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APPLICANT: CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
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PROJECT LOCATION: Plant site: East of San Simeon State Park campground, south of 
San Simeon Creek Road. Pipelines: State/County road rights-of
way between plant site and Pacific Ocean. two miles north of 
Cambria, San Luis Obispo County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Sea water desalination plant and associated seawater intake and 
brine disposal pipelines 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: San Luis Obispo County LCP, Final EIR and Addendem 
for Desai Facility, SLO County permit D940095D, Coastal 
Commission coastal development permits 131-20 and 132-18. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

On November 15, 1995, the Commission opened and continued this appeal due to the facts 
that the entire record from the County was not available in time to prepare a staff report on the 
substantial issue determination and that the applicant submitted a written waiver of the 
requirement to hear the appeal within 49 days. 

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a sUbstantial 
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed . If the · 
Commission so finds, staff further recommends that a de novo public hearing on this project 

ASL09569.00C, Central Coast Office 
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· immediately follow with a recommendation for approval wHb conditions requiring 1) that the 
number of residential water hookups be limited to 125 annually, 2) that lateral access be 
provided on the sandy beach under which the intake and discharge pipelines will pass, and 3) 
that the applicant request that the County process an LCP amendment to redesignate the plant 
site from the agricultural land use category to the public facilities category. 

Appeal Issues 

The primary issues raised by this appeal regard the project's consistency with the policies of the 
San Luis Obispo County LCP on sizing of public works facilities and growth inducement, 
requirement for lateral access, and protection on agricultural land. 

Project Description 

The applicant, Cambria Community services District (CCSD), proposes to construct a reverse 
osmosis (RO) seawater desalination facility including a structure to house the RO units and 
associated pipes, tanks, etc., and seawater intake and brine discharge pipelines. All of the 
structures included in this appeal are located landward of the mean high tide line where the 
County of San Luis Obispo has permit authority and where the Commission has appellate 
a~thority. San Luis Obispo County approved a permit for the portions of the desalination facility 
landward of the mean high tide line. That County permit has been appealed to the Commission 
and is the subject of this staff report .. 

The reverse osmosis (RO) type desalination plant is proposed to be built about one-half mile 
inland from the ocean and just inland from San Simeon State Park on land the Cambria 
Community Services District now utilizes for well fields and percolation ponds. From the plant 
site, intake and discharge lines are proposed to be placed in County and State road rights-of
way and along an easement on a bluff-top parcel. Near the westerly edge of the bluff-top 
parcel, the applicant proposes to excavate a caisson a minimum of 6 feet in diameter and 
approximately 80 feet deep. From the caisson, the intake and discharge pipes would run out 
under the beach and seafloor to an intake structure and diff•Jser line, respectively. Pumps at 
the top of the caisson would pump the seawater to the desalination plant. 

project as Proposed Inconsistent with the Certified LCP 

While policies and ordinances of the certified LCP applicable to the subject site require that a 
public works project be sized to serve only that growth which is consistent with that provided for 
in the LCP, the County approval did not condition the project to limit its use to any particular 
population figure, either annually or cumulatively. The project was approved by the County as 
proposed, i.e., in three phases with varying potable water production capacities and with a total 
cumulative potable water production capacity of 1.15 million gallons per day. Closely related to 
that is the fact that the County, in its approval, relied in part on the its growth management 
ordinance to maintain the rate of growth in Cambria. Unfortunately, that ordinance has never 
been certified by the Commission as part of the County's LCP and cannot be relied upon to 
control growth in the coastal zone. 

The project also raises coastal access issues do to the fact that 1) part of the project is 
proposed to be constructed on a coastal bluff with seawater intake and brine discharge lines 
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being placed into a tunnel drilled beneath the beach, and 2) the increased water supply will 
allow for further growth which will in tum bring more people to the Cambria area, many of whom 
will use the beach for walking, fishing, surfing, etc. The LCP clearly mandates lateral access, 
but this was not required (vertical access exists about one-quarter mile to the south). 

The site of the proposed desalination plant is designated as agricultural, but over one-third of 
the site is occupied by other existing CCSD developments (e.g., well fields, sewage disposal 
percolation ponds, etc.). This additional development would not protect the potential 
agricultural use of the site and the County did not require an agricultural easement over the site 
per the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO); nor did the County alternatively 
redesignate the parcel to a more suitable land use category that would recognize the 
predominate development on and use of the parcel. 

Approvable Project 

While the project as approved by San Luis Obispo County cannot be found consistent with the 
growth inducing, access, and land use designation policies and ordinances of the certified LCP, 
there are feasible measures that can be taken to make the proposal consistent with the LCP. 
Major points of inconsistency can be resolved by imposing the following conditions: 

1. Requiring a limit on the total number of residential water connections that CCSD may 
provide, yearly. 

2. Requiring CCSD to offer to dedicate an easement for later access along the beach. 

3. Requiring CCSD to request that the County redesignate the site from the Agriculture land 
use category to the Public Facilities land use category. 

List of Exhibits 

Exhibit 1 - Appeals Received 
Exhibit 2 - San Luis Obispo County Findings and Conditions 
Exhibit 3 - Vicinity and Site Maps 
Exhibit 4 - Project Plans 
Exhibit 5 - Correspondence 
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I. SUMMARY OF APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS 

The Commission received three appeals on this proposal. The entire text of the appeals is 
found at Exhibits 1. Each appeal is paraphrased below. 

A. James Stetter II and Hollie M. Stetter and Arlie Green and Nancy Green, received 
October 3, 1995. This appeal contends that the proposal is inconsistent with the LCP because 

• No provision is made for Agricultural Easement(s) over the undeveloped rema.inder 
of the involved parcel, as required by the LCP; 

• The project is growth inducing; 
• The project does not provide for lateral access. 

B. Cambria Legal Defense Fund, received October 3, 1995. This appeal contends that the 
proposal is. inconsistent with the LCP because: 

• It violates Coastal Plan Policies document Public Works policy #8 in that the 
capitalization of the proposal would require the sale of domestic water meters to 
such an extent that there would not be enough water to serve visitor-serving 
facilities;. 

Cambria Legal Defense Fund also raises two other issues: 

• The proposal is inconsistent with coastal development permit 132-18 issued by the 
Commission in 1977 to the Cambria Community Services District, limiting the 
number of water hookups allowed; 

· • The proposal is inconsistent with Coastal Act section 30254 because it would allow 
for an expanded public works facility that would induce new development. 
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These latter two contentions, while they may have merit, do not address an inconsistency with 
the LCP, and so are not to be considered further in a substantial issue determination. 

C. Commissioners Giacomini and Glickfeld, received October 3, 1995. These two appeals 
share the same grounds for appeal, as follows: 

• The proposal is growth inducing, contrary to LCP Coastal Plan Policies document 
document Public Works Policy 2. 

• The proposal does not provide lateral access as required by subsection 
23.04.420(d)(3) of the County's Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and by Shoreline 
Access Policy 2 of the County's Coastal Plan Policies document. 

• The proposal is inconsistent with Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance subsection 
23.04.050(b)(7) which requires an agricultural easement over the remainder of the 
parcel not utilized for non-agricultural purposes. 

II. LOCAL GovERNMENT ACTION 

The proposal was originally approved by the San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission on 
March 23, 1995. That decision was appealed to the Board of Supervisors by James Stotler II, 
one of the appell~nts he(e, raising questions about the potential for the desalination plant to be 
growth inducing, about potential inconsistencies with various environmental regulations, and 
about the financing of the proposal. On July 18, 1995 tbe Board of Supervisors heard Mr. 
Stotler's appeal and denied it, thus approving the project. A notice of final local action was 
received in the Commission's Central Coast Area Office on July 31, 1995. That notice was 
determined to be deficient because it lacked an access finding. The County was so notified by 
Jetter dated August 3, 1995. Subsequently, the County adopted revised findings that included 
an access finding. An adequate final local action notice was received in the Central Coast 
Area Office on September 20, 1995. The 10 working day appeal period began on September 
21 and concluded at 5:00P.M. on October4, 1995. 

Ill. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited 
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development 
permits. Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located 
within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public 
road paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if 
they are not the designated "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally 
developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, 
whether approved or denied by a city or county (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)). 

For projects not located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, the 
grounds for an appeal shall be limited to an allegation that the development does not conform 
to the certified LCP (Coastal Act Section 30603(b)(1 )). Since part of this project is appealed on 
the basis of its location between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, the 
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grounds for an appeal to the Coastal Commission include not only the allegation that the 
development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program 
but also the allegation that the development does not conform to the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act. 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. It the staff 
recommends •substantial issue," and no Commissioner objects, the substantial issue question 
will be considered moot, and the Gommission will proceed directly to a de novo public hearing 
on the merits of t.he project. 

If the staff recommends •no substantial issue• or the Commission decides to hear arguments 
and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have 3 minutes per 
side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of 
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. If substantial issue is found, 
the Commission will proceed to a full public hearing on the merits of the project. If the 
Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the applicable test for the 
Commission to consider is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the certified 
Local Coastal Program. 

In addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, 
Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving 
agency, whether lhe local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. In other words, in regard to public access questions, the Commission is 
required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also Chapter 3 policies when reviewing a 
project on appeal. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question 
are the applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their 
representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding 
substantial issue must be submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo stage 
of an appeal. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that substintial Issue exists with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. Staff recommends a NO vote on 
the following motion: 

MOTION: 

I move ·that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-3-SL0-95-69 raises no 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 

Staff recommends a NO vote which would result in a finding of substantial issue and bring the 
project under the jurisdiction of the Commission for hearing and action. To pass the motion, a 
majority of the Commissioners present is required. 
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V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON COASTAL PERMIT 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal 
development permit for the project, subject to the recommended conditions below and adopt 
the following resolution: 

Approval with conditions 
. 

The Commission hereby grants. subject to the conditions below, a permit for the proposed 
development as modified, on the grounds that the modified development, as conditioned, 
will be consistent with the certified San Luis Obispo County Local Coastal Program, will be 
consistent witb the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, 
and will not have any adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

VI. Standard Conditions 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permitee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to 
the Commission office. 

2. Exgjratjon. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the 
date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a diligent 
manner and completect in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit 
must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth 
in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any deviation 
from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require 
Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by. 
the Executive Director or the Commission. 
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5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the projeCt 
during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

7. Term§ and Condition§ Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, 
and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and 
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. · 

VII. Special Conditions 

1. Permit Authorization 

This permit authorizes the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) to construct the 
desalination plant and intake and discharge structures and pipelines appurtenant to the 
desalination plant that lie landward of the mean high tide line, as described in this staff 
report, the permit approved by San Luis Obispo County, and the Final EIR and Addendum 
prepared for the project. The total potable water production capability of this facility is 1.15 
million gallons-per day when all three phases of the facility are in operation. However, 
CCSD is restricted to using a maximum of 1.08 million gallons per day (the amount CCSD 
requested), unless a larger amount is approved as part of an amendment to this permit. No 
more than 1.08 million gallons per day may be produced by the plant unless an application 
to amend this permit is approved by the Commission to allow CCSD or the San Simeon 
Community Services District (which has indicated and interest in obtaining water form, the 
desalination plant) to use the additional amount, up to a maximum of 1.15 million gallons 
per day. Further, no amendment of this permit is guaranteed by this language. Total 
seawater intake is limited to a maximum of 2.88 million gallons per day. Total brine 
discharge to the Pacific Ocean is limited to 1. 73 million gallons per day. 

2. Limit on Number of Residential Water Hookups No more than 125 residential water 
hookups may be issued yearly by CCSD. 

3. Lateral Access 

PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the permittee 
shall execute and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive 
Director, irrevocably offering to dedicate to a public agency or private association 
approved by the Executive Director an easement for lateral public access and passive 
recreational use along the shoreline. The document shall provide that the offer of 
dedication shall not be used or construed to allow anyone, prior to acceptance of the offer, 
to interfere with any rights of public access acquired through use which may exist on the 
property. Such easement shall be located along the entire width of the property from the 
mean high tide line to the toe of the bluff. The recorded document shall include legal 
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descriptions of both the applicant's entire parcel and the easement area. The document 
shall be recorded free of prior liens which the Executive Director determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in favor of the People of the 

. State of California, binding all successors and assignees, and shall be irrevocable for a 
period of 21 years, such period running from the date of recording. 

4. San Luis Obispo County Permit 09400950 Conditions 

Conditions 5, 6, 8, 10 through 15, 19 through 30, 37 through 39, 46, and 47 of the County's 
permit are hereby incorporated into this permit. Conditions 1 through 4, 7, 9, 16 through 
18, 31 through 36, and 40 through 45 are deleted. Please refer to Exhibit 2 for the complete 

· text of those conditions. 

5. Conjunctive water Management 

WITHIN 60 DAYS OF COMMISSION ACTION on this permit, permittee shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and approval an outline of a proposed comprehensive 
conjunctive use water management plan. 

WITHIN 180 DAYS OF COMMISSION ACTION on this permit {120 days after submittal of 
the outline), permittee shall submit the proposed comprehensive conjunctive use water 
management plan to the Executive Director for review and approval. Such plan shall 
include, but not necessarily be limited to, maps, charts, graphs, text, and other 
information which depicts and describes: 

1) The location of each of the District's wells and the historical production of each well. 
2) Retrofit ordinances and conservation programs 
3) Timing of phasing of desalination plant reverse osmosis trains. 
4) How the desalination plant will be used in conjunction with the groundwater. 
5) Future water supply to serve buildout 
6) Measures to ensure that the groundwater production will not adversely affect 

environmentally sensitive habitats. 

BY JANUARY 31 OF EACH YEAR FOLLOWING SUB!'JIITTAL OF THE WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN, the permittee shall submit a letter report to the Executive Director 
for review and update which shall include: 

1) Any changes in the water supply system during the previous year. 
2) Date of installation of additional reverse osmosis trains (if applicable). 
3) Water produced by groundwater wells and by the desalination plant, separately and 

together, during the previous year, by month and in total. 
4) Any adverse changes noted in environmentally sensitive habitats that are 

attributable to groundwater production and action taken/to be taken to 
reverse/repair adverse conditions. 

5) Number of hookups issued, by type, i.e., residential, commercial, etc. 
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6. Land Use Category Redesignatlon Request 

PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the permittee 
shall submit to the Executive Director for review a copy of a letter to San Luis Obispo 
County requesting that the previous CCSD request to redesignate the desalination plant site 
from the Agriculture land use category to the Public Facilities land use category as part of 
the North Coast Area Plan be reconsidered in light of this permit. 

7. Fjnal Engineering and Construction Drawings 

PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the permittee 
shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval two copies of the final 
engineering and construction drawings. The drawings shall bear the stamp of the engineer 
and shall include location of staging areas, equipment work areas, and method(s) for 
ensuring protection of bluff top and face from destabilization during excavation and 
tunneling. 

VIII. FINDINGS ANP DECLARATIONS 

The commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

1. Description. The applicant proposes to construct a reverse osmosis (RO) seawater 
desalination facility including a structure to house the RO units and associated pipes, tanks, · 
etc., and seawater intake and brine discharge pipelines and structures. All of the structures 
included in this appeal are located landward of the mean high tide line where the County of 
San Luis Obispo has permit authority and where the Commission has appellate authority. San 
Luis Obispo County approved a permit for the portions of the desalination facility landward of 
the mean high tide line. That County permit has been appealed to the Comfllission and is the 
subject of this staff report. Please see permit number 3-95-75 for information about the 
seaward portion of the facility. 

The reverse osmosis (RO) type desalination plant is proposed to be built about one-half mile 
inland from the ocean and just inland from San Simeon State Park on land the Cambria 
Community Services District now utilizes for well fields and percolation ponds. From the plant 
site, intake and discharge lines are proposed to be placed in County and State road rights-of
way and along an easement on a private bluff-top parcel. Near the westerly edge of the bluff
top parcel, the applicant proposes to excavate a 15 foot diameter caisson approximately 60 feet 
deep. From the caisson, the intake and discharge pipes would run out under the beach and 
seafloor to the intake structure and the diffuser line, respectively. Pumps at the top of"the 
caisson would pump the seawater to the desalination plant. 
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To get the pipes from the caisson to the desired site off-shore, the applicant proposes to utilize 
directional drilling to create a tunnel 30 inches in diameter. The tunnel would contain two 1 0 
inch seawater intake pipes, one 1 0 inch brine discharge pipe, and a 2 inch air line to be used to 
backlflush the intake structure screens as necessary. The directional drilling equipment would 
be located and would drill from near the site of the proposed caisson. · 

The desalination plant itself would consist of a metal building in the style of an agricultural bam, 
between 15,000 and 20,00 square feet in size, and no more than 35 feet high. The exterior of 
the structure would have the appearance of wood siding and a corrugated metal roof, similar to 
existing agricultural barns in the area. The bam-like structure would house the RO "trains" 
which produce potable water from seawater and appurtenant filters, pumps, electrical 
generators, and chemicals, in addition to an office, restroom, lab, and storage area. 

Adjacent to that structure would be a clear well, or stilling well, which is basically a concrete 
water tank partially buried in the ground. The clear well is proposed to be approximately ·120 
feet long, 15 feet wide, and 15 feet deep. It would be housed in a smaller bam-like structure, 
approximately 3600 square feet in size. Water produced from the RO process would go to the 
clear well where chlorine would be mixed with the water to disinfect it. Well water from the 
District's nearby well field could also be blended with the desalinated water in the clear well. 
From the clear well, the water would be introduced into the District's domestic water supply 
lines. The plant buildings are proposed to be partially hidden from view from Highway One and 
parts of San Simeon State Park by landscaping including sycamore, willow, black cottonwood, 
and elderberry. 

