouraged to develop a thoughtful and creative sign 
program. Wold stated the proposed MSP applies to buildings with four or more lease sites but 
this may be changed upon the Commissioners’ request.  
 
Wold clarified issues arise when the businesses facing the harbor have difficulty acquiring 
signage along the Embarcadero. Wold stated it is this issue that the proposed ordinance aims to 
address.  
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Commissioner Tefft asked for clarification regarding how allowable signage is calculated, and 
whether it depends on building façade or business façade. Berg-Johansen clarified signage is 
calculated based on business façade.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked Berg-Johansen to clarify the discussion of allowable signage for 
buildings with multiple facades. Berg-Johansen explained this is calculated based on different 
percentages for the primary, secondary, and/or tertiary facades. Berg-Johansen then explained 
how the proposed ordinance applies to larger buildings in the City.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked Berg-Johansen if he addresses such matters as temporary signs, 
change of business, change of ownership, change of location in the proposed ordinance. Berg-
Johansen stated the proposed ordinance does not address temporary signs but the other topics are 
discussed.  
 
Chairperson Grantham suggested hiring a part-time compliance officer until the proposed 
ordinance is adopted so that businesses in the City begin to conform to the existing ordinance. 
He stated the proposed ordinance will not succeed without an instrument for compliance. He also 
stated he would like to see a simplified ordinance.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period.  
 
Liz Bedmoor, resident of Morro Bay, stated she would like to see A-frame signs allowed in other 
districts aside from Downtown, as other districts in the City are struggling as well. Specifically, 
she would like to see signs allowed in north Morro Bay and in the Quintana districts.  
 
Craig Schmidt, CEO of the Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce, commended staff on the work 
they have done to update the sign ordinance. He stated he shared Bedmoor’s concerns regarding 
A-frame signs in north Morro Bay. 
 
Susan Stewart, business owner in Morro Bay, expressed appreciation for Berg-Johansen’s work. 
She stated she supports the idea of hiring someone to enforce the existing sign ordinance in the 
City. She stated most noncompliance in the City is due to a lack of understanding, and education 
would help solve the issue.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked if there was once a blanket encroachment permit for the City that 
removed liability from the City. Wold stated there was once such a permit. Grantham further 
stated any business that had A-frame signs was required to have a binder on their insurance 
policy.  
 
Commissioner Tefft asked for clarification of the definition of “nonpermitted” signs according to 
the proposed ordinance. Berg-Johansen explained the difference between unpermitted and 
nonconforming signs. Tefft suggested reviewing the definition of nonconforming signs on page 
31 of the proposed ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Tefft asked for clarification regarding the prohibition on brand names, as 
discussed in the proposed ordinance. Wold stated the City would like to see signs that advertise 



SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – JUNE 19, 2013 
 

5 
 

local businesses versus signs that advertise products. Tefft would like this section of the 
proposed ordinance “fleshed out” more.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked staff about the Tourism Sign Program and stated he would like it to be 
implemented at the same time the proposed ordinance is implemented. Wold clarified the 
Tourism Sign Program is a component of the proposed sign ordinance and they will both be 
implemented at the same time. 
 
Commissioner Lucas offered the following comments: 
 

• He stated he was concerned about how the allowable signage for businesses with multiple 
facades is calculated. He stated he does not favor the idea of limiting the square footage 
of signs, but instead favors the idea of calculating signage proportionally (based on a 
percentage of the façade area). 

• He stated he was concerned about the lack of incorporation of window signs in the 
proposed ordinance, and he would like the window sign section of the ordinance 
reexamined.  

 
Commissioner Tefft offered the following comments: 
 

• He stated the total allowable signage for buildings with multiple facades should be 
increased because some buildings are accessible from all sides.  

• He stated a section should be added to the proposed ordinance for “Exempt Signs.” 
• Regarding A-frame signs, he stated the City should impose standards as to what the sign 

will be like in order to be consistent with the results of the survey that mention the quality 
of signs. 

• He suggested giving business owners with unpermitted signs 30 days to comply with the 
sign ordinance before requiring them to remove the unpermitted sign.  

• He stated the amortization schedule should not be based on the material of the sign but on 
the value of the sign. He also stated he would like the schedule to start when the sign was 
erected.  

• He stated the proposed ordinance should strive to better guide pedestrians to the lateral 
access ways along the Embarcadero.  

• Regarding enforcement, he stated he would like to enlist the public to report “illegal” 
signs.  

 
Commissioner Solu offered the following comments: 
 

• He stated he would also like to see window signs better addressed in the proposed 
ordinance.  

• Regarding amortization, he suggested revisiting this section as there may be some 
conflicts with the proposed schedule in the other districts.  

• He stated he was concerned about the proposed maximum sign area allowed for business 
along the Embarcadero and that a 65 foot maximum is too small. He suggested 
calculating the allowable sign area solely on on percentages.  
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• He stated the Tourism Sign Program must go “hand-in-hand” with the adoption of the 
proposed sign ordinance.  

 
Chairperson Grantham offered the following comment: 
 

• Regarding the proposed amortization schedule, he stated there are too many variables 
involved for the City to be able to determine the value of signs.  

 
Commissioner Lucas offered the following suggestions: 
 

• He also stated he does not agree with the previous suggestion to enlist the public to report 
unpermitted signs. 

• He stated he is pleased that different districts have been established to address the 
different problems.  

• Regarding prohibited signs, he stated he was pleased this section was added to the 
proposed ordinance.  

• He expressed support for the project and noted he would like to primarily discuss with 
staff window signs and allowable square footage.  

 
Wold clarified with Commissioners the direction provided to staff for the next Planning 
Commission meeting:  
 

• Allowable sign area should be calculated based on a percentage of the façade (so that the 
sign area is equitable) versus linear footage of the building, and perhaps adjust 
percentages so that it is larger for larger facades and smaller for smaller facades. If a 
building is demised, each business is responsible for the façade that they lease (so that 
sign area is not double-counted). 

• Remove the 65 square foot maximum allowable sign area.  
• Berg-Johansen will provide graphics at the next meeting with examples of signs from the 

community of various façade percentages.  
• Examine a two-tiered system where there is a certain percentage of sign area granted by 

right, but if a higher quality of signage is proposed, greater sign area is allowed.    
• A specific section discussing “Exempt Signs” will be included in the proposed ordinance.  
• Staff will clarify the allowable façade percentage for buildings with multiple facades 

versus the allowable façade percentage for buildings with multiple tenants. 
  
Wold stated the intent of the proposed sign ordinance, and the MSP specifically, is to address the 
goals of the community: to make the ordinance simple for the public to understand; and to make 
the ordinance more equitable.  
 
Wold stated the City is not required to amortize signs in the City—the Commission has the 
option to decide whether or not they would like to enforce this.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked if menu signs and drive-thru signs compute into the allowable sign 
area. Wold clarified menu signs are not incorporated into the allowable sign area.  
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Commissioner Tefft noted signage on facades facing residential development, especially when 
the signs are illuminated, should be addressed. Berg-Johansen stated there is language in the 
ordinance which states illuminated signs shall be turned off at the time of close or at 10 pm, but 
this can be amended if desired by the Commission. 
 
Chairperson Grantham confirmed with staff that off-site and movable signage will be addressed 
in the proposed ordinance.  
 
The district to be discussed at the next meeting will be the Downtown/Old Town District. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Solu moved to continue Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 to the 

July 3, 2013 Planning Commission meeting. 
 
The motion was seconded by Chairperson Grantham and the motion passed unanimously. (4-0).  
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
C-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file.  
 Upcoming Projects: To be determined. 
 
Wold reviewed the Work Program with Commissioners. 
 
Wold stated upcoming projects include the continued update to the sign ordinance, various 
advanced planning projects, and a grant application for funds to update the Local Coastal Plan.  
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
None.  
 
DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS   
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 7:53 pm to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting 
at the Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, on Wednesday, July 3, 2013 at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
        ____________________________ 

            Rick Grantham, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Kathleen Wold, Secretary  



               
 
 
                                                          

 
 

SYNOPSIS MINUTES - MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – JULY 3, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
Robert Tefft    Commissioner 

 
STAFF: Rob Livick     Public Services Director 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 

Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
   
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Susan Stewart, resident of Morro Bay, spoke in favor of amending the zoning code to better 
regulate new businesses, keep the downtown core strong, and promote pedestrian activity. She 
expressed concern about losing retail to residential conversions. She supports keeping key areas 
of Main Street and Morro Bay Boulevard designated for restaurants and retail businesses.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 
 CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
A-1 Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of June 19, 2013 
 Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
MOTION:  Commissioner Solu moved to approve the Consent Calendar.  

AGENDA ITEM:       A- 1                                        
 
DATE:           August 21, 2013                     
 
ACTION:    APPROVED   
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Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed (4-0), with Commissioner Tefft 
abstaining as he was not in attendance.   
 
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
B-1   Public hearing continued from June 19, 2013. 

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (continued originally from June 20, 2012 
meeting) 
Site Location: Citywide 
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs.” Recommendations from the previous sign workshops, sign survey 
results, previous work for the 2004 Planning Commission report and direction from City 
Council (2012) will be presented at the June 19, 2013 meeting. The Planning 
Commission will review these items, take public testimony and provide direction to staff. 
CEQA Determination: To be determined. 
Staff Recommendation: Review draft ordinance, take public testimony, and provide 
direction to staff.  
Staff Contact: Erik Berg-Johansen, Planning Intern (805) 772-6291 

 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report. The presentation was organized into two parts: 
 Part I: Continued Items from the 6-19-13 Planning Commission Meeting 
 Part II: Sign Discussion for the Downtown District 
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Susan Stewart, resident of Morro Bay, made the following comments: 
 

1. She would like clarification regarding what type of illuminated signs are regulated under 
the proposed sign ordinance. Stewart noted several businesses keep their open signs 
turned on during the day to alert the public that they are open.   

2. She encouraged the Commission to visit her shop to see the sidewalk sign she is currently 
using. She noted the dimensions of her sign and the adjacent sidewalk and stated there is 
sufficient space for the sign.  

3. Stewart stated she would like to see iconic signs, such as the one found at the Shell Shop, 
remain as they are.  

 
Berg-Johansen addressed Stewart’s comment regarding illumination. He stated the proposed 
ordinance could be amended to only regulate illuminated signs over a certain size. Berg-
Johansen stated the purpose of the clause to turn off illuminated signs during the day is to 
conserve energy. Jacinth noted “Open” signs are not considered signs as they convey information 
and do not advertise a business.  
 
Livick addressed Stewart’s comment regarding A-frame signs. He stated any “off-premise” sign, 
whether it is an A-frame sign or a pole sign, would be treated the same way under the City’s 
standards.  
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
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PART I 
 
Commissioners and staff discussed how signs that advertise products would be regulated under 
the proposed ordinance. Staff clarified that signs advertising specific products, produced by 
companies other than their own, would not be allowed. 
 
Commissioner Fennacy made the following comments: 
 

1. Regarding amortization, he stated he favors a simplified amortization schedule or no 
schedule at all since the Local Coastal Plan does not mandate an amortization schedule.  

2. He stated he is in favor of window signs, but would like to limit window signs to a 
certain percentage of the window.   

3. Regarding the Master Sign Program (MSP), he stated he favors the decrease from four to 
three tenants and giving the Director discretion when reviewing MSP applications.  

 
Chairperson Grantham noted for the record that Commissioner Tefft had joined the meeting.  
 
Commissioner Lucas made the following comments: 
 

1. He noted neon signs are not defined in the proposed ordinance. Lucas suggested staff 
consider what sort of message these signs portray and consider whether or not the City 
wants to encourage them.   

