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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Tentative Tract Map and Development Plan for a 25 unit
condominium project
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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 for the reasons
discussed below. If the Commission so finds, staff further recommends that the Commission
defer a de novo public hearing on this project to aliow the applicant to develop plans for the
proposed drainage system and address other issues. Once the information is received and
analyzed by staff, the proposal will be brought back to the Commission for a de novo hearing
on its merits.

SLO96113.00C, Central Coast Office
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SUMMARY OF APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS (See Exhibit 1 for the full text)
Appellant contends that the proposal is inconsistent with:

1. Conditions of Coastal Development Permit 4-83-680, which permitted the subdivision of
this and the adjoining lot into seven lots;

2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat policies 2, 18, 19, and 23 which protect
environmentally sensitive habitats in general and riparian areas in particular;

3. Public Works policy 1 relative to provision of adequate road capacity;

4, Coastal Watersheds policies 7, 10, and 13 which require drainage plans, limit removal
of vegetation, and limits development to slopes less than 20 percent;

5. Visual and Scenic Resources policies 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 regarding massing of
structures on hilisides, amount of grading compatibility of the proposal with the
community, preservation of trees, and visibility of utility lines;

6. Hazards policies 1, 2, and 3 concerning geological hazards such as stability of the site
and erosion;

7. Lack of water, and;

8. Denial of due process because County approved the proposal without County or the

public knowing 1) how the issue of structures proposed in recorded open space
easement would be resolved, ii) location and size of drainage to Santa Rosa Creek
and its potential impacts to the creek, and iii) how fees from development will solve
traffic hazards on Main Street at the site.
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Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat (ESH)
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SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Sections 23.07.170-178

Substantial Issue Exists. Approval of drainage to
Santa Rosa Creek was made without plans for
discharge structure, hence no evaluation of
alternatives or potential impacts to ESH.

Road capacity and lack
of water

Public Works policy 1,
Availability of Service
Capacity

Section 23.04.021¢

Substantial Issue Exists. LUP policy requires
County fo find that there are sufficient services to
serve the proposed development and existing lots.
County made finding for road capacity, but not for
water and sewer. Zoning ordinance section
23.07.021¢(1)(i) requires findings that sufficient water
and sewage disposal capacities are available; no
such findings were made by the County,

Grading on slopes >
30%

Coastal Watersheds
policy 7, Siting New
Development

Sections 23,04.021, Land
Divisions and 23.05.034,
Grading

Substantial Issue Exists. Grading over 20% is
allowed for access roads. Zoning ordinance section
23.07.021¢(7) requires that roads and building sites
be on slopes < 20%; section 23.05.034 allows for 2
grading adjustrment on slopes between 20% and
30%, does not address grading on slopes > 30%.
County approval is for part of access road on > 30%
slopes, pursuant to a variance, However, reason for
grading on slopes > 30% is because of earth fill that
previous owner placed on site 11 years ago. Ifthat fill
were removed, there would be no need for grading on
slopes > 30%.

Erosion and
sedimentation

Coastal Watersheds
policies 10, Drainage
Provisions, and 13,
Vegetation Removal

Section 23.05.036,
Sedimentation and Eresion
Control, and 23.05.040,
Drainage

Substantial Issue Exists insofar as drainage and
erosion effects on Santa Rosa Creek are
concerned, otherwise No Substantial Issue,
Policies provide that site design shall not cause
increased erosion and that vegetation removal on
siopes >30% in geologically unstable areas requires
erosion and sedimentation plan. County required
these after approval of grading permit. See also ESH
above.

Visual and Scenic

Visual and Scenic

Sections 23.05.034, Grading;

No Substantial Issue Proposal is in developed

Resources Resources policies 1, 2, | 23.11, Definitions {Small- urban area and, although visible form Highway One
5,6 7,and8 Scale Neighborhoods); and other areas in Cambria, required landscaping
23.05.064, Tree Removal would screen much of the development. Existing,
Standards,; and very visible development lies adjacent to and above
23.08.286d(4), Utiity lines site.
within public view corfridors
Hazards Hazards policies 1, 2, Sections 23.07.080, Geologic | No Substantial Issue. Required geotechnical
and 3 Study Area and 23.07.086 reports have been completed.
Geologic study Area Special
Standards

Mutti-Family Residential
use in Retail
Commercial land use
designation

Section 23.08.1624(2), permit

requirements for residential

uses In commercial categories

No Substantial Issue. This zoning ordinance
section requires findings that residential use will not
reduce inventory of commercial property available for
commerclal needs and that it will not impede
deveiopment of commercial uses. From earliest
stages of development on subject site, it was
enwisioned that it would contain both commercial and
residential uses, LCP specifically calls for residential
use on the subject site,
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STAFF NOTE: Appeliant also contends that the County’s approval is inconsistent with the
conditions of Coastal Development Permit 4-83-680. The standard of review for the
determination of substantial issue is consistency with the LCP, not with previous pemits.
However, review of that permit is necessary for an understanding of the history of development
on the subject site. Please refer to the background section of this report on page 6.
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. 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 this project does not lie between
the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, those are the appropriate grounds for
appeal in this instance.

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. If the staff
recommends “substantial issue,” and no Commissioner objects, the substantial issue question
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will be considered moot, and the Commission will proceed directly to a de novo public hearing
on the merits of the 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.

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.

Il. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On September 17, 1996, the County Board of Supervisors, on appeal from the decision of the
Planning Commission, approved a vesting tentative tract map, development plan, and variance
to allow the creation of 25 condominium units and open space areas on a 3.1 acre parcel,
including grading on slopes over 30 percent. Among other things, the appellants contend that
the County approved development in an existing open space easement required by the
Coastal Commission in an earlier permit action (see discussion at Background, below) which
would require an amendment of that earlier Coastal Commission permit.

ill. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, pursuant to PRC Section 30603.

MOTION Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion:

| move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-3-SLO-96-113 raises NO
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.
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IV. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
A. Project Description and Background

1. Description: The site of the proposed development is on a hillside abutting the north
side of Main Street in Cambria, in northem San Luis Obispo County. The Main Street area of
Cambria lies in the lower Santa Rosa Creek valley. Prior to the relocation of Highway One to
the southwest side of the valley approximately 250 yards, Main Street was Highway One.

The site is about 300 feet deep and about 450 feet long. The southwestern comer of the site
at the intersection of Main Street and Pine Knolls Drive lies at approximately the same ‘
elevation as the streets, about 60 feet above sea level. To the east Main Street rises to about
78 feet above sea level at the southeast comer of the property. The southern edge of the
property rises some 10 to 15 feet above the street, to an elevation of approximately 90 feet
above sea level at the southeastern corner. The site also rises to the north away from Main
Street to approximately 140 feet above sea level at the northem property line. The slope to
the north away from Main Street is not a smooth incline. There are two human-made terraces
consisting of earth that was placed there during the grading for the construction of the adjacent
commercial development eleven years ago.

The proposed development would include ten two-story buildings containing a total of 25
condominium units. Access to the site would be by way of a new street running from Pine
Knolls Drive near its intersection with Main Street to Knollwood Drive, an existing street in the
adjacent commercial development. A gate at Knoliwood Drive would prevent through vehicular
access, excepting emergency vehicles, to Knolliwood Drive. The approval would allow
development in an existing open space easement required by the Coastal Commission in
permit 4-83-680 (see Background, below). One of the County conditions of approval is that
the applicant must obtain approval from the Coastal Commission for development in the open
space area. No request to amend permit 4-83-680 has yet been made.

2. Background: Permit 4-83-680, approved by the Coastal Commission on May 9, 1984,
and issued on April 29, 1985, was for the subdivision of two parcels into six lots encompassing
the subject site and the now commercially developed area immediately adjacent to the east.
That permit contained four special conditions, as follows (the first three conditions all required
completion prior to transmittal of the permit). 1) submit revised map showing six rather than
the requested seven lots, 2) record irrevocable offer to dedicate open space easement, 3)
submit findings from the County regarding road access and, 4) by accepting permit, permittee
agreed to utilize construction practices which minimize erosion. All conditions were met and
the coastal development permit was issued. Although the subdivision map was never
recorded, the permit was exercised to the extent that improvements (streets, water and sewer
lines, etc.) on the now commercially developed site adjacent to the subject site were
constructed and the irrevocable offer to dedicate an open space easement was recorded. The
two most westerly lots of that subdivision, which would have occupied the area of the current
subject site, were to be developed for residential purposes. No residential development ever
took place on the subject site. However, some 10,000 cubic yards of earth from the '
commercial development were placed onto the subject site and remain there.

In 1985, the then permittee received another permit, 4-84-458, from the Commission which
permitted the construction of the commercial development adjacent to the subject site. That
development has been constructed.
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B. Substantial Issue Discussion and Analysis

NOTE: Because of the large number and volume of policies and zoning ordinance sections
involved in this substantial issue determination, the policies and sections are not reproduced in
the body of this report, but are found at the end of the exhibits.

1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH): ESH policies and the zoning ordinance
sections that implement them are clear that before approval of a permit for development in or
near an ESH, the applicant must demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on the
ESH. Here, the County has required the applicant to discharge drainage directly into Santa
Rosa Creek rather than allowing the runoff to flow toward the West Village area of Cambria.
Although this is likely a good thing since the West Village is prone to flooding, the County
approval was made without any plans or details of how the drainage would be discharged into
the creek and what impacts there may be. It is likely that there would have to be some sort of
structure at the creek discharge point such as an energy dissipater and the drainage pipe

itself. The County approval required the discharge point to be downstream of the Highway

One bridge. Santa Rosa Creek is a steelhead spawning creek and its lower reaches, where
the discharge point would be, are vegetated with willows and other riparian species. Yet the
County approved development in the creek without any information about potential impacts to
the riparian resources. Based on the foregoing, a substantial issue exists with respect to
potential adverse impacts to an environmentally sensitive habitat, Santa Rosa Creek.

2. Road Capacity and Water Supply: Main Street is literally that, the main street in
Cambria. It carries the bulk of traffic in the community. A traffic study was conducted that
indicated that the proposed development would have negligible impacts on the volume of
traffic and the wait at the stop sign on Pine Knolls Drive at the intersection with Main Street.
The County is currently in the process of widening Main Street by installing a two-way left turn
lane and adding bicycle lanes and sidewalks from just north of the subject site past it into the
eastern part of Cambria (the East Village). According to the County, aithough this type of
improvement will not actually increase capacity, as would the addition of travel lanes, it will
remove turning vehicles from the traffic stream and allow the peak hour level of service (LOS)
on summer weekdays to improve from LOS “E” to LOS “D” (LOS rankings range from the best,
“A,” where there are free flow conditions, to “F" where traffic is congested for long periods).
The development would be required to pay a traffic fee of $679.00 per unit. Based on these
factors the County found that there would be no adverse impacts to traffic from the proposal.
No substantial issue exists with respect to road capacity.

The County did not make any specific finding that water supply and sewer disposal capacities
were adequate. The files do show that the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD), in a
letter dated April 10, 1995, stated that the property “...could be issued an “Intent to Serve”
letter for water and sewer service when provisions have been made to incorporate the
County’s waiting list into the District’s connection permit program.” According to the applicant,
since October of 1990 “..no new requests have been accepted on the list maintained by the
CCSD. Requests are instead placed on the County’s single family or multiple family lists. This
project holds position #1 and #2 on the County’s list and the applicant (Vadnais) has paid a
$21,000 deposit to hold those positions. At last check, the CCSD list contained about 65
requests. When the CCSD'’s list is exhausted, then the County’s multiple family list will be
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used, provided that provisions are made to incorporate the County’s waiting list into the
CCSD’s connection permit program....SLO County Planning staff, are now working on a
method to fold these two lists together.” This indicates that, while there may be water and
sewer capacity available, it cannot be used by the subject proposal until the County and CCSD
determine a way to merge the lists. Without such a merger and with no finding that water and
sewer are available, a substantial issue exists with respect to water and sewer availability
for this proposal.

3. Grading on Slopes > 30%: Typically, grading is restricted by the County’s LCP to
slopes of 20 percent or less, with some exceptions, including grading of an access road
necessary to provide access to an area of less than 20 percent slope where development is to
occur and if there is no less environmentally damaging altemative. In none of the policies or
sections of the LCP is there any mention of grading on slopes over 30 percent, either allowing
such grading or prohibiting it. However, zoning ordinance section 23.04.021¢(7), Overriding
Land Division Requirements, Location of Access Roads and Building Sites, states that
“Proposed access roads and building sites shall be shown on tentative maps and shall be
located on slopes less than 20 percent.” That would seem to be an absolute bar to access
roads on slopes over 20 percent, but there is the possibility of seeking a variance from any of
the zoning ordinance sections.” That is what the applicant did here. The County found that a
variance allowing grading on slopes over 30 percent could be approved. The findings state
that the variance did not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with other
properties with similar slopes in the vicinity because adjacent lots with steep slopes are
developed and the proposal could not reasonably be constructed without some grading on
slopes in excess of 30 percent. The adjacent lots with steep slopes contain single family
dwellings, some of which were developed prior to the LCP and others which fall into the
exception for existing lots of record in the Residential Single-Family land use category where a
residence cannot be feasibly sited on a slope less than 20 percent. The County also found
that there were special circumstances applicable to the property related to the topography that
would preclude not grading on slopes over 30 percent. However, the reason that grading must
occur on slopes over 30 percent is that the original owner placed about 10,000 cubic yards of
fill on the site when the commercial development adjacent to the south was constructed. If
that fill were removed, there would be no need to grade on slopes over 30 percent. Based on
this discussion, a substantnal issue exists with respect to grading on slopes over 30
percent.

4. Erosion and Sedimentation: The County has required an erosion and sedimentation
plan for the site itself. Such a plan would be based on the proposed grading which the County
has reviewed and about which there is something more than general knowledge. The
County’s LCP allows erosion and sedimentation plans to be approved along with grading
plans, which typically are approved by the County Engineer sometime after approval of the
land use permit. Therefore, with respect to erosion and sedimentation plans for the site
itself, no substantial issue exists.

Refer to ESH, number 1 above, for a discussion of substantial issue with respect to the issue
of erosion and sedimentation in the ESH of Santa Rosa Creek.
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5. Visual and Scenic Resources: The site of the proposed development is visible from
Main Street, from Highway One, and from other areas in Cambria, primarily from upslope and
from the developed hillside and hilltop across the creek to the southwest. The site is in
between the two commercial areas of Cambria, the East Village and the West Village. The
site to the east is developed with commercial structures which are very visible, lots upslope
have single family dwellings which are visible through trees. Across Main Street is a church
and a bank, a vacant lot lies to the west across Pine Knoils Drive and to the southwest are
community buildings. Clearly, the site lies in a developed urban area where one would expect
to find new development concentrated. Still, development must be sited and landscaped such
that it doesn’t clash with its surroundings or degrade or block public views to and along the
coast and scenic areas. The County approval is conditioned to require a great deal of
landscaping to soften the appearance of the development and to partially screen it. The
County conditions require that utility lines be installed underground, removing that potentially

degrading feature.

Tree removal would be necessary for the proposal and would involve removing two Monterey
pines and thinning of the stand of planted cypress tress on the east side of the site. The
County conditions require tree replacement at a 2:1 ratio.

The County has identified Main Street in Cambria as a special community with unique, visually
pleasing characteristics which are worthy of protection through such things as attention to
architectural features, use of wood, and other design features compatible with the community.
No specific findings are required for development in a special community.

Prior approvals from the Coastal Commission and the County envisioned development on this
site. While it is a visible site, the County’s approval is conditioned to ensure the compatibility
of the development with its surroundings. Based of the foregoing discussion, no
substantial issue exists with respect to degradation of scenic views.