The potable water production of the desalination facility would be phased in three phases over 
approximately a ten to twenty year period. The phasing would occur when additional RO trains 
are added. Other than the additional RO trains, the entire facility would be constructed at one 
time. According to the Final EIR and the County staff report, the desalination facility would 
initially contain two RO trains each capable of producing 144,000 gallons per day (gpd) of 
potable water for a total of 288,000 gpd. Approximately five years after that, an additional train 
would be added with a capacity of 360,000 gpd. Approximately five years later, a fourth train of 
360,000 gpd capacity would be added, for a total capacity of 1,008,000 gpd 10 years after initial 
construction. However, subsequent to the date of the County staff report, pubic hearing, and 
approval of the project, CCSD prepared an Addendum to the FEIR which laid out a somewhat 
different time frame and larger potable water production total. The Addendum stated that 
initially, the facility would· contain RO trains capable of producing 430,000 gallons of potable 
water per day. Approximately ten years later another RO train would be added with a capacity 
of 360,000 gallons per day, and ten years after that the final RO train would be added, also with 
a capacity of 360,000 gallons per day. Thus, according to the Addendum approximately twenty 
years after construction, the desalination facility would be capable of producing approximately 
1,150,000 gallons of potable water per day. In any event, CCSD has stated that it plans to use 
only 1 ,008,000 gallons of water per day. The larger total capacity is proposed since the San 
Simeon Community Services District (SSCSD) has indicated an interest in participating in the 
project in the future. According to CCSQ, the intake and discharge structures would not have to 
be enlarged if SSCSD did participate. There would be a "small incremental increase in the 
volume of plankton and fish larvae entrained into the open water intake ... " but "This will 
result ·In a Class Ill, less than significant environmental effect." Although the total amount of the 
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discharge would increase and there would be a slight increase in chemical additives used in the 
RO process, the dilution ratio would remain the same. 

2. Background. The community of Cambria, like most along the central California coast, relies 
on groundwater. Historically, Cambria pumped water from wells in the Santa Rosa Creek basin 
and, more recently, in the San Simeon Creek basin .. 

In 1977, the Commission, in permit 132-18, limited groundwater deliveries from the San Simeon 
Creek groundwater basin to certain assessment districts and subdivision tracts until certification 
of a Local Coastal Program for the area. Additionally, that permit limited the number of water 
connections to a total of 3800 dwelling units and limited the number of annual hookups initially 
to 84 per year "Unless and until a Local Coastal Program is certified specifically approving an 
increase in water supply beyond that provided by this permit." 

Subsequently, the Commission issued permit 428-10, in 1981, to allow for hookups to 5200 
dwelling units, at 125 permits per year. The Commission found that such an amendment could 
be approved based on a decreased per capita water consumption from 140 gallons per day to 
1 05 gallons per day and that the consumption would not be increased nor would the long term 
growth period be decreased. That permit stated "One of the major concerns of the Commission 
is that the community have adequate time to develop additional water resources in an 
environmentally sensitive manner and to allow the community sufficient time to implement a 
resource based land use plan." The staff report went on to say "The growth management 
system in the original permit was based on the need to mitigate the impacts of growth 
accommodated by the water system over a sufficient time period, based on assumptions of 
known water supplies available to the community." 

Those pre-LCP certification actions ,by the Commission limiting hookups were based on 
protecting the groundwater basins by pacing growth at a rate which would not deplete the then 
known available water supplies. Those actions were not meant to limit the number of hookups 
or buildout population of Cambria iftll: certification of an LCP for the area or if additional water 

· supplies were developed. The limit of 125 residential water hookups per year applied only to 
the water service provided by groundwater wells, the only water source then existing. 
Commission approval of this permit for the desalination plant thus will not automatically carry 
with it the yearly residential limit of 125 hookups. · · 

Over the years, CCSD has investigated various potential additional water supplies, including · 
importing water from Nacimiento Reservoir on the east side of the Santa Lucia Mountains east 
of Cambria, building dams on coastal streams in the Cambria vicinity, and utilizing groundwater 
recharge. All of these were rejected, due to environmental, financial, or engineering concerns. 
In 1993, the district began investigating the possibility of desalination of seawater. 

B. ISSUE DISCUSSION 

1. Sizing of Public Works Facilities and Growth Inducing Aspects 
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There are two aspects of growth inducement that are of concern, overall growth (i.e., growth to 
build out), and the pace of growth (i.e., the yearly rate of growth). Both will be discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

The Cambria Legal Defense Fund appeal raises the issue of conformity of the proposal with 
Public works Policy 8 of the County's LCP Coastal Plan Policies document. That policy states: 

Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of 
new development, the following land uses shall have priority for services in accordance with the 
Coastal Act and be provided for in the allocation of services in proporlion to their recommended 
land use within he service area. 
a. Uses which require location adjacent to the coast (coastal-dependent uses). 
b. Essential public services and basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, 

state or nation including agriculture, visitor-serving facilities and recreation. 

The North Coast Area Plan contains a communltywide standard applicable to the entire urban 
area of Cambria relative to water service to priority uses. Standard 2 states: 

Reservation of Service Capacity. To allow for continued growth of visitor-serving facilities, 
20% of the water and sewer capacity shall be reserved for visitor-serving and commercial uses. 

Cambria Legal Defense Fund contends that the proposal will not be able to serve the projected 
population of Cambria as well as the priority uses listed in Public Works Policy 8 and that the 
funding for the project is based on the sale of a number .of residential water meters such that 
there will be no water available to serve the priority uses. According to that appeal "The project 
is capitalized by sale of water meters to 3250 new houses .... " but that to serve the priority 
uses "The·capitalization of this project must be funded by water meter sales to ~homes 
than 3,250 .... "(emphasis added). Thus, according to that appeal, either the project will be 
funded and built at the expense of serving priority uses, or the project will be underfunded. Not 
clearly articulated is a third possibility - that residential water rates will dramatically increase. 

However, the Reservation of Service Capacity communitywide standard ensures that water 
service will be available to serve priority uses. That standard is based on any and all water 
sources CCSD may have at its disposal. There was controversy at the County hearings about 
the funding of this project and whether water rates would rise dramatically and if the cost of the 
desalil'}ation facility would be borne equally by all. · 

It is the understanding of staff that the CCSD bases its connection fees on a dwelling unit 
equivalency structure, where the fee is based on how many dwelling units the water use of a 
particular development could serve. This funding issue, while it is important to the residents of 
Cambria, is not an LCP issue, since the LCP has a clear, unambiguous requirement for 
reservation of water capacity for priority uses. Funding of the project is an issue appropriately 
dealt with by either the CCSD Board of Directors or the County Board of Supervisors. The 
Commission does not have authority to dete1711ine water rates or settle issues around project 
capitalization in an area where there is a certified LCP that provides for reservation of capacity 
for priority uses. 
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Nevertheless, currently there is no overview provided of the amount of water available and how 
it is in fact allocated. In order to ensure that 20 percent of the water supply is reserved for 
visitor-serving and commercial uses, it is appropriate to required that CCSD provide information 
to the Executive Director yearly on the water supply and its actual allocation. This can be 
accomplished as part of a water management plan with yearly updates in the form of a letter on 
the water allocation for the previous year. This will additionally allow CCSD, the Commission, 
and interested parties easy access to information about the water supply in Cambria. 

The appeal filed by the Stotters and the Greens, as well as the appeal by Commissioners 
Giacomini and Glickfeld, raise the issue of growth inducement. Those appeals contend that this. 
is so because the project would remove a barrier to growth, that is, it would allow CCSD to 
issue an essentially unlimited number of water connections, restricted only by the ability of the 
desal plant to provide water at any given time. The County's LCP Coastal Plan Policies 
document Public Works Policy 2 states, in part: 

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed to accommodate but not exceed the 
needs generated by projected development within the designated urban reserve lines 

The North Coast Area Plan of the LCP contains a mandatory standard that applies community 
wide in Cambria, which states: 

Umltatlon on Residential Construction. In accordance with the Environmental Protection 
Agency's concern-for environmental protection (as expressed in the condition on the sewer 
treatment facility expansion permit), the maximum number of residential permits shall not 
exceed 125 per year. This shall remain in effect as long as the EPA requires this condition. To 
implement this, the final building inspection shall be issued upon receipt of a water permit from 
the Cambria Community Services District. Such letters shall be issued by the district on the 
following basis: 

a. Seventy (70) percent of the 125 permits shall be reserved for single family 
residential uses . 

b. Thirty (30) percent shall be reserved for multiple family residential uses. 
c. At the end of each quarter, those permits for single family or multiple family units 

which are not issued in one quarter may be reallocated to either single family or 
multiple family residential use based on demand. 

This language from the LCP clearly limits annual residential growth. A consition limiting service 
to new residential development to 125 units per year is, therefore, necessary to encure 
consistency with the LCP standard quoted above. It does not appear that there is any limit on 
the number on non-residential hookups, and therrefore the restriction is limited only to 
residential projects. 

The County staff report acknowledges that the proposal will be growth inducing. According to 
that staff report: 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project will not have a growth inducing effect on the 
community of Cambria. The document indicates that the desalination facility is reducing a 
•barrier to growth, n meaning a limited water supply, but that there will not really be any effect 
due to other restrictions currently in existence. Staff does not concur. It is the opinion of the 
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County that the project will definitely be growth inducing, however, due to the number of 
existing undeveloped Jots in Cambria, and the limitations contained in the growth management 
ordinance that the growth resulting from the proposed project will be in significant. No 
mitigation measures are recommended. 

The referenced growth management ordinance has never been certified by the Commission 
and so is not legally effective in the coastal zone to limit growth. The Commission-instituted 
125 per year limit on water hookups from Permit 132-18, discussed above in the Background. 
section, is not applicable to hookups made possible by water supplied from the desalination 
plant, because Permit 132-18 set that limit relative to groundwater production only; the intent of 
that permit was to protect the groundwater basin from overdrafting and not prejudice LCP 
planning, by limiting the rate of water extraction. The proposed project is growth inducing, but 
the overall growth allowed by the desalination water source is consistent with the LCP projected 
population figures for Cambria. The rate of that growth is what the County's permit did not 
address. 

In the proposed North Coast Area Plan update, which is in draft form and undergoing hearings 
at the County, the 2.3 percent growth rate contained in the currently uncertified growth 
management ordinance is proposed to be added as a standard applicable community-wide in 
Cambria. Additionally, the words "and California Coastal Commission" are proposed to be 
added to the Umitation on Residential Construction after "EPA." If the growth management 
ordinance and the proposed changes to the North Coast Area Plan were to be certified by the 
Commission, then there would be a clear limit on the rate of growth in Cambria. 

In addition to the permits the Commission iss~:~ed for water supply, the Commission also issued 
permits for CCSD's sewage treatment plant prior to LCP certification. Permit 131-20, issued in 
1977 at the same time as Permit 132-18, to upgrade the sewage treatment plant and to develop 
new land outfall sewer and disposal facilities contained the same restriction on number of sewer 
hookups as Permit 132-18 did on water hookups. Both permits, 131-20 for the sewer plant 
upgrade and 132-18 for the water system upgrade and new well drilling, were discussed and 
conditions developed in terms of protecting the existing groundwater supply by reducing water 
usage and ensuring that development prior to certification would not take place at such a pace 
that the LCP planning process would be jeopardized. The rate of hookups was based on a 30 
year time frame. According to the staff report for 132-18, · 

' 
There could be adverse impacts on coastal resources as a result of the development generated 
which is an increase of 2.9 times the existing population. The impact on the community's ability 
to plan for the growth and its ability to accommodate the development within the policies of the 
Coastal Act as required by the Local Coastal Program would be mitigated if the rate of 
development were extended over the 30 year period required to meet the repayment plan of the 
Davis-Grunsky Loan (project funding). 

The 1976 population of Cambria was estimated at 2667. The population capable of being. 
served by the available groundwater was estimated at 7600, approximately 2.9 times the 1976 
population. Subsequently, both permits were amended by Permit 428-10, to allow for an 
increase in both water and sewer hookups from 3800 to 5250 dwelling units, but still at 125 per 
year, based on a decreased per capita water consumption from 140 gallons per day to 105 
gallons per day. The thought was that the water consumption would not be increased nor 
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would the long term growth period be decreased; only the tOtal number of persons served 
would be increased. 

The draft update of the North Coast Area Plan puts Cambria's current population at about 5600. 
The desalination plant EIR estimates it at about 5900. Water production from 1987 through 
1993 averaged 711 acre feet per year {afy). Assuming that the average production equals 
demand and that the 1995 production was 711 afy and that the population equals 5750, the 
average of the EIR and the draft North Coast Area Plan update estimates, then the per capita 
water use equals 0.12 afy, or 39,102 gallons per year. Those yearly figures translate into a per 
capita use of 1 07 gallons per day. 

CCSD estimates water demand to be 1556 afy by 2015. Assuming the daily per capita rate is 
still 107 gallons at that time, the population that could be supplied by 1556 afy would be 12,982. 
The desalination plant EIR projects population in 2015, with a limit of 125 hookups per year, to 
be 11 ,550. That population figure at that usage equates to approximately 120 gallons per 
capita per day. The recent average groundwater pumping equals 711 afy. The difference in 
demand in 2015 over recent average production is then 845 afy. The desalination plant at full 
capacity operating 365 days per year would supply 1129 afy. Recent average groundwater 
supply plus full-time desalination· plant capacity would therefore equal 1840 afy, or 
approximately 284 afy more than required in 2015. If CCSD pumped the San Simeon Creek 
basin to its full legal limit, production could equal1230 afy. That plus the full time desalination 
operation would e~ual2359 afy, significantly more than the 1556 project to be needed in the 
year 2015. It is unlikely, however, from a purely economic standpoint, that CCSD would 
operate the desalination plant at full capacity, year-roun~. since water produced by the 
desalination plant is significantly more expensive than well water. Also, it is unlikely that CCSD 
could produce up to its legal limit from the wells, every year, unless every year had at least 
"average" rainfall. Historically, that has not been the case. 

According to CCSD, the intent is to operate the desalination facility only when necessary, 
typically during the late summer through early winter, when groundwater supplies are lowest. If 
extended drought conditions return, the District proposes to operate the desalination plant as 
necessary, which could be year-round. 

Looking to the longer-range picture, the low estimate for population at the buildout approved by 
the LCP, estimated to occur around the year 2042-43, is approximately 18,000. Assuming a 
daily per capita demand of 120 gallons, the water demand at buildout would be approximately 
2420 afy. Again, if both the desalination plant and the wells were producing at their maximum 
capability, year-round, the production would equal2359 afy, or some 61 acre feet less than 
needed by the low-estimated buildout population. Again, it is unlikely that either the 
desalination plant or the groundwater wells could produce that amount of water year in and year 
out. 

The desalination facility and groundwater pumping could, conceivably, produce more water 
than is necessary in the short to medium term. The desalination facility, by itself or in 
conjunction with groundwater, will not provide more water than is necessary in the long term, at 
the buildout figures arrived at through the LCP planning process. However, to ensure that the 
gagt of development is consistent among the groundwater utilization, the sewage treatment 
plant utilization, and the desalination plant utilization, it is appropriate to place a condition on 
this permit that limits the number of residential water hookups to 125 annually as required by 
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the North Coast Area Plan Limitation on Residential Construction standard cited on page 
14 of this report After certification of the County's growth management ordinance, if CCSD 
wishes, it may come back to the Commission with an amendment request to remove the annual 
limits currently in place, since there would then be an overall management tool regulating the 
rate of growth. 

2. Lateral Access Issues 

The proposed project raises the issue of coastal access because it 1) involves physical 
development on a coastal bluff and under the beach and, 2) would provide for an increased 
water supply which would contribute to additional growth, which would in tum result in more 
people developing residences in Cambria, thus over the life of the project adding significantly to 
the number of people using the beach for recreational activities. It should be noted that, as of 
the date of this staff report, according to CCSD, the bluff top parcel was not yet owned by the 
District, but that CCSD was in escrow to purchase the bluff top lot. 

Section 30604(c} of the Coastal Act requires that a specific access finding be made in 
conjunction with any development located between the first public road and the sea, indicating 
that the development is in conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The proposed intake and discharge pipes are located partly and 
the intake pump caisson is located wholly between the first through public road and the sea. 
Therefore, public access concerns must be analyzed in terms of both the certified LCP and the 
Coastal Act. 

Coastal Act Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to 
the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Coastal Act section 30212(a). Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline 
and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection 
of fragile coastal resources 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or; 
(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. 

CZLUO section 23.04.420(b). Protection of existing coastal access. Development shall not 
interfere with public dghts of access to the sea where such rights were acquired through use or 
legislative authorization. Public access rights may include but are not limited to the use of dry 
sandy and rocky beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

CZLUO section 23.04.420(c). When new access is required. Public access from the 
nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new 
development projects except where: 

(1) Access would be inconsistent with pubic safety, military security needs or the protection 
of fragile coastal resources; or 

(2) the site already satisfies the provisions of subsection d of this section: or 
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(3) Agriculture would be adversely affected; or 
( 4) The proposed new development is any of the following: 

(I) Replacement .... 
(ii) The demolition and reconstruction ... . 
(iii) Improvements to any structure ... . 
(iv) The reconstruction or repair . .. . 
(v) Any repair or maintenance activity .... 
(vi) Nothing in this section shall restrict public access .... 

CZLUO section 23.04.420(c)(3). Lateral access dedication: All new development shall 
provide a lateral access dedication of 25 feet of dry sandy beach available at all times during 
the year. Where topography limits the dry sandy beach to less than 25 feet, lateral access shall ·· 
extend from the mean high tide line to the toe of the bluff. 