2. He asked for clarification regarding how the City will calculate allowable sign area on 
facades with more than one business, or where the façade is divided between commercial 
and residential. Berg-Johansen stated each tenant would only be able to calculate 
allowable sign area based on their portion of the façade.  

3. Lucas asked staff to clarify how hotels with residential units would be treated under the 
proposed ordinance. Berg-Johansen stated this is an issue that will be considered in the 
next draft of the ordinance. Berg-Johansen also noted a table will be created for lodging 
establishments in all zones.  

4. Regarding A-frame signs, Lucas stated he is in favor of considering sidewalk width when 
approving or denying the signs. Livick noted an encroachment permit will be necessary 
to erect A-frame signs if the sign code is amended to allow them.  

 
Commissioner Lucas and Livick discussed the requirements for other items in the public right of 
way along the Embarcadero and how they affect pedestrian activity.  
 
Chairperson Grantham confirmed with Livick that Livick is the chief enforcement officer for 
signs. Grantham asked Livick what percentage of A-frame sign users have insurance policies as 
required by the City. Livick stated the City currently prohibits A-frame signs so no A-frame 
users have such insurance policies.  
 
Commissioner Tefft made the following comments: 
 

1. He clarified with staff the purpose of the amortization table is for permitted 
nonconforming signs. The amortization schedule would not apply to non-permitted or 
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illegal signs. Tefft stated it would be practical to eliminate the amortization schedule 
from the proposed ordinance.  

2. He commented on the terminology of the proposed ordinance. Specifically, he suggested 
the definition for directional and community promotional display signs be separated, and 
he suggested clarifying the definition of snipe signs.  

3. Tefft stated there should be a provision for certain types of illuminated signs.  
4. He suggested A-frame signs should instead be called “sidewalk signs” or “portable signs” 

to encourage people to be more creative. He also agreed sidewalk width should be 
considered. 

5. He stated window signs should be allowed on the Embarcadero. 
 

Commissioner Solu made the following comments: 
 

1. He stated he does not favor the proposed amortization schedule. He instead favors 
maintaining existing nonconforming signs.  

2. Regarding off-premise signs, Solu agreed a four foot minimum width should be required 
for such signs but expressed concern that this minimum distance may not always be 
observed by business owners. Livick explained how the four foot minimum for off-
premise signs would be regulated. 

 
Livick stated the existing amortization schedule does not work and is difficult to enforce. He 
stated maintenance may be the most appropriate way to approach amortization. He also stated 
the proposed amortization schedule may be amended so that is based on change of use or major 
remodel rather than change of ownership. Solu agreed with Livick’s comments.   
 
Commissioner Solu asked staff where public announcement signs, such as bird nesting signs, 
would fall in the proposed ordinance. Livick stated such regulatory, informational, or educational 
signs do not typically require a permit. Livick stated the intent of the sign ordinance is to regulate 
advertising signs, and not regulatory signs.  
 
Solu stated window signs along the Embarcadero should be allowed. Jacinth clarified the 
importance of developing an ordinance that maintains vertical consistency with the Coastal 
Commission.  
 
Chairperson Grantham expressed concern that there may not be sufficient space on the City’s 
sidewalks to allow A-frame signs. He stated four feet is tight.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy echoed Solu’s comment regarding abandoning the proposed 
amortization schedule. He also stated he favors allowing A-frame signs as long as they do not 
restrict sidewalk passage.   
 
Chairperson Grantham suggested the City could require a certain amount of clearance in front of 
a business in order to allow an A-frame sign at that location.  
 
Grantham asked Commissioners to discuss the potential for accommodating A-frame signs. All 
Commissioners agreed the sidewalks are too congested to accommodate A-frame signs on the 
Embarcadero. Fennacy stated he did not want to see businesses affected by a lack of advertising 
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opportunities and stated he would like to provide alternative options if A-frame signs are 
prohibited. Lucas stated eight feet may be an appropriate width if such signs are allowed.  
 
Livick explained City Council passed an emergency ordinance for pub signs (projecting signs) to 
be approved administratively. This is an effective way to provide advertising information at the 
pedestrian level while not encumbering the sidewalk.  
 
Lucas stated nonconforming signs should be addressed when the building is remodeled or 
reconstructed, and not when there is a change of tenancy.  
 
Chairperson Grantham called for a five minute break.  
 
Fennacy made the following comments: 
  

1. Regarding multi-sided buildings, he stated he would like to see a single percentage used 
for all sides of the building. 

2. Regarding window signs, Fennacy stated they are necessary on the Embarcadero. He 
stated some businesses should be allowed a greater percentage depending on the size of 
the window.   

 
Jacinth stated many buildings along the Embarcadero do have multiple facades and it is 
important to remember that signs facing the water are factored into the total signage. She stated 
window signs would also factor into the total signage.  
 
Commissioner Lucas stated he favors the simplicity of calculating allowable signage of buildings 
with multiple sides with the same percentage. Regarding window signs, he stated individual 
letters are the nicest type of window sign and perhaps these should not be included in the total 
allowable signage.   
 
Commissioner Tefft suggested allowing business owners to designate the primary, secondary, 
and tertiary sides of their building. Regarding window signs on the Embarcadero, Tefft stated 
they are seen from a close distance and, therefore, a relatively low percentage of window area 
would be appropriate.  
 
Commissioner Solu agreed that business owners should be able to decide which side of their 
building is the primary, secondary, or tertiary side. Regarding window signs, he stated 
determining an allowable percentage of window area would be an appropriate way to address the 
issue.  
 
Chairperson Grantham also agreed that business owners should be able to decide how to classify 
the various sides of their building.  
 
Grantham stated 20 percent would be an appropriate percentage for window signs on the 
Embarcadero.  
Commissioner Fennacy stated 25 percent would be appropriate. He also stated it is the 
Commission’s job to be subjective so he supports letting the business owner decide. 
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Commissioner Tefft stated he favors a smaller window area on the Embarcadero, such as 10 
percent.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated he favors between 10 and 20 percent of allowable area for window 
signs on the Embarcadero.  
 
PART II 
 
The Commission concluded their discussion of the Embarcadero District and proceeded to 
discuss signs in the Downtown District. The discussion was organized by topic: 
 
A-frame Signs 
 
Commissioner Fennacy stated he is in favor of A-frame signs as long as there is a minimum 
passable space, such as four feet.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked staff if the existing ordinance includes language that regulates the 
location of A-frame signs. Livick stated such signs are not allowed under the existing ordinance 
so there is no language regulating their location. Livick stated he favors signs being placed 
against the building as they would be out of the way. Livick stated staff will consider developing 
a plan view detail illustrating where these signs should be placed along the right of way so as to 
maximize public safety.  
 
The Commission and staff discussed the appropriate minimum passable space for A-frame signs 
in the Downtown District. Livick stated four feet is the legal minimum passable space required 
on sidewalks pursuant to ADA guidelines. The Commission agreed only one A-frame sign per 
business would be allowed under the proposed ordinance, and decided A-frame signs that are not 
placed on the property would be called “off-premise” signs. The Commission also agreed that A-
frame signs should only be placed on the property to which it belongs.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated he does not support the erection of A-frame signs.  
 
Commissioner Lucas stated he is in favor of allowing A-frame signs as they encourage 
pedestrian traffic.   
 
Commissioner Tefft suggested writing standards into the updated sign code which would 
regulate the aesthetic qualities of A-frame signs. Tefft continued to discuss with staff the 
possibility of regulating aesthetics.  
 
Livick stated, under the proposed ordinance, sidewalk signs are not factored into the total 
allowable sign area. They would be considered “bonus” signs.  
 
Commissioner Lucas clarified with staff the sidewalk signs would not be displayed when the 
business is not in operation.  
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Window Signs 
 
The Commission agreed 30 percent is an appropriate area of a building’s window for window 
signs.    
 
Murals 
 
Chairperson Grantham stated if a mural advertises a business it is considered a sign.  
 
Commissioners Fennacy, Tefft, and Solu agreed murals are an artistic piece and should not be 
considered signs.  
 
Commissioner Tefft suggested murals should not illustrate a logo or business name as a 
prominent feature.  
 
Commissioner Lucas stated he does not believe anything with letters should be considered a 
mural. A mural is considered a graphic.  
 
Chairperson Grantham confirmed murals will not be considered signs and discretion will be left 
to City staff to determine whether a proposed mural is appropriate for the location.  
  
Façade Percentages 
 
Commissioner Fennacy stated 15 to 20 percent of the building facade for all facades would be an 
appropriate amount of signage.  
 
Commissioner Lucas stated 10 to 15 percent of the building façade would be appropriate, but 
would support the granting of a higher percentage to businesses depending on the location of the 
entry to the building.    
 
Commissioner Tefft clarified with staff that the projecting sign at The Bike Shop is included in 
the total allowable sign area for the building. The projecting sign would be a bonus under the 
proposed ordinance.  
 
Jacinth explained to the Commission that under the current ordinance, businesses are allowed a 
2:1 ratio for each linear foot of building frontage if only one type of sign is proposed, but if more 
than one type of sign is proposed, the allowable sign area ratio drops to 1:1. With this 
explanation, Tefft stated he favors a 10 percent allowance.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated 10 percent for the primary façade and five percent for the secondary 
façade would be an appropriate allowance.  
 
Chairperson Grantham stated he favors allowing 15 percent of the building façade for signs. 
 
Commissioner Lucas stated he would like business owners to come forward and express whether 
they think the proposed percentages are fair or too restrictive.  
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The Commission agreed 15 percent for all facades is an appropriate percentage.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy discussed the issue of when a business has two primary facades and how 
determining one facade as the primary façade may be detrimental to their business when 
different percentages are established for different sides of the building. To address this issue, 
Tefft suggested that the sign on the secondary façade could be 10 percent of the façade area, but 
it may not be larger than the sign on the primary façade. The Commission supported this 
suggestion.  
 
The Commission agreed that if a business owner selected an awning sign, they would also be 
allowed to erect a surface sign near the entrance to the business.  
 
Pole Signs 
 
Commissioner Tefft stated he favors providing business owners with a variety of sign types.  
 
Berg-Johansen stated staff does not recommend pole signs in the Downtown District.  
 
Commissioners Solu, Lucas, and Tefft stated they do not favor pole signs in the Downtown 
District. Tefft suggested staff add another sign type, such as an “architectural sign,” that is 
greater than eight feet tall but is not considered a “traditional” pole sign.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy stated he favors allowing pole signs in the Downtown District.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked for clarification from staff whether existing pole signs would be 
grandfathered in. Berg-Johansen clarified that once a new business occupies the building, the 
nonconforming pole sign would need to be removed.  
 
The Commission agreed they would like to encourage monument signs rather than pole signs.  
 
Commissioner Tefft noted the proposed ordinance offers a 10 square foot bonus for individual 
lettering on wall signs, and asked staff whether they would consider offering the same bonus for 
window signs. The Commission agreed they would like to offer this bonus for business owners 
that “want to be creative.” 
 
The Commission decided to discuss signs in the Quintana District at the next Planning 
Commission meeting.   
 
MOTION: Chairperson Grantham moved to continue Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 to 

the July 17, 2013 Planning Commission meeting.  
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
C-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file.  
 Upcoming Projects: To be determined. 
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Livick reviewed the Work Program with Commissioners. 
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
None.  
 
DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS   
 
Staff stated the 360 Cerrito project will be discussed at the next Planning Commission meeting.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 8:18 pm to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting 
at the Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, on Wednesday, July 17, 2013 at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
        ____________________________ 

            Rick Grantham, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Rob Livick, Secretary 



               
 
 
                                                          

 
 

SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – JULY 17, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
Robert Tefft    Commissioner 

 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Department 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 

Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Stan Trapp, Morro Bay business owner, asked staff to clarify whether it is the City’s intention to 
eliminate window signs that advertise products or window signs that do not display a business 
name. He expressed concern that the proposed sign ordinance may negatively affect the character 
of businesses.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
Berg-Johansen addressed Trapp’s comment. He stated the proposed ordinance prohibits 
advertising brand names in windows, but it does not prohibit businesses from advertising the 
type of business.  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 

AGENDA ITEM:       A- 1                                        
 
DATE:           August 21, 2013                     
 
ACTION:    APPROVED  
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CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
None. 
 
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
B-1 Public hearing continued from May 15, 2013.  

Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246  
Site Location: 360 Cerrito in the R-1 zoning district  
Proposal: Appeal of Administrative Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 approval for 
the demolition of an existing 1,183 square foot single-family residence and removal of 
two trees, and the subsequent construction of a 2,155 square foot single-family residence 
and an associated 648 square foot garage. This site is located outside of the appeals 
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission.  
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 1 and Class 3  
Staff Recommendation: Continue the Public Hearing to August 7, 2013 to allow 
additional time for the applicant to comply with the Commission’s previous direction.  
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager, (805) 772-6211 

 
Commissioner Tefft recused himself from the discussion as he owns property within 500 feet of 
the subject site.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Berta Parish, resident of Morro Bay, asked the Commission to confirm the date of the appeal 
hearing for this item.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Staff confirmed with the Commission there will be a quorum for a Planning Commission 
meeting on August 21, 2013.  
 
MOTION: Chairperson Grantham moved to continue Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 

to the August 21, 2013 Planning Commission meeting. Any plans submitted for that 
meeting are to reflect the Volbrecht land survey that was previously approved by 
the Court and the Commission.  

 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Solu and the motion passed unanimously. (4-0).  
 
Commissioner Tefft returned for discussion. 
 
B-2 Public hearing continued from July 3, 2013.  

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (continued originally from June 20, 2012 
meeting)  
Site Location: Citywide  
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs.” Recommendations from the previous sign workshops, sign survey 



SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – JULY 17, 2013 
 

3 
 

results, previous work for the 2004 Planning Commission report and direction from City 
Council (2012) will be presented at the June 19, 2013 meeting. The Planning 
Commission will review these items, take public testimony and provide direction to staff.  
CEQA Determination: To be determined.  
Staff Recommendation: Review draft ordinance, take public testimony, and provide 
direction to staff.  
Staff Contact: Erik Berg-Johansen, Planning Intern (805) 772-6291 

 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report, with specific attention to the Quintana District.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Amber Badertscher, Morro Bay business owner, explained how it is difficult for the public to see 
her business from the street. She would like to see fair representation for small business and for 
the Quintana District.  
 
John Weiss, Morro Bay business owner, expressed concern that neon “Open” signs would be not 
be allowed to be turned on during daylight hours under the proposed ordinance. He stated he 
would like to know if there is an exception for these signs. He also stated he is concerned about 
how public notices (e.g. for community events) in windows would be regulated as many business 
owners post window signs of this kind. Weiss hopes there is an appeal process for business 
owners to recommend adjustments to the proposed ordinance.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Chairperson Grantham discussed the existing condition of signs along Quintana. He noted there 
are only a few signs north of the traffic circle that are disproportionate to the building. He also 
stated he is sympathetic to Weiss’s comment regarding “Open” signs and agreed they should be 
illuminated during business hours. Lastly, he acknowledged Badertscher’s comment regarding 
signage for small businesses and stated the Commission will develop a fair approach to 
advertising businesses that are not visible from the street.    
 
Commissioner Fennacy asked staff to clarify how “Open” signs would be treated under the 
proposed ordinance. Berg-Johansen stated that only illuminated signs larger than 10 square feet 
in area shall not be turned on during the day, indicating that conventional neon “Open” signs 
would be allowed to be turned on during the day.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy asked staff if businesses would still be able to apply for Sign Exception 
permits. Wold clarified the purpose of the ordinance update is to make the sign ordinance fair for 
all types of businesses and easy for the public to understand. Sign Exception permits should be 
reserved only for properties that are unique or different. Fennacy supported Wold’s explanation 
and noted how important signage is along Quintana.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy asked staff to clarify whether the proposed ordinance will reflect the 
discussion from the previous meeting regarding allowing equal façade percentages on all sides of 
a building. Livick stated staff may have missed this comment as the minutes were not yet 
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completed from the July 3, 2013 meeting. He stated those comments will be incorporated when 
the minutes become available.  
Commissioner Fennacy would like to see façade percentages increased in the Quintana District 
and consistent with the other districts. He stated businesses should be allowed to install equal 
amounts of signage on primary and secondary facades.  
 
Commissioner Lucas stated he agreed with Fennacy’s comments. Lucas also suggested staff 
consider the distance of the building from the street when determining appropriate façade 
percentages.  
 
Commissioner Lucas asked staff how the Master Sign Program (MSP) would be applied in this 
zone. Wold stated there are many small businesses in shopping centers along Quintana that 
cannot afford to install larger pole or monument signs, so although the ordinance allows them in 
their zone, they are too cost prohibitive. Lucas and Wold agreed there needs to be more 
flexibility in the proposed ordinance so that it is easier for smaller businesses to be appropriately 
advertised.  
 
Commissioner Tefft stated he agreed with Wold’s statement regarding providing more flexibility 
in the proposed ordinance. He stated monument signs may be more effective than increasing 
façade percentages.  
 
Commissioner Tefft clarified with staff that taller pole signs are prohibited within 200 feet of the 
right-of-way of Highway 1. He also asked staff to review the criteria for pole signs in the 
proposed ordinance and re-examine what is appropriate in the Quintana District.  
 
Wold further explained the proposed ordinance could be revised to require that architectural or 
monument signs shall be placed a certain number of feet away from each other in order to avoid 
clutter.  
 
Tefft suggested allowing one monument sign per entryway for shopping centers, especially for 
shopping centers with varying topography.  
 
Commissioner Solu suggested creating a separate section in the proposed ordinance for shopping 
centers, as has been done for lodging establishments.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked staff to clarify how the allowable area for surface signs is calculated 
under the existing ordinance. Staff clarified one square foot of signage is allowed per linear foot 
of frontage when more than one sign proposed.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy made the following comments: 

• He stated he favors the idea of allowing one monument sign per entry to a shopping 
center but stated he is concerned about the associated cost. He stated something 
“creative” could be done about this.  

• He suggested utilizing rights-of-way or city properties for additional signage for business 
owners in the north Quintana area.  

• He stated he would like to increase façade percentages to 20 percent for all sides.  
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• He recommends dividing architectural and monument signs into separate categories.  
 
Wold clarified with Fennacy that he would like to allow only the primary and secondary facades 
20 percent. Fennacy stated more than one architectural sign should be allowed per entry to 
shopping centers.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy clarified with staff that 20 percent of façade area may be too excessive, 
and that 15 percent or less would be adequate.  
 
Chairperson Grantham stated he would like to discuss time limits on “Sale” signs.  
 
Wold clarified that the purpose of the Master Sign Program is to make the sign permit 
application process simpler and easier for applicants.  
 
Commissioner Tefft agreed with Solu that shopping centers should be treated differently than 
individual businesses. He stated he would like the definition of the term “shopping center” to 
include that it is not related to ownership.  
 
Staff and the Commission discussed how to distinguish a shopping center. Wold stated the 
designation is based on the associated zone district. Tefft clarified the designation is also based 
on the number of occupants.  
 
Commissioner Solu suggested moving the architectural sign to the bonus section of the proposed 
ordinance.  
 
Wold asked the Commission for direction on how to classify public artwork and murals. Staff 
clarified art, as defined in the proposed ordinance, is not a sign and thus not affected by the 
proposed sign ordinance. Tefft stated he would like to add the following to the definition of 
public art: 
 

1. There should not be any logos in the artwork. 
2. There should be a limitation on the size of the plaque.  

 
Chairperson Grantham called for a five minute break. 
 
Berg-Johansen continued to present the staff report, with specific attention to the Tourism-
Oriented Sign Plan.   
 
Chairperson Grantham stated he would like staff to include public safety as one of the objectives 
of the Tourism-Oriented Sign Plan.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Craig Schmidt, Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce, stated both Alternatives 2 and 3 should be 
considered for adoption in the Downtown and Embarcadero Districts. Both alternatives were 
successful and self-sustaining in Healdsburg, CA.  
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Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
Commissioner Tefft suggested combining the first two alternatives to create an additional 
alternative which would call for directional signs with the ability to change the copy.  
 
Commissioner Tefft stated he favors revising Alternative 3 so that is more oriented toward the 
pedestrian by making the signs lower and making the individual signs smaller and closer 
together. Regarding the three locations for the directional signs, he stated all three should be on 
the water side as that is where the majority of people walk. He also suggested installing 
directional signs near Giovanni’s to encourage pedestrians to continue around the curve. He 
favors installing numerous smaller signs rather than a few larger ones.  
 
Commissioner Solu agreed with Tefft regarding combining the first two alternatives to create an 
additional alternative as business along the Embarcadero change often. He also expressed 
concern about the maintenance of the signs. Berg-Johansen stated the City would maintain the 
signs. Livick stated, however, from a budgetary standpoint, the City would want to partner with 
another agency to have them maintain the signs. Livick suggested the City could impose a 
maintenance fee to be paid by business owners to offset the maintenance costs. 
 
Commissioner Fennacy stated he favors Alternatives 2 and 3, and would like to see a hybrid of 
both.  
 
Commissioner Lucas stated he would like to see improved linkages, flow, indication of 
pedestrian infrastructure, and indication of restaurants along the Embarcadero. He stated he 
would like to see Alternatives 1 and 3 combined in some way.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked staff to consider installing a pedestal sign with a directory of all 
businesses along the Embarcadero.  
 
Livick suggested a way in which the directional sign could include a map of the Embarcadero as 
well as a directory of businesses.   
 
Commissioner Tefft stated he would like to see the directory include retail establishments as well 
as points of interest.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy discussed the benefits of the directory sign. 
 
Commissioner Lucas stated the City should be aware of ADA regulations when installing the 
signs.  
 
Livick stated a directional sign would be installed at the base of the Centennial Stairway.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Solu moved to continue Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 to the 

August 21, 2013 Planning Commission meeting.  
 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Fennacy and the motion passed unanimously. (5-0).  
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
C-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file.  
 Upcoming Projects: To be determined. 
 
Wold reviewed the Work Program with the Commission. 
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
None.  
 
DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS   
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 7:35 pm to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting 
at the Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, on Wednesday, August 21, 2013 at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
        ____________________________ 

            Rick Grantham, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Rob Livick, Secretary 



               
 
 
                                                          

 
 

SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – AUGUST 21, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 P.M. 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Robert Tefft    Commissioner 
 
ABSENT: Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Department 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Cindy Jacinth    Associate Planner 

Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Garry Hixon, resident of Morro Bay, praised the Planning Commission for their good work.  
 
Craig Schmidt, CEO of the Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce, announced the Avocado and 
Margarita Festival will take place on September 14-15.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
PRESENTATIONS – None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
A-1 Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of July 3 and July 17, 2013 
 Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to approve the minutes from the July 3, 2013 
meeting.    
  
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (4-0).  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to approve the minutes from the July 17, 2013 
meeting.    
  
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (4-0).  
 
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
B-1 Public hearing continued from May 15, 2013. 

Case No.: Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 
Site Location: 360 Cerrito in the R-1 zoning district 
Proposal: Appeal of Administrative Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246 approval for 
the demolition of an existing 1,183 square foot single-family residence and removal of 
two trees, and the subsequent construction of a 2,155 square foot single-family residence 
and an associated 648 square foot garage. This site is located outside of the appeals 
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. 
CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt, Class 1 and Class 3 
Staff Recommendation: Continue the Public Hearing to September 4, 2013. 
Staff Contact: Kathleen Wold, Planning Manager, (805) 772-6211 
Commissioner Tefft recused himself from the discussion as he owns property within 500 
feet of the subject site.  