6. Hazards: The file from the original Coastal Commission permit, 4-83-680, reveals that
there was concern about grading on the site, specifically on slopes over 20 percent. Since the
site lies on a hillside, and is in a mapped geological hazard area, geological and geotechnical
(soils) reports are required. These have been completed and have concluded that the site is
suitable, from a geological and geotechnical viewpoint, for the proposed development. The fill
material that was placed on the site when the adjacent commercial development occurred is
not engineered fill. It may require removal and recompaction before the proposed
development can take place According to the geotechnical engineer, “The southem half of
the site will need to be further addressed as noted in the referenced Geotechnical
Report....During the grading process the lower fill will be evaluated to determine it is suitable
for supporting the proposed development. If the lower fill is found not to be suitable all of the
fill will need to be removed and regraded.” Based on the foregoing discussion, no
substantial issue exists with respect to geological hazards.

Please refer to ESH, number 1, and Erosion and Sedimentation, number 2, above for a
discussion of hazards from erosion and contribution of the site to flooding of the West Viliage.
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7. Multi-Family Residential Use in the Commercial Retail Land Use Category:
Residential uses are permitted in the Commercial Retail land use category. Typically, when .

residential development is approved on commercially designated land, the County must find
that the residential use will not reduce the inventory of commercial property available for the
commercial needs of the community and that it will not impede development of necessary
commercial uses. The County did not make such findings. However, it must be kept in mind
that from the earliest stages of development proposals here, it was envisioned that the now
developed commercial site would be just that and that this site would be for residential uses,
even though it was zoned Commercial Retail. The North Coast Area Plan portion of the LCP
specifies that the subject site is to be used for multi-family residential purposes. Therefore,
even though the County did not make the findings for residential use on commercial retail land,
no substantial issue exists with respect to residential use on commercial retail property.
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Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing
This Form,

StCTION 1. Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appe11ant(;):

300 Cambria Home Owners and the Cambria legal Defense Fund
olc Vern Kalshan, Attornev, 440 Xevrwin Cambria, CA 93428
( 805) 927-1222

Zip Aresa Code Phone No. .

ScCTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port
. government: _San Luis Obispo Countyv Board of Supervisors

2. Brief description of development being
appealed: Tract 2176, D940132D, and D940283V

3. ODevelopment's location (street address, assessor's parcel

no., cross street, etc.):_Maip.Street near Pipeknalls Drive in Camhria,
Lalifornia APN 013-101-049 & 013-292-019

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special coenditions:

. . L. approving tract and development
b. Approval with special conditions: with variances and conditions

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.

BEERE <

T0 BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: PRI :
EXHIBIT NO. l

. APPEAL NO: A -3-Sw ~a; -1(3 APPLICATION NO

DATE FILED: (025 fag (gasl apad)
DISTRICT: (;.@(;g&:
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Pade 3)

State briefly vour 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.)

—Please see attcahed nages

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 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.

‘§%§L¢¢n4424i44£9~\

Signature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent
Vern Kalshan, Attorney for Appellants
Date December 4, 1996

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

Section VI. Agent Authorization ON FILE

“ Exl, e2
I1/We hereby authorize to act as my/our )
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this ' A -3~ St
appeal. 3

Signature of Appellant(s)

o



Condominium Project by Vadnais & Keeler, SLO County, Tract Map 2176, D3840132D, D240283V

This project proposes to develop the western 3+ acres of
commercial property on an elevated commercial site along Main
Street near Pineknoclls Drive in Cambria, California. This property
was controlled by Coastal Development Permit No. 4-83-680
which provided for commercial development and open space
easements. The eastern portion included in this permit has already
been developed. The current owner wants to change the community
plan and build 25 airspace condominiums.

The project is bounded on the West by Tract 112, which is a
single family residential tract that is controlled by recorded
covenants, conditions, and restrictions and is known in the
community as “Pineknolls”. The original developer, Martin-
Mullholland promoted, to the community, that this elevated site
would be a commercial subdivision.

PROJECT DOES NOT SHOW THAT IT COMPLIES WITH THE SAN
LUIS OBISPO COUNTY LOCAL COASTAL PLAN and COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 4-83-680

-

l. Coastal Development Permit No. 4-83-680 at page 2 sets

forth in part as follows: “.., and will not have any significant

adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the

California Environmental Quality Act.” This project causes a

significant eifect on the environment as follows:

(a) Conflicts with adopted environmental plans and goals of the
community where it is located;

(b) Has a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect;

(d) Interferes substantially with the movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species;

(k) Induces substantial growth or concentration of population;

(1) Causes an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system;

(p) Increases substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining
areas;

(g) Causes substantial flooding, erosion or siltation;

(r) Exposes people or structures to major geologic hazards;

(u) Disrupts or divides the physical arrangement of an established
community;

(v) Creates a potential public health hazard or involve the use,
production or disposal of materials which pose a hazard to
people or animal or plant populations in the area affected.

No environmental impact report was prepared. The County approved a
negative declaration. :

2. Chapter 6. Policies for Environmentally Sensitive

Habitats. Policy 2, Permit Requirement, requires the applicant
to demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on

10f6 FIRST AMENDED
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Condominium Project by Vadnais & Keeler, SLO County, Tract Map 2176, Dg40132D, Dg40283V

sensitive habitats. This project which includes asphalt automobile
parking and driveways is ordered to drain to Santa Rosa Creek.
Policy 18 of this Chapter provides that Coastal streams and
adjoining riparian vegetation are environmentally sensitive
habitat areas.

3., Chapter 6. Policies for Environmentally Sensitive

Habitats. Policy 19 requires that development within the
watershed shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade the coastal habitat. Without a green
space to bio-degrade automotive waste, petroleum chemicals will
drain to the coastal creek.

4. The applicant has breached “good faith” in obtaining the County

approval. Not only has the applicant not shown that the drainage
will meet the requirements of the Cecastal Act, but the applicant
has not shown that it has any drainage easement at all. The
applicant’s agent represented to the County Board of Supervisors
that there was an arrangement for a drainage easement from Mid-
State Bank. Attached is a copy of a letter from the Mid-State Bank
. indicating that it had not granted an easement. (attachment 4) The
Board of Supervisors required that the project drain to Santa Rosa
Creek West of the Highway One Bridge. There should have been a
requirement that permission be c¢btained from the State of
California, Department of Transportation, to place a drainage pipe
under Highway #1.

There should be joint drainage study for this project and the Mid-
State Bank development since they are across the street from each
other, they both now drain into the West Village, and they are
both supposed to drain into the creek.

There should have been a requirement that permission be obtained
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to allow discharge into the
Santa Rosa Creek.

5. Chapter 8. Policies for Public Works, Policy 1,

Availability of Service Capacity requires new development to
demonstrate that adequate public or private service (road)
capacities are available. Main Street automobile traffic in
Cambria does not allow this project at this time. (attachment 5)
The work planned by the County will not be sufficlent to carry the
projected traffic even without this project. The fees paid to
mitigate road expansion will be of no value since Main Street is
already enlarged as much as it can be at the Pineknolls
intersection. '

There are now 10,000 estimated daily trips on Main Street at
Pine Knolls Drive and 800 estimated daily trips on Pine Knolls
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Drive between Main Street and Hartford.

Main Street at this intersection is as wide as it is going to be
under the plan which only calls for remarking the pavement from
two lanes to three lanes and adding a bicycle lane. (attachment 5)

6. The project’s proposed ingress and egress on the westside
vioclates paragraph “First” of the recorded covenants, conditions
and restrictions of the Pineknolls Tract 112 which limit lot usage
to single family residential. The project proposes to use lot 7 of
Block 2 of Tract 112 as a roadway for the project to and from
Pineknolls Drive. (attachment 6) This proposed road is a traffic
safety hazard since it is only about 50 feet from the right turn
lane of Main street. Pineknolls Drive is supposed to have a right
turn lane for this project from main street but this will not be
long enough to be safe. Pineknolls Drive is a steep road from Main

Street to Hartford.

7. Chapter 9. Policies for Coastal Watersheds, Policy 10,

Drainage Provisions. No drainage plan has been submitted for
public inspection and comment to know whether or not there will be
erosion from this project.

8. Chapter 9. Policies for Coastal Watersheds, Policy 13,
Vegetation Removal. The County allcwed grading on slopes greater
than 30% without an erosion and sedimentation plan. The area of
grading is in a “geologic study area”. There are Monterey pines in
the open space easement. There is a significant stand of Monterey
. cypress on the eastern line of the project which acts a scenic
view hiding an existing house from view on Main Street and Highway

#1.

9. Chapter 9. Policies for Coastal Watersheds, Policy 7,

Siting of New Development limits grading for development to slopes
of less than 20%. The County has allowed a variance for grading on
slopes greater than 20% and even greater than 30%. Grading of
slopes greater than 20% is in opposition to COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT 4-83-680.

Other property in the vicinity has to comply with the standard of
. the 20% slope limitation. This is an unfair advantage to this
project. Most of Cambria is greater than 20% slopes; and
exceptions to this policy will destroy the aesthetic effect of
Cambria and defeat the purposes of the Coastal Act. A Soils
engineering report should be required before excavation for safety
of the up—-hill land owners.

10. Chapter 10. Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 1,

3of6 FIRST AMENDED
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Protection of Visual and Scenic Resource, are not being protected
because this hill is an attractive feature of the Cambria
hillsides. This project is too massive, it removes existing pines
and cypress from the view corridors, and it will strip vegetation

rom the hill along Main Street and impose a four foot retaining
wall over 300 feet long.

11. Chapter 10. Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 2, Site
Selection is not being followed because this hill is in a view
corridor from “Scenic Highway One”. The project’s retaining wall
will be in this view corridor. To comply with this policy and
“Policy 1’7 above the site should be what it was zoned for,
namely, smaller scale commercial development.

12. Chapter 10. Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 5,
Landform Alterations is not being followed because the project
allows for maximum grading within a public view corridor imposing
retaining walls on Main Street and the upper portion of the hill,
‘which is now protected by an open space scenic easement.

13. Chapter 10. Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 6,

Special Communities and Small-Scale Neighborhoods, is not being
followed because the project 1s not designed and cited to
compliment and be visually compatible with .existing
characteristics of the community. Page 7 of the findings for the
Coastal Development Permit No. 4-83-680 included the
following wording...”and where the characteristics of
Cambria as a special community are protected.”

14. Chapter 10. Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 7,
Preservation of Trees and Native Vegetation are not protected by
the project.

15. Chapter 10. Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 8,
Utility Lines within View Corridors are not addressed in the
project.

16. Chapter 11. Policies for Hazards, Policy 1, New

Development, is a consideration in this project which is not
addressed but is needed because the pro;ect is in a “Geologic
Study Area”.

17. Chapter 11. Policies for Hazards, Policy 2, Erosion and

Geoleogic Stability, are not adequately addressed because the
project is in a ™“Geologic Study Area” and residents and the
workman who filled the project site several years ago can testify
that site was not compacted both times that the hill was filled in

40of 6 FIRST AMENDED
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the last ten years. (attachment 17)

18. Chapter 11. Policies for Hazards, Policy 3, Developmert
Review in Hazard Areas has not been accomplished. This project is
in a “Geologic Study Area” and it naturally drains into as “Flood
Hazard Area”. The rain water that would have been absorbed by this
site will now drain into the West Village until a drain is
provided to Santa Rosa Creek. The drainage from the developed
commercial areas under COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 4-83-680
were not adequately studied. Ankle-deep water was flowing down
Main Street at 3:00 a.m. on March 10, 1995 from the developed
commercial areas and Pineknolls drive.

19. Grading for the project encroaches on the open space easement
provided by COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 4-83-680 (attachment
19) It is requested that the Commission take judicial notice of
this permit and the recorded open space easement on file with the
commission. The open space easement was recorded with the San Luis
Obispo County Recorder on March 11, 1985 in Volume 2685 at Page
°0.

20. Chapter 6. Policies <for Environmentally Sensitive
Habitats, Policy 23, Streambed Alterations, applies to this
project and has not been accomplished. A quotation from letter
dated August 9, 1994 to the San Luis Obispo County Planning
Commission from the California Coastal Commission, Executive
Director David Loomis, advises as follows:

"The fact that the Environmental Impact Reports for this project
have been undertaken to allow for the development of the Cambria
Village Project has resulted in an inadequate analysis of
alternative methods for protecting existing structures in West
Village, as required by Policy 23, these alternatives may not have
been considered by the project's Environmental Impact Reports
because they would not provide for the development of the proposed
Cambria Village Center."

This project and its previous development should be drained to the
Santa Rosa Creek through a green space to reduce flood risks to
the West Village and to save the sensitive resources of Santa Rosa

Creek.

21. The is no water foxr this oroject for the foreseeable future.
Although the site which 1is zoned for commercial use has an
allocation of water for that use; it does not have an allocation
of residential water from the Cambria Community Seérvices District.
The reference to being on the “County list” is practically useless
since the Services District residential list of over 700 must
first be exhausted. Before these Service District houses can tirst
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be built, the voters will be asked whether or not they want the
permitted desalination plant to do this, (attachment 21)

22. The community is being denied due process in the permitting of

this development because it has not able to see or to comment upon
what is actually going to be built on the project site. This
denial applies to at least the following: the location and number
of the buildings which currently conflict with the open space
easement; the location and size of the drainage to Santa Rosa
Creek; and evidence as to how $679 per condominium unit will solve
the traffic hazard problem on Main Street as set forth in the

negative declaration.

Respectfully submitted,

T tec Mo o
Vern Kalshan, Attorney for 300

Cambria Home Owners and the
Cambria Legal Defense Fund

Dated: December 4, 1996

6of6 FIRST AMENDED
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faEazEy) DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

ALEX HINDS
DIRECTOR

BRYCE TINCLE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

ELLEN CARROLL
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION BARNEY MCCAY
CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL
January 3, 1226 : ) ;\omxzs:amav&%gtﬁ}éff&ssﬁgg
Pt
Woody Elliott, Corresponding Secretary { TN o
North Coast Advisory Council NS AN
P.O. Box 533 A
Cambria, CA 3428

RE: Vadnais/Stone Edge Townhouse project, Cambria (ED25-107, 108, 109, 110)

. Dear Mr, Elliott:

[ have reviewed a copy of the letter your Council sent to Terry Wahler, dated December 1§,
1995, | also reviewed a letter Joe Boud sent to me dated December 21, 1285. Mr. Boud's

letter was copied to your Council.

- -

Tne Council has requested that an Environmental Impact Report be prepared for the project
focusing on drainage, soils, treffic and glare. Your Council will find the information in Mr.
Boud’s [etter helpful in addressing members’ concerns. Council members may find it helpful
to review the enclosed propcsed negative declaration. As the Environmental Specialist
assigned to the project, | prepared the negative declaration.

In the following discussion | have elaborated slightly on the discussion found in the proposed
negative declaration, and have hopefully addressed each of the Council’s concerns. Because
this is my official response to the Council's comments, your letter and this response will be
included as exhibits to the project staff report. As such, your comments and my response
vill be considered by the Planning Commission and Subdivision Review Board.