The beach area in question lies about one-eighth mile north of San Simeon State Park and is 
not a part of the holdings of the Department of Parks and Recreation. Access to the beach is 
from either the State Park Campground or from a highway turnout just south of San Simeon 
Creek. From the State Park boundary to the north for about one-half mile to where a rocky 
headland effectively ends the sandy beach, the beach is physically passable, except during 
extreme high tides. The sandy beach extends about one mile south of the subject beach area, 
to where another !Ocky headland ends the beach. 

CCSD proposes to excavate a caisson on the blufftop and drill a tunnel from the caisson to the 
site of the off-shore intake structure. The tunnel would ·pass beneath the beach. Although 
there would be no physical work done on the beach and the bluff top caisson would not 
interfere with access to or along the beach, the result of the project would be to increase the 
population of Cambria, by increasing the available water supplies. The project will, over the next 
20 to 30 years, allow the population of Cambria to double, from just under 6000 today to about 
12,000. Past planning experience and studies indicate that residents of beach communities 
such as Cambria often use the beach for a variety of recreational activities. It can thus be 
anticipated that resident beach use will increase approximately 1 00 percent due to the 
additional residential construction facilitated by the project. Non-residential development 
allowed by the desalination plant can also be expected to increase beach use - particularly 
visitor-serving development such as hotels, bed and breakfast inns, etc. When staff was on the 
subject beach on a weekday mid-morning in mid-October, there were at least seven other 
people using the beach. 

The County found that there was no need for vertical or lateral access. Staff agrees that there 
is no need for vertical access in this case because of the existing access provided at San 
Simeon State Park Campground and the highway turnout. Staff disagrees with the County's 
reasoning in- not requiring lateral access, because in staff's opinion, based on a site visit, there 
is sufficient dry sand and area between the mean high tide line and the toe of the bluff for 
people to safely traverse the beach at the site. The County lateral access finding states: 

Section 23.04.420 requires that all new development provide a lateral access dedication of 25 
feet of dry sandy beach available at all times during the year. Where topography limits the dry 
sandy beach to less than 25 feet, lateral access shall extend from the mean high tide line to the 
toe of the bluff. It does not appear that there is sufficient dry sand or area between the mean 
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high tide line and the toe of the bluff for lateral access to be used by the public in a safe manner 
as there does not appear to be any dry sand between the mean high tide line and the toe of the 
bluff. Therefore, lateral access is not being required at this time and the proposed use is in 
conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act because it will not inhibit access to coastal waters and recreation areas. 

When Commission staff was on that beach in mid-October 1995, the tide was going out and 
was at approximately the mid-range between the previous high tide and the subsequent low 
tide. There was approximately 15 feet of dry sandy beach between the toe of the bluff and the 
previous high tide line. Reference to tide tables showed that the morning high tide on the day 
staff was at the beach was just over four feet and had occurred about three hours before staff 
was there. The subsequent low tide occurred about two and one-half hours after staff left the 
site. Within a week's time, the high tides ranged from four feet to six feet. It appears that there 
is in fact adequate beach for people to safely traverse most of the time and so lateral access 
ought to be secured. Based on the Coastal Act, the CZLUO, and the significant increase in 
beach use which will occur as a result of this project, it is necessary· to require a later access 
dedication from CCSD for this section of the beach. 

3. AgriculturaUOpen Space Easement and Land Use Category Designation 

The proposal raises the issue of 1) the need for an agricultural or open space easement over 
the non-public facilities portion of the parcel and/or 2), the propriety of the land use designation 
and the integrity of the LCP relative to the site because-, although the parcel where the 
desalination plant is proposed to be located is designated Agriculture, it contains CCSD 
facilities already, and it is unlikely that the establishment of agricultural activities on the 
remnants of land not being used for water and sewer facilities or ESH (creek corridor) is 
feasible. The existing non-agricultural development includes sewage disposal percolation 
ponds, spray fields, a reservoir, and groundwater wells. Approximately 35 percent of the 1 04 
acre parcel is already developed with these various facilities. Another 24 percent of the parcel 
is ESH (riparian habitat along San Simeon and Van Gordon Creeks. The County's Coastal 
Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO) section 23.04.050(b)(7) requires an agricultural easement 
over the remainder of a parcel not utilized for non-agricultural purposes, stating, in part: 

As a condition of approval of a supplemental non-agricultural use, the applicant shall insure that 
the remainder of the parcel(s) be retained in agriculture, and if appropriate, open space use by 
the following methods: (/) Agricultural easement . . . . (ii) Open space easement .... n 

The County findings include the following: 

The proposed project or use is consistent with the Local Coastal Program and the LUE 
of the general plan because the proposed desalination plant is an allowed use with 
special standards within the Agriculture Land Use Category. The project is consistent 
with other elements of the general plan. 

The proposed project or use will not be inconsistent with the character of the immediate 
neighborhood or contrary to its orderly development because the project is a public 
utility facility . . . . 
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The County neither included a finding addressing the issue of protection of continued 
agricultural use on the remainder of the site nor conditioned the permit to protect agricultural 
use. Essentially, the parcel is being de facto "redesignated" to the Public Facilities land use 
category by allowing additional public facility uses without following the procedures for 
protecting agricultural lands. The LCP does allow public facility uses on agriculturally 
designated lands. However, until the land use category is legally redesignated by the County 
and certified by the Commission, the integrity of the LCP relative to this site is being eroded. 

The subject parcel totals approximately 104 acres. About 30 acres are riparian habitat and 
archeological sites. CCSD water supply and sewage disposal functions on the site occupy 
approximately 40 acres,. Some 34 acres are potentially available for agricultural use. 
However, the present non-agricultural uses are not clustered altogether, but are spread 
unevenly over the site. The largest single vacant portion of the parcel is approximately 17 
acres. According to the CZLUO, that area ought to be in an agricultural easement. 

An alternative to the current situation may be to redesignate the parcel to the Public Facilities 
land use category. Given the small size of the vacant area of the parcel relative to the total size 
of the parcel and the fact that the site has been essentially devoted to public facilities, it may be 
more appropriate to redesignate the site to the Public Facilities land use category. In fact, 
CCSD has requested the County to do just that as part of the update to the North Coast Area 
Plan, which is unQergoing. hearings at the County. At least initially, the County staff is 
recommending that the site not be redesignated from Agriculture to Public Facilities, because of 
the much more intense uses that are allowed in the PuQiic Facilities category. It would be 
possible, however for the County to include standards in the North Coast Area Plan that would 
apply only to the ·subject parcel which could, for example, limit public facilities development to 
only water and sewage disposal uses. 

All things considered, it is more appropriate to redesignate the parcel, with appropriate 
limitations, than to require an agricultural or open space easement. Given this, it is appropriate 
to condition this permit to require CCSO to request that the County reconsider the redesignation 
request and that evidence of that reconsideration request be submitted to the Executive 
Director for review, prior to transmittal of the permit. If the County elects not to redesignate the 
parcel, the Commission could suggest that as a modification to the North Coast Area Plan when 
it comes to the Commission for certification, probably in mid-1996. 

C. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

Section 13096 of the California code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in 
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be 
consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). Section 21 080.5(d)(2)(i) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the 
environment. CCSO, the lead agency under CEQA, circulated and certified an Environmental 
Impact Report for the proposed desalination facility. The Commission staff responded to that 
EIR with a number of concerns. The Commission finds that, only as modified and conditioned 
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by this permit, the proposed project will not have any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment and can be found consistent with CEQA 
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APPEAL FRQM CQASIA~ PERMIT QCC!SIDN gF LOCAL §QYEBNMENT CPeg! ll 

State br1tf1y YOUr f1JSp05 (0~ this oppta], In~lude a summery 
description ot Loca Coastaro1ram, Land use P1an, or Port Master 
P1an po11c1es and requ1rtmtnts in wh1~h you be11eve the project is 
1n~ons1stent and tht reasons the aec1s1on warrants a new hearing. 
(Use aad1t1onal paper as necessary.) 

See i\tta.cheCI Sheet (page 4) 

Note: The above description nieo not be a-complete or exhaustive 
$~atement of your reasons o' &PPtll; noweve~. there ~ust be 
suft1ctent d1sc~ssion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appt11ant. subsequent to f111ng the appeal. may 
submit additional in,oMmatfon to the star, and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

StCTlOH V. ~l[$1f1sat1on .. 
The information and facts stated above art corre~t to the best of 
~/aur knowledve. 

or 

OateOctober 3rd, 1995 

NOTE: If signed by a;ent. appt11ant(s) 
must also J1tn below. 

~tst1on VI. Aatnt Autbq[jtat1tg 

IIW• htreby authoriZe Jamai'i'Jto~ter II to act as D'O\Ir 
rtprtsentat1ve and to btndusn all m.~~ers ~oncerninv this 
appte1. ~. ~ 

P04 

PJ1111T I 
f\-3-, .... q .. ~ 
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A-3-SL0-95-69. CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT ·--~ .......... ._. _______ ...._._. .. ________________ ......., ___ ,_ ______________ _ 

(continuation) !P.P..!!..!'..l. 9.!. .Sl...RP.S-O.YJU. p_f.. .~!'Ut £.C:..~..!. pJ.Jl.ll .!&. .,Sl_J.l.P.Y.. 

S9J1D..£.'-t.CJL~Ol! 9..1.. .!. ,9_E!_a_a_lj na_tJ.PA .R..l:.Sl.llJ:...:. 

The construction and operation of the desalination 

plant is inconsistant with a number of the LOCAL COASTAL 

PLAN's {LCP) policies which are to protect off-sltore marine 

and on-shore resources. These inconsistancies include, but 

are not limited to: 

a) no provision is made for Agricultural 

Easement(s) over the undeveloped remainder of 

the involved parcel; 

b) the project is growth inducing contrary to the 

LCP provision(s) which expressly limit growth 

in Cambria; 

c) the project does not provide for lateral 

access to the coast. 

The Enviromental Impact Report (EIR) and its Amendment 

do not contain adequate information to accertain whether it 

is consi~tant with the LCP (e.g.- a), b), c) above, and Lhe 

policies Which require protection of environmentally 

sensitive coastal resources and habltat.) 

rvv 
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KALSHAN 

STATI Ofl CAliPOitNIA-THI RIIOUIC!S AO!NCY 

CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
aNIIAl COAST AltA oma 
725 MCNT STIIIT, STL • 
SANTA QUZ, CA 95060 
(Q) ol27-463 . • .. • · .• 
HeAliNG IMAIUDI (41.5) ~52CO APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellantlsl 
-

N~me, mailing address and telephone numbe~ o' appellant(s): 

Camb~ia Legal Defense Fund 
P 0 Box 516 
Cambria CA 93428 

Z1p Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name ~f local/port 
government: Cambria Cqpmtp1ty services Dig;ric~ via §LO County Bd. of Spvsrs. 

2. Brief description of development bei"ng 
appealed: Constptct1gn and Operation gf a peeal1na&ion Plant fo~ Municipal use 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor•s parcel 
no., cross street, etc.): Sen Simaon Craak Rgad approx1ai;elz one mile 

East of Stmt= Hitbway It ip the Cgupty gf San Lui§ Obispo. State of California. 

4. Desc~ipt1on of decision be1ng appealed: 

a. Approval: no special conditions: A-3-SL0-95-69 

b. Approval with special conditions: ________ _ 

c. Denial=--------------------
Note: Fo~ jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 

decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development 1s a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions bv port governments are not. appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMHISSIQN: - -~ 

APPEAL NO: A-,_ S\.0- 'IS"·,, 
DATE FILED: tQ /1/q s-
DISTRICT:(E\J (oMT 

HS: 4/88 

EXHIBIT ( 
A. '3 .. -;..o- ~s- ''\ 

.. 
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APPEAl FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

5. Decision being appea1ed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Admin; strator 

c. __ Planning Commission 

b. x_City Counc11/Board of 
Supervisors 

d. __ Other _____ _ 

6. Date of local government's decision: -"'9•/~20~/...::;9.;:.5 _____ ~--
coastal Development Permit 

7. Local government's file number (if any):. ~9.22~.0~-----

SECTION III. Ident1f1cat1on of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Camhrja community Services Distri~t 
22a4 Cenrer S~rggt 
Cambria CA 93428 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s}. 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. 

(1) vern Kalsban tsq 805/927-1222 

440 Kerwin 

(2) ----------------------------------------------

(3) ----------------------------------------

(4) ----------------------------------------------

PAGE 02 

SECTION IV. Reasons Suoporting This Appeal 

~IBIT f 
A·l-~L0·1S'· f,C\ 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal infoMmation sheet for assistance 
in comoleting this section, which continues· on the next page. 



,. 10/83/1995 13:38 8859271222 KALSHAN 

APPEAL FBQM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAl GOyERNME~I (Page 3) 

State briefly your reasons for th1s aooeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requiremtnts in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the dtc1s1on warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessar,v.) 

PAGE 03 

Dev•lopment Permit Numb•r 132-18 •• amended 5/29/91. (pbease see page 1 attached) 

2. The project Violates Coastal Act: Section 302.54. (please see PASf 2 attached) 

f•. The project violates Coastal Plan Policy #8 for Public Wo~ks. (please see page 3 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however. there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to f111ng the appeal. may 
submit additional information to th.e staff and/or Conaiss1on to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Cert1ticat1on 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. / ~/ 

·-~ /c..tr./~_, .... 
Veru Xalshant Attorney for 
Capbria Lesal ~f!Q!e Fund 

signature of Appi!lant(s) or 
Authorized Agent 

Date _____ ,...l.,..o...,t,..zt ..... 2~.~~~s ____ _ 

NOTE: If signed bv agent, appe11ant(s) 
must also stgn below. 

SecS19n yx. Agent Aythor1zat1an 

I/We hereby authorize Yam 141eJ:mn •• Att·;us:r to act as my/our 
representat1ve and to bind me/us 1n all matters concerning this 
appeal. C~bria Lega~efense Fund 

by Su., d..~ '52,--
s; gnature of Appenant{S)~ 

attached) 
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. ---

PBQJJiC'l' YXOLJ\TJ!S COASTJ\L piYELOEMJU: PERMIT llU-1 8 

Approval of this project violates the 5/29/81 amendment to 
the Ca~ria Community Services District Coastal Development Permit 
Nos. 132-18 and conditions 2 and 4 respectively which state in 
part as follows: 

"Unless and until a Local Coastal Program is certified 
specifically approving an increase in water supply 
beyond that provided by this permit: 

a. No more than a total ot 5,250 dwelling units 
shall be permitted to receive water connections 
(including existing and new units)." 

In Cambria, there are 3,430 houses (letter by a Director of 
the District, Peter Chaldecot to local newspaper published 
3/23/95) . The project proposes to provide water for 3, 250 new 
residential units (letter by the General Manager of the District, 
David J. Andres dated 3/2/95 written to the SL~ County Planning 
Commission) for a total of 6,680. 

This exceeds the permit by 1,570 houses. 

1 

EXHIBIT J 

A'l·4iLo- Cl~·'1 
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la/a3/tsss 13:38 8059271222 KALSHAN PAGE as 

California Coastal Act §30254 provides in part as follows: 

"New or expanded public works facilities shall be 
designed and limited to accommodate needs generated by 
development or uses permitted consistent with the 
provisions of this division; provided, however, that it 
is the intent of the Legislature that State Highway 
Route l in rural areas of the coastal zone remain a 
scenic two-lane road. 
Special Distriets shall not be formed or expanded except 
where assessment for, and provision of, the service 
would not induce new deve~opment inconsistent with this 
division .•.••• " 

This section requires that rural highway t1 remain a two-lane 
road. Within the ~ast year Cal-Trans has requested that the San 
Luis Obispo County Soard of Superviso.r.e allow the expansion of 
this highway through Cambria to a four-lane road because of 
increased traffic. Increasing the number of dwelling units in 
Cambria from 3430 to 6680 will require that the two lane highway 
become a four lane highway. This is contrary to the intent of the 
Legislature. 

Since the desalination plant is to be capitalized by the 
issuance of water meters to 3250 new dwelling units, this is a 
Special District expansion that is not "consistent with the 
provisions of this division" of the Coastal Act because it results 
in the widening of Highway fl. 

The project causes growth that is not \\consistent with the 
provisions of this division" because the Coastal Act requires that 
the kinds, intensities and locations of land uses must be 
correlated with the availability of resources and services. This 
planned capitalization does not guaranty coordination and 
affordability with other necessary infrastructure including, but 
not limited to roads, fire protection, law enforcement protection, 
emergency medical services, and school district expansion. 

Miles of the residential roads in Cambria are too narrow. 
Standard size cars cannot park on opposite sides of the street 
because there is not enough room between them to allow a standard 
size car to pass. Thousands of hou::ses will be required to 
surrender the ten foot right-of-way in their front yards to widen 
the roads. Within the last year the q::arnmar school district 
demanded new school facilities because of over-crowding. In the 
last election, the voters allowed the hospital district to 
increase its tax assessment. Main Street is not wide enough for 
the current population. 

EXHIBIT I 
2 A .... 1-~&o-qc'-''t 

• . 
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UOJICT YIOLA'!'ES COllS'l'l\L PLAH POLICY IS fQB PVSLiC WOBJSS 

Policy #8 of the Coastal Plan Policies for Public Works 
provides in part as follows: 

"Where existing or planned public works facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, 
the following land uses shall have priority for services 
in accordance with the Coastal Act and be provided for 
in the allocation of services in proportion to their 
recommended land use within the service area. 

a. Uses which require location adjacent to the 
coast. 
b. Essential public services and basic industries 
vital to the economic health of the region, state 
or nation including agriculture, visitor-serving 
facilities and recreation." 