 
Wold presented the staff report.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked for clarification from Wold regarding why staff was unable to give 
proper attention to this project. Wold stated due to time frames for meeting material submittals, 
there was not sufficient time to route and review the items requested from the applicant so they 
will be brought to the next Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy confirmed with staff that the applicant’s architect has provided all the 
necessary materials for review to present the item at the next meeting. Wold stated staff has 
explicitly stated what is needed from the applicant in order to move forward with review of the 
project. The revised plans have been received and are action ready for the September 4, 2013 
Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
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Commissioner Tefft recused himself from the discussion due to the proximity of his residence to 
the project location.  
 
Berta Parish, resident of Morro Bay, stated she disagreed with staff’s recommendation to 
continue this item a third time. She asked if there is a limit to the number of continuances any 
project may be granted. She stated the applicant has already been allowed sufficient time to 
produce the materials requested by staff. Parish also stated the City has not granted equal 
consideration to her and her neighbors’ requests as the applicant. She asked the Commission to 
uphold her 2007 appeal and deny the project. Parish would like the applicant to submit a new 
application that meets staff’s recommendations. 
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Wold stated Parish provided an accurate overview of the project. She stated there was an absence 
of activity for a long time on the applicant’s behalf, and it continues to be a struggle to resolve 
the issues between the two property owners. Wold explained the differences between how the 
project was originally approved and what is being required by current City staff.  
 
Livick stated he spoke with the project architect and expressed the need for the remaining items. 
He stated the architect indicated that he had revised the setbacks and has shown the road in 
relation to the property lines and will submit new plans.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked for clarification regarding the Volbrecht survey. Livick stated the 
area of the City where the project is located was originally shown on an 1888 map. Subsequent 
surveys continued a boundary error from a misread of the 1888 map that affected a few 
properties in this area. The boundary error needed to be corrected to the original descriptor. 
Agreement now exists between the two property owners on the true boundary of the property.  
 
Commissioner Solu confirmed with staff that the applicant was directed to use the Volbrecht 
survey at the June 19, 2013 Planning Commission Meeting. Livick stated the applicant was to 
use the Volbrecht survey to show the revised boundaries on the site plan and in relationship to 
the existing features.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked staff if the applicant submitted the required materials in a timely 
manner. Wold stated the architect used the Volbrecht survey but he did not reference the 
Volbrecht survey in the plans, other than a notation, so it was difficult for the public to 
understand the relationship of the existing features on the property. This deficiency stalled staff’s 
review of the project.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy expressed concern that the applicant has not voiced any concerns or 
provided reasons for the numerous delays. He stated he is inclined to grant the appeal and send 
the project back to the applicant to revise and resubmit their application.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated he agreed with Commissioner Fennacy’s comments. 
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Livick explained if the Commission decided to not grant the continuance and thereby upholding 
the appeal, the applicant will have to start over again by re-applying if they choose not to appeal 
to the City Council.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to deny the request for a continuance and uphold the 
appeal of Coastal Development Permit #CP0-246.  
  
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (3-0). 
 
Commissioner Tefft rejoined the meeting.  
 
B-2 Public hearing continued from July 17, 2013. 

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (project originally noticed for a Public 
hearing on June 17, 2013 and subsequently continued to additional meetings). 
Site Location: Citywide 
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs 
CEQA Determination: To be determined. 
Staff Recommendation: Review draft ordinance, take public testimony, and provide 
direction to staff. 
Staff Contact: Erik Berg-Johansen, Planning Intern (805) 772-6291 

 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report, with specific attention given to the North Main District 
(Part I) and the Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan (Part II).  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Susan Stewart, Morro Bay business owner and President of the Morro Bay Chamber of 
Commerce, expressed concern about prohibiting brand-name advertising. She stated such signs 
can be helpful to consumers who may be looking for particular products, and it can be important 
to business owners to help them do business.  
 
Amber Badertscher, Morro Bay business owner, stated she would like clarification regarding 
why the City is proposing to prohibit brand-name signs. She asked if brand-name advertising 
restrictions would apply to other locations, such as umbrellas. She also asked about the proposed 
regulations and fees for A-frame signs and the directional signs proposed along the 
Embarcadero.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Part I: North Main District 
 
Wold clarified the purpose of prohibiting brand-name signs is to ensure that the sign ordinance 
has vertical consistency with state and local regulations of the Coastal Act, Local Coastal Plan, 
and General Plan that are already in place.  
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Berg-Johansen addressed Badertscher’s comment regarding A-frame signs and stated the 
purpose of requiring a permit for such signs is to regulate design and decrease blight in the 
streetscape. Regarding the Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan, Berg-
Johansen stated these signs will be “tested” along the Embarcadero because of the high 
concentration of businesses there, and will be implemented in other areas of the City if the 
project is successful.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy asked for clarification regarding the costs associated with A-frame signs. 
Livick explained that because A-frame signs are placed in the public right-of-way, it requires an 
encroachment permit which takes staff time to process. He stated it would not be a revenue-
generating fee. 
 
Commissioner Tefft suggested requiring a minimum allowable sign size because a business with 
an unusually small façade might not be able to erect an effective sign, so he suggested a floor 
instead.  
  
Commissioner Fennacy stated there is an opportunity for businesses in North Main to draw 
customers from the highway, so percentages there are important. He expressed support for the 
proposed allowable signage in the North Main District.  
 
Chairperson Grantham agreed that signage in this area needs to be large enough so that it can be 
seen at high speeds from the highway.  
 
Commissioner Solu agreed that large signs are important in this area. He stated he supports the 
recommended allowable signage in this District. 
 
Wold explained it is important to make the signs large enough in this area so that cars on the 
highway have enough time to safely exit the highway. She suggested staff could present this 
issue in a more concrete sense at the next Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Commissioner Tefft asked for clarification regarding how monument signs and architectural 
signs are calculated in terms of primary and secondary building facades. Berg-Johansen stated if 
such signs are directly in front of building, they would count toward the primary façade. He 
stated he would clarify this in the proposed ordinance.  
 
Chairperson Grantham asked staff to address the issue of brand-name signs on surfaces not 
attached to the building. Wold stated staff is not intending to prohibit business owners from 
marketing certain products but there are certain considerations that will need to be made 
regarding total allowable signage.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy stated he would like to see more business owners attending the next 
Planning Commission meeting to provide comment on the sign ordinance update.  
 
Commissioner Tefft stated it is important to regulate free advertising in the City as it may 
become a problem.  
 
 



SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – AUGUST 21, 2013 
 

6 
 

 
 
Part II: Embarcadero District Tourism-Oriented Directional Sign Plan 
 
Berg-Johansen continued to present the staff report, with specific attention to the Tourism-
Oriented Directional Sign Plan.   
 
Chairperson Grantham asked if there are enough spaces for all business owners along the 
Embarcadero. Berg-Johansen explained there are about 85 existing businesses and the City 
would try to accommodate all of them by installing 18 signs on each structure.    
 
Commissioner Tefft asked if business owners could apply to install more than one sign if space 
permits. Berg-Johansen stated he would incorporate Tefft’s comment into the proposed sign 
ordinance. Berg-Johansen stated the empty sign spaces could be used to advertise City events.  
Commissioner Tefft suggested using a material other than steel in this area due to the coastal 
weather. Staff explained the sign materials would be chosen carefully so that the signs are 
durable and remain aesthetically pleasing. 
 
Chairperson Grantham clarified with staff that there would be a one-time fee to install a 
directional sign, rather than a yearly fee. 
 
Berg-Johansen stated it would cost business owners between $75-100 to manufacture each sign.   
 
Commissioner Solu stated he would like to address the issue of nonconforming signs with regard 
to ownership change at the next Planning Commission meeting. Livick explained existing 
nonconforming signs were legal at the time they were permitted. Those signs can remain until 
they are in such poor condition that they can no longer be repaired, at which time they must be 
replaced. Wold clarified a sign only falls under the category of “legal nonconforming” if it has 
been permitted by the City. Illegal nonconforming signs are those which never had a permit. 
 
Commissioner Tefft asked staff how the City intends to implement an enforcement program for 
illegal signs. Wold stated staff is in the process of developing a procedure to document all non-
permitted signs in the City, and will then go forward with enforcement procedures.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Solu moved to continue Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 to the 

September 4, 2013 Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed. (4-0).  
 
B-3 Case No.: Time Extension for #UP0-120 and #AD0-024. 

Site Location: 1170 Front Street 
Proposal: Concept Plan approved in December 2006 for a 6 unit motel and manager’s 
unit and subterranean parking lot. A Minor Amendment was approved to convert 
manager’s unit to a guest unit. 
CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted. 
Staff Recommendation: Grant time extension for one year. 
Staff Contact: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner, (805) 772-6577 
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Wold presented the staff report and stated the request for extension has been withdrawn, 
therefore,  no action is necessary for this item.  
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
C-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List 

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
  Upcoming Projects: To be determined. 
   
Wold reviewed the Work Program with the Commission. 
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
None.  
 
DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS   
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 7:37 pm to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting 
at the Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, on Wednesday, September 4, 2013 at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
        ____________________________ 

            Rick Grantham, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Rob Livick, Secretary 



               
 
 
                                                          

 
 

SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – SEPTEMBER 4, 2013 
VETERANS MEMORIAL HALL – 6:00 PM 
 
Chairperson Grantham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Rick Grantham    Chairperson 
  John Solu    Vice-Chairperson 
  John Fennacy    Commissioner 

Michael Lucas    Commissioner 
Robert Tefft    Commissioner 

 
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Department 

Kathleen Wold   Planning Manager 
  Erik Berg-Johansen   Planning Intern  
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Chairperson Grantham announced the City will be hosting a Thanksgiving Day dinner from 1 pm 
to 3 pm at the Morro Bay Community Center.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy announced the Morro Bay Margarita and Avocado festival will be held 
on September 14-15, 2013.  
 
Commissioner Lucas announced the Commissioners now have City email addresses, which are 
listed on the City’s webpage, and he directed the public to use the new email addresses when 
contacting the Commission.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
Gary Hixon, Morro Bay resident, complimented the Commission for their good work at the 
meetings.  
 
Nikki Turner, Morro Bay resident, explained why she has been unable to attend previous 
Planning Commission meetings regarding the project located at 360 Cerrito Place. She also 
stated there were discrepancies in the information that was presented at the last hearing; she 

AGENDA ITEM:       A- 1                                        
 
DATE:       September 18, 2013                     
 
ACTION:       
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stated she has always submitted the materials requested of her, and has never asked for an 
exception on her home project. Turner asked the Commission to review all of the information for 
the September 18, 2013 Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Michael Tott, Los Osos resident, stated he constructed the fence on Tuner’s property (360 
Cerrito Place) according to the Volbrecht survey, therefore, it became the benchmark for 
Turner’s project. Tott stated the lot line discrepancy has been resolved.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period.  
 
PRESENTATIONS  
 
None.  
 
Unless an item is pulled for separate action by the Planning Commission, the following actions 
are approved without discussion. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
A-1  Approval of minutes from Planning Commission meeting of August 21, 2013 

Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to approve the Consent Calendar.  
 
Commissioner Tefft noted one correction on p. 5 of the minutes. Instead of “Commissioner Tefft 
suggested requiring a minimum sign size,” Tefft stated he would like the minutes to read 
“…minimum allowable sign size.” His intention was that a business with an unusually small 
façade might not be able to erect an effective sign, so he suggested a minimum instead.  
 