The following is a discussion of the environmental impacts identified by the NCAC, and the
mitigation measures which reducéd the impacts to a less than significant level:

\\ Quantity and quality of surface water runoff

The applicant hes prepared an engineered crading and drainage plan. The plan provides
. for storm water runoff to flow to the internal streets and a storm drain systemn, which would
carry the water off-site and into Santa Rosa Creek. These plans have been reviewed by the
County Engineering Department. Enqgineering recommends that a drainage easement be
acquired to Santa Rosa Creek. Acquisition ci this easement will be a condition of approval.
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MID-STATE BANK

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES

1026 GRaND Avanug, ARROYD Granpg, Carroruia 93420 . 805/473-7700 . FAX 805/473-7752

August 12, 1996

Mr. Norman Fleming
952 Iva Court
Cambria, CA 93428

SUBJECT: Condo Project - Main & Pine Knolls
Your letter dated August 7, 1996

Dear Mr. Fleming: ‘

Thanks for your letter alerting us of the subject project. To the best of my knowledge, Mid-State
Bank has not granted any easement through its property, at this time, on the subject project.

Your concerns about Santa Rosa Creek and the potential increase in traffic will be of interest to
us also. We will be looking more into this proposed development now that you have brought it.

to our attention.

Thanks again!

Sin{:ercly,

Harry Yasumoto
Vice President
Real Estate Services

hy/mw
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. . COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO
OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: April 30, 1296
T TN {
. b/ ik g -
To: é’:&g “Wahlers
From: John Hand
Re: Vadnais Project #D9401327D, Traffic Analysis

According to the recommendation of the 1995 Annual Resource Summary Report,
Main Street in Cambria is currently operating at LOS Ilil. However, the appropriate
remedy has been identified and scheduled for implementation. In this case, the
remedy is to widen-the roadway to three lanes with a bike lane on each side. The
Engineering Department has reported that design work-is scheduled for FY 1995-
86, with construction to follow within the next two years. (You could check with
Richard Marshall to see if there has been any change to this schedule.}) Typically,’
when the appropriate capital improvement project has already been scheduled, the
Board of Supervisors does not direct staff to conduct a resource capacity study.
.’hus, the level of severity does not become certified by the board - it remains a
"recommended"” level of severity. The board is required to take certain specified

-~

actions only pursuant to a certification of a level of severity.

The North Coast Advisory Council’s understanding "that no additional traffic
impacts can occur until RMS Level 3 is resolved” would be correct if the level of
severity were certified. However, as long as it remains a "recommended” level of
severity, no prohibition of additional traffic impacts is required.

It may be appropriate to condition new development upon the completion of the
Main Street widening project.

Eﬂ‘p "
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NORTH COAST
CIRCULATION STUDY

Final Report

prepared for

SAN 1L.UIS OBISPO COUNTY

by
COUNTY ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

February 1992
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the two main commercial centers, West Village and East Village. The
configuration of this improvement would include four through lanes and a
continuous two-way left turn lane, for access to adjacent commercial properties.
This would more than double the capacity of the existing roadway, improving the
projected peak hour level of service on summer weekdays from LOS "E" to LOS
"C" at buildout. Capital costs are estimated at $1.5 million for this prolcct
Existing development, as well as steep terrain in some areas, may require the
elimination of parking and the narrowing of the center turn lane in order to
construct this level of improvement.

Widening of Main Street to three lanes. Burton Drive to Cambria Drive.

Environmental costs and capital costs of widening Main Street could be reduced
by widening to three rather than five lanes. This configuration would include two
through lanes and a continuous two-way left turn lane, reducing the total width to
as little as 42 feet. While a center turn lane does not improve the roadway
capacity, it may be thought of as reducing the demand, by removing turning
vehicles from the traffic stream. This would be sufficient to improve the -
projected peak hour level of service on summer weekdays from LOS "E" to "D"
at buildout. This would be equivalent to maintaining the existing level of service,

. but not improving it. The road widem'ng would occur on both sides of Main
Street, adjusted as needed to minimize impacts on adjacent properties. A portion
of the alignment, from Cambria Drive to Tamson Way, is already three lanes,
and would onlv require shoulder widening for bicycle travel. Capital costs for this
project are estimated at $550,000 in current dollars.

Upgrading of Burton Drive, Lodge Hill. This is the main connection between the

residential areas of Lodge Hill and the commercial areas of downtown Cambria.
Shoulder widening of this narrow two-lane roadway would increase the capacity
and improve the projected peak hour level of service on summer weekdays from
LOS "E" to LOS "D" at buildout. However, the critical location will become the
intersection of Burton Drive with Main Street. Improvements to Burton Drive
alone without a new parallel route will only exacerbate this situation. The capital
costs of this project are estimated at $1.3 million.

New Roadwav Connections

As alternatives to upgrading existing roadways, the following new roadway connections
were assessed (see figures S-4 and S-4(a)):

Piney Way. This road would provide a connection between Lodge Hill in the ~
vicinity of the Cambria Pines Lodge, and downtown Cambria in the central
portion of Main Street. The main objective of this alignment is to provide a
paralle] route to Burton Drive. Capital costs of this project are estimated at $1.5
million, including a bridge over Santa Rosa Creek.

Exl, pl3 sens
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Exhibit A
1996 Update

North Coast Circulation Studv

On February 25, 1992 the Board of Supervisors approved the North Coast Circulation Study.
The most recent update of that study was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 15,
1995. Also on February 25, 1992 the Board adopted a Resolution imposing road
improvement fees on new development under the provisions of Ordinance 2379. The most
recent update of the North Coast Road Improvement Fee Resolution was also adopted by the
Board on August 15, 1995. This is the 1996 Update Report.

During 1995, building permits were issued for 68 single-family residences, one duplex, two
mobile homes, 2,600 square feet of warenouse, 1,600 square feet of office, 2,100 square fest
of retail use and tenant improvements, one small restaurant and one public restroom, within
the North Coast study area. Since the 1995 Update Report, $112,000 has been collected, and
$69,193 interest earned, in the North Coast Road Improvement Fund. The total balance as
of October 3, 1996 is $953,852.60.

Transportation Improvements

The North Coast Circulation Study (NCCS) contained a series of recommended transportation
improvements. Progress has been made in the following areas:

wav

Main Street. The segment of Main Street between Cambria Drive and Burton Drive has
historically had the highest traffic volumes within the community. In recent years, there has
been a tremendous increase in measured traffic. Between 1994 and 1995, a 40% increase
was observed. 1996 traffic levels have held steady with the higher level measured in 1995.
As a result, the 1995 Update of the North Coast Circulation Study, as adopted by the Board
of Supervisors, recommended that it was time to initiate a road-widening project to increase
the traffic-carrying capacity of this critical segment of Main Street. The County Engineering
Department is proposing to implement the project which was recommended in the Circulation -
Study. The main element of the streét widening will be the provision of a continuous two-way
left-turn lane, similar to that which has already been installed between Cambria Drive and
Tamson Way. The Engineering Department is working with the North Coast Advisory Council
to address some of the details of the design, such as parking, bikeways, sidewalks and
streetscape design. Staff will be working with property owners and business owners to identify
the time of year the construction would cause the least impact, and estimates.construction of
the first phase during 1997, lasting approximately four to six weeks. The first phase will
involve the easterly end of the street segment, from Burton Drive to approximately “the
Goldsmith.” This part is being done separately from the rest as it involves removal and
reconstruction of existing sidewalk, which will be the more difficult construction process.

1
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CTLCLARATION OF CORDQITIONS, RESTRICTIONS AHD'RESEBRVATIONS
rOf
PINE KIQLLS CLTATES

THE UNCERSIGHED ownero and subdividara of that certain sub-
division in the County of San Luis Ubisepo, State of California,
known and described as “ine Xnolls hstatea and baing officlally
known and dascribed as Tract No. 112 and consisting of a portien
of Rancho Santa Roea and a portion of tha Rigdon Tract in the .
County of San Luils Obispo, 3tats of Cslifornia, do heresby declara
the following conditions, restrictions and reservations to concilitute .
a general plan for the improvement of said Tract Mo. 112, also
known as Pines Xnolla Estatss, and which shall run with the land, .
and shall coerate as conditions subsequént and shall operate not
only for the boneflit of the grantor but for the denefit of the
ownsr or ownars of any of the lots haraby conveyed as against ths
cwnaer or owners of all the lots Neraby conveyad as against the owner
or owners of the balance of the lots in eaid Pine Knolls Eatates
and for the banefiz of the owner or owners of all the lots heredy
conveyed agalnst the owner or owners cof any particular lot or lots, .
and which shall be binding upca irantor, his heiras, exscutors, ad-
minietrators and assigna, and upon all persons, holding under or
thru him, and all persons, who may acquire any lntarest in or to
any of sald lot or lots by operation of law or by or in any other
. manner whatsoever nacely:

First: That no buildinz or atructurs othar than one private one

. family Tesidancs shall Be placad or CONSLIUCLED upan Ay ONE Lo,
however, a garage, guest hcouse or servanta’ quarters without cooking

j facilitias may be erscted, placed and maintained thereon as ap-

pertaining to and for the sole use of tha occupant of such residence.

f Second: No such dwelling or appurtenant buildings shall be permitted
N to be placed, constructed or assexzbled upon said propo unless and
J until the plans and specificaticns of such buildings shall have bveen
presented to and approved in writinz by the seller or hia agent and
a committee appolinted by thu.seller or his agent, provided further trat
no Awelling shall be permitted having a jround floor ares of the
main structura of less than 1200 square feet in Blocks 8 and 9, and
© 1000 square feet in Blocks 5, 6 and 7, exclus.vs of open porches and
- garage. .

Third: No dwellings or appurtenaat buildinga other than cne story,

shall be placed or constructed on any lot except in Dlocks 1 - 2 - 3
and 4, where 1} and 2 storice are permitted provided main floor has
1000 square feet in area, exclusive of garage and open porches and
patio, and only one story is above the higheet point of sald lot.
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Fourth: No tent or other temporary structure shall be placed on apny
of the £ald premises. Provided, however, that during the period of
construction of any permanent dwelling, morage, or othsr improvoment
such portion thereaof as may have been completed may be occupled during
the period of construction of the permanent improvements, but not in
any event to exceed the period of six months from the date of comnenco-
rment of such construction of poermanent improviments. Provided further o,
that & traller may bs placsd upon any of said lots and occupled during O
the period of constructlion of permanent improvements, but in no ovent .=~
to exceed the period of six months. Thes foregoing 1s nct intended to i)
provent ownars of sald lots from keeping or storing trailers on suld
prumises, provided that the sams is not done for the purpose of use
and ocgupancy as a permanont dwelling.
Ex \, P 'g[
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VERN D. MATTOX
4985 Grove Street
Cambria, California 93428
APN 13-101-069

Mr. Terry Wahler January 20, 1996
Planner, '

Department of Planning and Building
County Government Center
San Luis Obispo, California 93408

Dear Mr. Wahler:

I am writing in regards to the Hearing by Dean Vadnais/Joe
Boud/North Coast Engineering for a Development Plan/Coastal
Development Permit/Tentative Tract Map to create twenty five
residential condos on a 3.1 acre parcel and a variance for
grading and also wants to do more grading which has already been
done. - 2

I am protesting the fill dirt that was moved to the parcel when

his property along Main Street was excavated in order to build a

sidewalk and retaining wall. The £ill dirt has changed the
natural.grade of the proposed condo site by about 15 to 20 feet. .
Mr. Vadnais told me on the telephone that they were only going

to store the dirt temporarily, and much of it would be returned

to the sidewalk excavation site. As of today, all the fill

remains on the proposed condo site. '

I am very. concerned about building heights and ingress and
egress of traffic plus the air and noise quality as stipulated
by Code 21000.

We also have a recorded easement on this property for a sewer
line. .

When we built our home above the site, we followed the natural
~grade of the land. I personally think the developers should
remove all the dirt they have brought in before anything is
permitted to be built on the property.

Thank you,

/

Vern D. Mattox

Eul, p 18 @
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Alex Hinds, Director !

A
. . . . ARG . i
3rvee Tingle, Assistant Director AL U::’:i"‘*‘. - Burney McCay, Chict Building Otlicial
Elien Carroll. Eavironmentzi Coordinator’ AASTAL COMBUSSIO! Norma S.z‘mhu-'\. Adminisirative Senvices«Officer
Bt =-EAR FOART AL T W
i EEaTa SR VART R I el A
PROJECT REFERRAT, éE
- =
DATE: June 16, 1985 =
TO: Tract 2176/D940132D/DS40285V A
Coastal Develoopment Permit= ..
Vadnais/Boud — I
R . o =
Project Name and Number o -
FROM: Terrv Wahler, Senior Planner o o
i Phone: 781-5621 e

Development Review Section

A Tentative Tract Map and develoopment vlan

| Project Description:
| reguest to subdivide a 3.13 acre site into 25 airspvace condominiums
| (Townhouses). A variance is reguired to arade slopes in excess of
' 30%. The vroiect site is located at the northeastern corner of
. Pine Xnolls Drive and Main Street, in the community of Cambria.
The site is steeplv slopbing. Geoloaic stabilitv, drainace erosion

and sedimentaticn concerns will need to be fullv addressed.

Traffic generation as it relates to the Cambria Circulation Studv
will need to be evaluated. Water availabilitv and the oproject's

place on the water list also needs to be documented. Visual
impacts may be a concern. Visual mitication is vrovosed in the
form of extensive landscaping. Tree coverade is limited and
therefore removal is limited. Arn 013-101-049 & 13-292-019.

Please return this form with your comments within two weeks.

r ravisw? _

STEP I Is the attached information adequate for you

.

If not, please call me as soon as possible to discuss

what else you need.)
STEP II Are there significant ccncerns, problems or impacts in
your area of review? [Aea . If so, please describe the
impacts, along with recommended mltlgatlon neasures to
reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels, and
attach to this letter.
STEP III Please indicate your recommendation for final action.
Please attach any conditions of approval you recommend to
be incorporated into the project's approval, or state

reasons for recommending denial. If you have 'no
comment”, please so indicate or call. .
Mb«;«w Ld’ W, dee, Ol BAYLEL. o sovecs A, aﬂk}»ﬁl—(«mn A\.ﬂ‘L{Q /"‘Q/{
l Nledady  Aoitlor sy odade  of ‘«wk_@&mm, Losewen
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TATE OF CAUFCRNIA—THE RESQURCIS AGENCY PETE WILSON, Govemer ,

-ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

ENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE

25 FRONT STREET, STE. 200

ANTA CRUZ CA 93060

08) 427-4863

EARING IMPAIRED: (415) 9045200

¥ December 26, 1995

Terry Hahler

Department of Planning and Building
County Government Center

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

SUBJECT: Prcposed Negative Declaration for Lot Line Adjustment/Coastal
Development Permit COAL 94-124, Vadnais/Boud/North Coastal Engineering

Dear Mr. Wahler:

In July of this vear I responded to a request from the County to review this

proposal and commented that the plans showed development proposed for the open

space area on the site. JThe plans accompanying tnis latest document stiil

show structures proposed fo Dé developed in the open Space area. Ihe

applicant will have to relocate the proposed structures, apply to amend the

open space easement to allow the structures, or show that the easement allows .
for that development. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to

contact me. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e, Gy

Steve Guiney
Coastal Planner

520 . @
A-3-GLo-q4-lia
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. SAN Luis QRISPO COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

: Poot’-tt‘ Fax Note 7671 ]Dml 1-5_‘1@ 153'0-’2-' SRYCE TINGLE
™ L, HALL Fom B T N ASSISYANT DIRECTOR
PM’?’&W ALY ‘Co,F(..uQ'é ENVIRONMENTAL COORSIETE:

e L4 P
S 929 ;525 F:‘:"" 78( -Sco CHIEF DU DING O TH AL
: q27- AN NORMA SALISBURY

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES OFFICER
e

[ L X -4'.-””}‘“”‘“‘: "5"'1996' Lo o R O

. Ms., Lindl Hall
Ssan Realty BENT VIA FAX
784-B Main 8t,
Cambria, Ca 93428

Re: Rasidential allocations in Cambria

Dear Ma, Hall:

under the county growth management crdinancs are kasad on tha
waiting liat maintained by the Cambria Community Services District
(CCSD). The county will issue rasidential allocationg bassd on the
will-larVa letters issuad each year by tha CCSD.