The projec~ed domestic water demand set forth in the EIR on 
paqe 3-9 is calculated by using 135 gallons of water per day per 
person and allowing two persons per household. This means that 
6, 680 houses will shelter 13,360 people using an average of 
1,803,600 gallons of water per day for normal living conditions. 
The desalination plant can only provide 1,000,000 gallons per day. 
The wells must be relied upon every day of the year to make up 
this difference. · 

To this demand must be added 25% for current and proposed 
commercial use (visitor-serving) and 150,000 gallons per day that 
is allocated to the San Simeon Community Services District. 

The project is capitalized by sale of water meters to 3,250 
new houses. The demand generated by these houses exceeds the 
capacity of the desalination plant and the wells to supply water 
to ·them. The capitalization of this project must be funded by 
water meter sales to fewer homes than 3,250 so that water will 
also be available to visitor-serving development. 

All of funds and space needed to support the growing 
residential population will deplete the availability of these 
items ~or visitor serving uses. 

In drought conditions where 50 qallons of water per day is 
allocated to each person, the 6,680 houses with an average of two 
persons each require 668,000 qallons per day. San Simeon is still 
entitled to its 150,000 per day for a total of 815,800 gallons per 
day leaving only 182,000 gallons of water per day for all 
commercial uses. 

Between May 1, and October 31, the total district (residential and 
commercial) demand now averages about 634,300 gallons per day. 

3 EXHIBit l 
A ... 'J ~SLo-1S- '" 
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY Pm WilSON, Gowmor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION @ · 
aNTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
ns F1t0NT mm. m. 300 . DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 
(<108) 427-463 
HEARING LMPNRED. (41S,l 904.5200 Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION I. Appe11ant(s) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 

Commissioner Gary Giacomini 
California Coastal Commission, 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105-2219 (415 ) 904-5200 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: San Luis Obispo County 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Cambria Community 
Services District Desalination Plant and Associated Seawater Intake and Brine 
01 sposa 1 Lines. 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross 
street, etc.): Desalination Plant: East of San Simeon State Park Campground, 
South of San Simeon Creek Road. Two Miles North of Cambria. Transmission 
Lines: State/County Road Rights-of-way. 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

b. Approva 1 with specia 1 conditions :--=0:.:9~40:::.:0:.:::9.::5_0=------

c. Denial=--------------------------------------

DHIIIt f - . 
Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 

decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. ~JJ-CC.t·1f-! 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A-3-SL0-95-69 

DATE FILED: \0 f:; /tt5 
DISTRICT: CENTRAL COAST 

HS: 4/BB 
CALIFORNIA 

GOASTAL COMMISSION 
~~ENiRAL COAST AREA 



.· 0 r· 
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PER·~~T DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

5. Decision being appealed was made by.(check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b._!_Board of Supervisors 

c. __ Planning Commission 

d. _Other _____ _ 

6. Date of local government's decision: September 5, 1995 

7. Lac a 1 government 1 s f11 e number (if any): .:.D9.:..4.;..:0:;..;:0;.;:.9.:.5D::;.__ _____ _ 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
~dditional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Cambria Community Services District-David Andres, Gen. Man. 
P.O. Box 6? 
Cambria CA 93428 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbalJy or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. 

(1) County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Planning & Building -Alex Hinds, Director 
County Government Center. San Luis Obispo, CA 9340B 

(2) James Stetter II 
1595 Cardiff Drive. 2nd Floor 
Cambria, CA 93428 

(3) Terry Watt 
1757 Union Street 
San Francisco. CA 94123 

(4) Helen May 
2127 Andover Place 
Cambria CA 93428 

EXHIBIT I 
~ ·1-Sto· ffli- 'q 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 



l"'"":\ . 
State briefly your rea.sons tor this apoeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Proqram, Lana use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan po~icies and requirements in which.you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

See attached sheets 

·•· 

.,; 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there muse be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law.- The appellant, subsequent to filinq the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification .-
The information and faces stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledqe. -• 

e of Appellant(s) or 
hori%ed Aqent 

Da t.e October 3, 1·995 

NOTE: If siqned by aqent, appellant(s) 
must. also siqn below. 

Section VI. Aaent Authorization 

I/We hereby authori%e to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date 

EXHIBIT I 
A .. J ... ~Lo-crf· ,q 

. 
' 
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A-3-SL0-95-69. Cambria Community Services District 

Reasons for Appeal (Section IV of Appeal Form) 

This Coastal Development Permit is appealable because: 

1) It is partly located between the sea and the first public road paralleling 
the sea. The sea water intake and brine disposal transmission lines are 
partly located between State Highway One and the Pacific Ocean two miles 
north of the community of Cambria in San Luis Obispo County (PRC 
30603( a)( 1)). 

2) It is partly located within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a 
coastal bluff. The sea water intake and brine disposal transmission lines 
are partly located within 50 feet of the top of the seaward face of the 
coastal bluff (PRC 30603(a)(2)). 

3) The entire desalination plant a.nd its seawater and brine disposal 
transmission lines are not designated a principal permitted use in the 
County's Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (PRC 30603(a)(4)) . . 

. 4) The proposed project constitutes a major public works project (PRC 
30603(a)(5). 

The grounds for the appeal are that the development does not conform to the 
standards set forth in the certified local coastal program nor· to the public 
access policies set forth in the Coastal Act,· as follows: 

1) The proposed development is growth inducing, contrary to County Public 
Harks Policy 2, which states. in part. that 11 New or expanded public works 
facilities shall be designed to accommodate but not exceed the needs 
generated by projected development within the designated urban reserve 
1 i nes. 11 The project. as approved by the County, a 11 ows for a three phased 
development with no specific timing of the phases. The desalination plant 
at full capacity plus existing ground water supplies could provide more 
water than needed to serve the projected development within the urban 
reserve line. The County approval does not tie phasing to population 
increase or to reduction of ground water pumping. This in turn could lead 
to pressure to amend the LCP to allow for additional growth beyond that 
currently allowed by the LCP. · 

2) The proposed development does not provide lateral access as required by 
subsection 23.04.420(d)((3) of the County•s Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance and by Shoreline Access Policy 2 of the County•s Coastal Plan 
Policies document. The County's initial Notice of Final Local Action was 
determined to be deficient in that there was no access finding as required 
by Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance section 23.02.036(c). The County 
subsequently took action to revise its findings to include a coastal 
access finding. Although the Notice is no longer deficient in that 
respect, the development is inconsistent with the LCP and with the Coastal 
Act access provisions because the County did not require lateral access, 
even though lateral access appears feasible. 

· EXHIBit I 
A .. 3-st.o-'5' ... ,'\ 
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A-3-SL0-95-69. Cambria Community Services pistrict 

3. The proposed development is inconsistent with Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance subsection 23.04 •• 050(b)(7). which requires an agricultural 
easement over the remainder of the parcel not utilized for 
non-agricultural purposes. Section 23.04.050 deals with 
non-agricultural uses in the Agriculture Land Use Category. The proposed 
use is a non-agricultural use in the Agriculture Land Use Category. 
Subsection 23.04.050(b)(7) states that "As a condition of approval of a 
supplemental non-agricultural use, the applicant shall insure that the 
remainder of the parcel(s) be retained in agriculture, and if appropriate, 
open space use by the following methods: (1) Agricultural easement •••• 
{11) Open space easement •••• •• The long term use of agricultural land and 
the feasibility of maintaining agriculture was not assured by not applying 
subsection 23.04.050(b}{7). 

1712P 

EXHIBII I . 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCf!S AGENCY PETE WilSON, Go-r 

' CALIFORNIA COASTAl COMMISSION @-, 
aNTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
ns FRONT STREET, STE. 300 DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 
( 408) 427-.4863 
HEARING IMPPAJRED. (4151. 9().4.;5200 A h d. 'lease Rev1ew ttac e Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 

.Commissioner Madelyn Gliclcfeld 
California Coastal Commission. 45 Fremont Street. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 (415 ) 904-5200 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: San Luis Obispo County 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Cambria Community 
Services District Desalination Plant and Associated Seawater Intake and Brine 
Disposal Lines. 

3. Oevelopment 1 s location (street addres~, assessor 1 s parcel no., cross 
street, etc.): Desalination Plant: East of San Simeon State Park Campground. 
South of San Simeon Creek Road, Two Miles North of Cambria. Transmission 
Lines: State/County Road Rights-of-Way. 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions:___.D"""9 ..... 4.-.00=9=5---.D ____ _ 
c. Denial: __________________________________ __ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A-3-SL0-95-69 

DATE FILED: \0 {3 (j5 
DISTRICT: CENTRAL COAST 

H5: 4/88 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST ARE/1. 

IX.ttluaJ I 
A-3-SL.-1>'c 

• 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PE:~IT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT iPage 2) 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b._!_Board of Supervisors 

c. __ Planning Commission 

d. __ Other _____ _ 

6. Date of local government•s decision: September 5, 1995 

7. Local government•s file number (if any): .::.;D9::..4::.::0:.:0.::.;95::.:D=--------

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Cambria Community Services District-David Andres, Gen. Man. 
P.O. Box 65 
Cambria. CA 93428 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verba~y or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. 

(1) County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Planning & Building - Alex Hinds, Director 
County Government Center. San Luis Obispo. CA 93408 

(2) James Stetter II 
1595 Cardiff Drive. 2nd Floor 
Cambria, CA 93428 

(3) Terry Watt 
1757 Union Street 
San Francisco. CA 94123 

(4) Helen May 
2127 Andover Place 
Cambria, CA 93428 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals .of local government coastal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on. the next page. 

• 

_EXHIBit I 
A-1-St.o .q, .. ,ct 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

... ~-· 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary 
. description of Local Coastal Program. Land Use Plan. or Port Master 

Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons .the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

.. 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however. tnere must be 
sufficient discussion For staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification · 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our knowledge. 

Date October 3, 1995 

NOTE: If signed by agent. appellant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Section.VI. Agent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
. representative and to bind me/us in a11 matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appe11ant(s) 

Date --------------

1f ~~ ......... _· ,.;..,. -;.: •· .. , -
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A-3-SL0-95-69. Cambria Community Services District 

Reasons for Appeal (Section IV of Appeal Form> 

This Coastal Development Permit is appealable because: 

1) It is partly located between the sea and the first public road paralleling 
the sea. The sea water intake and brine disposal transmission lines are 
partly located between State Highway One and the Pacific Ocean two miles 
north of the community of Cambria in San Luis Obispo County (PRC 
30603(a)(1 )). 

2) It is partly located within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a 
coastal bluff. The sea water intake and brine disposal transmission lines 
are partly located within 50 feet of the top of the seaward face of the 
coastal bluff CPRC 30603(a)(2)). 

3) The entire desalination plant and its seawater and brina disposal 
transmission lines are not designated a principal permitted use in the 
County's Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (PRC 30603(a)(4)). . - . 

. 4) The proposed project constitutes a major public works project CPRC 
30603(a)(5). 

-The grounds fo.r the appeal are that the development does not conform to the 
standards set forth in the certified local coastal program nor to the public 
access policies set forth in the Coastal Act, ·as follows: 

1) The proposed development is growth inducing, contrary to County Public 
Harks Policy 2, which states, in part, that "New or expanded public works 
facilities shall be designed to accommodate but not exceed the needs 
generated by projected development within the designated urban reserve _ 
1 i nes." The project, as approved by the County, allows for a three phased 
development with no specific timing of the phases. The desalination plant 
at full capacity plus existing ground water supplies could provide more 
water than ne~ded to serve the projected development within the urban 
reserve line. The County approval does not tie phasing to population 
increase or to reduction of ground water pumping. This in turn could lead 
to pressure to amend the LCP to allow for additional growth beyond that 
currently allowed by the LCP. · · 

2) The proposed development does not provide lateral access as required by 
subsection 23.04.420(d)((3) of the County's Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance and by Shoreline Access Policy 2 of the County's Coastal Plan 
Policies document. The County's initial Notice of Final Local Action was 
determined to be deficient in that there was no access finding as required 
by Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance section 23.02.036(c). The County 
subsequently took action to revise its findings· to include a coastal 
access finding. Although the Notice is no longer deficient in that 
respect, the development is inconsistent with the LCP and with the Coastal 
Act access provisions because the County did not requ1r~ lateral access, 
even though lateral access appears feasible. 

IXHibU ( 
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A-3-SL0-95-69. Cambria Community Services District 

3. The proposed development is inconsistent with Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance subsection 23.04 •• 050(b)(7), which requires an agricultural 
easement over the remainder of the parcel not utilized for 
non-agricultural purposes. Section 23.04.050 deals with 
non-agricultural uses in the Agriculture Land Use Category. The proposed 
use is a non-agricultural use in the Agriculture Land Use Category. 
Subsection 23.04.050(b)(7) states that "As a condition of approval of a 
supplemental non-agricultural use, the applicant shall insure that the 
remainder of the parcel(s) be retained in agriculture, and if appropriate, 
open space use by the following methods: (i) Agricultural easement ••.. 
(11) Open space easement •.•• " The long term use of agricultural land and 
the feasibility of maintaining agriculture was not assured by not applying 
subsection 23.04.050(b)(7). 

1712P 
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E:iJmai~·~L ._; .. Department~of~Planiiing ,and .J3ui!.:ctJng ·: 
·-~~~ __ .S~n Luis .Obispo· County~~ 

.... ,-·~----· '': ... ~ .. . .............. __ --· ~ -· ... _ .. ., ·~-·-·-·· ~ ........ ~' ... __ - . . ~ 

:. 'i- :-:. : ·: s~~ :: . .:....:::- · =.:~·...: ... .:.': ~ · ·, . ::-. ;~:: ; -:i\rex-Hind.s; Director · ~--- --:---··· ··.-:-·.--··-· 
- :: :···· • _ - - · · · Bryce Tingle. Assistant Director · ·· · · 

- .. . · · · · .- . . · · .. Barney Mc:Cay. Chief Building Official · .. ·:: 
.... · Norma Safi.sbur)', Administrative Services Officer · 

. NOTICE OF FINAL COUNTY ACTION 

-.... - .... _. ______ _ 
.. ·-- ---........... ~. ~-- -· 

.. -."'t:,..~ 
...... • - ~ '.J 

The Administrative Hearing Officer approved the: above· referenced application. Two copies of a Land· · 
Usc: Permit are enclosed. The conditions of approval adopted by the Hearing Officer arc: attached to 
the L3nd Use Permit. The: conditions of approval must be completed q.s set forth in this document. · 

Please sign and return· one copy of the Land. Use Pennit to this ·orlice. Your sign.ature. wUI · 
acknowledge your accept."tnce of all the atached conditions and applic."lble L'lnd Use Ordinance, 
Coastal Zone und Use Ordinance and Building and Construction Ordinance stand:u·ds. 

If you are dissatisfied witlr any aspect of this approval, you have the right to ~ppe:ll the decision to the: 
- .. Pianning Commission. The appe:U must be flied within 14 days of the date ~f the Administrative 
·(' Hca...;ng decision using the form provided by the ~Ianning Department. Tnere is no fee for appeal to 
· .. , the county. . 

This action is also appealable to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section· 
30603 and County Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinanc:e 23.01.043. These regulations contain specific 
time limits to appeal, criteria, and procedures that must be followed to appeal this action. We strongly 
recommend that you contact the county Departmen~ of Planning and Building to obtain the appeal form . 
and information handout explaining the rights of appeaL 

Exhaustion of appeals at the county is required prior to appealing the matter to the California Coastal 
Commission. This appeal musrbe made: directly to the California Coastal Commission Office. Contact 
the Commission's Santa Cruz: Offic:e at (408) 479-3511 for further information on appeal procedures: 
If you have any questions regarding these procedures, please contact me at (80S) 781-5600. . .. ·. 

., 

• • 
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Tho following resolution is now offered and read: 

'~WIIEREAS, on March 23, 1995, the P~ning Commission- of the County of San ... uis-Obispo 
- -

(hercinafrer referred to as the •ptanning CommissiQn") duly considered and approved the appliati..Jn of CCSD ... , 
~ for J?evclopment Plan/Coastal Development Penni: D94009SD; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. James Stoucr n appealed the Planning Commission's decision to 11e Board of 

Superviso~ of the County of San Luis Obispo (hereinafter referred to as the ·noard of Supervisoa s•) pursuant 

to the applicable provisions of Title 23 of the San Luis Obispo-County Code; 

WIIEREAS, a public hcarin& was duly notic:c:d and conducted by the Board of Supervisor:: on July 18, 

1995, and determination and decision was made on July 18, 1995; and 

WIIEREAS, at said bcarinp, the Board of Supervisors heard and received all oral and wriucn protests, 

. objections,. and evidence, which were made, presented, or filed, and ail persons present were giv~ . the 

opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to any matter rel:uing to said appe:1l; and 

\Y.IIEREAS, on July 18, 199S, the Board of Supervisors duly adopted Resolution No. 9S ·293 (a copy 

of which is on file in the office of the Clerk oC the Board of Supervisors and is incorpor.1ted by n:ft renee herein 

.· as thoup set fords in full). whemn the Board duly considered the appeal and found thac the appc aJ should be 

_ denied and the dcc:isio~-of the ~tannin& Commission should be aCftrmed subject to the findings ar;d conditions 

-- - sec fonts therein; =d. •. __ : ., 
. -·· . . . I . 

,_WHEREAS, on August 3, 1995, the CaJif~mia Coastal Commission suspct!dcd the cfrc:.:tive date of 

Resolution No. _95-293 pendin& the adoption of additional findinp; and __ .•. 

. , . ~·-'· .:~\- .: ·:::7 .. wtiii:ru:As~ on s~i,~5~ t99s, the Board orsupcrrisors duly c:onsidCn:d the addicio.• or findings 
•. :- ~~5 r ~:~/_-~~~--~~· --~::·~--.:'' :.~-~:,~;- ::.~ .... i;~r;-r"' ~ ·:.'i_:.:t· -~.--: -r:~·:...·~~.:. -~ --:~·!"',. ,-;..'""7". --· .. . -~ .: ·~·. ::-; <;;"· ;~;;-00:,.~1·-_.:>:_::-.-: -. _- -~ . . . .. 