Chairperson Grantham seconded and the motion passed (4-0), with Commissioner Lucas 
abstaining.  
 
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
B-1  Public hearing continued from August 21, 2013. 

Case No.: Zoning Text Amendment #A00-015 (project originally noticed for a Public  
Hearing on June 17, 2013 and subsequently continued to additional meetings). 
Site Location: Citywide 
Proposal: The City of Morro Bay is proposing a Municipal Code Amendment modifying 
Section 17.68 “Signs 
CEQA Determination: To be determined. 
Staff Recommendation: Review draft ordinance, take public testimony, and provide 
direction to staff. 
Staff Contact: Erik Berg-Johansen, Planning Intern (805) 772-6291 

 
Berg-Johansen presented the staff report.  
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Chairperson Grantham opened Public Comment period. 
 
John Elliott, Morro Bay business owner, asked staff why the following signs are prohibited under 
the proposed ordinance: barber poles (rotating signs), digital signs, signs advertising brand 
names, vehicle displays, and A-frame signs. He also stated sidewalks are wide enough in the 
downtown area to erect A-frame signs.   
 
Kim van Nordstrand, Morro Bay business owner, stated business owners along the Embarcadero 
will probably want more flexibility than what is proposed regarding the placement of signs on 
the Embarcadero. She stated the City should ask Embarcadero business owners for their input 
regarding signage in the Embarcadero District. Nordstrand also suggested installing a kiosk on 
the Embarcadero, with a map on one side and a directory on the other.  
 
Chairperson Grantham closed Public Comment period. 
 
Berg-Johansen addressed Elliott’s concerns: 

• Barber poles – An exception could be made for barber poles if desired by the 
Commission, but under the proposed ordinance, they would be prohibited if they are 
indeed moving.  

• Digital signs – These signs would be prohibited if the proposed ordinance passes. 
Berg-Johansen explained the intention is to maintain the “small-town feel” of the 
City. He suggested making an exception for such signs on public buildings, though, 
because they are helpful for tourists.  

• Brand names – Berg-Johansen encouraged the Commission to discuss this issue in 
more detail. He suggested regulating brand name signs more stringently, but not 
prohibiting them outright. 

• Vehicle displays – Such signs are not allowed to be erected in front of businesses, but 
he clarified delivery vehicles with logos would be allowed under the proposed 
ordinance.  

• A-frame signs – Under the proposed ordinance, these signs would be allowed in the 
Downtown District but not along the Embarcadero.  
 

Chairperson Grantham responded to Nordstrand’s comment regarding public input and stated 
City staff and the Commission have provided many opportunities (in the form of public hearings 
and online surveys) for the public to provide their opinion regarding the proposed ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Solu seconded Grantham’s comment. He also asked staff if the existing barber 
poles would be allowed to remain under the proposed ordinance. Wold clarified barber poles are 
exempted under the proposed ordinance, so it is not an issue. Other examples of code exemptions 
are “Main Street” clocks and time and temperature signs on bank buildings.  
 
Commissioner Solu asked staff for clarification regarding how the City is regulating the size and 
content of the digital sign at the Visitor Center. Wold explained the City only intends to regulate 
larger street, sidewalk, and directional signs, and the City generally does not regulate signs that 
are difficult to see from the car, such as the one on display at the Visitor Center. She stated live 
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feed content is difficult to regulate because it changes so quickly, but she said she would 
investigate the sign at the Visitor Center. 
 
Commissioner Tefft expressed concern that there is no mechanism for an exception or a 
conditional use permit in the proposed ordinance that would allow business owners to install a 
sign that happens to not fit into any of the proposed categories. Wold clarified the purpose of the 
ordinance update is to simplify the ordinance and make it more user-friendly so that such 
exceptions would not be necessary. She stated, however, applicants are always allowed to 
request a variance, but the sign must meet certain standards in order for the application to be 
approved.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy complimented Craig Schmidt for doing a great job at informing the 
business community about the various ways they have been able to provide input during the 
update process. Grantham and Lucas seconded Fennacy’s comment. 
 
Commissioner Tefft suggested removing the section regarding lodging establishments because 
the character of each of the districts in the City is so distinctive that it should preclude the fact 
that it is a lodging establishment. He stated there are different provisions that need to be made for 
lodging establishments in different areas of the City, and those provisions should be included in 
the section for the respective districts where the establishment is located.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated it is important to include language regulating lodging establishment 
signs so as to prevent price wars and because lodging is the only industry in the City that has 24-
hour service.  
 
Commissioner Fennacy stated it is important to remain consistent and linear with State 
regulations, otherwise the City may run into problems when the proposed ordinance is brought 
before City Council and the Coastal Commission. He stated lodging is generally treated 
distinctly in other municipalities, so the City should consider including this section in order to be 
linear with the state.  
 
Commissioner Lucas seconded Tefft’s comment regarding locational differences between 
lodging establishment signs. Wold clarified the separate lodging section was developed because 
not all motels are located in commercial districts; some motels are in residential districts where 
the signs need to be regulated more strictly, so they are a somewhat special use that needs more 
attention. Wold stated it may be redundant to include language regarding lodging establishments 
in each district, but it may be more user-friendly to do so.  
 
Commissioner Solu stated if any districts are to be consolidated, it should be the North Main and 
Quintana Districts because they are so similar. Lucas seconded Solu’s comment. 
 
Livick stated keeping the lodging establishment table as a separate section may be more effective 
if language is added which states architectural and pole signs may be allowed only if they are 
allowed in their base district. On the other hand, it may be beneficial to move lodging 
establishment sign regulations to separate zones because it would be easier to make changes 
when necessary. 
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MOTION:  Commissioner Fennacy moved to approve the draft Zoning Text Amendment #A00-
015 and forward it to City Council.  
 
Chairperson Grantham seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Tefft asked staff for clarification regarding the definition of attraction boards. 
Berg-Johansen clarified they are used to display services and amenities offered by a hotel. Tefft 
suggested expanding the definition of attraction signs to encompasses restaurants, theaters, 
churches, and other establishments in the City, and not just hotels.  
 
The motion passed (3-2), with Commissioners Solu and Tefft dissenting.  
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
C-1  Current and Advanced Planning Processing List 

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
  Upcoming Projects: To be determined. 
  
Wold reviewed the Work Program with the Commission. 
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
None.  
 
DECLARATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS   
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 7:03 pm to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting 
at the Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, on Wednesday, September 18, 2013 at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
        ____________________________ 

            Rick Grantham, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Rob Livick, Secretary 



































































































































































  
Prepared by: __RL/BK/RS__ Dept. Review: RL__ 

City Manager Review:_AL__ 

City Attorney’s Review:_____ 

 
 

	
 
Staff Report	
 

TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council           DATE:  October 4, 2013 
 
FROM: Rob Livick, PE/PLS - Public Services Director/City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Status Report of a Major Maintenance & Repair Plan (MMRP) for the 

Existing Wastewater Treatment Plant 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that this report be received and filed. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
As no action is requested, there are no recommended alternatives. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
No fiscal impact at this time as a result of this report.  Fiscal impact is addressed through the 
budget process. 
 
DISCUSSION 
This staff report is intended to provide an update on the development of the MMRP for the 
WWTP. At the February 14, JPA meeting the Council and District Board approved of the 
development of an MMRP and made the following motion: 

 Direct staff to prepare a time sensitive and prioritized MMRP for the WWTP with an 
anticipated rolling 2 year budget; 

 That the JPA solicit proposals from a qualified firm, or firms, to provide technical 
advice and analysis on an as needed basis as determined by Morro Bay’s Public 
Services Director and Cayucos Sanitary District Manager; 

 And that the Morro Bay Public Services Director and Cayucos Sanitary District 
Manager report back to the JPA on a semi-annual basis on the progress and costs 
associated with the MMRP.   
 

Development of a MMRP will assist the City and District in projecting the budgeting of 
expenditures required to keep the current plant operating in compliance with regulatory 
requirements.   
 
Staff’s primary focus has continued to be on the next fiscal year and the projects contained 
within the FY 13/14 WWTP budget that was adopted by both the City and District. The 
adopted budget contains $1.04M in funding for MMRP projects presented during the budget 
hearing at the JPA meeting. Staff is currently working on developing and refining an 
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implementation schedule for the projects funded in the FY 13/14 budget. An outline of the 
desired repair time frames and key project milestones has been identified and the schedule will 
be finalized after peer review with our technical support team. We anticipate finalizing this 
schedule by October.   
 
Staff has continued to conduct detailed discussions with various equipment representatives to 
further refine the types of equipment that will best suit the site specific parameters of the 
existing plant. Progress on three of the MMRP projects includes: 
 

A. Influent Screens: Staff has continued to assess various procurement options for the 
purchase and installation of influent screens at the headworks. Staff has prepared procurement 
timelines for 3 options; the use of a negotiated specialty equipment procurement would be the 
most advantageous approach so the City Attorney is reviewing a 1993 Attorney General 
opinion to determine if this option is feasible for a General Law City.  Staff has therefore 
opted to focus current efforts on using a standard Public Works Construction Contract bid 
package.   Equipment evaluation has continued to be centered on a review of the various 
influent screen types and has included tours of various treatment facilities to observe 
equipment in the field and get feedback from the operations staff.  Discussions have also 
continued on various options for removing the screened debris from the lower level of the 
headworks once they are removed from the waste stream. Staff expects to conduct a peer 
review of the MMRP and complete an equipment evaluation review panel to preselect a short 
list of qualified equipment vendors this month 

B. Chlorine Contact Repairs: Staff is continuing to assess various procurement options 
for the purchase and installation of the required equipment for the chlorine contact tank. Staff 
is working with the various vendors on the chlorine tank project to identify the preferred 
equipment and to develop a strategy for implementing the repairs. During the repair period, 
the tank will have to be bypassed and plant staff is continuing to work on a strategy for 
maintaining disinfection and dechlorination during the repair process. This will require the use 
of temporary tanks to bypass the existing tank in order to keep the plant within regulatory 
compliance. 

C. Digester 2 Cleaning and Repairs: Staff has begun initiating the operational changes 
required to take the digester off-line prior to cleaning.  Digester #2 is now off-line and staff 
has been able to pump down the contents of the digester to a level where the contractor can 
complete the cleaning of the digester.  The contractor has specialized equipment and pumps 
that allow them to pump the remaining rags and debris within the digester.  The contractor is 
schedule to arrive on October 14th to complete the cleaning process which is schedule to take 
approximately one week to complete.  Staff has a contract amendment in progress for the non-
destructive testing (NDT) of the digester once the cleaning process is complete. The NDT of 
the digester is scheduled to begin October 21st.  
 
CONCLUSION 
Staff will continue to bring a status report on the development of the MMRP at City Council 
meetings on a monthly basis. 



 
 

 
Staff Report 

 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council           DATE:  10/8/2013 
                
FROM: Andrea K. Lueker, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) Project Status and Discussion 
 
RECOMMENDATION                                                                                                         
Discuss in open session, the progress to date on the Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and provide 
direction to staff as necessary.   
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Not applicable at this time. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
Not applicable at this time. 
 
SUMMARY        
Staff provides this report as a monthly update to the progress made to date on the new WRF project. 
  
 
BACKGROUND  
With the denial of the permit for the WWTP project in its current location, the City has embarked on 
a process for a WRF.  This staff report provides a review of what has occurred to date as well as 
provides the City Council an opportunity for open discussion on the WRF project. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Below is a brief review of dates, status and accomplishments on the WRF facility project.  Note the 
bolded information has been added since your last review. 
 