. As ve discussed sarlier today, residential allocations in Cambria

The county has no lagal role in the maintsnance and cparation of

.the €C8D list since the district is an sntity separats from the
county. - Thersfora, it is up to the CCsD to decids how to implement
its list, including issues assocciated with the arsa of your concern
ragarding single. tamily ve. nmulti-family units.

Thu county growth Rmanagement ordinance also includas a provision
that allows psrsons who are not on the "frozsn' CCsD list as it
existed as of Decamber 31, 1990, to apply for a dwelling unit
allocation on tha county’s list. The county list will ba used at
some futurs dats when all parties on the frozan CCSD list havs baen
abls to sacurs water metars and county bullding permits. Onca the
frozen CCSD list is exhausted, all rfuturs allocations in Cambria
will coms from the county’s list theraby having only ons list for
future buildinq in Cambria. - -

Ax I noted whsn we talked, thae CCSD has raquaatsd various
anendments to tha county’s growth management ordinance, including
a request to shift various typss of raequests from the CCSD list to
ths countywide list, The Board of Supservisors conaiderad thoss
. raquasts and did not authoriza staff to prapars ths amendmants to
' the ordinancs as regquastad by the district,
Exl, P2l
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SAN LuIs OBISPO Coum
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

ALEX HINDS
DIRECTOR

BRYCE TINGLE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

ELLEN CARROLL
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR

BARNEY MCCAY

NOTICE OF FINAL COUNTY ACTION CHIEF BUILDINC OFFICIAL

RMA SALISBURY
ADMl\itSTRATIVE SER\*’ICES OFFICER

HEARING DATE: _September 17, 1996 |
SUBJECT:__. Stone Edee/TRACT 2176/D940132D/D940283V/Dean Vadnais/Joe Boud _ -
LOCATED WITHIN COASTAL ZONE: YES ~NO

The above-referenced application was approved on the above-referenced date hv the fallowine

h&rmc bod
s ~ |exHITNO. Q.
——  San Luis Obispo Planning Commission ‘ APPLICATION NO.
_X__ San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors |1 A-3-50W-%%-n3|

A copy of the findings and conditions is enclosed. The conditions or approva: must oe
completed as set forth in this document.

If you are dissatisfied with any aspect of this approval, you have the right to appeal the decision
to the Coastal Commission. The appeal must be filed within 10 days upon receipt of the notice
of final action by the Coastal Commission. (Subject to a determination by the Coastal
Commission that there are grounds for an appeal as set forth in Section 30603 of the Public
Resources Code and pursuant to the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance 23.01.043d). We
strongly recommend that you contact the Coastal Commission concerning rights and procedures
of appeal. You may also wish to contact the county Department of Planning and Building to
obtain the appeal form and information handout explaining the rights of appeal. These
regulations contain specific time limits to appeal, criteria, and procedures that must be followed

to appeal this action.
FINAL LOCAL i
ACTION NOTICE E @ E W E @
p | 0CT 09 1996
ert e 532510 -96 ~/ 40
ippm 0010 to = 10/24 /a6 _ COAS%ﬁuégm%SION
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. IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Tues day _ September 17 , 19_9¢6

PRESENT: Supervisors Harry L. Ovitt, Evelyn Delany, Ruth E, Brackett, David Blakely,
and Chairperson Laurence Laurent

A BS ENT: None

RESOLUTION NO._96-337
RESOLUTION MODIFYING THE DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMIISSION
AND PARTIALLY APPROVING THE APPLICATION OF
DEAN VADNAIS FOR VARIANCE D940283V

The following resolution is now offered and read:

WHEREAS, on May 13, 1996, the Planning Commission of the County of San Luis
Obispo (hereinafter referred to as the “Planning Commission”) duly considered and approved
the application of Dean Vadnais for Variance D940283V; and

WHEREAS, Suzy Ficker for the Cambria Legal Defense Fund has appealed the Planning
Commission’s decision to the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo
(hereinafter referred to as the "Board of Supervisors™) pursuant to the applicable provisions of
Title 23 of the San Luis Obispo County Code; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was duly noticed and conducted by the Board of
Supervisors on September 10, 1996, and the matter was continued to and determination and
decision was made on September {7, 1996; and

WHEREAS, at said hearing, the Board of Supervisors heard and received all oral and
written protests, objections, and evidence, which were made, presented, or filed, and all persons
present were given the opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to any matter relating to said
appeal; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has duly considered the appeal and finds that the

appeal should be upheld in part and denied in part and the decision of the Planaing Commission

should be modified subject to the findings set forth below.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of '

Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo, State of California, as follows: E'(?) Pz
1. That the recitals set forth hereinabove are true, correct and valid, 5'3’5“"46"
n3

2. That the Board of Supervisors makes all of the findings of fact and determinatiors

set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein as though set forth



.3 That the megative declaration prepared for this project is hereby approved as
complete and adequate and as having been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

4. That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information
containeﬁ in the negative declaration together with all comments rece;ved during the public
teview process prior to approving the project,

3. That the appeal filed by Suzy Ficker for the Cambna Legal Defense Fuad is
hereby upheld in part and denied in part and the decision of the Planning Commission is
modified and that the application of Dean Vadnais for Variance D940283V is hereby partially
approved.

Upon motion of Supervisor _0Ovitt » seconded by Supervisor __Brackett ,

and on the following roll call vote, to wit:

AYES: Supervisors Ovitr, Brackett, Blakely, and Chairperson Laurent
NOES: Supervisor Delany

ABSENT: None

ABSTAINING: None

the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted.

LAURENCE L LAURENT

Chairman of the Board of Supervisors

ATTEST: .

Julie L. Rodewald
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

BY: CrETVE AN AW peputy Clerk STATE OF CALIFORNIA Jes
“ b F SAN LUIS 0813°0
(SEAL) . SOUNTY GF & 300 )

1, JULIF L. B&EE‘.‘.’:\LD. Qoo Ltk of the above
entiticd Couw Y, 654 Ei-LlE 1764 o the Boand ot
Lupsndgare Sieradt, o hnetyey "‘*f(“-l forapoinglo

baa ik duaund e - ru L Wi snterad inthe
nmu:teselsa:s"eat' erdinors, and now remaln-

JAMES B. LINDHOLM Ing of racord oty £ 52

unty Counsel Yiitnass, my hand and §aa! 9, enid Sard of Supervi
S/&& setsth%s___,&..%éf&ﬂgﬂﬁ-— .
)' M«-——v Z Zé

gputy County Counsel 18 SULIN L P ..,.‘.u.,,.,,.._n

- Cousty LleThona B 3 etk
72,1176 ﬁﬁ.uia‘.u‘-.u. FOREEh

-

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL EFFECT:

e:\wpdoceibsied,

By

v
s

Deputy Glsik
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EXHIBIT A
YA E FINDINGS D940283V

NVIR IENTAL DETERMINATION - FINDI '

A. On the basis of the Initial Study and all the comments received, there is no substantial
evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment,

B. The variance authorized does not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with
the limitations upon other properties with similar slopes in the vicinity and land use
category in which such property is located because a multi-family residential development
is allowed by the planning area standard and, adjacent lots with steep slopes are also
developed with urban scale development, and because the residential project could not
be reasonably constructed without some grading on slopes in excess of 30%.

0

There are special circumstances applicable to the property, related to
size/topography/location, and because of these circumstances, the strict application of this
title would deprive the property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity
that is in the same land use category. The portions of the site exceeding slopes of 30%
constitute special circumstances and no alternative building site exists where grading on
slopes exceeding 30% could be avoided since substantial regrading of the site is
necessary to allow development of the site at the density proposed,

D. Multi-family residences are allowed on this site by special planning area standards of the
general plan in the Commercial Retail Land Use Category, and the variance would
therefore not authorize a land use that would otherwise be unauthorized.

E. Granting the variance would not conflict with the provisions of the Local Coastal
Program, since any alternative locations for the building sites would bring about greater
disturbance than the current proposed location.

F. The granting of such application does not, under the circumstances and conditions applied
in the particular case, adversely affect public "health or safety, is not materially
detrimental to the public welfare, nor injurious to nearby property or improvements,
because all grading will be engineered to ensure required standards of stability for all
earthwork.

G. he varian i opes_over 30% is limi r h h %
in rol Ii wn _on th d mad it _her
radi n vigusly disturbed, i %, Nor nd_above thi
ine is not authorize this Variance,

EKQ) PQ'
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DEAN VADNAIS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLAN D940132D

The following resolution is now offered and read:

WHEREAS, on May 13, 1996, thc Planning Commission of the County of San Luis
Obispo (hereinafter referred to as the "Planning Commission ") duly considered and conditionally

approved the application of Dean Vadnais for Development Plan D940132D; and

WHEREAS, Suzy Ficker for the Cambria Legal Defense Fund has appealed the Planning
Commission’s decision to the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo
(Iwreinaﬁer referred to as the "Board of Supervisors”) pursuant to the applicable provisions of
Title 23 of the San Luis Obispo County Code; and |

IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Tues . day Sept‘ember 17,19 96
PRESENT: Supervisors Harry L. Ovitt, Evelyn Delany, Ruth E. Brackett, David Blakely,
and Chairperson Laurence L. Laurent )
ABSENT: None :
RESOLUTION NO.__96~338
RESOLUTION MODIFYING THE DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
) AND CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE APPLICATION OF

WHEREAS, a public hearing was duly noticed and conducted by the Board of

ot

Supervisors on September 10, 1996, and the matter was centinued to and determination and

-
o &
e
il

decision was made on September 17, 1996; and 1§

s, "

WHEREAS, at said hearing, the Board of Supervisors heard and received all oral and
written protests, objections, and evidence, which were made, presented, or filed, and all persons
present were given the opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to any matter relating to said
appeal; and X

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has duly considered the appeal and finds that the

appeal should be upheld in part and the decision of the Planning Commission should be modified

* subject to the findings and conditions set forth below.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of .

€x2, 55,
A-3-Sto ~16

Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo, State of California, as follows:

I."  That the recitals set forth hereinabove are true, correct and valid.




2. That the Board of Supervisors makes all of the findings of fact and determinations
set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein as though set forth
in full,

3 That the negative declaration prepared éor this project is hereby approved as
complete and adequate and as having been prepared in accordance wi;h the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

4, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the negative declaration together with all comments received during the public
review pi'oce.ss prior to approving the project. ' :

5. That the appeal filed by Suzy Ficker for the Cambﬁa Legal Defense Fund is
hereby upheid in part and the decision of the Planaing Commission is modified and that the
application of Dean Vadnais for Development Plan D940132D is hereby approved subject to the
conditions of approval set forth in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein |

as though set forth in full,

Upon motion of Supervisor __Ovite , seconded by Supervisor _Bracketr ,

and on the following roll call vote, to wit:
AYES: Supervisors Ovitt, Brackett, Blakely, Chairperson Laurent
NOQES: Supervisor Delany

ABSENT: Noue

ABSTAINING: None Exl [ G
)
the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted. A -3 su ‘ﬂ‘"‘"’)

v &

(1#
Ay
e

FURENCE L LALRENT
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

Julie L, Rodewald
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
BY: CHFLE ARG

Deputy Clerk

(SEAL)

ERIE PRt o T O s

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL EFFECT:

JAMES B, LINDHOLM WHOATE, O i wha L7 T S W TR

unty Counsel e n? B «ﬁfy««f :
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XHIBIT A
DEVELOPMENT PLAN FINDINGS D940132D

NVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION - FINDIN

A. On the basis of the Initial Study and all the comments received, there is no substantial
_ evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment.

The proposed project or use is consistent with the San-Luis Obispo County General Plan
because multi-family residential development is allowed by the planning area standards
of the general plan.

’ As conditioned, the proposed project or use satisfies all applicable provisions of Title 23
of the County Code.

D.  The establishment and subsequent operation or conduct of the use will not, 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 because the proposed project will be required to provide
improvements to stabilize graded areas, provide drainage improvements and the
residences will be subject to the safety standards of the Uniform Building Code.

The proposed project or use will not be inconsistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood or contrary to its orderly development because it is a multi famﬂy project
within the urban area of Cambria.

The proposed project or use will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the safe
capacity of all roads providing access to the project, either existing or to be improved
with the project because the public roads serving the site with improvements required by
the Cambria Circulation Plan will adequately accommodate the. additional traffic
generated by this project.

Grading on slopes in excess of 20% is warranted based on the topographic constraints
on the site and the project design.

H.  The provision of two (2) affordable units or lots as defined by Section 23.04.094 of the
" Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code will
satisfy the intent of Section 23.04.092 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and
Government Code Section 65590 and is feasible due to the scale of the project, the
availability of land in the community, the need for low and moderate income housing’
within the community. The applicant’s analysis does not include a reasonable range of
on-site and off-site affordable housing projects in the feasibility analysis, and absent a
complete analysis including this information, the presumption of feasibility has not been

overturned.
A P ':".
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The following incentives are offered by the county:

L. Public Facilities fee exemption for the affordable housing units. Fees will be paid
through the affordable housing in lieu fee fund in accordance with Ordinance

Section 18.04.010a.

2. Staff technical assistance in identifying possible state and federal funding sources
for affordable housing.

3. Exemption from the county Growth Management ordinance.

4, Affordable units receive a specialvpriority on the CCSD list for water service.

3. A variance for grading on slopes over 30% allows for greater development than

would otherwise be allowed on the site.

6. Residential Development of this type is not normally allowed in the Commercial
Retail land use category. - The relaxation of normal zoning requirements
constitutes an incentive by making residential development possible in tha

Commercial Retail land use category.

Ex2, »9
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EXHIBIT B
DEVELOPMENT PLAN - D940132D - CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Approved Use
1. This approval authorizes:
a) a residential airspace condominium project consisting of 25 airspace units and an

underlying common lot including openspace, parking and access areas to be held
in common by the homeowner’s association.

b) floor plans and elevations approving 25 attached residences in duplex and triplex
configurations.

c) . grading on slopes in excess of 20% for site improvements.

The development shall conform to the approved site plan (revised), floor plans and
elevations as well as the preliminary grading plan except as' modified by these conditions
of approval. -

Revised Plans

2. Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit the applicant shall submit a revised site .
plan to the development review section of the Department of Planning and Building for

review and approval. Plan to show:

-

a) maximum retaining wall height of the exposed face of retaining walls along the
Main Street frontage shall not exceed 4 feet along the westerly portion,
approximately 240 feet and shall not exceed 5 1/2 feet for the easterly portion,
except for the back of the street tree wells and where necessary to match the
height of the existing retaining wall. This wall shall include cut outs for street
trees at 20 feet intervals along Main Street and shall be designed to accommodate
extensive landscaping-tree cover along the southern and western slopes of the
project.

b) The applicant shall submit a revised site plan showing that the proposed
development will not involve grading on undisturbed slopes over 30% for anv
proposed residences,  Relocation of buildings reduction in unit sizes, or
elimination of units, decks and garages may be necessary. (The variance for

~grading on slopes over 30% is limited to the area south of the 30% slope grading
control line shown on map attached to the variance resolution. Grading on slopes
not previously disturbed. in excess of 30% . above this line shall not be allowed.