~~:;:r;;~1~~~~~r.3;".~~Q~ ~~!"'-~~:,ai~~~~~Exhibit A-~~~tn.,~~r· ~.'tt=.a.!~~~~ t:fo. 95_·293. '"· _ 
_ .. :·~· '"t{;~. · ... ·. ··Now;:TIIE.REFO~ BElT RESOLVED AN~ .ORDERED by the Board of Supen·isors of the 

:. .. ~- '':r ~ .. ~~ :~ ;;~:-1'!;~~. ~ :- ...... ~~ _ ·~;tFt~ .. ~~:.-:-,'" .:~-.. . · .;. ; __ • · ~ ;::::~·· ;:- :. ~~: . • . ~ _,.,. . ~ 

~?~:r·~::_Coimty of_S.an tu,~ ~iS1"1!·s~ ofC:'llfom~ ~ r~~~~:;;;~''' _ :.:<· · · .·· ~~ _ ~-· .. ~. -~.~: ~.-· 
- -:-? • 1. ''"'-"· Thactb~ n:c:i~ sec fonh hen:inabo~~- i.n: lrue, com:ct and 111!!4.- ·· · · · ~ ' ·· · 

~~~~~ 2:~·~ ~j _D 
A -3 -~Lo- 1~-(,q 'TJ 

.. '_ ........ ~ ............ ~ .... --·.. . ··•·· . . . -
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. ~. 2 . Tllat the Bo:Lrd of Supervisors does hereby amend Resolution No. 95·293 by adding to Exhibit 
-·-~.f •• ,· . ...._ . • .. ._ .•. '. •• . -:_ . . . _,.....,:.., -·~-r-

- ..3":7..{ i;\'·~' ,:.,. ·_ • _ .. ' ·A the •exhibit A Addendum D940095D·Additiona.l coastll access findings•, which arc auacht d hereto and . · · . .. :.,..:. ;~. ~ 
;•~: . .!)o-~~~~'? );.~:~:'*~.;r-~-t~~~-:~~-~~-$''""~~;~~~--~ ~~·::"~:-:::";.,.'<':~~~;;~~~-~-~·j.::~--~,•"":.•.·•~~-~--~---.,~!..._~,,· .. ;;,·~":"": ·':-,:~:.! ;'rl!~·;. • _'~'-.-·'·'":-·~~~~~~-~~~-.'-• 

·' 

- ~-: ~,-.~~ ;.· in~rPorated by ret'~c:c herein as thotigh ~-forth .in- full, incJucUn~ idditional Findings P and Q fo~ coastal " . 

,I .. 

_,·. 

,._. 

. · · Upon motion of Supervisor Laurene .. ~;; .. 
, seconded by Supervisor Brackett 

· · t'oUowing roll call vote, to wit: 

-~ · .. 

..~ -~··--:~.! 

. ~· ..._ ., . -- . ,. .. · .. ,·. ... · .. ;-· -...... 

-- "!• . •. 
··. -., .. ,..( .. '•;...r.. ~ ·; 

AYES: S;peniao~~ LAurene, lzoackeee, ·oviee, Delany, Chairperson llakaly ·-

ABSTAINING: Non• 

the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted. 

., 
Chairman of the Bo:Lrd of Supervisors 

Ant=Sr: ____ ._..._ ,. 

Julie L· Rqdrvald 
Clerk of the Board of Su~ 
l'f: (",:.i;::O""m;~;o Deputy Clerk 
(SEAL) 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL EFFECT: 

... 
·- .• r:·- .. _,-

'• ',-'-- \a' 

.. 
~ . ...- .. ·: . -. . ... . .. ~ ... : .. :: 

·:·~··.-<:-_::~~ "··.; . 
~ ... _J;Anllft• .c.... . 

'A2~j~s~·c q~=;:,, 
., • • c.4 

· . .-.' 

.. 
. · 

. -·/ ·.-.· 

..:: .. ~-~---:--""· 
··t .. · -

··-<-
· . .:-~·-' .· ;'" .. 

, and on the . .~ :: ..-~L . 
·' . 

~ _---~~--:: ... :.~;~ 
-. ~- _;--.:~-~-- .. 

-~-- >. -
..;"-· .-
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September 5, 1995 
Board of supervisors 

Exhibit A Addendum 
D94009SD - Additional coastal access findings 

P. Section 23.04.420 requires vertical access be dedicated 
in rural areas where no dedicated or public access exists 
within one mile. San Simeon State Beach (0~3-38~-007), 
approximately 1,000 feet south ·of the subject blufftop 
lot, provides adequate vertical access to the beach. 
Therefore, the proposed use is in conformity with the 
public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act, because it will not inhibit 
access to.co~stal waters and recreation areas. 

Q. ·section 23.04.420 requires ~~at all new development 
provide a lateral access dedication of 25 feet of dry 
sandy beach available at all times during the year. 
Where topography limits the dry sandy beach to less than 
25 feet, lateral access shall extend from the mean high 
t~de to the toe of the bluff. It does not appear that 
there is sufficient dry sand or area between the mean 
high tide line and the toe of the bluff for lateral 
access to be used by the public in a safe manner as there 
does not appear to be any dry sand between the mean high 
tide line and the toe of the bluff. Therefore, lateral 
access is not being required at this time and the 
proposed use is in conformity with the public access and 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the·califor.nia 
Coastal Act because it will not inhibit access to coastal 
waters and recreation areas. 

PHW!~ 
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Exhibit A 
· ·: .. -:··::·:·0940095]~)': Findinp _. .. 

A. The proposed project or use is consistent with the Local Coastal Program and the 
LUE of the general plan because the proposed desalination plant is an allowed use 
with special standards within the. Agriculture Land Use Category. The project is 
consistent with other elements ofthe general pian. 

B. As conditioned, the proposed project or use satisfies ali applicable provisions of 
Title 23 of the Count:f Code, including standards regarding public utility 
facilities, sensitive resource areas and environmentally sensitive habitats. · 

C. The establishment and subsequent operation or conduct of the use will no.t,- -
because of the circumstances and conditions applied in the particular case, be 
detrimental to the health, safety or welfare of the general public or persons · 
residing. or working in the neighborhood of the use, or be· detrimental or injurious 
to property or improvements in the vicinity of the use bec:tuse the project will 
consist of a public utility facility ~n an agriculture land use category. In addition, 
·as--ecnditionedl' impacts will be· reduced to.a level of insignifiCance. Th~ project- ... 
is also subject to OrdinanCe:· and Building Code requirements designed to address 
health, safety, and welfare concerns. 

D. The proposed project or use will not be inconsistent with the character of the 
immediate neighborhood or contrary to its orderly development because the 
project is a public utility facility, additional landscaping will be planted to . 
enhance screening from surrounding public view areas, and outdoor lighting will 
be directed away from surrounding properties and uses to ensure the compatibility 

-with the surrounding .uses.._ · 
. . -~~~._~·.:. ":·; :-:·.-: 

- :""::-:::~::~; .:::..: -.; ..:~.;.·~·:; t 

E. The proposed project or use. will not generate a volume of tra.f!ic .beyond the safe 
. capacity of all roads providing access to the project~ either c::Xisting or to be ... ~.', 
_jrpp~~ !V!Uijh~.P~i~~~use there will be no significant increase in tr.Ufic 

as a result of this project. The traffic that curnntly occurs with the use on site is 
handled by S"an Simeon .. Criek Road, a local street capable ·of dealing with the· 
tr.lffic" associated with th~_project. . . .-:;~·· .,_ .··. . '·--·.. . -.: :. -: -

......... -,.... .. -~- ... . ~ ~ .... 

SRA Findings _ . . . . . 
F. -The development will not create significant adverse effects on ·the natural features 

G. 

of the site or _yicinity that were the basis for the seusitive resource area 
designation, and will preserve and protect such features through the site design. 

-···----- -· ··"- . - ....... ' 

Natural .fe::1tures and topography have been considered in the design and siting of 
all proposed physical improvements. -

. ·-EDGII! ~-
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H. Any proposed ciearmg of topsoil, treest or other fe:tturcs is the minimum 
necessary to achieve safe and convenien_t _access and siting of proposed structures, 
and will not create signific:J.nt adverse effects on the identified sensitiv.e:Jesource~ 

I. The soil and subsoil conditions are suitable for any proposed excavation and site 
preparation and drainage improvements have been designed to prevent soil 
erosion and sedimentation of streams through undue surface runoff, because 
mitigation measures are incorporated into the project that reduce the impacts 
associated with soils, erosion and sedimentation to a level of insignific::mce. The 
measures include proper grading techniques, erosion and sedimentation controls. 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Findings · . ··-
I. There will be no significant negative impact on the identified sensitive habitat and 

the proposed u.se will be consistent with the biological continuance of the habitat. 
In addition, as conditioned, the project's impacts to biological resources will be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. according to the Environmental Impact _ 
Report. 

K. The proposed use will not significantly disrupt the habitat because, as 
· conditioned, the project's impacts to biological reseurces "Yill be reduced to a 
level of insignificance according to the Environmental fmpact Report. -·-

Finding ror Location within a Sensitive Environmental Arc::t 
L. The."'C is no o~er feasible location for this project on or off-site because the ER 

considered the selection of alternative sites and concluded that complications 
~: could uccur in Ioc:tting another suitable site due to ·~anomie, environmental anci 

feasibility considerations. 

I 

Finding for Pipeline and Trnnsmission Lines within_ an_J~nvironmentally Sensitive 
}Iab.itat· ....... --- . ·- · ·-- · - -- : 

4.rt!=:::~=~:_,! :::· .• :_ :.~"':~: - ... '- .. 

M. The development will be consistent with Energy and Industrial Development .:. 
Policies 7 through 12 of the Local Coastal Program Policies Document. .. 

. · .:::;.:i··:-_:;""!C~._ ... ·;- ~ ~ -~;- __ :- ~ ~ . ___ ~ __ 

N. The pipeline near the coastal bluff is designed to insure stability considering Wa.ve 
action and bluff erosion. . . ~. ~.: . _ . 

----------~ " .. 
0. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in 

the final ER prior to approving the project. · The Planning Commission adopted 
the recommendations and findings of the Environmental Specialist set forth in the 
March 97 1995' memorandum which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
this reference: · · · 

ptiiBIT ~ 
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EXHIGI1" 094009SO:Q _ 
Required CEOA findings fer Cam!Jria Community Scrvicc!.i District 

Development Plt:tn (l)eselinatior1FF.ciiilV}; 1:0!!4-255 - ·--- ... · .. --·-.. ·---..... ,. 
"" 
" . 

I. FROJECT DESCRIPTION 

As the Lead Agcmcy •. tho Cambria Community Services District (CCSO) prep.:red and 
certified in tSS4, an EIR to construct a desalination pfant, transmission lines, and iii take and 
disposal facilities in order to obtain additional capacity of approximately 1,CCS,OOO ga!lcns 
per day of p~table \:ntar. The·project s~e is in the vicinity of CCSD's emuar~t disposo:tl 
ponds and east o! Sen Simeon Slata Park campground. 

As a Responsible Agent:';, the Ccunty cf San Luis Obispo i:; raquirad under CeCA Sr1cticn 
t50S6 (h) to mal<s the nandard findings for an EJR, without ct~rtifying tha doct.:ment • 

... ... 

II. THE RECORD · 

IU. 

For the purposas of CECA and the Finding identified in Sections Ill • V, ihe record of the 
Planning Commission refatingJo the application includes: · . " 
A. DoeuiTu!rifary ·and o·raf evidence receiVed and·raviewed by the Planning Commission 

during 1he public hearing·· on the project.· ? · - -- . . ·. . . _ · 

B. 

c. 

The Finaj Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Cambria Oasalination 
Facility, which is comprised of the Environmental Impact Report prepared and 
circulated in 1994, including the appendicas. The Fin~! Environmental Impact Report 
was certified on December 19, 1994. · 

Matters of common knowledge to the Commission which it considers. such as: 

a. The County General Plan, rand use m~ps ·and elements thereof. 
b. The text of the Land Use Element.. · · -- --···- ·"· ; .;·---, .. -
c. -.. -;.TheCotinty~odeofSanLuisObispo.·;.-·-·;:"'·:·. . -·-- _ _ ... L.:; 
d. The County and Slate Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. ··-~ _,.:-:• ·. · : : 
e. Other formally adopted policies ancford inances. · · · ·· ~ : .. -" : · :-- ;:~.- ·- ·-' 

~"·:14_! ""'~:-··;.._ .. ~... ~-·- ....... _..... .... • 
_, ....... ' "" ....... ·- .... _..... "': ~ .. - . .. ' . -'.... -~ .·, ... .. " 

,... ... .,_:; '; :;;~ ;.~.:..-~ ~-.. -

FINDINGS FOR IMPACTS IOENTfFIEC AS INSIGNIFICANT 

A. HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE AND GROUNDWATER 

1. lmoacts- Refer to F'naf EIR pages 5:2-1"through 5.2-7. 

· 2. Mftigation - No significant impacts woufd result. therefore no mitigations are 
necessary. 

3. Finding - Insignificant 

.. 
•' '. 



.... .. 

I , 

' :. :· . . 

4. Suoocrt~.'C .=vidence • No signific:mt impac:s r; . .::d to Hydro:ogy or 
Groundwater wara idantniad pri~p.ri_!y dua to til~ fact that the project 
transmission lines will be placed in the roadway rm outside of tlie 100 year 
flood area,- and ·because· thsre are.. no anticipa:ad discharges at the 
desalination plant. · 

B. LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING 

1. lmoacts- Refer to Final E!A pages 5.6·1 through 5.6·19. 

2. Mitioation -No significant impacts would result, tharefore 110 m~igations are 
necessary. 

3. Findino -Insignificant 

4. Suoportive Evidence - No significant inconsistencies were idantine(f\viih 
surrounding land uses or designations, and the project is subject to local 
permits and approvals. 

C. AIR QUALITY 

1. - ·Jmoacts- R~fer to F-inal EIR pages 5.9·1 through 5.9-21'. 
... -. 

- • ,~. # .. 

2. Mitioation - Though no significant impacts were-: identified,· the E!R 
rec'!.mmended mitigation measures to further reduce impacts. Refer to 
Conditions of Approval number 42 (a·g} . 

3 . Finding - lnsignif:cant 

4. .Suooor1ive Evidenca - Tne following is a brief description or the impacts 
identified: 

a. Climate - the project was determined not to have ·the poientiai to 
impact the local or regional climate. · 

b. . .: Short-term -:fmoacts - dust (particulate matter) will be generated 
- during grading and construction activities \\'OUfd result in short-term 
airquafity'mpaets·.-: ;;,

4 ~ :c;_:: _ •• ..:::::~ ~~ .' .• ~:- ·:·:~ 

c. 

Though the particulate emissions were not identified as being 
potentiaLy significant, implementation of construction mitigation 
measures such as watering graded areas during site disturbance 
activities, stabilizing all disturbed areas not subject to immediate 
revegetation, and reduction of construction vehicle speed will further 

. re~uca the short-term impacts. · · 

Motor Vehicle Emissions Co rant operation) -the fo!'g term· operation 
ol the proposed project will result in minimal increase in motor vehicle 
use and would not ·be significant. 

..fXHIBll 2. 
A, 3 :~sua- Cf~ _, C\ 
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fJ. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

.. lmo::cts -Ref\lr to Fin.!l EIR (Jages 5.1 0· 1. \hrounh 5.1 0·~. 
.. '":,*,·,- =·: .. ,.. ,;. > ... ~ -:, - ; :: .:~.:.;~.:.;;. ..'""' 

M;1icalio.n --No signi{icant in-ij,acts would result, tliarefcra no ·m::;~::::cr"is .!ru 
nacassary. 

Find~1g - !nsigniiic::r.t -- -·· ·~-----

4. Suoocrtive Evidence • No significant impacts related to human l:aa~h cr risk 
of upset were identified because of required compliance with a:J !j:pl:cabla 
existing laws regarding the handling transport or storage ct cliemicais cr 
hazardous materials. 

E. TRAFFlC (long-Term Ooerations) 

F. 

. . 

t. lmoacts .. Refer to Final ElR pages 5.11·1 through 5.11·6. 

2. 

3. 

4". 

- ·--... ;... 

Maiaation - No significant impacts would result. therefore no m!tiga:icns are 
necessary. 

F!r-.dina - lnsignitic~t 

- .. 
· Succortive Evidence • No significant impacts related long term operations 
related traffic because of the small increase in traffic volume the project wiil 
gen@rate. 

UTILITIES 

1. lmcac1s - Refer to F"10af EIR pages 5.11·1 through 5.11·6. 

2. MHioatron ·No significant impads would result. therefore no mitigations are 
fl&Cessary. . . . _ _ . . 

t .. -: ..... : ·"":.!;.; -~ .. ~! .t ;""'~ ..; '3{1 ~--.~-- ·:· :·-:~ -:;-

3. F"U1ding • Insignificant :: · :-: ,. .. ·.: .· . : · -:-: · · _ .. .. 
- ··!":-·-... 

... :,:. _ .. 
. 4 •. : ~ . Sucoortive Evidence·~ No significant impacts related ~o the project would 

_ occur because the project W11 not require any additional electrical or natural 
gas facllities to be added to serve the project deman_ds •. 

G. PUBLIC SERVICES CParks and Rectaafionl : -~ 

1. Impacts • Refer to Final EIR pages 5.12·1 through 5.12-4. 
• . --- ~ ... •h• ·--- ·- ·- •• - - • 

2. Mitigation· No signif'ant impacts would rasuit. therefore no m~igations are 
necessary. · · .. · - · · 

. . ~. -· ....... .. 
3 .. Finding - lnsignif'JCZnt ·. 
4. · Sueoortive Evidence -:- No significant impacts related parks and recreation . .. 

-~ .. -... . . 

'· 



' 

services 11. ..: been iden:::r.:d i:1 rcg.:;rds to tl~~ rc ~~::.rm ope::::,~:: cf :t1c 

facility bec::luse ol iho locaiion and do sign of !he p, .;j~ct. 

H. GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

lmoacls - Refer Ia Final Ell1 pages 6'-1 through G-13. 

Milioation- No significant impacts \vould result, tharafore no mitigations are 
necessary. 

Findino ":" Insignificant 

Supportive Evidenca - Creation of a nev1 water source is often regarded as 
growth-inducing rn terms of removing an obstacle to existing growth rates. 
It could also be seen as a re~ctive measure to provide service to existing 

:-development potential \vithin a service boundary, and would not remove 
obstacles to growth because CCSD is limned by Hs coastal permit and 

·· ~ further by the Grov.1h Managament Ordinance for the number of residential 