Date   Action_________________________________________________________ 
01/03/13  Special City Council meeting – City Adopted Resolution No. 07-13  
   recommending denial of the WWTP project. 
01/08/13  WWTP Project denied by the California Coastal Commission (CCC). 
01/08/13  January JPA not held due to CCC meeting. 
01/24/13  City Staff, Morro Bay JPA Sub-Committee, Cayucos SD representatives, staff 
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   and attorney meet and discuss strategy and moving forward.  
02/14/13  February JPA meeting held, “Discussion and Consideration of Next Steps for 
   the WWTP Upgrade Project” was on the agenda and discussed.  
02/26/13  City Council meeting - draft schedule/project timeline presented to City  
   Council. 
   City Council directed staff to prepare an RFP for a project manager. 
03/11/13  City Council goal session, WRF established as Essential City Goal. 
03/14/13  City Council goal session, WRF established as Essential City Goal. 
03/14/13  March JPA meeting held, “Status Report on the Discussion with RWQCB  
   Staff Renewal Process for the WWTP NPDES Permit No. CA0047881”  
   and “Verbal Report by the City and District on the Progress of the future  
   WWTP” were on the agenda and discussed. 
03/18/13  RFP issued. 
03/26/13  City Council meeting - City Council approves citizens to serve on the RFP 
   selection committee. 
03/27/13  Announcement placed on City website, etc. regarding citizen selection  
   committee application period. 
04/05/13  Citizen selection committee deadline. 
04/09/13  City Council meeting - appointment of 5 citizens for the RFP selection  
   committee at City Council meeting. 
04/10/13  Addendum to RFP issued, re: selection committee 
04/11/13  April JPA meeting held, “Verbal Report by the City and District on the  
   Progress of the future WWTP” and Discussion and Approval to   
   Terminate the Consultant Services Agreements with Delzeit; Dudek,  
   McCabe and Company; and Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH)” were  
   on the agenda and discussed. 
04/15/13  RFP due. 
04/16/13  Study Session on WRF facility announced for April 29, 2013 
04/23/13  City Council meeting –reaffirmation of 5 members of citizen   
   selection committee. 
04/25/13  Quarterly Meeting with California Coastal Commission staff, WRF  
   discussion and status report on the meeting agenda. 
04/25/13  Initial meeting with Selection Committee for the RFP for Planning Services 

for the WRF. 
04/29/13  WRF Study Session at Veteran’s Hall. 
05/02/13  Interviews to recommend the individual/team for the WRF project   
   manage 
05/09/13  May JPA meeting held, “Verbal Report by the City and District on the  
   Progress of the future WWTP” was on the agenda and discussed. 
05/14/13  City Council meeting – Approval of John F. Rickenbach, Consulting as the 

Preliminary Planning Consultant for the WRF project. 
05/14/13   City Council meeting – Approval of John F. Rickenbach, Consulting as  
   the Preliminary Planning Consultant for the WRF project 
05/15/13   Public Services staff continues to work with John F. Rickenbach, 
   Consulting to finalize the consultant contract. 
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05/28/13   Closed Session Item scheduled to discuss Righetti appraisal. 
06/13/13  JPA Meeting – Cayucos Veteran’s Hall 
06/24/13  Kick-off Meeting with John Rickenbach and team members 
06/24/13-06/28/13 Work with Rickenbach to determine updated schedule pursuant to the scope 

of work in the RFP.  Determination of Stakeholder groups/individuals 
07/03/13  Tentative Schedule from Rickenbach for the New WRF posted online and 

available. 
07/03/13  Working with Coastal Commission staff to finalize date for quarterly 

meeting/teleconference. 
07/11/13  July JPA Meeting Cancelled. 
07/18/13  Quarterly Coastal Commission/City of Morro Bay meeting, Rickenbach 

Team participated in review and discussion of the status of the WRF project. 
07/19/13  WSC Report entitled Conceptual Wastewater Treatment Alternatives 

Technical Memorandum commissioned by the Cayucos Sanitary District 
(CSD) released on the CSD website and delivered to the City. Report 
located at the following address: 
www.cayucossd.org/documents/Conceptual%20WW%20Treatment%20A
ltTM_CSD.pdf 

07/24/13-07/25/13 Stakeholder Interviews conducted by Rickenbach team 
08/08/13  August JPA Meeting Cancelled 
08/15/13  Community Workshop #1 held at MB Veteran’s Hall 
Week of 8/19/13 Workshop Summary posted on City’s website 
   Comments Form available on City’s website for additional comments on the 

workshop and/or project.  
09/12/13  September JPA Meeting held 
09/16/13  Biosolids and Treatment Options Workshop at MB Veteran’s Hall 
09/27/13  October 2013 JPA Meeting cancelled 
Mid-October  Quarterly Coastal Commission/City of Morro Bay Meeting – date TBD 
10/29/13  Release of Public Draft – Options Report 
11/5/13  Second Public Workshop – Presentation of Options Report for Public 

Feedback 
11/12/13  Presentation of Options Report to City Council 
 
CONCLUSION 
City Council, since the denial of the WWTP permit in January, has made measured and deliberate 
progress in the WRF project, as outlined above. 
 

 



 
 

Staff Report 
 

 
TO:   Mayor and City Council                 DATE:  October 2, 2013   
              
FROM: Andrea K. Lueker, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration and Direction Regarding the Expansion of the United States  
  Coast Guard (USCG) Facilities in Morro Bay 
 
RECOMMENDATION                                                                                                         
Staff recommends the City Council review the attached documentation and provide direction 
regarding the USCG’s request to enter into a long term lease agreement with the City of Morro Bay 
for expansion of USCG facilities in Morro Bay  
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative 1 – Schedule this item for a Closed Session discussion under “Real Property 
Negotiations” for further review. 
Alternative 2 – Inform the USCG the City of Morro Bay is not interested in this location for future 
expansion of Coast Guard Facilities. 
Alternative 3 – Inform the USCG the City of Morro Bay is interested in expansion of facilities, but 
not this this area. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
This fiscal impact is unknown at this time. 
 
SUMMARY        
In February 2013, representatives from the United States Coast Guard Shore Infrastructure Logistic 
Center contacted staff regarding expansion of their existing facilities in Morro Bay.  USCG 
representatives (Chief of Planning, Real Estate staffer and a planner) conducted a site visit in Spring, 
2013 and looked at various sites in the harbor area, including:    

1. The parking lot just north of the Dynegy Intake Building; 
2. Coleman Park area; and 
3. City operated Dynegy parking lot east of the Embarcadero.   

Following the site visit, the City provided a number of documents to the USCG planning staff 
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including the Waterfront Master Plan, Northern Waterfront Implementation Plan, Concept C, the 
Morro Bay Harbor Walk plans and aerial photos for their review.  After receiving and reviewing the 
documents, USCG staff sent a correspondence (attached) to the City of Morro Bay on September 3, 
2013 requesting a specific area, near Coleman Park, to be used for expansion of their facilities.  This 
staff report is intended to provide a very brief review of the issue, with staff awaiting specific 
direction from the City Council to perform further work.          
 
BACKGROUND  
The USCG has had a presence in Morro Bay for a number of years.  In the early 1990’s, there was 
discussion that the Coast Guard might reduce or eliminate their presence, which of course, was a 
significant concern.  The City became heavily involved in discussions with the Coast Guard 
Officials in Washington D.C. and as a result, not only did the Coast Guard presence remain in Morro 
Bay, but over the years their presence has increased, resulting in Coast Guard Cutter’s being 
replaced by Coast Guard Roll-Over boats.  Since that time, there have been several discussions about 
possible expansion of Coast Guard facilities as well as discussions of a joint Coast Guard/Harbor 
Patrol Facility.  The joint venture discussions have occurred intermittently, but as of this date, there 
has been no further pursuit of that project.   In February, 2013, Coast Guard officials contacted the 
City regarding expansion of Coast Guard Facilities in Morro Bay.  A site visit was held in spring 
2013 after which, in September 2013, the Coast Guard requested the City of Morro Bay consider a 
long term lease for a City-owned parcel near Coleman Park/Mother Beach in Morro Bay.   
    
DISCUSSION 
Future Facilities 
The United States Coast Guard has assessed their Morro Bay Station and determined the need for 
expansion.  After review of City documents, they are attempting to pursue  securing the land use 
rights of a 1.3 acre site on northwest corner of the Embarcadero, just before Coleman Park, 
identified as APN :  066-467-013 (note: the correct APN number for the parcel the USCG is 
interested in is 066-461-013).  The plan is to construct two buildings to support existing Coast Guard 
services in the City of Morro Bay. The structure labeled CG Boat Maintenance Bay in the attached 
correspondence from the USCG has a footprint of approximately 2,500 sq. ft. and will include a boat 
maintenance bay for their 29’ Response Boats, repair shops, storage and administrative space.  The 
second building, labeled as CG New Building has a footprint of approximately 1,200 sq. ft., is one 
story and will house USCG station functions and administrative space.  When additional funds 
become available, the USCG plans to expand Building 1 by adding a second story.    
 
According to Coast Guard staff, following the timeline for this expansion is critical with the need for 
an in-place land use agreement between the USCG and the City of Morro Bay as a pre-requisite for 
the USCG being able to move forward the pre-construction efforts which include: 
 1.  Design documents; 
 2.  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); and 
 3.  California Coastal Commission (CCC) Consistency determination. 
 
Until the NEPA and CCC determination are completed, all proposals are pre-decisional.  The Coast 
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Guard, as expected, is anticipating a long-term presence in Morro Bay and is in the need of an 
extended lease with a minimum term of 50 years. 
 
Existing Facilities  
The USCG is currently housed in a 3-story facility adjacent to the Harbor Department/Harbor Patrol. 
The existing facility is essentially a long-term lease with the City of Morro Bay, comprised of a 
series of 50 one year leases that ultimately expire in 2039.  The existing facility was built in the early 
1990’s and included space for the Coast Guard; this coincided with the Coast Guard Cutters being 
replaced with Coast Guard Station Morro Bay and the eventual addition of the current Roll-Over 
Boats.  During the recent site visit from USCG Real Estate and Planning staff, City staff discussed 
the possibility of expansion of the existing USCG building and the potential inclusion of a new 
Harbor Facility within that expanded facility or adjacent to, but unfortunately due to the safety 
requirements for USCG facilities after 9/11, such a joint venture is not feasible.   
 
Staff also discussed the process for moving forward on the proposed expansion and USCG staff 
indicated that there are several ways to acquire the use of the property; the first is the City working 
with the USCG to enter into a long-term lease.  Also briefly discussed was the process of eminent 
domain of the property, and while according to USCG staff this is not an often used option, it is 
possible. A third option briefly discussed was the use of an alternative choice of property for the 
expansion; however, during the site visit, the property identified in the proposal became vital due to 
the view corridor to the harbor entrance as well as proximity to the existing facilities. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The USCG desires to move forward with an expansion of their facility in Morro Bay and has 
identified and submitted a proposal to the City of Morro Bay for consideration.  The purpose of this 
staff report is to briefly introduce the concept and proposal and determine the direction the City 
Council is interested in pursuing regarding the proposal.  Those alternatives for direction are 
provided above and are as follows:  schedule this item for a Closed Session discussion under “Real 
Property Negotiations” for further review; inform the USCG the City of Morro Bay is not interested 
in this location for future expansion of the Coast Guard Facilities; or, inform the USCG the City of 
Morro Bay is interested in expansion of facilities, but not in this area.   
  
 





























 
 

Staff Report 
 

 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council           DATE:  October 2, 2013           

     
FROM: Eric Endersby, Harbor Director 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Consent of Landowner Agreement for Lease Site 86/86W at 801  
  Embarcadero (Embarcadero Grill, Caldwell) to File an Application for Lease  
  Site Improvements and Allow Staff to Enter Into Lease Negotiations 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION                                                                                                         
Staff recommends Council consider the three alternatives and provide direction; staff is 
recommending either Alternative A or Alternative B. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
A.  Provide any preliminary consideration and/or comments concerning the Leaseholder’s 

proposed project “Site Plan A” and direct the City Manager to execute the Consent of 
Landowner Agreement (attached) with the Leaseholder, and authorize staff to begin lease 
negotiations with the Leaseholder for his proposed development at the beginning of the 
Planning review process. 