These modifications shall be integrated into the grading plans and permit.
Grading Permit
Ex2 ) P 1
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6.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, or any grading activities, submit grading,
sedimentation and erosion coatrol, and drainage plans prepared in accordance with the
requirements of Section 23.05.028, 23.05.036, and 23.05.044 of the County Land Use
Ordinance to the Department of Planning and Building for review and approval. The
plans shall be designed by a registered civil engineer, or other qualified professional.
Review of the plans shall be subject to an inspection and checking agreement with the
Engineering Department. The grading permit shall also require approval by Cambria
Community Fire Department for finish road grades and surfacing requirements, prior to
issuance. Grading activities shall not be allowed during the rainy season (October
tOApl'ﬂ). A gz o by o1 HYP-Y: wab.Diaaninc.an 2 a3l dina

-

) e 3

Geology

4,

All recommendations contained in the geotechnical engineering report prepared by Mid- .
Coast Geotechnical, Inc. (dated April 19, 1995) and the Engineering Geology
Investigation (dated April 19, 1995) prepared by Ken Maloney shall be adhered to during
all phases of design, site preparation and construction. Updates by the respective

- engineer are subject to review and approval by the Director of planning and Building.

Agency Review

An encroachment permit shall be obtained from the County Engineering Department
prior to any construction activities in the public right-of- way.

A letter of clearance from the Cambria Community Fire Department shall be required
prior to issuance of any permits, indicating compliance with their standards and
requirements, and indicating their approval of the proposed access drive grades and

" surfacing.

Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall provide written
clearance from the Coastal Commission concerning the openspace easements on the
northern periphery of the project. Amendment or relocation of the easements and
amendment to previous Coastal Development Permits may be required. The applicant

shall submit the proposed revised easement location map to the department of Planning
and Building for review and aporoval prior to submitting to the Coastal Commission.
The easement revision shall be equal to or greater in extent and quality that the existing
easement and shall equal 75,000 sauare feet.

Effective Time Period

8.

This development plan approval period will run with the tentative tract map approval
period. Map time extension approvals granted with the map shall similarly extend the
development plan approval period. Time extensions must be submitted in writing by the
applicant and are subject to evaluation and action based on the circumstances prevailing

at the time of the request.

Ex Q)‘HD
A-3-5W-496-1i3



i

9.

" Low Cost Housing

Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits or filing of the final map the
applicant shall enter into an agreement with the county to provide two (2) residential
units for low and moderate income families as defined by Section 23.04.094 of the
Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code
as part of the proposed project or elsewhere in the community. The agreement with the
county for the development will include acknowledgement that it is feasible to provide
a level of affordable housing in conjunction with this project.

a. Prior to recording the Tract Map, the applicant shall pay an affordable housing
in-lieu fee of 3.5 percent of the adopted public facility fee effective at the time
of recording for each residential lot. This fee shall not be applicable to any
officially recognized affordable housing included within the residential project.

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Monitoring

10.

1L

Prior to issuance of any permits and any physical disturbance of the site, the
applicant shall contract with the county to engage an environmental monitor to monitor
the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the environmental document
and required herein to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act.

Prior to issuance of any permits and any physical disturbance of the site, the monitor
shall prepare a mitigation plan including phasing (commencement and completion) of tree
removal, grading, construction of utility lines, access and drainage improvements,
completion of retaining walls and installation of landscaping. Plan to be submitted to the
Department of Planning and Building, Environmental Division for review and approval.

Air Quality

12.

Prior to approval of subdivision improvement plans or grading permits, the
developer shall prepare and submit for review and approval to the Department of
Planning and Building and the Air Pollution Control District a dust control plan. The
plan shall include, but not be limited to the following:

a) the installation of wheel washers, if appropriate, where vehicles enter and exit
unpaved areas onto paved streets; -

b) Revegetation of all disturbed soil areas immediately upon completion of grading;

<) Any disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation shall be stabilized using
approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in
advance by the SLO County Air Pollution Control District;

E-pZ) P I
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13.

14.

15.

16.

No stockpiling of soil; rather, soil will be graded immediately after deposition;

e) Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not excesd 15 mph on any
unpaved surface at the construction site;

fy Al trucks hauling soil, sand or other loose materials shall be covered or shall
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top
of load and top of trailer) in accordance with California Vehicle Code section No.

23114;

2) The use of water trucks or sprinkier systems in sufficient quantities to prevent
airbome dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency will occur
whenever wind speeds exceed 15 mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be
used whenever possible;

h) Sweep adjoining paved roads at the end of each day if visible soil material is
carried onto the paved roads.

Prior to approval of subdivision improvement plans or grading permits, the
developer shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and
to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust off-site. The
monitor’s duties shall include accessibility during holidays and weekend periods when
work may not be in progress. The name and telephone number of the monitor(s) shall
be provided to the Department of Planning & Building and Air Pollution Control Distnct
prior to issuance of construction permits. During construction/grading activities, the
developer agrees that the monitor will make site visits-as necessary to assure compliance
with the air quahty mitigations discussed hersin.

Prior to finaling the grading permit, the developer shall submit to the Department of
Planning and Building for review and approval a copy of a written report prepared by
the monitor referenced in item #8 of this document. The report shall describe: 1) the
name and qualifications of the monitor; 2) the dates and times the monitor was present
on the site; 3) the developer’s degree of compliance with the air quality mitigations
described herein, 4) any problems encountered during the project related to compliance
with these mitigation measures; and 5) a description of corrective actions needed to meet
these measures, whether the corrective actions were taken, and their timing.

During all construction activities, the developer shall cause the grading contractor 10
comply with the following NOx and ROG mitigation measures for all diesel powered

equipment:

Q) Injection timing retard of 2 degrees,
b) Installation of high pressure injectors, and
c) Use of reformulated diesel fuel.

Prior to issuance of construction permits, the developer shall prepare and subrmt for

Exz, p\Z



review and approval to the Department of Planning and Building and the Air Pollution
Control District an activity management plan. The approved plan shall be implemented
and shall apply during all grading activities. The plan shall include, but not be limited
to the following:

a) Development of a comprehensive construction activity management plan designed
to minimize the amount of large construction equipment operating during any
given time period.

b) Scheduling of construction truck trips during non-peak hours to reduce peak hour
emissions.

c) Limiting the length of the construction work-day period, if necessary.

d)  Phasing of construction activities, if appropriate.

Tree Removal/Protection

17.

18.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit (in conjunction with a monitoring plan) and
prior to any installation of subdivision improvements, the applicant shall clearly show
on the project plans the type, size, and location of all native trees to be removed as part
of the project and all remaining trees within 50 feet of construction activities. The
project plans shall also show the type and location of tres protection measures to be
employed. All trees to remain on-site that are within fifty feet of construction or grading
activities shall be marked for protection (e.g., with flagging) and their root zone fenced
pror to anyv grading. The outer edge of the tree root zone is 1-1/2 times the distance
from the trunk to the dripline of the tree. Grading, utility trenching, compaction of soil,
or placement of fill shall be avoided within these fenced areas. If grading in the root
zone cannot be avoided, retaining walls shall be constructed to minimize cut and fill
impacts. Care shall be taken to avoid surface roots within the top 18 inches of soil.

At the time of application for subdivision improvement plans or grading permits, the
applicant shall submit a tree replacement plan to be reviewed and approved by the
Environmental Coordinator. The plan shall provide for the replacement, in kind at a 2:1
ratio, of all Monterey pine trees removed as a result of the development of the project.
No more than 2 Monterey pine trees having a six inch diameter at four feet from the
ground shall be removed as a result of the development of the project. (Tree

replacement plan shall be shown on the project landscaping plan).

These newly planted trees shall be maintained until successfully established. This shall
include caging from animals (e.g., deer, rodents), periodic weeding and adequate
watering (e.g., drip-irrigation system). If possible, planting during the warmest, driest
months (June through September) shall be avoided. In addition, standard planting
procedures (e.g., planting tablets, initial deep watering) shall be used.

Ex 2, ,N
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Prior to finaling the building permit (for the southern unit identified in Exhibit A), the
applicant shall demonstrate that the following noise mitigation measures have been
incorporated into the design of the unit:

a) A grouted masonry continuous noise barrier wall with a height of four feet above
finished floor elevation constructed at the south boundary of the patio of the
southernmost dwelling unit.

b)  The layout of the floor plan shall be arranged in such a way as to uSe bathrooms,
corridors, closets, storage and other non-habitable spaces as “noise buffers.”

c) The south elevation of the dwelling unit shall have wall, ceiling and roof
construction with an S.T.C. (sound transmission class) rating of 30 or greater.
Soffit or eave or dormer vents or doors or windows or skylights or other roof or
wal! penetrations adjacent to the noise source shall be acoustically rated and

designed.

d) Common acoustic leaks, such as electrical outlets, pipes, vents, ducts, flues and
other breaks in the integrity of the wall, ceiling or roof construction on the eas:
and on the north sides sha!l receive special attention during construction. All
construction openings and joints on the walls on the south side of the site shall
be insulated, sealed and caulked with a resilient, non-hardening caulking material.
All such openings and joints shall be airtight in order to maintain sound isolation.

e) South-facing windows shall be of double-glazed construction and installed in
accordance with recommendations of the manufacturer. The windows shall be
fully gasketed, with an S.7T.C. rating of 35 or better, as determined in testing by

an accredited acoustical laboratory.

f) Ventilation shall be available to all habitable spaces in accordance with Section
1205 of the Uniform Building Code.

Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

20.

21.

Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide an exterior lighting
plan showing the location and type of lighting proposed throughout the development. All
exterior light sources shall be low-level and adjusted so that light is directed away from
Main Street and Highway 1. Security lighting shall be shielded so as not to create glare

when viewed from Main Street and Highway 1.

At the time of application for building permits, the applicant shall submit architectural
elevations of all proposed structures to the Department of Planning and Building for
review and approval in consultation with the Environmental Coordinator. The elevations
shail show exterior finish materials, colors, and height above the existing natural ground

A-3-Sw-q6-113
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surface. Colors shall minimize the structure massing of new development by reducing
the contrast between the proposed development and the surrounding environment. Colors
shall be compatible with the natural colors of the surrounding environment, including
vegetation, rock outcrops, etc.. Darker, non-reflective, earth tone colors shall be
selected for walls, chimneys etc. and darker green, grey, slate biue, or brown colors for
the roof structures. ‘

At the time of application for building permits, the applicant shall submit landscape,
irrigation, landscape maintenance plans and specifications to the Department of Planning
and Building for review and approval in consultation with the Environmental
Coordinator. The landscape plan shall be prepared as provided in Section 23.04.186 of
the Land Use Ordinance and provide vegetation that will blend the new development,
including driveways, access roads, etc., when viewed from Main Street and Highway 1
into the surrounding environment. Plans will propose an aggressive replanting plan
including:

a) A plant container size mix that includes a sufficient number of larger trees and
shrubs to provide initial screening of the south facing, graded hillsides.

b) Sufficient number of plants to be effective in providing initial screening.
c) Identify and inciude tree replacement within the Iandscaping plan.
d) Street Trees at 20 foot intervals along Main Street.

The landscaping plan shall utilize only plant material consistent with Section 23.04.184
of the Land Use Ordinance.

Prior to application for building permits, a cost estimate for a planting plan,
installation of landscaping, and maintenance of new landscaping for a period of three
years shall be prepared by a qualified individual (e.g., landscape contractor) and shall
be reviewed and approved by the County Department of Planning and Building. Prior
to issuance of construction permits, a performance bond, equal to the cost estimate,
shall be posted by the applicant. The bond amount may be reduced with the complenon

of each area landscaped.

The landscape installation timing shall be as follows:

a) Prior to finaling the grading permit and prior to issuance of building permit for
any unit, landscaping for the entire south facing slope from Main Street to top of
finish slope shall be installed, except that an area of approximately 10 feet from
foundation footmgs may remain unplanted around each unit until finaling the
building permit.

b) Prior to finaling the grading permit and prior to issuance of building permit for
any unit, landscaping for the south facing slope from the primary access road to

A-3-Se-9%- \13




24.

top of finish slope shall also be installed, except that an area of approximately 10
feet from foundation footings may remain unplanted around each unit until

finaling the building permit.

Prior to finaling the grading permit all slope revegetation shall be completed
along the northern perimeter of the project.

Pror to finaling the building permit for each unit or group of units the related
landscaping for each unit shall be installed.

Upon completion of each phase of landscaping, the bond amount may be reduced
a commensurate amount. Upon installation of all landscaping the bond amount
may be reduced to 20% of the original amount and shall remain in effect for a
period of one year to ensure successful establishment of all landscaping.

Retaining walls, sound walls, and understories that exceed three feet in height shali be
constructed in colors and tones compatible with the surrounding environment, and shall
use textured materials and/or construction methods which create a textured effect, when
viewed from Main Street and Highway 1. Landscaping that will either screen from in
front or grow over from above the wall shall be established prior to final inspection or
issuance of a certificate of occupancy, whichever occurs first.

Ex 2, pl#
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¥ IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA -

Tues day September 17 , 19 96

PRESENT: Supervisors Harry L. Ovitt, Evelyn Delany, Ruth E. Brackett, David Blakely,
and Chairperson Laurence L. Laurent ‘

ABSENT: HNone

RESOLUTION NO._%6-339
RESOLUTION MODIFYING THE DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
AND CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE APPLICATION OF
DEAN VADNAIS FOR VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 2176

The following resolution is now offered and read:

WHEREAS, on May 13, 1996, the Planning Commission of the County of San Luis
Obispo (hereinafter referred to as the "Planning Commission *) duly considered and conditionally
approved the application of Dean Vadnais for Vesting Tentative Tract 2176; and

WHEREAS, Suzy Ficker for the Cambria Legal Defense Fund has appealed the Planning
Commission’s decision to the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo

(hereinafter referred to as the "Board of Supervisors”) pursuant to the applicable provisions of

Title 23 of the San Luis Obispo Couﬁty Code; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was duly noticed and conducted by the Board of
Supervisors on September 10, '1996. and the matter was continued to and determination and
decision was made on September 17, 1996; and

WHEREAS, at said hearing, the Board of Supervisors heard and received gii oral and |
written protests, objections, and evidence, which were made, presented, or filed, and all persons
present were given the opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to any matter relating to said
appeal; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has duly éonsidered the appeal and finds that the
appeal should be upheld in part and the decision of the Planning Commission should be modified
subject to the findings and conditions set forth below.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of
Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo, State of Califomia,. as follows:

1. That the recitals set forth hereinabove are true, correct and valid.

2. That the Board of Supervisors makes all of the findings of fact and determinations

RN

set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein as though set forth

in full, Ex2, s B
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N That the negative declaration prepared for this project is hereby approved as

complete and adequate and as having been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

4, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the negative declaration together with all comments received during the public
review process prior to approving the project.

5. That the appeal filed by Suzy Ficker for the Cambria Legal Defense Fund is
hereby upheld in part and the decision of the Planning Commission is modified and that the
application of Dean Vadnais for Vesting Tentative Tract 2176 is hereby approved subject to the '
conditions of approval set forth in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein
as though set forth in full.

Upon motion of Supervisor __Ovitt . seconded by Supervisor ___Brackett

and on the following roll call vote, to wit:

AYES: gupervisors Ovitt, Brackett, Blakely, Chairperson Laurent

NOES:; Supervisor Delany
ABSENT: None
ABSTAINING: None

the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted.

PP L G S

Chairman of the Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

Julie L. Rodewald
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
BY: CHEVE AISPURD Deputy Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT FINDINGS 2176

The proposed map is consistent with applicable county general and specific plans.