" permits issued each year L Tnough t.he EJR concludes that the proposed 
project would not be grow-th inducing, it is· clear that the project will allow for 
gro\•lth beyond what could be served with existing water supplies. Tne 
limitations prese:nt with the . coastal permit and Growth Management 
Ordinance make this increase in growth poten.tial i~signfiicanL 

IV. FINDINGS FOR !~4PACTS IDENTIFIED AS SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE 

A. 

. . 

GEOLOGY. SOILS AND SEISMICITY 

1. . rmoacts - Refer to Final EIR pages 5.1-1 through 5.1-1 0. 

2 •.• -:· Mitigation- Refe! _to _<;;onqiti~ns of Approval numbers 4 through 9. 
::· .:~ ":.i:::. ,_ .. -: .• _:_._:;,., ~;;-.. ~ .. ::-::·~~;':- -~;_~~:.~f.~'7~---~ .. ~--:-~; .. ~¥ .. -- - :.,_-_~-~~:"-,-:.,~- .:- •• L .. ·--· : 

3. Finding - Changes or alteratiOns have been requireq in .. oilricorporated into, 
the project which avoid or substantiaJiy lessen the significant environmental 

.. effects as _identified in the Finai_EJR. · · · 
-- :..,. :· _ _;·.; - .. ; ~-~~ ... · ... ., ... ,...-- __ ._... - _.:..::,_ __ ~~-::i~-~--;_:::-.: "<-• 

4. Supportive Evid~nce -:_-~~ 7f~lfo~'ing is a· brief des~iption ot the impacts 
identified as signifiCant and the mitigation which will reduce the identified 
impacts to a level of H:tsignif~ce: . 

a. Soils (Desalination Plant and Transmission Facilities} - grading and 
excavation. activities would expose soils to short-term erosion 
impacts by wind and w~ler. · 

In order to reduce impacts to a level of insisnificance, mitigation 
measures will be implemented which. . include _implementation of 
sedimentation and _erosion . control . measures,- preparation and 
implementation of a sedimentation and erosion control plan if grading 
is to occur during the wet season, .the design of the facilities shalf 

I'XHIBir ~--
1\ ... 3 ·SLo.o~tf~ -~q 



... ..... . . 
I 

·: 

I I • 

b. 

::ccomr~· ::12 soil !imil;;.!ions. and c.: rope: r gr ~:ding :- -i;ni~!..:;; ~-; :u i i1~ 
Un:fcJrm bu:!c:ng Ceca. 

;.1· 

Gluif Siabi:Hv (Transmission Lines) ·- constructic.n.:icHv~:c:s en tl!a· ·. 
bluif tcp m;:.y rosult in $hort tann arosicn~l impacts. .. 

In ordar to re.duce impacts.. to a laval cf insignificanca, rr:~igaHcn 
measures wi:l be implemented which include implemar.tatfcn of 
sedimentation ar.d erosion control measures, and a minimum setbac!< 
from the bluff edge of 50 feet. 

c. . Seismicitv (Desalination Plant and Transmission Facil~iss) 
. . · ·· earthquakes on the San Andreas fault, the Nacimiento fau!t or other 

' .. - ·~. 
faults in the Central Coast region could produce ground shaking in 

· the project vicinity which could cause damage to the facilities. 
Standards sot. forth for earth_quake saioty in the Uniform euilciing 
Coda for grading and quality of materials used will be imp!Emented 
to minimize ihe potential tor seismic dama-ge to !he faci:i~ies to a level 

·of insignificance. -. 

B. HYOF.CLCGY: DRAINAGE AND GROUNQ\tvATER ·:·· 

1. 

2 . 

3 • 

lmoacts- Refer to Final EIR pages 5.2-1 through 5.2-7. 

Mi:igation- Refer to Conditions of Approval numbers 10 through 12. 

Finding- Changes or alterations have been required in. or incorporated into • 
the project which avoid or subs1antia1!y lessen the significant environmental 
effects as identified in the Final EIR. 

4. u .. Sucoortive Evidence - The following ~s a brief descriptio(l..: ot_tha.. impacts 
· - · · identified as significant and the .mitigation }Yhich will reduce thaidentifieCJ 

- ·-impactsto·a.ravelotinsignifk:ance:·· ·· -·:.:;.·:- ~-,~,:.;;:1::-.-..·:;:--: :--
• ' ... _ .. ~ • •h ••• ,.. .--. ··-· • .. ~.:- . \~· ··,· ... -~..... ~ ~ 

a. Drainage (Desalination Pfant and· Transmission Facili;i~sl the 
proposed project could incre~!-sediment loads in Van Gordan 

· Creek and aller areawide drainage patterns.·~-= .,,; :··::-: ~ .. , 
. . " . . . . . .•. -....._,---.; __ '·---:...:.. 

··-· -· ~ .. :r;·. ·"- .: 
fn order to reduce impacts to a revel of iusignifance, ·mitigation 
measures wut be implemented which include implementation of 
sedimentation ·and erosion control measures, . preparation and 
implementation of a sedimentation and erosion control plan if grading 
is to oc~ur during the wet season, and submittal of a drainage plan. 

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE§ 

1. 
' ~. ~:z· _,: ": -· .. 1:··~ ~. . -· ~ ., . 

rmcacts- Refer to Final EJR pages 5.3-1 through 5.3·17 •. • 

-- .. ~ 

·: · -~ ~ IXHIBIT. ~ 
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.. · . . 

. . ~ . 

.. 
2. M~ioation - ~~ll!r to Cond1iions of t\pprovd r~t:mb ... 13 tllrot.:gi1 i :::. 

. . 

3. Finding- Chang as or alleratio"'n;.ha~ia be~ri required in, or inccq:cu:.t~d into, 
the project which avoid or substai1tially rass·an the signitic~nt env:~c:lm~nlal 
effects as idantifi::d in iha Final EIR. 

4. Suoportive Evid~ - Tho foiiO\'ling .is a brief description of th~J impacts 
identified as signiiicant and the rniligation which will reduc.: tne identi:ied 
impacts to a leva! of insigni'iicance: 

a. Veaetation and Wildlife {Desalination Plan!) ·- the constn,.:cticn· and 
implementation of t11e desalination plant may impact vsgeta:ion and 
wildlffa habitat. 

b. 

fmpacts will be reduced to levels of insignificance through installation 
of na~ive fandscaping,. and pre-construction surveys for sensitive 
species including: American badger; red-legged :frogs and 
southwestem pond turtles. 

Vegetation and Wildlife {Transmission Lines) --. 
the construction and implementation of transmission faciiities may 
_Impa~! vegetaiion and wildlife habitat. · · · - · · ·· -

-, 
"--· ...... __ " --~ ~ · .. 
Impacts \'.111 be reduced to revels of insignificance through installation 
of faciiities in existing roadways to the greatest extent feasible, careful 
excavation and soil handling,revagetation with native species, and 
preparation and implementation of a mitigation plan for the compact 
cobwebby thistle. · 

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES (Effluent Disposal Field) 

. ·1. · · -:-=:rmcacts··...:Refer to Final EJR~pages S.S-.1 thr~ugh.S~S-14 •. 
.. _, .w-~..:,..: . . ::··· ·-~U-~: :~~•:.: _ ... ~-: .'<--•. ~~:-s-~;- ---~ :·~-::.!'"·~: ... :.- .... ·.:.!~..: .. -~ .. 

2. · ·rvtiiiOaiion :·Refer to Conditions of Approv~l n~mber~i 281hrough 32 • 

4. 

. ~ . ~--:: :._;-:-.. :,_ . .;. ~--~ 'i:.. : -. _... .. 

, Finding· Changes or alterations have been required in. or incorporated into. 
the grojecf which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 

··_·effects as· identified in the Final EIR. _ . , _ > · · · .... ,.,.-, ....... _, ......... _, ·-·-·., 
-~ .... ; - . -- '' 

SupportiVe Evidence -The following. is a. brief description of the impacts 
identified as significant and the mitigation which wilt reduce the identified 
impacts to a level of insignificance: . · · 

a. Desalination Plant and Transmission Lines- project implementation 
will require construction in or near areas or known prehistoric and · 
historic resources. · · · : · · · 

..... -- .. -·-~··· .. 
-- --... -. .. T ... ~ 

In order to r;du~a ~~~~;s ·to' these cultural ~eso~rces to ~-·~~~~~ ~f 
insignificance. mitigation will be impl~menled requiring that the final 

. access road design and transmission:line alignment shall b·e rev!ewad . . 

.· . . · .... ·.: . ·-. ~··. . .... . . ~ .. ·:::···\·::·~·* .. :··; ·:···/~"':'\ ~··-·' · .. · ·:· 
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·~ .. 
I f. • 
I 

:~ E. 

:u~d ~ 1 ovad l;y :he prc;act :trci1~co!c~1:~t :. ~1;;1 .• ~;o.1 .. ~t..! ;;;..:::::;~:.::! 

impact~. a Dc:.ia Raccvery Program ~11u!l .... ., ~rar:.:i.:hi ~i~'-.1 

imtllemented icr areas wliara cullur<:il r•Jscurco dar~osils car:i;ct be 
avoided, and all construCtion activities in ihe .area cf cultural 
resources sh2lf be monitcrad' by a qualiliad ard1a~Ic~cgist. Tha 
archneofcgical monitor wi!l havG tho nuihcri!y to tampcr:;r,ly halt 
construction if archaeological or human rem<lins arG discova:ad, until 
a qualified ard1aeologist determines if a Hnd_ i~_signiticant. 

AESTHETICS/LIGHT AND GLARE 

1. lmoacts -Refer to Final EIR pages 5.7·1 throl.!gh 5.7-10. 

2. Mitioation- Refer to Conditions of Approval numbers ~3 thrcl.!gh SS: 

3~ Finding ·Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 

4. 

.. ~ ::. ~. 

· the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effects as identified ii1 the Final E!R. · 

SuooorHve Evidence_· The following is a brief description cf 1he impacfs 
identified as sionificant··and the mitigation which wjll reduce thG identified 
impacts ;0. a ·re~el of insignificance; ·· - . · ··-::7·_ ·.' · - · · 
,. . . ..... .. ~ .. - -~ - ' . 

a. 'short-term lmoacls (Oesalina~c~ ~i~nt ~a~ .. d Tran~~ission Lines) -~ 
orading and dist1.1rbance of the natural terrain as well as the presence 

- of construction equipment will create a temporary aes1hetic impact. 

ln order to reduce short-term impacts to a revel of insignificance, the 
CCSO will monitor the construction site aAd construction activities to 
ensure construction equipment is kept within establishl!d storage 
areas and construction sife areas. 

b. long~tarm rmoacts··coesalination Plant and Transmission Lines)- the 
. .: :,:··I!!Umate deve~pm~nt of the desalination plant building and facllities 
· .. ~;.!ler the natura! landscape and be visible from_ public roads, as 

. will the bluff-top well and caisson .structure. ---------

·.;:.-:Ji7";-~- ·- .-'~:-~-dr~~[:~~ :iedu~~:·~~;.t~~;i~~e~~h~t~~~.~picis t~'-~. level ot 
ilsignific2nce, the desalination. plant wiJI be .h_~used _in _a_ "barn like" 

. • . -· .. building consistent wah the agriculluraJ buildings in the area and shall 
-~.:~:: .•. usa !.f:l!!l~~d .§v-!e~er lighting, a detailed landscaping p!an will be 
· · · developed to -provide screening along the desalination prant area 

perimeter; and the well and caisson structures ·wiu be. placed at or 

_ ........ ~,;: 

. . 



• 
3. finding· Changes or ait«:ration!lllovc IJccn rc-=1ui•ccfi:1, or incorpora:crd in:o. 

the project which avoid or substin'iiili~t I~SSC.!l.thc. s:gnificant environmantal 
etrec:s as idantiiied in the Final EIR. - ··- .. ~ 

4. Suocortiva Eviduncc - TI1a following is n bri~f dcsciiptian at the impacts 
identified as significant ancUh~. mitigation which wi!l reduce Ilia identitied 
impacts to a laval of insignificance: · -

a. Short· Term Construction (Oesalina!ian Plant and Transmission 
Lines) ·-noise impacts to sensiHva noise receptors wm be 
reali:ted as a resutt of the project construction aclivities. 

In order to reduce short·t~rm impacts to a _ lavel of 
insignificance, equipment shall ba properly muffled, on-shore 
construction hours. shall be 'limfied to 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
(Monday to Friday} •. and construction storage and staging 
areas shall be away from the nearby campground. 

··---.. -~.~~-- ..... ,-~ ...... ~ ... -~. 
b. Lana-Term Ooerations (Oesali:'lation Plant) --daily operational 

activities may expos a individuals to high noise impacts \vithin 
the plant, and will raise the ,ambient noise laveis potentially 
affecting surrounding propertias ·-including the state park 
campground. 

. . ' 

~ •• " L • • 

In order to reduce impact~ to a lsve·! of insignificance, the EIR 
ident!Hed that internal noise moritoring shall be conducted to 
assure compliance with County and Cal OSHA standards, tho 
containment structure shall be designed and operated so as 
to meet County noise standards in regards to adjacent 

~' property ·owners. -: . County. staff ~~: ~e:ommended an 
addaionaf monitoring requirement that an acoustical analysis 

. be conducted to verify that the- noise ·attenuation design 
features are adequate to .. meet County ·standards, prior to 
actual construction. .,- .. _,. ··-

.... - =:~ ---~~...:-=-~-=-·_.-_:.:. __ .. :-: -~:.. 

1: • rmoacts- Refer lo FinaJ EIR pages 5.971 th~ough 5.9·21. 

2. MHiga-lio~ -.Refer to Cond~ions of Approval !l~mbers 43 and 44. 

-.. ;:""·· 



J. 

, 

a. Lone·' 1 :m::;acls ·- tlie project woL!id rosu:t i1' · sigmiic~~: cv~r~ll 
increase in the focal and regional pollutant load t. ..; to diract imp.:cts 

..: . from U1e stalichary source- gas emiSsiOI'!.S"- ganera1ad by :l1e 
desalination plant and power amiss ions genarilted by a·leetii'C;:;f pc·::er 
plants. .:;..;;~.::;~:.,· =··",._ -··-~ 

In order to reduce impacts to a level ot insignificance, engines shculd 
use catalytic·converters as well as other BACT and RACT measures. 

H. TRAFFIC 

1. fmcacts·- Refer to Final EIR pages 5.11·1 through 5.11-6. 

2. M~igation ·Refer to ~ond!lions ot A~proval numbers 45 through 47: 
..... . .. .. , ..... , .. 

3. • Finding· Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the project which. avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effects as identified in the Final ElR. 

4. Suooortive Evidence - ihe follo·.-:ing is a brief description of the impacts 
identified as significant and the mitigation which wiil reduce the identified 

. .impacts to a revetsf insicnificance: - .. . - .. 
- .- ... -'··:::: s:;. .. ~· .'. ;, - ·:.,:: ~· .. ' .: -· ::~··.:· .:.-: .:: 

a. · · Short-Term : .. const~ction of the proposed desalination plant and 
transmission Jines wiR result in a "temporary increase in traffic volumes 
in the project vicinity and a disruption ot traffic trow in the area of 
transmission line construction. 

fn-order to reduce impact~ to a ·revel of insignificance, mitigation 
measures will be implemented which include no construction on 
weekends or holidays. clear delineation of construction storage. 

-:_ stagilg and turn-around areas, and implementation of appropriate 
· .. ·: .. ·: signage an~_ sa(ety measures ~ch as flagmen. The signage and 

.. _:-_,safetY· measures )yilr-:t1ave to be approved by Cattrans, County 
_ : . _ Engileering. or State -Parks -depending on the affected roadway. 

• •• ,, .... :.... • "'!'->;;!~"'! . ..:~ :·~- .-...~ :: -·"- .......... ", 
. . . ""' . -

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILmES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

-
4. 

fmpacts- Refer to Final ElR pages 5.11·1 through 5.12-4. 

Mitigation .. Refer to Conditions ot Approval numbers 46 through 51. 

Finding~ Changes or alterations have been required in. or incorporated into, 
the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 

.. effects as identified in the F'tnal EJR. · · · · · 
. -' .. - .• .. , '·~ . 

Supoortive Evidence • The folfowing is a brief description of the impacts 
identified as signirK:ant and the mitigation which will .reduce the identified--·-·-·:· ---
impacts to a Jevel of insignificance: .. ; '- ~ - . :.. · · ... :-. · ·. ·. ·:. ~ · •· · ., .:,~·: .~·~~'~>=:;;~,.:~-·~··~ ·· .. ·--. . ~ .. ~ .. ·,l .. 

A~iL~o: ~~2~._ ··. :t - .·- .. 

J;··rl .. . ·• 

.. 



:.· J' . . . 
j,' 

a. f- .. .: •• the development ol tho desalina. 1 plant m<Jy r.::sult in <ln 
increase.d potential for tire. at that site. 

In order to reduca impacts. to a level of insignificance, the proposed 
development will be required to meet all the standards of iha Uniform 
Fire Code. 

-··. ~- """J'l.i~J ...... -;~-_.:';....~- ~- -

b. Police ·-the ·constructio~ ·activities and presence of the construction 
site and permanent facility may present an·increased opportunity for 
crimina! activity. 

In order· to reduce impacts to a leveL of insignificance, the applicant 
will submit an ~ccess Plan for review and approval of the ·county 
Sheriff's Department. ... 

-
_ c. Solid Waste· .: -·a small amount of solid waste material will be 

ge~erated during the construction phase. of the proj,ect. · 

In order to reduce impacts 1o a level of insignificance: the applicant 
shall recycle appropriate materials during the construction phase. 

. ·-

., .. ,.-.,.~ 

V. FINDINGS FOR IMPACTS IDENTIFIED AS SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE. -:1·~· ..i.O.' ~ ... 

VI. 

The proposed project will not result in impacts identified as significant and unavoidable. All 
sign~icant impacts identified as resulting from the proposed project can be mitigated to 
levels ot insignificance (see Section IV). 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The proposed project Wfil not result in significant una'J'Oidable impacts, therefore a statement 
of overriding considerations Is not necessary. . ·., _ ·: . -::. · . ~--- _ '· · · · ~. :~ : .: : · =-- · 

":" .... .-. -
-.. ·- -~ . 

. ·:· ... · 

•• 4 ~ ~ -~- ._;._ :·:; ;. ·-,.,,_.f.,.~~-~,_,.-
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E.xhibil C 

09400950 :.. E.'"onditions- _ . 

Approved use 
1_. · This development plan approval authorizes the construction of the portion of the 

desalination plant, transmission lines, and intake and disposal facilities above the 
me:m high tide line in three phases. 

: i 

2. Site development shall be consistent with the approved site plan. 

3. ·Implementation of the following conditions of approval shall be consistent with 
the mitigation and monitoring program in Chapter 13 of the EIR. The conditions 