B. Provide any preliminary consideration and/or comments concerning the Leaseholder’s 
proposed project “Site Plan B” and direct the City Manager to execute the Consent of 
Landowner Agreement (attached) with the Leaseholder, and authorize staff to begin lease 
negotiations with the Leaseholder for his proposed development at the beginning of the 
Planning review process. 

C. Reject Leaseholder’s proposed projects and direct staff to work with Leaseholder on a new 
 submittal. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
There is no fiscal impact at this time.  Positive fiscal impact will be expected if the proposed project 
is approved and built and increased revenues are realized with a new modern lease format that 
includes percent-of-gross sales requirements. 
 
 
SUMMARY        
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The owner of Lease Site 86/86W, Burt Caldwell, is proposing a lease site redevelopment project as 
outlined in this staff report and attachments.  Per Council policy, staff is seeking Council and public 
review and approval of the proposal via a Consent of Landowner Agreement before Mr. Caldwell 
submits the project to the Planning Division.  If approved, Planning will process the proposal and 
negotiations for a new Master Lease will take place concurrently. 
 
BACKGROUND  
Lease Site 86/86W is a 50-year Pipkin lease that expires in September 2018.  This lease site is within 
the last five years of its lease term, and pursuant to the Lease Management Policy the tenant has 
submitted a written proposal for a redevelopment project.   
 
In September, 2012, Council directed staff to work with the existing tenant for a proposal on a lease 
site redevelopment and new lease.  At that time, the tenant was given a December deadline for 
submittal of a proposal to staff, which he complied with.  At the June 11, 2013 City Council 
meeting, that proposal, which involved  a joint redevelopment project with the tenant at the 
neighboring lease site to the north, was heard by Council.  Council moved to direct the two tenants 
to resubmit separate proposals for their respective lease sites, and for said tenants to consider mutual 
benefits and public use opportunities as they saw fit.  That motion was approved.   
 
DISCUSSION 
The tenant of 86/86W has submitted a new proposal for Council’s consideration that consists of the 
following major elements: 
 
 •Elimination of the entire second story of the building, demolition and rebuilding of the 
 eastern half of the building, and remodeling the remaining western  half.  When built, the new 
 building will house a restaurant and themed pub including limited on-site brewing and 
 ancillary sales. 
 •Roof-top view deck on western portion, including an elevator. 
 •8-foot sidewalk setbacks, and opening-up of a 12-foot wide public seating and promenade 
 area between tenant’s building and the lease site building to the north. 
 •Addition of a 10-foot wide bay-side Harborwalk access. 
 •Options for either two parallel parking spaces (tenant’s Site Plan A) or for additional 
 promenade and landscaping area (tenant’s Site Plan B) in the location where the current sub-
 standard parking spaces are on the lease site. 
 
Staff has met several times with Mr. Caldwell and his agent, and believes that the proposed project is 
a good mix of utilizing the available space while bringing additional public benefits to include 
widened sidewalks, the Harborwalk, more open space and better views, and a view deck.  While this 
site is of “normal” depth east-to-west, it is only 52-feet wide, limiting the size and scope of possible 
redevelopments.  Although not proposed at this time, the tenant has allowed for the addition of a 
new side-tie dock in his design and intends to pursue that option in the future. 
 
Although not confirmed by staff, the tenant has reported that their research indicates that the site has 
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sufficient historical parking credits for both of their redevelopment options (A or B) that affect the 
existing on-site (sub-standard) parking spaces.  However, if either alterative is chosen the parking 
calculations will be vetted through the Planning review process and handled accordingly. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Staff is seeking Council approval to continue to work with the Leaseholder on Lease Site 86/86W, 
Burt Caldwell, on his proposed redevelopment proposal by entering into a Consent of Landowner 
Agreement for his proposed project and authorizing staff to begin negotiations on a new long term 
lease agreement. 
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Staff Report 
 
 

TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council    DATE:   October 3, 2013 
 
FROM: Robert Schultz, City Attorney 
  Rob Livick, Public Services Director 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Resolution 48-13 Designating $399,000 in Parking In-Lieu Funds 

for Revisions to the Parking In-Lieu Map and Improvements to the City-Owned 
Front Street and Triangle Parking Lot Adjacent to the Dynegy Power Plant, 
and Review and Discussion regarding the City Parking Management Plan 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
Staff requests that Council adopt Resolution No. 48-13.  
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Direct staff to use the Parking In-Lieu Funds for a different project. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
Adequate funds exist in the Parking In-Lieu Fund for revisions to the Parking In-Lieu Map and for 
improvements to be made to the Front Street and Triangle Parking lot adjacent to the Dynegy Power 
Plant. 
 
SUMMARY 
The Parking In-Lieu Fund was established in 1989 to provide increased business opportunities along 
the community's waterfront.  Rather than providing on-site parking, owners were allowed the option 
of paying to the City a fee per required on-site parking space, thereby increasing the amount of area 
that could be developed for business purposes.  Monies accumulated in the Fund are to be used 
solely for the purposes of improving public parking availability as the Municipal Code specifically 
states that Parking In-Lieu fees shall be used for planning, design, acquisition or lease of land and 
development/redevelopment of public parking facilities.   
 
Subject to the provisions of Government Code 66000 et. seq. accumulated monies must be obligated 
to specific tasks within five years of collection or be returned to the contributor(s).  Over the years, 
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the City Council has had numerous discussions and designated various projects for the use of 
Parking In-Lieu Funds.   Government Code section 66001(d) also requires the City to identify the 
purpose to which the fee is to be put and to demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the 
Parking In-Lieu fee and the purpose for which it is charged.  Currently, no cash has been on hand for 
five or more years, so the City is not facing imminent refunding requirements pursuant to 
Government Code section 66000 et. seq. 

   
DISCUSSION 
In 1989, the City adopted an Ordinance outlining the Parking In-Lieu program.  Morro Bay 
Municipal Code Section 17.44 requires various levels of off-street parking on the site of any new 
development based on the proposed uses.  The Parking In-Lieu Program allows developers to 
maximize commercial use of their property, however the developer must pay a fee per space that the 
development is deficient in off-street parking.  The City is then required to use the Parking In-Lieu 
funds collected to acquire or lease lands, or develop new parking facilities within the Parking 
Management Plan area.     
 
Parking In-Lieu Fees were established, codified as Morro Bay Municipal Code Section 17.44.020 
A.7, as a means through which public parking can be provided where it is unfeasible to provide such 
parking as part of on-site development projects. 
 
Over the years, the City Council has had numerous discussions and designated various projects for 
the use of Parking in-Lieu Funds. These projects have established over 200 new parking spaces 
within the Parking Management Plan Area. 
 
In December 2012, as part of the Amendments to the November 15, 2004 Agreement to Lease and 
Agreement Regarding Power Plant Modernization, Dynegy Morro Bay LLC agreed to dedicate to 
the City the triangle-shaped property adjacent to the Embarcadero.  Staff is working with Dynegy to 
finalize the Dedication Agreement. 
 
On August 13, 2013, City Council directed staff to proceed with an interim use permit, revisions to 
the parking in lieu map, and improvements to the triangle parking lot.  In addition, Council asked 
staff to bring back an update on the proposed improvements and cost estimate.   
 
By adopting Resolution 48-13, and thereby designating funds for revisions to the Parking In Lieu 
Map and for improvements to be made to the Front Street and Triangle Parking lot adjacent to the 
Dynegy Power Plant, the City will be in compliance with Government Code 66001(d). 
 
During agenda review of this item, Mayor Irons stated that he wanted the Parking Management Plan 
to be attached to this Staff Report. Therefore, the Executive Summary from the Parking Management 
Plan along with applicable excerpts are attached for your review and discussion.  The entire Parking 
Management Plan is on line at http://www.morro-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Index/123 . 
 
CONCLUSION 
Staff recommends Council review and approve Resolution 48-13.  



 
RESOLUTION NO. 48-13 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

OF THE CITY OF MORRO BAY, CALIFORNIA 
DESIGNATING $399,000 IN PARKING IN-LIEU FUNDS  

FOR REVISIONS TO THE PARKING IN-LIEU MAP AND IMPROVEMENTS  
TO THE CITY-OWNED FRONT STREET AND TRIANGLE  

PARKING LOT ADJACENT TO THE EMBARCADERO 
  

T H E  C I T Y  C O U N C I L 
City of Morro Bay, California 

 
 WHEREAS, In-Lieu Parking Fees were established, codified as Morro Bay Municipal 
Code Section 17.44.020 A7, as a means through which public parking can be provided where it 
is unfeasible to provide such parking as part of on-site development projects; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Morro Bay Municipal Code Section 17.44.020A.7.b states that monies 
accumulated in the Parking In-Lieu Fund shall be used for planning, design, acquisition or lease 
of land and development/redevelopment of public parking facilities; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on December 5, 2012, as part of the Amendments to the November 15, 
2004 Agreement to Lease and Agreement Regarding Power Plant Modernization, Dynegy Morro 
Bay LLC agreed to dedicate to the City the triangle-shaped property adjacent to the 
Embarcadero; and 
 

WHEREAS, on August 13, 2013, City Council directed staff to proceed with an interim 
use permit, revisions to the parking in lieu map, and minor temporary improvements to the 
triangle parking lot adjacent to the Embarcadero; and  

 
WHEREAS, monies accumulated in said Parking In-Lieu Fund are to be used for 

designated public parking tasks, and revisions to the Parking In-Lieu map and improvements to 
the City-owned triangle parking lot adjacent to the Embarcadero is a good and valuable use of 
Parking In-Lieu Funds.    
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council, City of Morro Bay, 
California that improvements to the City-owned triangle parking lot adjacent to the Embarcadero 
are hereby designated as a Parking In-Lieu Fund project in the amount of $399,000. 

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Morro Bay at a regular 
meeting thereof held on the 8th day of October, 2013 by the following vote: 
 
AYES: 
NOES: 
       ______________________________ 
       JAMIE L. IRONS, MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
________________________________ 
JAMIE BOUCHER, CITY CLERK 
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The Plan concludes with a Financial Plan identifying 1.) Various local, state and federal 
funding sources, potentially available to implement the Action Plan, 2.) Order-of-
magnitude cost estimates for the various components of the Action Plan (not precise 
design level costs) and 3.) A potential 6-year timeline for implementing the Action Plan. 
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PREFACE 

The preparation of this report was commissioned by the City of Morro Bay Public Services 
Department at the authorization of the City Council. As expressed in the Request for Proposal 
for this document, its intended purpose is to be multi-faceted: 
 

 Determine whether there is a current or projected shortage of parking, and if so, to what 
extent; 

 Formulate alternatives for addressing parking needs, supply and demand utilization 
strategies; 

 Educate the community on the cost of parking; and 
 Develop a parking management plan for efficiently and effectively utilizing parking 

resources in a small coastal community where land values are at a premium. 
 
This plan has been prepared by TPG Consulting, Inc. on behalf of the City of Morro Bay Public 
Services Department. For additional information contact the City of Morro Bay Public Services 
Department at 955 Shasta Avenue, Morro Bay, CA, 93442, telephone (805) 772-6215. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Morro Bay Parking Management Plan (“Plan”), prepared by TPG Consulting, Inc. 
covers a Study Area Boundary, as defined by the City, consisting of 42-blocks of the 
downtown (above the bluff) and Embarcadero (below the bluff) areas. The Plan was 
commissioned by the City of Morro Bay Public Services Department, for the purposes of: 
 

 Determining whether there is a current or projected shortage of parking, and if so, 
to what extent; 

 Formulating alternatives for addressing parking needs, supply and demand 
utilization strategies; 

 Educating the community on the cost of parking; 
 Developing a parking management plan for efficiently and effectively utilizing 

parking resources in a small coastal community where land values are at a 
premium. 