B. The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the
applicable county general and specific plans.

C.  The site is physically suitable for the type of development proposed.
D.  The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of the development proposed.

E. The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements will not cause substantial
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their
habitat.

F. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvement will not conflict with easements
acquired by the public at large for access through or use of property within the proposed
subdivision; or that substantially equivalent alternate easements are provided.

G.  The proposed subdivision complies with Section 66474.6 of the State Subdivision Map
Act, as to methods of handling and discharge of waste.

H.  The proposed subdivision be found consistent with the county zoning and subdivision
ordinance.

L The provision of two (2) affordable units or lots as defined by Section 23.04.094 of the
Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code will
satisfy the intent of Section 23.04.092 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and
Government Code Section 65590 and is feasible due to the scale of the project, the
availability of land in the community, the need for low and moderate income housing
within the community. The applicant’s analysis does not include a reasonable range of
on-site and off-site and affordable housing projects in the feasibility analysis, and absent
a complete analysis including this information, the presumption of feasibility has not been
overturned.

The following incentives are offered by the county;

1. Public Facilities fee exemption for the affordable housing units. Fees will be paid 7
through the affordable housing in lieu fee fund in accordance with.Ordinance '

Section 18.04.010a.

5\)

Staff technical assistance in identifying possible state and federal funding sources
for affordable housing. '

3. Exemption from the county Growth Management ordinance.
R3-5WL-96 -I1D



. Affordable units receive a special priority on the CCSD list for water service.

A variance for grading on slopes over 30% allows for greater development than
would otherwise be allowed on the site.

6. Residential Development of this type is not normally allowed in the Commercial
Retail land use category. The relaxation of normal zoning requirements
‘constitutes an incentive by making residential development possible in the

Commercial Retail land use category.

J. On the basis of the Initial Study and all the comments received, there is no substantial
evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment.

. ’ E\g?.‘ pl‘
A-3- Sto- 16-113




EXHIBIT B
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 2176 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Underiving Parcel/Map Act Compliance

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, lot line adjustment Coal 94-124 shall be finaled and
a deed reflecting the new parcel configuration shall be recorded.

Parks and Recreation Fees

2. Prior to final map recordation, the applicant shall pay "in lieu" fees that will be used for
community park and recreational purposes, as required by Chapter 21.09 of the county
code. (Quimby Ordinance)

Access and Improvements

3. Public road improvements shall not be instailed until site grading has been completed.
4. Roads and/or streets to be constructed to the following standards:
a. Main Street and Pineknolls Drive widened to complete an A-2 (urban) section

fronting the property. Main Street curb, gutter and sidewalk and road widening
improvements shall tie back to existing improvements at Tamsen Lane.

b. At the Knollwood Drive connection to the project roadway, the developer shall
install a key or card gate providing access only to the owners or occupants of the
Stone Edge project, emergency vehicles and service vehicles.

c. On Pine Knolls Drive at the project entrance roédway, the developer shall
construct a turn pocket with storage length 50 feet, for northbound vehicles
turning right into the project entrance.

Site Grading
5. Prior to map recordation and installation of subdivision improvements, due to steep

slopes, the grading permit required by associated development plan D940132D shall be
finaled (and all grading and related improvements completed).

6. All grading shall be done in accordance with Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code.
All lot lines shall be considered as Site Area Boundaries with slopes setback accordingly.

6a.  Vehicle sight distance benches shall be incorporated into the grading plans for the project
at the intersection of Pine Knolls Drive with the project entrance road, as recommended
by the traffic study by WPH & Associates (March 1996), to the satisfaction of the

C gineer.
ounty Engineer E%Q, P?Z
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Drainage

7. Submit complete drainage calculations to the County Engineer for review and approval.

Storm water shall be conveyed directly to Santa Rosa Creek. The outlet shall be
downstream (west of the bridee on Highway 1) unless it can be determined to drainage

calculations acceptable to County Engineer. A drainage easement to Santa Rosa Creek
shall be obtained by the developer.

Utilities

8. Electric and telephone lines be installed underground.

9. Cable T.V. conduits be installed in the street.

10. © Gas lines are to be installed.

11. Improvement plans shall be prepared in accordance with San Luis Obispo County
Improvement Standards and Specifications by a Registered Civil Engineer and subrmritted
to the County Engineer and County Health Departments for approval. The plan to

include:

Street plan and profile;

Drainage ditches, culverts, and other structures (if drainage calculations require);
Water plan (County Health); )

Sewer plan (County Health);

Grading and erosion control plan for subdivision related improvements locations;

Public utility.

MO oo op
LI . N 3

12. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the county for inspection of said
improvements.

13.  The engineer, upon completion of the improvements, must certify to the County Engineer
that the improvements are made in accordance with Subdivision Review Board

requirements and the approved plans.

Covenants. Conditions and Restrictions

14.  The developer shall submit proposed covenants, conditions, and restrictions for the
subdivision to the county Department of Planning and Building for review and approval
The CC&R’s shall provide at a minimum the following previsions:

a. Maintenance of common areas.

b. Maintenance of all access roads, drainage facilities, retaining walls.

A-3-5L-q¢_ 13




The developer shall establish covenants, conditions, and restrictions for the regulation
of land use, control of nuisances and architectural control of all buildings and facilities.
An architectural review committee shall be included in the association. These CC&Rs
shall be administered by the subdivision homeowner’s association. These CC&Rs shall
be submitted to the county Department of Planing and Building for review and approval.

16.  The developer shall form a home owners’ association for the area within the subdivision,
50 as to administer the CC&Rs as noted above, and it shall conform to the requirements
of the State Department of Real Estate.

Low Cost Housing

17.  Prior to filing of the final map the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the county
to provide two (2) residential units for low and moderate income families as defined by
Section 23.04.094 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and by Section 50093 of the
Health and Safety Code as part of the proposed project or elsewhere in the community.
The agreement with the county for the development will include acknowledgment that it
is feasible to provide a leve! of affordable housing in conjunction with this project.

ire Prot

18. A letter of clearance from the Cambria Community Fire Department shail be required
prior to issuance of any permits, indicating compliance with their standards and
requirements, and indicating their approval of the proposed access drive grades and
surfacing.

Stock Conditions

19.  This subdivision is also subject to the standard conditions of épproval for all subdivisions

utilizing community water and sewer a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated
by reference herein as though set forth in full.

n ac men

20.  Prior to recordation of the final map the applicant shall provide written clearance from
the Coastal Commission concerning the openspace easements on the northern periphery
of the project. Amendment or relocation of the easements and amendment to previous

Coastal Development Permits may be required. The applicant shall submit the proposed
revised easement location map to the Department of Planning and Building for review )

and approval prior t mitting to the Coastal Commission. The easement revision shall
e equal to or greater in_extent and qualitv that the existine ement _and shall

approximately equal 7 are feet,
Effective Approval Period ‘ .
21.  All timeframes on approved tentative maps for filing of final parcel maps, tract maps or

A-3-Sw-q¢- N3
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completion of lot line adjustments are measured from the date the hearing body approves
the tentative map, not from any date of possible reconsideration action.

The final map/condominium plan shall reflect the limitation on grading over 30% as
specified in the Variance, and shall be consistent with the staff approved revised site plan

as required by the development plan.

Exl, p2 g
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Site Plan
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Site Statistics -

31058 site ares 3131 acres {136,375 i}
Kite area less than 20% slope 2.113 3¢ 92,045 s
Number ol units praposed 25 units

Number of garage parking spaces 50

Number of guest spaces 7
Number of short term pulf in spaces 18

Total number of parking spaces 75

Footprints Building Type A (3 buildings) 7,632 sf [2,544 ea bidg)
Footprints Buitding Type B (5 buildings) 9,500 sf {1,900 ea bidg]
Footprints Building Type C {2 buildings)

{Total Building Footprints 25,1225t
Impervious surface areafroads,

foorpriris, walks, patios, etc.} 34,335 51
DOpen space ared 1.7658 ac (76,918 51}

Percentane of site in open space 56.4%

Owner/Developer Cambea Village Square + 1253 Knolhwood Circle, Suite D201 « Cambriz, CA 93428 » (805} 9270821  Design/Planning joseph Boud & Associates » 1009 Marro Street, Suite 206 # San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 » (805) 543.0565
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Site Sections A & B
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Project Management
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California Coastal Commission

725 Front Street, Suite 300 - , BTN
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 . COASTAL COMWQS:\ ,

‘ o ~eNTRAL COAST
December 5, 1996 b

. "SUBJECT: APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMITAAPPROVAL OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

COUNTY REGARDING TRACT 2176

- Honorable Commissioners; -

Grassetti Environmental Consulting (GECo) has béen retained by the Cambria Legal

Defense Fund to review and provide professional input on the approval by the San Luis
Obispo County Board of Supervisors of the development Plan, Tract Map, and Variance
for Tract 2176 in the unincorporated town of Cambria. As principal of the firm, I have
undertaken this review personally. I have 15 years of private and public sector
experience preparing and reviewing environmental and land use planning assessments .

- and have testified as an expert witness on environmental and land use planning issues
- in the California courts. The analysis presented herein is based on a review of numerous -
‘documents provided by the Cambria Legal Defense Fund (CLDF), a site reconnaissance,
~ areview of Coastal Commission files regarding both this project and Tract 1036 (of

which the site is a portion), review of tapes of the County Board of Supervisors’ public

- hearings on approval of the project, and discussions with Coastal Commission staff. I

also attempted to contact County staff regarding this project, however my calls were not
retumed. ‘ SRR IR ‘ '

My comments on this permit épp roval center on two areas: 1) coxhpliance with exisﬁng o
land use regulations, permits, and conditions; and 2) adequacy of CEQA environumental

- -analyses. My conclusions on legal issues are based on my experience interpreting

environmental and planning regulations and statutes as required in the course of my
work, and are not intended as legal opinions.

COMPLIANCE WITH EXISTING LAND USE PLANS AND REGULATIONS

Lack of Required Zoning Ordinance Findings

In order to approve the fequestéd variance and development plan, the County was

required to make a number of findings. First, findings are required to permitthe = - -
development of Multi-Family Residential uses in the site’s Retail Commercial land use
designation, as specified in Section 23.08.162 d.(1) of the County’s Coastal Land Use

~

EXHIBIT NO. §
APPLICATION NO.
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“When a ... Development Plan is requlred by this title to authorize the proposed
residential use, the applicable approval body shall, before grantmg such approval, find
that the proposed residential uses wﬂl not:

(I) Significantly reduce the commumty inventory of office or commercxal property
available to satisfy the commercial needs of the population envusxoned by the
Land Use Element of the General Plan. - _

" , (11) Impede the contmmng orderly development of cornmumty shopping and
- office areas and other commexcxal uses.

Inlight of my revxew, I have found no evxdence that any such findmgs were made by the

. County. No such findings occur in the approval resolutions Resolutions 96-337 . -
(Variance), 96-338 (Development Plan), or 96-339 (Vesting Tentative Tract). This lack .
of findings is a substantial deflc:tency and sxgmﬁcant non—comphance with applicable
land use reaulatmns ,

‘ leatwn of Exzstmg Coastal Permit Condltmns for the Site

Asa part of the Coastal Permit for the larger 11-acre site (CDP 4-83-680), of which the
project site is a part, the Coastal Coxmmsszon mposed a condition (Condmon 3) that
‘reqmredthat _ , _ . .

o ”Pnor to the transmittal of the coastal perm1t the apphcant shall submit to the
Executive Director for review and approval specific findings from the County -
- that the extension of Knollwood Drive to Pine Knolls Drive is the only feasible
. road access for the proposed pro;ect and must be provided in order to
_ »successﬁ_dly serve the development '

" Although the apphcant has claimed that access from the east on Knollwood Drive is not
feasible, these claims are based solely upon the applicant’s contention that the owners

of that road will not permit such primary access. However, records provided to me by |
the CLDF indicate that the applicants for the currently proposed condominium project
own all or part interest in the adjacent parcel through which Knollwood Road runs.
Therefore, the applicant is denying access to himself. This self-denial is a matter of
choice, and does not support a County finding that the extension of Knollwood Road to

* Pine Knolls Drive “is the only feasible road access for the proposed project”. Therefore,
this permit approval appears to conflict with Condmon 3of approval of the coastal
permit for the ongmal subdmsmn of the sxte :

. Further, a review of the County’s findmgs for the project variance, Development Plan

- and Vesting Tentative Map indicates that the County never actually made the reqmred o
findings that the subject road extension is the only feasible access.. The fmdmgs

revxewed do not address this issues at all. : ‘

CDP 4-83-680 further stxpulates that the subdivision map shall indicate, w1th certain . .
exceptmns not apphcable to the portxon of the site currently in question, “confinement of :

E*g) (’2 o
A-3-SLo-16-113
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all building, parking areas, and other development except fences, walls, drainage
systems and landscaping to existing slopes of less than 20% in delineated development
envelopes.” The currently proposed plan includes substantial development of roads
and structures on slopes of over 20%, in apparent violation of this condition. The
County’s variance (96-337) to permit grading of slopes greater than 30 % appears to be
in wholesale violation of this condition.

The applicant claims in his “Responce (sic) to Coastal Commission Appeal No. A-3-
SLO-96-113"that “Coastal Development Permit No. 4-83-680 relates to the approval of
the now expires Tract 1036. All conditions associated with that tentative map

approval and the Coastal Permit have also expired.” This argument is entirely
fallacious and indicates a lack of understanding of basic permit processes on the part of
the applicant and his representatives. Permit 4-83-680 (page 2, #7)clearly states:

“Terms and Conditions 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.”

Thus, although the permit to develop may expire, all conditions of the permitted
development are perpetual. Approximately two-thirds of the development permitted -
- under 4-83-680 has been constructed, thus the perpetual conditions have been triggered.
'I'kﬁif Ci':llnalysis is supported by the Findings of subsequent permit 4-84-458 (July 1985),
which states: ‘ T ' . T - '

" “...the LUP requires the developer of this property to submit a master plan for
 the entire site and, after approval of the master developmen%plan, submit a
_development plan for each phase of the overall project. The County has

approved a master development plan for the entire site. Phase I of the project,
the land division, was approved by coastal development permit 4-83-680. The

" present application is for the Phase Il area development plan implementing the

. master development plan.” ' : o ‘

- To alter such conditions would require an amendment to the coastal permit. According
to your staff and my review of your project files, there is no evidence that the applicant
has applied for any such amendment. : :

Development on the Site’s Scenic Easement

An open space easement was granted on the northwestern portion of the site as a

condition of approval of permit 4-83-680. The purposes of that easement were to

. provide “natural open space for habitat protection, private recreation, and resource

- conservation uses.” An offer to irrevocably dedicate the easement was required as a.
condition of approval of the 1983 coastal permit, and such an offer was subsequently
‘recorded with the County on March 11, 1985.. The applicant has requested permission
to develop on this open space easement, and the County’s approvals of the Tentative

. Parcel Map, and Development Plan allow development on the open space easement

A-3- SLo-16- 113
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subject to C oastal Commission approval. Such approval would requu'e an amendment
to the existing coastal ;enmt The applicant has not applied for such an amendment,
therefore, the propose development wculd violate the e\astmg condmon requiring the .
open space easement. :

The issue of development on the open space easement arose twice before and both times
the Coastal Commission denied that request.- On June 15, 1994, in response to inquiries
from the previous applicant, Commission staff informed the applicant wishing to
develop on the open space easement on the site that “The Commission’s action in .~
approving this permit with conditions makes its intent clear. As the condition states,
the offer of dedication is to be irrevocable for a period.of 21 years. The possibility of a
future amendment was considered by the Commission...Nevertheless, the Commission
voted to require to require the open space condition. For this reason we find it infeasible
to approve granting the easement to the Homeowners’” Association, and we cannot

- approve any relinquishment of the Offer to Dedicate within the prescribed
period.”(emphasis added) Staff went on to conclude that “an amendment which would
undue the intended effect of the Commission’s action in approving the permit would
probably not be considered as appropriate by the Commission.” (Letter from Deborah
Benrubi, CCC to Steve Sylvester, North Coast Engmeermg, June 15, 1984) '

The Comnussmn addressed this issue again on June 12, 1985 in 1ts adopnon of fmdmgs ;
for Coastal Permit 4-84-458. In once again denying permxssmn to develop in the open ..
space easement, the Comxmssxon stated : - .