and milestones in the mitigation and monitoring. program _shall be consistent with 
the following conditions. Prior to final inspection~ the applicant shall provide 

·-.letters from CCSD, SLO APCD, Department of Fish and Game, the 
-· . ~~~eo logical monitor and· any other parties responsible for monitoring indicating 

that the conditions they are to monitor have been completed. . - . 
4 ............ ,. ., 

GEOLOGYi.SOILS Al\7]) SEISi\'1ICI'IT 
------- ------· ··---.. - ···------- _. - ~~ ... 

Soils- Desalination Plant and Transmission Facilities 
-·--~ -•--. .. ::-__ - --·----- ·-

4. All grading shall be canied out under the guidelines set forth in Chapter 70 of the 
Uniform Building Code, 1991 Edi~on. · · 

5. According to Section 23.05.036 of the County Coastal Zone Land Use 
. Ordinance, if project construction occurs during the period of October 15 through 
Apni · f5 ~ i Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan shall. be prepared and _ . _ .. _ 
approved by the County Engineer. · -·:,~:-.:.:: :.~- .·>: ~: ~· -.:. : .:·· -· .:~;:;-: ; ~--~:; :~.~:~ -~ ·: _ 

6.- In accordance with Section 23.0S':036(d) of the County Coastal Zone Land Use,;, .. ·~.,.: __ ::-.. __ .. 
Ordinance, the control of sedimentation and erosion_ shall include but is not 
limited to the following methods: 

A. Slope Surface Stabiliz:ltioi:t: 

• Temporary mulching. seeding or oth~ suitable stabilization 
measures approved by the County Engineer shall be used to protect 
exposed erodible areas during. the: ~r1~on period. 

• Earth or paved interceptors (berms) and diversions (sand bags) 
shall be installed at the top of cut or fill slopes whez:e there is a 
potential for erosive surface runoff. 

14 
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7. 

B. Erosion ano sediment::ltion control devices: In c),,..er to prevent 
polluting sedimemation discharges, erosion and sediment control deviCes 

··shall be· installed as. :~t;~ui~d~~Y}~~ ;~~~nty _Engineer fo_r _all __ gradi:"_g _an~. 
filling. Control devices and measures that may be reqUired mclude, but 
are not limited to energy absorbing structures or devices to reduce the 
velocity of runoff ~ater. · -.. - ·-~ ..... - '.- -- " . - '- ' 

C. Final Erosion Control Measures: Within 30 days after completion of 
grading, all surfaces disturbed by vegetation removal, grading, haul roads, 
and/or other construction activity that alters natural vegetative cover, are 
to be revegetated to control erosion, unless covered with impervious. or 
other improved surfaces authorized by approved plans. Erosion controls 
may include any combination of mechanical or vegetative measures. - : ·-

The design of project facilities ~hall- accommodate soil limitations includini, -b-ut
not limited to, shrink-swell potential •. 

Geology - Trnnsmission Facilities 

Bluff St:1biiity -
..... · 4~... ·~ . :: ..... ·; .. 

The control of sedimentation and erosion through the implementation of controls 
discussed in condition 6 will reduce potential impacts t<? bluff stability. 

8. Pursuant to Section 23.04.118 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance, San Luis 
Obispo General Pian, revised November 2, 1993, the vertical caisson associated 
with the seawater intake system shall be set back a minimum of 50 fe:!t from the 
edge of the bluff top. 

,. ., ---•-· ......,;,. ___ ;.- ..... _•-:.,__;-;.;.:. .. .;.;.~:. :;·~;...::_•-:: :-: .. -.;-::..~.-- ... _A-,:__...;~--·-- ,..-:~ •#--,. ,,..,PH' .. l'Otf'• 

Seismicity- Desalination PL'lnt and Trn~~~~~-F~~Iiti;s_., ' ··· ···~- . -
.: ~ . '~.;... . ·----~ !..:: c,; ~.2.,;;.,..--:;: 

9. Due to the potential for ground shaking in a seismic event, the proposed project::7
" • 

components shall comply with the.- standards set forth in the Uniform Building . _ 
Code (UBC,--1991 J:?.dition) to assureseismic_safety ~-yle satisfaction of_the ·-.~~.-:-· 
CCSD. -· - .::~· .. :._ .:·. · ,.-:-.-::-:~:-:::: -:~: .~·- .. 

- - . 
- • - -·-· \. j. ... ~.. • ·- ,;,+. 

HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE AND GROUNDWATER 

Hydrology .. Desalination Plant and Transmission Facilities 

Due to the fact· that the transmission facilities will be located within the existing fill 
material traversing Van Gordon Creek and will not. modify the geometry of Van Go_rdon 
Creek, no mitigation measures are recommended. · ·- · · 

. - ' --' ... . : 

~2. 
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Drninnge - Desalination Plant and Tr:msmission Facilities 
~·~~ _· . ··. ; __ ·.; ·-: ~. ·~-· _ . __ ·" ~~ .... ;.:...;.~:.:. f'-~.e. .. .t.;":.~.u4 • ..., -.-...,...... . . ..... : , ........ ~~ 

10. Sedimentation and erosion controL me:i.Su~~hai(be im-plemented during project 
construction in accordance with Section 23.05·.036(d) or the County- Coast:l.l Zone 
Land Use Ordinance. · These m=sures include slope surface stabilization and 
erosion and sedimentation control devices. Sedimentation loads to Van Gordon 
and San Simeon Creeks shall not increase more. than 50 nephelometric turbidity 
units above background levels as a reSult of construction activities. 

11. 

12. 

. . . . . 
If project construction oecurs during the period from October 15 through Apri'l 
15, a Sedimentation. and Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared in accordance 
with· Section 23.05.036 of the ~unty Coastal Zone Lane Use Ordinance. 

Prior to constru¢on, the CCSD shall submit to the County Engineering 
Depariment for ~iew and approval a drainage plan showing the· collection and 
control of all waters developed. rrom the proposed Desalination Plant and 
transmission facilities. 

Groundwater - Desalination PL'lnt., 
... ~-......... 

....,.,.,.~-·· -· .-
: ....... •' _,.,) - - ..... .;. 

Due to the fact that the CCSD would be required to adhere to applicable waste discharge 
permit procedures, mitigation measures are not recommended. . 

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

.~! Desnlination Plant 
.i.f 

13. 

14. 

The District shall install landscaping consisting of native trees and shrubs 
consistent with the area for the Desalination Plant site. These species should be 
similar to those found in adjacent communities in ·order to blend· the site into_the .. .._i:: :::::r_ 

natural _surroundings. 
-~_.. .... ! ..... ··~ ·-·.. p~~~ • .; ~,_,.;;.,:~~~; ,,i ~-::~:;::::4.. ::.:;~.-·~.:·. ::·; . - .: ,..· __ ,.. ., ______ ::---.;.,._-+:· :..;·_:-·~!:'~:.:...·-. 

Prior to. construction, a biologist shall_ determine whether. the _American badger is • , , :: . 
present on the Desalination Plant construction Site..~ ~.If an active burrow is found > ~: . 
within the construction zone, in coordination with the California Department of· 
FISh and Game, the burrow. shall be excavated by hand during grading activities 
to ensure that no American badgers are buried or otherwise harmed by . -
construction equipment. If an American badger is found., it should be allowed to 
escape to other tunnels it is likely to have outside the disturbance area. 

15. Prior to construction., a qualified wildlife biologist shall search . the Desalination 
Plant site and construCtion area for red-legged frogs and southwestern pond . 
turtles to confinn that no individuals of these species occur on the si~. ": If any 
individuals of these species are found they will be relocated to nearby habitat 
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after consultation with a Departmt:nt of Fish and Game !3i01ogist. 

Transmission Fnciiitics 

16. Pipeline alignn1ents which follow existing roadways shall be installed so as to 
deviate as Iiufe as possible from the road right~of-way. This will minimize the 
amount of adverse impacts on biotic resources of the area. ·· 

17. Soil removed for excavation of the pipeline alignments shall be replaced at the 
same location. Excavation operation shall adhere to County construction. 
standards and specifications. 

18. Any graded areas within or immediately adjacent to riparian areas shall be. 
landscaped as soon after construction as feasible with appropriate native species. 
This activity will fessen the potential for erosion and siltation problems to occur. 
Gradin-g and construction activities shall be carried out in such a manner that 
sediments and debris does not enter Van Gordon Creek_ · · -·· -~--. _ -- · -

19. If compact cobwebb thistle is removed as a result of the proposed pr~ject,. the:~=~ 
species sh3.II be reestablished, in accordance with standard mitigation measures to· . 
be determined by a qualified Botanist? in coordination with the CCSD and San · · -~:::· 
Luis Obispo County, which is to incfude revegetation sites and ratios. 

CULTIJR.~L RESOURCES 

20. Archaeological monitodng shaH be conducted during PhOl.Se 1 of construction in 
archaeoiogically sensitive areas. Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist familiar with Chumash and San Luis Obispo County Prehistory and 
Archaeology. In the event that any buried archaeological; '11at~~~·- his~o#c: :=-, ::. . 

features, ovens or human remains are unearthed during construction~ ·activity-in
the vicinitY of the resource shall cease until they are evaluated and appropriate .
recommendations are made by the archaeologist aad carried out for preservation : 
ofthesite(s). .:::::~c · .c'.::.::2;: _: - _ .·,;·:::.:·:.:;_~::-~·,. ~~ 

21. The final route shall be selected by carefully monitoring the vegetation and fill 
removal along the route tested. Should any concentrations of cultural materials 
be noted. construction shall be temporarily stopped and the corridor redesigned to 
the east or west to avoid materials. · · ·· · 

22. A Data Recovery Program consisting of excavation of the upper 150 em of soil (5 
feet) within the caisson shall occur prior to drilling activities. Excavation · · 

-.. -

activities shall be monitored by a qualified archaeologist familiar with Chumash 
and San Lui.s 9~ispo County Prehistory and Archaeology •. A rese3tCh design 

1 shall involve determining the antiquity;'range of cultural activities,· relationship to· 
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23. 

24. 

---- ... -- ---

other parts of the site (SL0-383) and the vertic::U and horizonm.l patterning or" 
culturnl ma~erials. · 

• . • ~:.. ,<::-( ... ~::~ .. ::.....:... ... :--- ... ;.,·;T--- .... 
Road design shaH be reviewed and approved by the proJect archaeolog1st to - -
minimize impacts to cultural materials. 
Should a retaining wall be required along the access road, a. Data Recovery 
Program shall be developed, implemented and monitored by a qualified ·· · 
archaeologist familiar with Chumash and San Luis Obispo County Prehistory and 
Archaeology prior to grading permit issuance. _: 

LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING 

Land Use - DeSa.Iin.ation--PJant and Transmission' Facilities 
,p: H~·n_·.::~ :: •":::- •,::;-,-:··- ·~.~- • I 

-·-- ·- ·~ t 
~ .. . - ~ ~ .. ... -.. I , . 

As signific:mtland use compatibility impacts would not otcur,. mitigation measures arc 
not n:commcndcd. ···For mitigation measures reJating to short- and long-term impacts for 
air quality, noise, recreation, aestheticStiight and gfare7 and transportation, please refer ~ 
to the respective sections of this document. · · 

: . ., - - .~ '._. . ·: .:. ~ • .. ~~ '"'! ~; ~ - • -

.·. - ... _....... . . . ~. . - -~ ··_ - ···~· ........ ·- ... 

···Relevant Planning PolicieS'~ : __ :.:.::: .. :.: :.~;--· ;.::.:-::;:;:<: .. ::.:. •. :· 
':.., - _:.-. ·- - .. • .,. ~ I ; ·~ • ;._; . ., •' • • .. , :., ~ ..,_" ' 

• . .. . : -~~: -- l" ~ '!. -:..._ :... 

The CCSD would be required to adhere to applicable permit procedures and. policies 'is· ·· 
identified above and in Section 3.5, AGREE.r.\1ENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS. 
Adherence to these policies and conditions identified during the permit process would 
reduce impacts to a less than _significant level. 

AESniETICS/UGHT AND GLARE 

Short-Term Construction- De.Salination Plant - --- ---- ·- .. _ ·-
:::. --~-=·.:~~~ ~::c-0:~-:J:::w =;=~ .. -: ; .. ._.¥:.·.-=~--~~-~ .. : .. :::;:·~~~ ~- · .. ~;:;ri:.::~i: .. :::*~ 

25. ··During-grading "operations,-~· rcp~la:ti~~--fu;~ ·ihe: CCsD · sh~ll -in~~it~r £h~':; .:~-: 
conStruction area to ensure that Construction equipment is kept within the . .,..·.~--::.-: 
established boundary of the construction area. · ·· ·· ·- :·::.~.~~,·='-· ,~:~. -~-, 

Short-Term Coilstii.tC:tion -· Transmission Facilities- ...... ;. ""_..,_ 
. -""'l • ., -- ·- :"' ~ I -'"'·--·· --~- ~ -· -........... . . .... ~ ~ ... ~· ' . 

' .. · 
26. Construction staging and storage areas shall be delineated on construCtion· plans, · 

and where possible, located in limited visibility areas on CCSD property. 

Long-Term Operations ~ Desalination Plant 
-.r ... ·. -.. 

27. Prior tO g~in-g activities, a detailed landscaping plan shatl be deVeloped by the 
CCSD for the Desalination Plant site. Native riparian trees and Jhrubs ·such as 

, , willows, sycamore, black cottonwood, twin berry, blue_ elderberry ~d blackberry· · · _. 
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indigenous to the ai -...l shall be planted along the site· s pen. .;ter in order to 
soften visual impacts of parking :Jlld E~cility _operation arc:1s. 

28. The proposed structJr~ ~hair be of a color and· architectural style similar to-~ral 
structures. 

29. In accordance with Section 23.040.320 of the Coastal Land Use Ordinance, 
outdoor lighting shall be arranged so· as not to direct light onto any street or 
abutting property. Low intensity light fixtures shall be designed and adjusted to 
direct light away from any road or street, campground are:!., creeks, trail and/or 
dwelling outside ~e- OWttership of the CCSD. 

~ . _.... .. . ~ -
. ' ' ... - ...... ~· t 

Long-Tenn Operations - Tr.inSniission Facilities --. · . 
... ...... ·....- - -.. .. . ' . -

30. Mechanical and electrical control facilities for the pumps in the caisson, located 
on the bluff top, shall be installed near or below ground leveL 

NOISE - -. ... ~- . 

. . .. . ·- . 
Short-Tcnn Construction - Desalination P!ant and Trnnsmission Facilities 

31. Prior to construction, the contractors shall produce evidence acceptable to the 
CCSD, that: 

a. 

b. 

All construction vehic!es or equipment. fix~d or mobile, operated within 
1,000 feet of a sensitive noise rece-ptor shaH be equipped with properly 
operating and maintained mufflers. 

On-shore construction hours shall be limited from 8 a.m. to 7 p.m., 
Monday through Friday and shall not occur on weekends or holidays. 

c. All operations shall comply with applicable County Noise Standards·: 

d. Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be located as far ·as ·-~ ·;:..,~ T 
:. -"practicable from dwellings and the. State Park. · 

. . . .,. "• "-. ~ .. 

Notations in the above format, appropriately numbered and included with other 
notations on the front sheet of grading plans, will be considered as adequate 
evidence ofcompiiance with this condition. 

Long-Tenn Operations- Desalination Plant and Transmission Facilities 

32. Internal Noise monitoring-should be conducted during facility operation to 
evaluate actual operational noise levels, and determine mitigation required to 

.. - .... P.i1JBIT J__ 
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33. 

comply with County thresholds ::tnd Cal OSHA 'ri:gti!ations •. · Should interior noise 
levels be found to exceed Cal OSHA thresholds, a !tcnng conservation progr:un 
for exposed facility workers should be developed and implemented per Cal OSHA 
requirements • 

a. 
. ..... ~-·--··~-~ . 

- •• j '.' ,!" •••• : • ' ., • • ••• - ~... • ... .. • • 

Prio~ to construction, an analysis prepared by a qualified acoustical 
. consultant that analyzes the potential noise level at the property boundacy', 
as well as the nearest campsite. The analysis shall use noise generation 
~ from similar facilities, and shall incorporate reduction factors as 
appropriate to the proposed construction and insulation of the structure. 
Reasonable worst case considered in. the analysis shall be during nighttime 
with light off-shore winds. If the results of the analysis indicate that the ... 

-·-·'· . proposed construction and insulation ofthe building would not reduce the 
noise levels to a point below the level's specified iii the County Noise· 
Element, building design or construction noise attenuation measures shall 
be incorporated to the point that the noise levels will· be reduced to a level 
in compliance with the County Noise Element. A copy of the analysis 

.... ~ __ ,, . shall be submitteq t~ the Department of Planning & .Building. . 
· .... ..,. ··~-~ ·'~ .. ~:~:.:.:,.w: r - ~··~~~-J:l:·-·· . .:_;·:·~7·~::·:_ 

b •. , The containment. structure and noise attenuation equipment associated. with 
the project shall be designed and operated so that noise levels at the 
nearest property line shall not exceed the noise levels specified in the 
Noise Element of the County General Plan. 

c. Additio~ noise monitoring shall be conducted afeer construction of 