 
The Plan begins with an inventory or examination of existing conditions, including: 
tabulation of the 2,453 available parking spaces within the Study Area by block 
supported by recent in-the field surveys of both on and off-street spaces, and public and 
private parking lots; existing parking regulations, existing land use, current posted 
parking time limitations, existing public transit, and existing signage. 
 
Next, a Parking Demand Survey and a Duration Survey was conducted within a Demand 
Survey Boundary, as defined by the City, over two separate survey periods: Weekday, (a 
Tuesday preceding the Memorial Day weekend) and Weekend, (the Saturday of 
Memorial Day weekend--considered by the City to begin the “peak season” period.) The 
purpose of the demand and duration surveys was to gain understanding of weekday non-
peak vs. weekend peak season parking utilization profiles and turn-over rates. The 
weekday and weekend demand and duration surveys were conducted over a 6-hour time 
period from Noon until 6:00 p.m. Demand within the Downtown and Embarcadero Areas 
is determined in the Plan by dividing the total “available” (empty) spaces by the total 
inventory of spaces in each one-hour interval during the 6-hour survey period. The 
resulting percentages are stratified by block and hour as follows: 
 
75-85% Demand = Utilization acceptable. No parking supply shortage; 25% or more of 

spaces available in that block in that hour. 
86-100% Demand = Utilization warning. Emerging “hot spot” of parking supply 

shortage; 15% or less or less of spaces were available or empty in 
that block in that hour. 

100%+ Demand = Utilization unacceptable. Immediate supply shortage; no available 
spaces in that block in that hour; over 100% represents illegal 
parking in areas not designated for parking. 

 
The Plan’s analysis of the Demand and Duration Surveys demonstrates that overall 
parking supplies are adequate within the Study Area, but that some blocks within 
downtown and Embarcadero are approaching or exceeding maximum utilization (86%-
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100%+.) However, the Plan shows that these instances of critical demand occur only in a 
very few, isolated blocks and only for very short duration time periods (for only about a 1 
hour interval.) Said differently, critical demand is definitely not an area-wide concern 
covering large numbers of blocks, either for the downtown or for the Embarcadero, nor is 
there any critical demand experienced in any block that exceeds more than a 1 hour 
interval. Importantly the demand survey also shows that while there are these few 
isolated blocks experiencing critical demand for short time periods, there are also public 
parking spaces with less than and up to 85% utilization in areas that are only 1-4 blocks 
away from those blocks experiencing the short duration critical demand. 
 
Based upon these conclusions, the Plan goes on to explore current parking standards and 
a range of observations that would possibly explain the demand and turn-over profiles, 
including such factors as: availability and extent of information (including signage, maps, 
print or electronic literature) about where the available parking is located, quality of 
pedestrian connections between parking and destinations, time-limited parking 
restrictions, and availability of regulatory incentives or flexibility to adjust parking 
requirements (or “standards”; i.e. the required number of spaces per some criteria.) The 
Plan also explores a variety of plans or ordinances that are either currently proposed or 
adopted in the City or that are being utilized effectively in similar beach or tourist 
oriented communities that bear on good parking management. Based upon the 
compilation of this information, the Plan then assesses a range of alternative courses of 
action that might be appropriate for the City to consider undertaking as a means to more 
effectively manage its current parking supplies. 
 
Following the identification of the range of alternatives, the City sought, through a public 
workshop held in November, 2006, community and staff input on a range of “Actions” 
(referred to as “tools in the tool-box”) the City could or should consider undertaking as 
needed to implement components of the recommended alternatives which were 
considered to be reasonable and feasible. 
 
The Action Plan recommended in the Plan, and described more fully there, consists of the 
following components or “tools” available to the City to be undertaken individually or in 
combinations, at the direction of City Council and as financing will allow: 
 

1. Enhance Signage Program 
2. Public Information 
3. Shared Parking 
4. Employee Parking 
5. Expand/Enhance Trolley Service 
6. Delivery Truck Parking 
7. Angled Parking 
8. Pedestrian Enhancements 
9. lteration of Time Limits 
10. Public & Private-Public Partnership Parking 
11. In-Lieu Fee Parking 
12. Green Parking 
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actions, as described in the next chapter, which better manage the City’s current plentiful parking 
supply, and which thereby enable reductions in the required number of spaces; one example 
being proposed new provisions in the Draft Zoning Ordinance related to shared parking. 
 

Public Parking and/or Private-Public Partnerships for Parking 

As noted earlier (see Table 1) approximately 73% of the City of Morro Bay’s parking supply is 
provided through public parking—either on-street or public off-street lots. This is commendable. 
The City could consider taking an even more proactive stance in this regard for example, by 
adopting a policy authorizing City acquisition/lease of strategically located undeveloped parcels 
for the purpose of utilizing them for surface parking lots on an interim basis until market 
demands make more intense development of the land is feasible or desirable. An example of this 
opportunity might be the vacant lot at Harbor Street and Embarcadero (Blue Sail property). The 
City could also enter into partnerships with private development entities (e.g. with potential 
future convention center or Dynegy Energy Plant (formerly Duke Energy Plant)) to gain 
additional public parking through shared parking or dedicated parking arrangements. 

 

Charging for Parking (meters or permits) 

Many cities elect to charge for parking either through individual parking space meters or parking 
permits paid for in advance. Under the correct circumstances, pay-for-parking systems can create 
a revenue stream that can be utilized to fund enforcement efforts or provide additional parking. 
In certain circumstances it could be argued that charging for parking in selected locations is a 
technique used to discourage parking by certain users, such as employees. 

 
Charging for parking was considered for use in the study area for Morro Bay, however, it was 
determined to be ineffectual as a component of the parking management strategy for several 
reasons. First, as has been discussed in prior chapters, the most critical demands for parking in 
Morro Bay occur for very brief periods (over 1 hour periods mid-day) and in very limited 
locations (the core blocks within the Embarcadero). When utilized in areas of relatively low 
critical needs such as these, metered or paid parking can create the unintended consequence of 
actually deterring needed commerce. Second, pay-for-parking may not off-set the costs 
associated with the acquisition and maintenance of devices and equipment, or related personnel 
and operational resources, and as such, with only limited utilization could have negative impacts 
on the City budget. 
 

Grandfathering Practice 

Currently the City of Morro Bay utilizes a common planning practice called “grandfathering”.  
This term describes the status accorded certain properties, uses, and activities that legally exist 
prior to the date of adoption of the zoning ordinance or [amended] provisions of the zoning 
ordinance. [Davidson, Michael and Dolnick, December 1999]. 
 
‘Grandfathering’ is a commonly used tool that  allows a city  to retain some flexibility in how it 
wants to consider re-use proposals for existing land uses and buildings and, as such, can have a 
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10. Public & Private-Public Partnership Parking 

A. Develop a policy to authorize City acquisition of strategically located properties within 
the downtown upon which to provide surface public parking on an interim basis until 
future development. 

B. Encourage partnerships with private development entities downtown to gain additional 
public parking through shared parking or dedicated parking arrangements. 

C. Utilize opportunities specific to the Embarcadero to form public-private partnerships with 
such as with potential future convention center or with Dynegy Energy Plant (formerly 
Duke Energy Plant) to gain additional parking facilities for shared public and private use.  

D. Disallow “reserved” private use parking lots to encourage joint use. 
 

11. In-Lieu Fee Parking 

A. Retain the current In-Lieu Fee but continue to periodically review and adjust the amount 
as deemed necessary based upon relevant market factors, but reduce the burden of the in-
lieu fee by lowering the number of spaces a developer must provide by: 

1.  Implementing new parking requirements in Draft Zoning Ordinance. 
2.  Encourage more shared parking options 
3.  Provide credit for on-street parking in front of proposed project sites. Additional 

credit can be given for development of additional on-street parking proximate to the 
project site. 

B. Enlarge the in-lieu parking district to include areas of potential new downtown business 
development or redevelopment (consistent with current general plan) coterminous with 
the Study Area Boundary utilized in this Plan. 

 

12. Green Parking 

A. In areas where over-flow parking or environmental protections may be beneficial, allow 
utilization of impervious materials and engineering solutions that reduce storm water 
runoff. 

B. Identify potential locations where green parking lots could be provided in lieu of 
conventional parking lots. 

ATTACHMENT 1

RLivick
Highlight


	A0 AGENDA 10.8.13.pdf
	A1 Closed Session Minutes 9.12.13
	A2 Closed Session Minutes 9.24.13
	A3 Regular Minutes 9.24.13
	A4 Fire Prevention Week  October 6  thru 12  2013 Proclamation
	A5 Workplace Bullying Proclamation
	A6 Senior Center Marble Sculpture Council
	A6a MBSC Sculpture Photos
	A7 Notice of Completion MB2013-PD1 Comm Antennae
	A7a Certificate of Completion Wireless Comm Upgrades
	A7b Signed Certificate of Completion
	A8 amending council medical insurance
	A8a Reso 28 10
	A9 Redican Lease Site SR 49-13
	A9a Redican Attachments
	A9b Redican Reso 49-13 Master Lease 82-85_2
	B1 360 Cerrito Place Appeal
	B1a 360 Cerritos Place Attachments
	Att C Appeal Form Turner.pdf
	Att D letter from appellant Novak
	Att E 5-15-13 PC packet
	Att F 5-15-13 PC minutes
	Att G 7-17-13 PC packet
	Att H 7-17-13 PC minutes
	Att I Applicant Info
	Att J 8-21-13 PC packet
	Att K 8-21-13 PC minutes
	Att L 9-18-13 PC packet
	Att M 9-18-13 PC draft minutes
	SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION


	B2 Goodwin Appeal of Fence City Chorro
	B2a Attachment 1 Goodwin - Vicinity Map
	B2b Goodwin Attachment 2 - SPE 110
	B2c Attachment 3 Goodwin -1998-079161
	B2d Attachment 4 Goodwin - Appeal
	B2e Attachment 5 Goodwin - Misc Corr
	B2f Attachment 6 Goodwin - Photos
	B3 Draft Sign Ordinance 10-8-2013
	B3a 10-8 ATTACHMENTS A-E
	Att A Sign Ordinance
	Att B TODSP
	Att C TODSP Application
	Att D PC Minutes
	SYNOPSIS MINUTES - MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION

	Att D PC Minutes2
	SYNOPSIS MINUTES - MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION

	Att D PC Minutes3
	SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION

	Att D PC Minutes4
	SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION

	Att D PC Minutes5
	SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION

	Att E Sign Workshops

	C1 MMRP
	C2 WRF Project status report 10 8 13
	D1 USCG Facility  Expansion 10 13
	D1a Coast Guard MB Station 9.17.13
	D2 10-8-13 Caldwell Consent of Landowner
	D2a Caldwell Attachments
	D3 Parking in lieu Dynegy lot
	D3a Reso 48-13 Use of Funds Dynegy Lot.130926
	D3b Final Parking Management Plan ES and Excerpts
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 1.pdf
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 10
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 11
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 2
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 3
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 4
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 5
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 6
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 7
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 8
	CORRECTED FINAL Parking Management Plan 10-07_Part1 9


	Attachment C: Attachment C
	Accepted by: 
	Date appeal filed: 
	Appeal body: 
	Date of appeal hearing: 
	Attachment D: Attachment D