“The prior pemut [4-83-680] required that the development be confined to .
prescribed development envelopes (see Exhibit [1I). The development, as
presently proposed (Exhibit III), would locate buildings and parking outside

~ those development envelopes and within the areas required to be offered as open
_space easements. (Exhibit [V) The Commission found that such easements

- Were necessary to preserve the scenic and visual quality of the area. There

- has been no change in circumstances which would cause the Coxmmssmn to
change that determination.”(emphasis added) PR

The apphcant claims that the easement should be removed or relocated because past :
disturbance of the site has rendered the easement meaningless. A-visit to the site does
indicate that much of the site has been covered with over 20 feet of fill. This fill was
apparently “temporarily stored” on the site. Some of this “temporary storage” h
exceeded 10 years in duration, and is clearly disposal of material, not ”temporary
storage”. Inmy review I have not encountered any permits to dispose of the material on
this site. The only portion of the site in an approximately natural condition is that -
- portion in the open-space easement. (A small portion of this easement has been used
for debris disposal, in clear. violation of the existing coastal permit). The applicant is
now asking the Commission to condone the destruction of the easement’s remaining
" open space values on the basis that they and past applicants have already o
- impermissibly destroyed some of these values.” This would reward the apphcant and/ or .
his predecessors for past transgressmns, and seta troublmg precedent that could

E\(g) Pq
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encourage other developers to destroy open space lands so that they may then be
permitted to develop them (or seil them to others to develop). '

The County has conditioned the permit on your Commission either waiving the open
space easement requirements or moving them elsewhere on the site. On the basis of

* statements made at the County’s public hearing on the project, it appears that the
applicant proposes to designate the landscaped areas of the site as open space
easement in lieu of the existing easement. This offer is hollow in that the proposed open
- space does not provide any open space than would otherwise be preserved, it would be
ornamentally landscaped thereby providing minimal habitat value (compared to the
mature trees currently on the open space easement), and it would eliminate the buffer
originally provided to the single-residents directly north of the site. :

It should be noted that an amendment to the conditions reQuiﬁng the open space

- easement, limitations on access directly onto Pine Knolls Drive, or other permit

‘conditions would have potential environmental implications. Any such considerations
on the part of the County would constitute removal of mitigation measures required as
part of the Negative Declaration issued for the previous subdivision and development
approvals for the overall site addressed in the 1983 permit, and would require a new
CEQA review of the overall 11-acre project. Additional CEQA and environmental

" issues are addressed below. .

~ CEQA AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Inédequacv of Project CEQA Review

The primary purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are to
inform the public and decision makers of the potential adverse environmental impacts of
a project, and to identify mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate those impacts.

. Preparation of an Initial Study is the first step in identifying those environmental -

" impacts and determining if any impacts could potentially be significant. If any -
impacts could be potentially significant, the preparation of a full or focused

- Environmental Impact Report is required to determine if those impacts would, in fact, be
significant. Therefore, the Initial Study must contain sufficient information to make a
determination of the possibility of a significant impact occurring as a result of a project.
Failure to provide such information is both unlawful and counter to good planning and
informed decision-making. . ' o

The County claims to have assessed potential environmental effects of the proposed
_project in an Initial Study and Negative Declaration dated November 10, 1995. A .
review of that Initial Study indicates that it does not meet even the most minimal " -
- standards established by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its
Guidelines. Deficiencies include lack of appropriate technical analyses, inadequate
consideration of public controversy, and inadequate cumulative analyses. -‘The County’s
failure to adequately address these issues has resulted in the preparation of a wholly
ina lequate Initial Study/Negative Declaration. ‘ o ‘

‘ ExS, 05
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The Initial Study for this project identifies potentially significant project impacts on a
number of important environmental issues but, on the basis of limited or inconclusive
analysis, concludes inexplicably that many of these impacts would be mitigated by
future studies. There is no evidence or assurance that these future studies and measures
would, in fact, serve to mitigate these potential impacts below a level of significance.
Additional studies must be included as part of the Initial Study for the public and the
decision-makers to be sufficiently informed as to the project’s actual impacts and
mitigation measures, and whether or not an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is
required per CEQA statutes and Guidelines. :

- This failure to adequately analyze potential pro;ect impacts in the Initial Study, and the
practice of deferring any real analysis until after approval of the project has been
rejected by the courts in Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (202 Cal App.3d 33 [248
Cal. Rptr. 342]) and in the case of Oro Fino Gold Mining Corporation v. County of El
Dorado (225 Cal App. 3d 872, 884-5 [Cal. Rptr. 720]. In the Sundstrom case, the Court
‘of Appeal faulted the respondent County for assuming that various other agencies
would be able to devise means of avoiding potentially significant impacts associated
with soil stability, erosion, and flooding. Because there was no certainty that success
+ could be achieved, the agency had no basis for determining that the project’s impacts _
. would be insignificant. The Couurt also rejected a project condition that would have .

. County’s planning department. The Courts made similar findings in the Oro Fino case.

" In that case the. Court disapproved of mitigation measures requiring post-approval
formulation of the reclamation plan, erosion control plan, dust control plan, and fire
control plan. In that case, the Court stated that “the CEQA process demands that
mitigation measures be timely set forth, that environmental information be complete and
relevant, and that environmental decisions be made in an accountable arena”. In both of
these cases, the courts found that relying on future studies for mitigation is not -
acceptable in an Initial Study. More recently, in Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v.

- County of Stanislaus (August 1996), the Courts ruled that deferral of analyszs of future
: groyect water supplies is not permissible under CEQA. The proposed pro;ect s Initial-
tudy follows thlS 1dent1ca11y flawed path

It ismy professmnal opinion that the pro]ect Initial Study contains inadequate
nutlganons a.nd/ or analyses in the following topic areas.

Geology and Satls

" Final gradmg plans and geotechrucal studies have been deferred to after project -
approval yet all geologic impacts are considered to have been fully mitigated. Without .

-, inclusion of such studies in the Initial Study, it cannot be determined if these impacts -

are, in fact, mitigated or even mitigable. This is particularly critical in light of the March
12, 1996 letter from M1d—Coast Geotechmcal Inc. to the apphcant stating: :

”The southern half of the site will need to be further addressed as noted in the g
referenced Geotechnical Report. The old fill was placed in two different .
operatlons The lower or deeper fill was tested by another company. The fill on

ExS, 9.6
A-3- SLo-q6- 13
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top was “stock piled” and is known to be unsuitable for supporting the
development. During the grading process, the lower fill will be evaluated to
determine if it is suitable for supporting the proposed development. If the lower
fill is found not to be suitable ail of the fill will need to be removed and
regraded.”

Thus, the stability of the site remains unknown, and tens of thousands of cubic yards of
material may need to be removed from the site. This could result in a potential hazard,
as well as significant secondary visual, traffic, and dust impacts. Evaluation of these
impacts prior to project approval review is required for an adequate CEQA review, and
to provide decision-makers and the public with suffx:lent information upon which to
base an informed decision.

" Hydrology and Water Quality

The IS identifies potential impacts on hydrology and water quality from increased :
surface runoff flows and contaminants. Contaminants from project site runoff would be
piped directly to Santa Rosa Creek, a sensitive waterway and habitat to a number of
special status aquatic species. Yet no water quality studies have been included in or -
referenced by the IS. In fact, the IS does not even mention water quality or its potential
impacts on Santa Rosa Creek biota. This omission in 1tself violates CEQA disclosure
and analysis requzrements

Sumlarly, the IS provxdes no information on ﬁoodmg downstream in Cambria, or the
project’s contribution to that flooding. The project proposes no on-site retention, and
would contribute to already cumulatively significant ﬂoodmg in the town. The IS makes
no mention of the project’s contnbutlons to the town's significant lOO-year flood
hazards. : :

The apphcant s engineers have prepared an on-site dramage and water quality study
“(North Coast Engineering, March 12, 1996) which does not address cumulative flooding
impacts from Santa Rosa Creek in the 100-year flood. Similarly, this study provides no
information on water quality effects of the project, instead deferring mitigation of such
impacts to future permits to be issued by the RWQCB and CDFG. Such o omission of
analysis and deferral of mitigation is impermissible under CEQA.

The project’s drainage plan relies on an easement through the adjacent Mid-State Bank
property. The potentially significant impacts of development of such a pipeline were .
not addressed in the IS. Further, although the IS assumes that all project runoff would
be directed to this pipe, the drainage plan shows otherwise, with runoff from the _
southeastern part of the side being discharged directly onto the slope. The impact of
_this dxscharge on erosion and on floodmg is not addressed in the IS. .

o Water stpply

The IS promdes no evidence that adequate water supphes for the project etxst or that
the project water supplies would not adversely affect regional water supplies. In fact,

EYS) f?
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there is a chronic water shortage in Cambria, and a waiting list for water supplies. In
addition, the applicant apparently has water permits for only two of the 25 units,
leaving the opthers entirely without water service. The cumulative effects of proposed
" development on water supply have not been addressed at all. As noted above, recent
court decisions have affirmed that, because provision of water to the project and other
developments on the waiting list may require development major new water supply
infrastructure improvements (i.e. a desalinization plant), which would have potentially
significant impacts, potential water supplies must be evaluated in this project’s CEQA
documentation. Further, development of additional water supplies would induce =
growth in the area. These issues have not been evaluated, and this impact remains
potentially significant, requiring review inan EIR. - ‘

Traffic and Ci-rcxklatiéu

The Draft North Coast Area Plan indicates that Main Street east of Pine Knolls Drive
will fall to a level of service “F” at buildout of the plan. Further, the reasonably
foreseeable Mid-State Bank project and other cumulative development would add
substantially to local traffic. The IS does not describe these projects and blithely states
that contribution of project fees towards improvements identified in the North Coast
Circulation Study would mitigate project and cumulative impacts. However, the IS ,
- includes no evidence that proposed restriping of the road and addition of bike lanes as
called for in the North Coast study will reduce this significant cumulative impact below
the level of significance. Further, the applicant’s traffic study concludes that while the
1995 update of the North Coast study recommends a signal at Main Street and Pine
‘Knolls Drive after 2025, cumulative development of the project and the Mid-State Bank -
- project would require such'a signal at the time of completion of the Mid-State project.
The IS includes no mitigation to require this signal, thus traffic remains significant.

Visual Quality 4
As correctly noted in the IS; "The site and developmént would be dearly visible 'fc;r’, o

travelers along Highway 1, Main Street, and other local roadways.” The IS apparently
relies upon renderings by the project architect to conclude that this impact would be

- mitigated to less than significant. However, a review of those renderings indicates that

the project architect has just drawn in large foliage to obscure the massing of the project.
There appears to be little relationship between the landscaping shown in the renderings
and actual project landscaping plans. Further, there is considerable controversy in the
community over the significance of the project’s visual impact. As noted in the Oro Fino

. decision, the public’s perception of significance in subjective issues such as noise and, by
inference, visual quality, is sufficient to trigger preparation of an EIR. Therefore, this =
impact must be considered potentially significant and must be addressed inan EIR. .~

~ Land Use . |
. As discussed above, the project does conform with grading restrictions and easements
set forth in the LCP and existing coastal permit for the site. Such nonconformance is
considered a significant environmental impact per CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, which

€x 9, ¢S
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states that "A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will
conflict with adopted plans and goals of the community where it is located.”

 Cumulative Impacts

As discussed above for runoff, water supply, water quality, and traffic, the IS fails to
adequately address cumulative impacts. CEQA section 15130 requires that the :
cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably anticipated projects be addressed
in the CEQA analysis of the project. The Mid-State Bank project, the potential
development of the 1+ acre site a few hundred feet west of the project site, and possible
other local cumulative development have not been evaluated in the IS. ThlS omission
renders the IS madequate : :

Public Controversy

CEQA Section 15064(h) states that “If there is serious public controversy over the: -
environmental effects of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider the effect or effects
subject to the controversy to be significant and prepare an EIR.” Similarly the
Guidelines state “If there is disagreement among experts over the significance of an effect
on the envxrcnment, the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as significant and shall
prepare an EIR.” Over 300 local citizens signed petitions questioning the project’s
environmental effects. Further, knowledgeable citizens repeatedly questioned the IS’s
conclusions with respect to traffic, hydrology, and visual quality. Therefore, these
impacts must be considered potentially significant and evaluated in an EIR. This
conclusion is supported by a January 17, 1995 letter from the County Planning

. Department to the applicant stating “Due to the potential significance of the -
environmental impacts and the potenhal for community controversy, th;s project is
expected to require the preparation of an environmental impact report.” Further, on
December 15 1995, the North Coast Advisory Council requested that an EIR be
prepared for the project. It is my professional opinion that such requests are suffxcxent
to trigger preparatxon of an EIR. :

CONCLUSIONS

As described above, the County has failed to make necessary findings required for
compliance with the LCP and failed to adequately fulfill the analytical and disclosure .
requirements of CEQA. These failures raise substantial issues that, at this point, can
only be addressed through denial of the requested permits. Should the applicant seek to
proceed with this project, it is my professional opinion that an EIR would be requxred I
- am available tc dzscuss any of the issues raised in this Ietter

Sincérely
Richard Grassetti, REA , .
Principal .
P ‘ | Ex f) ?q
| ' A-3.5Le-G~- 13
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JOSEPH BOUD

& ASSOCIATES

ECEIVE

DEC 11 1996

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Steve Guiney . CENTRAL COAST AREA
California Coastal Commission

Central Coast Area Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Commission Appeal No. A-3-SLO-96-113
Vadnais Residential Project, Cambria, CA

Dear Mr. Guiney,

Oh December 7, 1996, my office received a copy of an amendment to the appeal of the
above project from the appellant's attorney, Vem Kalshan. -

It is our understanding that the appeal time period related to this project has elapsed
and subsequent appeals and/or amendments to an appeal already filed also has no

validity. Further, the two addional points of this "amended appeal” were not made at
the local appeal level and are not part of the public record. Regardless, this "amended .
appeal" provides little or no naw information about the Vadnais project that has

anything to do with Coastal Policy issues that was not already fully addressed in my
point-by-point responce to the appellant's original submittal.

My remarks in my 11/26/96 responce adequately responds to this latest appeal
version, however | would like to comment on their two new points for the record.

Appellant #21

Annalla E-* '

Responce

Reference to water allccaticn and availability

Again, the appellant is dead wrong. The CCSD maintains two water
allocation lists, one for multiple family projects, the other for single family
projects. This is required by the LCP and SLO County's Growth
Management Ordinance, since each year up to 125 residential units may
be issued in Cambria and 30% of them are allocated solely for multiple
family projects. -

Following adoption of the Growth Management Ordinance by SLO

County on 10/23/90, no new requests have been accepted on the list

maintained by the CCSD. Requests are instead placed on the County's

single family or multiple family lists. This project holds position #1 and #2 .
on the County's list and the applicant (Vadnais) has paid a $21,000

| ExS, v l0
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deposit to hold those positions. At last check, the CCSD list contained
about 65 requests. When the CCSD's list is exhausted, then the
County's mulitiple family list will be used, provided that provisions are
made to incorporate the County's waiting list into the CCSD's connection
permit program. Until the Vadnais project, there has been no urgency in
incorporating the two agency's lists together, since there were no
requests on the County’s list. Bryce Tingle, with Pat Beck and Larry Kelly
of the SLO County Planning staff, are now working on a method to fold
these two lists together.