each module to insure that the accumulated noise impacts shall not exceed . 
the noise levels specified in the Noise Element of the County General 

j !Plan .. ~-:-- -~-~~-·-·\~: ....... . · . .-t ::~·~-;_~'"·.:.: -.-.. -__ :>~--:."':'.-~·---~-·:. 
•• •• - ~ ·- ~ •• ·- ...... # • • ·- ... - • 

-~';. ·.,, :~;,;,. ;,~.~-·:-;-:,··:-:::·· ......... ;; ·..-\.";~wt~: .. ~ .. ~ . 

... 
'-···-·;: 

Short-Term Construction ... 
- -··-~ ~-;~~ :: ~ .... - .............. .; . 

...... • •• ;: .• .r .. 
PM-10. Although no mitigation measures are required, the following APCD mea!ures 
should be considered .to further reduce the potential for !=Onstruction impacts: -- ...... '"'; . -- .. 

34. a. Use of water trucks or sprinkler Systems in sufficient quantities to prevent. 
airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would 
be required whenever wind speeds exceed _15 mph. Reclaimed 
(nonpotable) water should be used whenever possible. ·· .. 

b. All dirt stock-pile areas should be sprayed daily as need=. ,, .......... - . . . . . -.- .., . '- ::· ·:::::·: '-:-:·::~.,·~ .. . 

c. Permanent dust control me:lSUres identified in. tqe approved project 
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reveget:l~~n ;:md .landsc:ape. p1ClJ1S should be implemented. as soon as 
possible folfowmg compreilonofany "soii disturbing ac~vities. ' ... 

d. E.~posed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates gre:tter
than one month after initial grading should be sown with a fast· 
germinating native grass seed and watered until vegetation is established. 

e. All disturbed.soil areas not subjeet to revegetation should be stabilized 
using approved chemical soil binders, jute nettings, or other methods 
approved in advance by the· APCD. 

f. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be; co~pleted 
as soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as---:
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used • 

. - . - ~ 

.. - g. Vehicle speed. for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 25 mph on any 
.. _ _ · _ . unpaved surface at the c'?nstruction ·site:--- · -_._. ~·.. .~ ' 

·~~ .. -. ·~"" .. ~-......;• ~""'•-' .... 

Long·term Opee1tional Emissions 
., ·- -~ 

-~ '·.'-~·;...' ·'!-:: .. _,_ ~ -::::-:- - : --: ::.-.·~· ... :: ~.::.·-~-: ~- . ~ '. -- . ~ . ·_- . . . ·-· .... -' . ' . 
35. Use of catalytic conve:;:ter wi~- natunu gas engines will sigruficiritly: i'educe NOx ·:.-:' 

emissions (a BACT measure). - · ·- ·· ·· ·· ·· · --~ · · 

36. The CCSD will consider additional RACT and BACT measures where feasible, 
including: · 

e. Maintain equipment in tune per manufacturer's specifications; except as · -
otherwise required above. . ..... 

Motor Vehicle Emissions 

As significant impacts would not occur, no mitigation measures are·recommended. 
• " w ••• ·- .; """' :-". ,, ' 

Consistency with Regional Plans and Policies 

.. '1:-

.,. ... ,.. 

_ ... ~;·i 
' .. 



.. . .. ... 
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As signific:::mt. impacts. would not occur,. no mitigation measures arc recommended. 
;• ... _ ..... :;:::.. ~;o • .. ~·-~ ~-.. • • - ':..,-: 

HUMA.L'I HEALTH/RISK OF UPSET 

The CCSD would· be required to adhere to applicable permit procedures and regulations 
identified above.. Adherence to-these conditions identified during the· permit process 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level, thus mitigation measures are not 
n::commended. · ·· 

....... ,-,.-, .... .. .,.,: 
~-~ .... ~. . . ···-= 1•. 

TRANSPORTATION.AND UTli.lTIFS .... . : 

Tral.r1e - Short~T~:.c~~cti~~ · :.· : ···- · · 
.. 

37 _- ... Project. construCtion along San Simeon Creek Roact and beneath Highway 1 shall 
be prohibited on weekends and holidays n::cognized ·by the County of San Luis 
Obispo. 

38. ~ Construction-related impacts along San Simeon Creek Road and near Highway 1 
(mcluding pnor. tO and during "pfpeiirie' iiiStiuaiiori) shall 9e minimized by the 
placement of proper detour and directional signs. ··The Saii Simeon State Park 
access point shall be properly signed and bicyclists; pedestrians and vehicles 
directed by a flagman during truck/equipment- travel in the vicinity. The location 
and size of the signs shall be approved by the County of San Luis Obispo and/or 
Caltrans prior to construction. This me3Stlre is subject to periodic field · · 

39. 

inspections by the County Engineer and daily compliance by the Construction 
Maniger. -At least one Iane for traffic flow access along San Simeon Creek Road 
and Lone Palm Drive shall be maintained at all times .. ·::--coiiipl~ ·aca:ss along . 
Highway 1 shall be maintained at all times during project construction .. 

' -.... ~.~:.;··::::.:: .:;, ._ : .::. •w., ,"< ·•- •• .. • .,-; ... -, ... ""' ''"'."" -, • 

~ • - ..,.. • .-..... ~.,.\.. Ito.._,,. ... '-_. .. ~ ' . (j 

The limits of construction Sba.U be clearly marked as would construction vehicle 
storage areas and· ~ehicl~ turn-a.rouiicfS. ·;.The 'Construction Mailager s~ .ensure 
the daily compliance with this~~- ·· · · · 

. - .. ; . . ... ; -~·-. . .. -.. 
• • • • .. ... , • 4' ~· • ....... ;; - ·,:: ... 

Traffic.· Long-Term Operations . 
- .. • .. <1: • .. • - _: .. =- ·-· 

As significant impacts would not occur, mitigation measures are not recommended. 

Utilities 

• •• ... t.:J .. • ' 

. As signific:::mt impacts would not occur, mitigation measures .are. not recommended. .. • l 
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G.as Service 

As signific:.utt impacts would not occur, mitigation me:J.Sures are not recommended. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

- ,, 

40. The proposed Desalination P!~t shall comply with the Uniform Fire Code (1991) 
edition where applic:tble., Specific areas of the UFC that apply to the proposed 
project include, Hazardous Materials, Fire Safety During Construction,· Fire 
Extinguishing System, Fire Alarm System and Potable Fire Extinguisher. 

41. The proposed Desalination Plant shall comply with Public Resource Code 4290 
and 4291 regarding Building Setbacks and Vegetation Clearance. 

Parks and Recreation 

For mitigation measures relating" to short- and long-term impacts for air quality,. noise, 
aesthetics/light and glare, and transportation, please refer to the respective sections of 
this document.· ' 

Police 

42. Prior to construction, the applicant shall submit an Access Plan to the San Luis 
Obispo County Sheriff's Office C"ime Prevention Unit. Approval of the Access .. 
Plan shall indicate compliance with this measure. 

Solid Waste 

43. · In order to reduce the amount of waste accumulated during the construction 
phase, recycling of appropriate materials shall occur to the satisfaction of the 
construction manager. 

Agriculture protection 

44. If the pipeline is moved onto the agricultural cropland the CCSD will coordinate 
installation of the transmission lines with the adjacent grower and the mitigation 
measures outlined in the Agricultural Commissioner's letter of November 22, 
1994, will be satisfied. 

Tr:1nsmission Lines 

45. 
! 

An encroachment permit must be obtained before any work c:.ut be conducted 

! . 



, , 

46. 

47. 

... 

within the Caltrans right-of~way. . -
Prior to construction, CCSD will obtain· the Consent of Landowner from· the 
property owners of 013..051-016 (Geiling) and 013-051-017 (Newcomer), if 
required. 

Prior to construction, CCSD will record an easement for pipeline pUipOses as 
needed for placement of the tnmsmission lines on 013..051~16 (Geiling) and 013-
051~17 (Newcomer), if required. 

-,.,. .. '. 

-':">,..- -.... . ..,. -· 

..... - ... _ ...... 
':. ·, ...... 

-. 
-~ ,. ~-· . 

... ~ ... _ ,. . ., ... 
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SITE DATA 

TOTAL. SITE ACREAGE 

NON AGRICUL. TURE USE 

104 ACRES 

PROPOSED DESAL 1.3 ACRES 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL. 4.3 ACRES . 

;;:.- . 

PERCOLATION PONDS . 18.7 ACRES . . 
EXIST. SPRAY FIELDS 8.2 ACRES 
RIPARIAN STREAM HABITAT 24.8 ACRES 
VAN GORDON RESERVOIR · 5.8 ACRES . 
PRODUCTION WELLS --~ 7.2 ACRES ~-~---·- -~-
OTHER <ROADS, RESIDENCE> :, (;2.0 ACRES~~;.::~-~. '. 

·ror~[~'N.oN-AG. >_ ·:-- :. : .,:L:;_-}~-~~3~7g:3·:;AcRes ~~<:·~~·y: ·. 
REMAINDER·· 
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November 21, 1995 

Mr. Dave Loomis 
Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street 
Suite300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: APPROVAL OF CAMBRIA DESAL FACILITY 

Dear Mr. Loomis: 

lo)~©~~w~~ 
lfU NOV 2 9 1995 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
rENTRAL COAST AREA 

As tax-paying property owners in Cambria, we are writing to recommend approval of the 
proposed Desalination Facility which we believe is the best approach to solving Cambria's 
chronic water supply problems. 

Construction <>f the Desai Plant will provide a reliable source of water to meet the needs 
of the existing population of Cambria during the drought months (May through October). 
This source will also serve to provide for the needs of new residents and commercial 
construction which, as you know, are currently limited by the San Luis Obispo County 
Growth Management Ordinance and the Coastal Commission. 

Besides providing a water supply for the community, the Desai Plant will also provide a 
benefit by leaving more water available for agricultural needs during drought periods; 
water which would normally be used for residential or commercial requirements. 

Additionally, and one of the most significant benefits, is that the Desai Plant will utilize sea 
water thus having the least impact on the environment. This solution to Cambria's water 
shortage makes the. most sense. 

We respectfully request that you authorize the Cambria Community Services District 
(CCSD) to proceed with the construction of the Cambria Desalination Facility. 

Sincerely, 

52_f;~L-.~ 
Paul and Irma Mudge 
14 Suncreek . 
Irvine, CA 92714 
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November 21, 1995 

Mr. Dave Loomis 
Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
125 Front Street 
Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

~~N~~!!!© 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMlSS\ON 
-~NTRAL COAST AREA 

RE: APPROVAL OF CAMBRIA DESAL FACUJTY 

Dear Mr. Loomis: 

As tax-paying property owners in Cambria, we are writing to recommend approval of the 
proposed Desalination Facility which we believe is the best approach to solving Cambria's 
chronic water supply problems. 

Construction of the Desai Plant will provide a reliable source of water to meet the needs 
of the existing population of Cambria during the drought months (May through October). 
This source will also serve to provide for the needs of new residents and commercial 
construction which, as you know, are currently limited by the San Luis Obispo County 
Growth Management Ordinance and the Coastal Commission. 

Besides providing a water supply for the community, the Desal Plant will also provide a 
benefit by leaving more water available for agricultural needs during drought periods; 
water which would normally be used for residential or commercial requirements. 

Additionally, and one of the most significant benefits, is that the Desai Plant will utilize sea 
water thus having the least impact on the environment. This solution to Cambria's water 
shortage makes the most sense. 

We respectfully request that you authorize the Cambria Community Services District 
(CCSD) to proceed with the construction of the Cambria Desalination Facility. 

Sincerely, 

9~'7?1~ 
James an9 Louise Morrison 
2387 Shadow Hill Drive 
Riverside, CA 92506 
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November 20, 1995 

Mr. Dave Loomis 
Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street 
Suite300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: APPROVAL OF CAMBRIA DESAL FACIT..ITY 

Dear Mr. Loomis: 

{FJ&©&UW&rm 
NOV 27 1995 &; 

CO CALIFORNIA 
ASTAL CO.u.u 

--:NTRAL ••IIV\ISSION 
COAST AREA 

As tax-paying property owners in Cambria,. Ms. Hidy and I are writing to recommend 
approval of the proposed Desalination Facility which we believe is the best approach to 
solving Cambria's chronic water supply problems. 

Construction of the Desai Plant will provide a reliable source of water to meet the needs 
of the existing population of Cambria during the drQught months (May through October). 
This source will also serve to provide for the needs of new residents and commercial 
construction which, as you know, are currently limited by the San Luis Obispo County 
Growth Management Ordinance and the Coastal Commission. 

Besides providing a water supply for the community, the Desai Plant will also provide a 
benefit by leaving more water available for agricultural needs during drought periods; 
water which would normally be used for residential or commercial requirements. 

Additionally, and one of the most significant benefits, is that the Desai Plant will utilize sea 
water thus having the least impact on the environment. This solution to Cambria's water 
shortage makes the most sense. 

We respectfully request that you authorize the Cambria Community Services District 
(CCSD) to proceed with the construction of the Cambria Desalination Facility. 

Sincerely, 

~7f!~ 
Susan M. Simpson 
3748 E. La Veta Ave. 
Orange, CA 92669 
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November 21, 1995 

Mr. Dave Loomis 
Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street 
Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
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CALIFORNIA 

<:_~ASTAL COMMISSION 
·"HRAL COAST AREA 

RE: APPROVAL OF CAMBRIA DESAL FACILITY 

Dear Mr. Loomis: 

As tax-paying property owners in Cambria, we are writing to recommend approval of the 
proposed Desalination Facility which we believe is the best approach to solving Cambria's 
chronic water supply problems. 

Construction of the Desai Plant will provide a reliable source of water to meet the needs 
of the existing population of Cambria during the drought months (May through October). 
This source will also serve to provide for the needs of new residents and commercial 
construction which, as you know, are currently limited by the San Luis Obispo County 
Growth Management Ordinance and the Coastal Commission. 

Besides providing a water supply for the community, the Desai Plant will also provide a 
benefit by leaving more water available for agricultural needs during drought periods; 
water which would normally be used for residential or commercial requirements. 

Additionally, and one of the most significant benefits, is that the Desai Plant will utilize sea 
water thus having the least impact on the environment. This solution to Cambria's· water 
shortage makes the most sense. 

We respectfully request that you authorize the Cambria Community Services District 
(CCSD) to proceed with the construction of the Cambria Desalination Facility. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Robert and Frances Brome 
10912 Hunting Hom Drive 
Santa Ana, CA 92705-2407 
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Dave Loomis Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street sw 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060 

Dear Sir, 
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,..~NTRAL COAST '.·. 

It iS my understanding that the issue of the Cambria Community Services District(CCSD) intent 
to obtain approval to build and maintain a Desalination (Desai) facility in the City of Cambria 
will come before The Coastal Commission soon. As a Cambrian property owner and an on and 
off again resident since 1969, I would like to recommend approval of this request. 

The water provided by the Desai facility will go to people currently living in Cambria and to new 
homes on already developed property. Cambria was divided up into lot parcels in 1925. My lot 
has gas, electricity and water running right by, beneath an asphalt road placed there by the 
County (SLO) about 5 years ago. · 

In addition the water for the Desai Plant will obviously not come from sources currently utilized 
by agriculture. As you may be aware, Cambria has had a "water problem" for many years. It . 
wasn't that we didn't have enough water, we just didn't have anywhere to place excess water for 
the dry seasons of the year. The CCSD conducted many "studies" over the years on various 
reservoir plans but all were deemed too expensive or harmful to the environment. 

Cambria has followed several other communities along the coast in selecting the desalination 
approach to solving their water problem. The expense in this day and age of trying to build a 
community and do so without harming the environment are staggering. The Desalination 
solution to Cambria's water problem is an excellent example of providing public access to coastal 
resources for the betterment of the people of California. 
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Phillip R. Taves 
720MenkerAve 
San Jose, Ca 95128 
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