In 1995, all of the requests on the CCSD's list were either allocated or
deferred, in which case the next name on the list comes up. If the
Vadnais project had obtained its land use approvals in 1995 and the two
agencies had completed their procedural relationship, water permits
cculd have been issued for this pioject. '

References <Conditions of Approval: Tentative Tract Map 2176
- No. 19 - Stock Conditions
*Project Description Document, , pg 22
*Addendum #1, Water Allocation & Will Serve Verification

Appellant #22
Appellant Comments about due process

Responce No comment necessary

Steve, I'm a little concerned'about how to provide information to the new, yet unnamed
Commissioners. As you know, | provided complete project description documents (at
considerable expense) to each Commissioner and their alternates a couple of weeks
ago. Are these typically returned to your office for redistribution or will they be
forwarded to the new Commissioners. If neither, is there any way you know of to
retrieve these documents and get them to the new people before the January meeting,
cr am | faced with reproducing an entire set for them? | wouid appreciaie your
suggestions on this matter.

As usual, please don't hesitate to contact me should you have any questions on any of
this information or on any feature of the project. And thank you for your comments on

the report distribution question.

Sincerely yours,

oud E* S) P "
Joseph Boud & Associates : A-3-SL -46-I1D
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Date: Novem_ber 25, 19¢6 : DEC U 2 1996

To: Steve Guiney '
California Coastal Commission CAUF%m}iASS ol
Central Coast Area Office COASTAL C SEA
725 Front Street CENTRAL COAST A
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Copies also sent to all Commissioners and their alternates

From: Joe Boud W‘
Joseph Boud& Associates

1008 Morro Street, Ste 206
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re: " Coastal Commisssion Appeal No. A-3-SLO-86-113
Scheduled for hearing December 10-13, 1996 in San Francisco

Attached you will find a written, point-by-point responce to the above appeal. Also .
enclosed are the supplemental project description documents that Terry Wabhler of the

SLO County Planning Department indicated were not transmitted to your office in their

complete bookiet form.

This transmit;al includes the following:

item
Written Responce to Appellant's Appeal Information Shest
SLO County's Conditions of Approval for Development Plan
SLO County's Conditions of Approval for Tentative Tract 2176
Project Description Document (11 x 17)
Addendum #1 Document (responce to County request for add't info)
Addendum #2 Document (8 1/2x 11)
Addendum #2 Document, Exhibit C (11 x 17)

_L-A—.&—&-—L—L-AE
e

| have also mailed copies of all of the attached information directly to each of the -
Coastal Commission members and alternates that were listed on the roster you sent me
on November 8, 1996. | hope you and the commissioners find this information helpful in
assessing the merits of the project and its compliance with the Coastal Act Policies and
Standards.

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions on any of the attached.

ExS, p \2
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
PROJECT APPEAL NO. A-3-SL0-96-113

L INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS
Project Description

Stone Edge is a 25 unit residential development project on a 3.1 acre parcel located at
the northeastern corner of Pine Knolls Drive and Main Street in the community of
Cambria, San Luis Obispo County, California. The residential units are duplex and
triplex units, clustered in varying configurations on a flat terrace, each with a two car
garage, private yards and patio areas.

This.project was approved, with conditions, by the San Luis Obispo County Planning
Commission on May 13, 1996. That approval was appealed to the County Board of
Supervisors, who denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Commission approval at
their meeting on September 17, 1996. On October 25, 1996 the project was appealed
by the same group to the California Coastal Commission.

Project Background

This 3.1 acre parcel was originally a portion of the 11 acre Cambria Village Square
property. To understand the present project, a brief chronology of land use approvals
must be presented.

+ General Plan Amendment (G811228:1) was approved on September 22, 1982.
This changed the land use designation on the entire 11 acre site from Residential
Multiple Family to Commercial Retail and approved a Master Development Plan
on the property which allowed a mixture of commercial, office and residential

uses on the site.

+ A second General Plan Amendment (G830117:1) was approved on April 18,
1983. This refined the above amendment and land use locations in responce to
engineering studies which altered the internal road alignments.

These General Plan Amendments identified what type of land uses wouid be permitted,
where they would be located and defined development densities, square footage
maximums and established certain development standards.

‘Tentative Tract 10386, a proposal to subdivide the property into 7 parcels, was
approved on March 21, 1983.

*The California Coastal Commission issued a Coastal Permit (4-83-680) for Tract
1036 on May 9, 1984.

A-32-SLo-46~-112
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+A Development Plan (D830629:1) and a Variance (V830629:1) were approved
by the SLO County Planning Commission on October 22, 1985. The .
Development Plan approval was for the Phase | Commercial/Office shopping

center development and the Variance was granted for exceptions to parking lot

slopes, centain building heights and rear yard setbacks.

*A Coastal Permit (4-84-458) was issued for the Commerciai/Office shopping
center complex development on May 22, 1985.

Tentative Tract 1036 never recorded and the tentative map approval expired on March
21, 1988. When tentative tract maps expire, the conditions associated with the initial
approval also expire. The Coastal Permit issued for the Tentative Map (#4-83-680) also
expired at that time. However, since the actual development of the property did not rely
on the subdivision map, construction of the shopping center/office complex and
associated improvements proceeded under the approved county and coastal permits.

*A portion of the Phase | shopping center development was constructed and a
Certificate of Occupancy permit was granted in October of 1989. The remainder
of the Phase | Commerciai / Office development was completed several years
later and was granted a Certificate of Occupancy permit in July of 1994,

Lot Line Adjustment COAL 94-124 was approved by the SLO County
Subdivision Review Board on February §, 1996. This approval adjusted the three
underlying lots comprising the 11 acre Cambria Village Square property and
segregated the 3.1 acre residential multi-family parcel from the shopping center
development as a "stand-alone” parcel. '

Land Use Designation

This 3.1 acre parcel, originally a portion of the larger 11 acre Cambria Village Square
site, was designated Commercial Retail, with a Planning Area Standard that requires it
to be developed as a Residential Multi Family project. This is consistent with the 1983
General Plan Amendment and Master Plan Land Use Designations.

i RESPONCE TO APPEAL
(numbering sequence corresponds to appellant's)

Appellant's introductory statement

Appellant  Appellant states that the property is controlled by Coastal Development
permit No. 4-83-680 and alleges that this project is a proposal to change
the community plan. |

Responce +Coastal Development Permit No. 4-83-680 relates to the approval of the
now expired Tract 1036. All conditions associated with that tentative map
approval and the Coastal Permit have also expired.

Ex S oM ®
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*The property was never designated for commercial development, nor is
there a proposal to change the community plan with this application. This
project simply implements the Cambria Planning Area standard adopted in
1983 requiring that this property develop as a residential multiple family
development project.

References -Project Description document, pg 17
«Addendum #1, Exhibit B, Historic Land Use Approvals

Appellant #1

Appeflant  Again references the expired coastal permit and goes to state non
compliance with a number of CEQA standards.

Responce +The appellant doesn't identify or quantify how or why the pro;ect 1s not in
compliance, so it is difficult to respond to this point.

*The appellant is correct in stating that an environmental impact report
was not prepared on the project, as the County issued a Negative -
-Declaration on November 24, 1985. When the Planning Commission
approved this project on May 13, 1996, they aiso found the project to be
consistent with all applicable Local Coastal Plan policies and CEQA.

-Background: The County has historically approved Negative Declarations
on the property. Conditional Negative Declarations on the General Plan
Amendments were issued on June 25, 1982 and March 4, 1983 (the
General Plan Amendments were the "blueprints" for all of the subsequent
development on the property). A Negative Declaration was also issued for
Tentative Tract Map 1036 on November 15, 1982. And, Negative
Declarations were issued for the Phase | Commercial/Office Development
Plan and Variance applications on September 23, 1983.

*The principal reason that Negative Declarations have consistently been
issued on developments associated with this site is that a tremendous
amount of supplemental information has been submitted, from the initial
General Plan Amendment application, to the present application.

This includes traffic reporis, engineering geological studies, soils reports,
visual analysis, economic analysis, drainage analysis, engineered grading
plans, landscape plans, architectural plans and elevations, archaeologist
reports, etc. These documents are attached in this transmittal with
pertinent page(s) and sections referenced.

References -Project Description document
*Addendum #1
+Addendum #2 (includes Exhibit C, the oversized document)
«Conditions of Approval. Development Plan
«Conditions of Approval: Tentative Tract Map 2176

Ex§, p\b
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Appellant #2
Appellant

Responce

Page 50f 15

Discusses potential impact to environmentally sensitive habitats (Santé
Rosa Creek).

*The Coastal Paiicy for Environmentally Sensitive Habitats defines such
habitats and goes on to discuss measures to protection them. (ie. within
these areas only resource-dependent uses may occur and for adjacent
development, the policy states that it must be sited to avoid impacts).

This site is on the north side of Main Street, on a flat terrace approximately
1,000-feet from Santa Rosa Creek. A Condition of Approvai related to
storm water drainage does require that area watershed drainage along
with site drainage is discharged into the creek, downstream from the
Highway 1 bridge. This requirement redirects water from the West Village
area which provides a number of substantial community benefits and also
will contain built-in environmental protections in the disposal of storm
water that are not presently in place.

This site contains approximately 3.1 acres with over 56% of the property in

open space (no structures, building footprints or circulation improvements).

The total watershed in the vicinity contains 29 acres, so this development

contains about 6% of the total watershed. The existing storm water

drainage system for this 29 acre watershed collects water from above and .
directs it into a 12" stormdrain pipe that runs through the westerly portion

of the site. This water is presently discharged into the ditch that runs

along Main Street, through the nearby West Village area and then into

Santa Rosa Creek.

As conditioned, this project will convey all or a good portion of this storm
water from the flood prone West Village by capturing and redirecting the
storm water directly to the creek. It will also apply current water quality
standards that presently do not exist.

Water Quality concerns will be regulated by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). A Water Quality Certification must be obtained
from the RWQCB to construct the facilities who will review possible non-
point sources of pollutants and require the design of the facilities to adhere
to best management practices.

Discharge of water is also subject to the National Poliution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES). The general requirements of the NPDES
permit will require that best management practices be utilized to limit
pollutants to acceptable levels. Finally, a Streambed Alteration Agreement
must be obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game for the
drainpipe discharge. This type of permit typicaily attaches conditions

which virtually guarantees the integrity of the stream and its habitat. .
€Ex5, pll
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References -Addendum #2, pg 30 ,
«Conditions of Approval - Development Plan
- No. 3 - Grading Permit
- No. 10, 11 - Mitigation Monitoring
«Conditions of Approval - Tentative Tract 2176
- No. 7 - Drainage
- No. 11 - Plans

Appellant #3

Appellant  Again, discusses potential impact to environmentally sensitive habitats
and contends that petroleum chemicals will drain to the creek.

Responce Sese above comments and references to various Conditions of
Approval related to Water Quality discharge regulations.

References Referto references cited above in Responce to Appellant #2

Appellant #4

Appellant  States that a drainage easement has not been obtained, nor has permission
been obtained from Cai Trans to work within the Highway 1 right of way
Appellant goes on to describe how a drainage study should be conductad.

Responce -Not a Coastal Policy issue.

*The project was conditioned with the requirement that a drainage
easement be obtained, that a comprehensive drainage plan be submitted
and that the water is discharged below the Highway 1 bridge. As
Conditions of Approval they must be satisfied for the project to

go forward. These types of off-site easements are rarely arranged before

a project has received land use approvals. .

References -Conditions of Approval - Tentative Tract 2176
' - No. 7, Drainage
- No. 11, Plans

Appellant #5
Appellant  Comments related to traffic impacts

Responce ~The project is within the North Coast Circulation Study area and the
recommendations of the study constitute the mitigation measures for the
impact of cumulative development, which include this project. The SLO
County Engineering Department is presently in the design phase of the
road widening improvements along Main Street which will be made next
year. Road improvements required by this project will also implement a
section of the community-wide improvements proposed along Main Street.

ExS, p1F
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A Traffic Study was prepared for this project by WPH Traffic Engineers .
and reviewed by the SLO County Engineer who concurs with the study's

conclusion that the project would produce no significant operational traffic

impacts on Pineknolis Drive or on Main Street. Traffic and circulation

improvements have been accounted for through the North Coast

Circulation Plan and required traffic impact fees will be assessed when the

project is constructed and physically contributes to traffic volumes.

References +Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176
- No. 4, Access and improvements
- No. 6a, Site Grading, visual benches
- No. 11, Plans
+Addendum #2, Traffic Impacts, pgs 35-60
Appellant #6
Appellant  Contends that point of access on Pineknolls violates CC&R's and would
also present a safety hazard.
Responce  *Not a Coastal Policy issue.

References

Appellant #7

Appellant
Besponce

References

Appellant #8

Appellant

Page 7ot 15

«CC&R's apply only to Tract 112, Pineknolls Estates. This parcel is Parcel 1
of COAL 94-124. For the record, the CC&R's for Tract 112 do not address
driveway improvements. _ .

*The question of operationai safety was thoroughly discussed in the WPH
Traffic Study who found that with the incorporation of sight distance benches
and a turn pocket into the project, concerns about safety would be mitigated.
The SLO County Engineer concurred with this and the Conditions of
Approval also speak to this issue. ) ‘

+Addendum #2, Exhibit C {oversize), pg 10
-Refer also to references cited above in Responce to Appellant #6

Again, comments about drainage plan

-Conditions of approval for the project require that a comprehensive pian
be submitted to the County Engineer for review and approval.

-Refer to references cited above in Responce to Appellant #2

Comments about vegetation removal and erosion control plan

A-3-S0~- Q"’“3
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Responce

References

Appellant #9

Appellant

Responce

Page 80of 15

*A detailed grading plan accompanied the application package submittal.
Further, a grading and erosion control plan, prepared by a Registered Civil
Engineer, is required by the Conditions of Approvai. Conditions also
require intensive landscaping treatments on areas of site disturbance.

*The Geotechnical Engineering Report and Engineering Geological Report
both conclude that there are no soiis or geological conditions on the site
that would preclude the proposed development.

Coastal Policies excluded access roads from slope restrictions if they are
necessary to reach buildable areas of the site and where the route of the
road would minimize grading and follow the natural land forms.

This 3.1 acre lot does not have any guarantee of access through the
Cambria Village Square shopping center, the only feasible access is from
Pineknolls Drive. The proposed driveway closely follows the topography
with road grades at 12% or less within minimum cutbank retention needs.
Retaining wall maximum heights are 6 feet except along Main Street,
where the maximum is 4 feet. Per Conditions, all areas of the site
proposed for grading or site disturbance must be revegetated.

-Conditions of Approval, Development Plan

- No. 3, Grading Plan

- No. 4, Geology

- No. 6, Agency Review

- No. 10 & 11, Mitigation Monitoring

- No. 22 & 23, Visual/Aesthetic Impacts
«Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176

- No. 5 & 6, Site Grading

- No. 11, Plans
-Addendum #2, Geotechnical Report & Geology Report, pgs 2 - 29.
Project Description document, pg 25 - 28

Discusses slope standards related to new development, refers to an
expired permit; requests that a soils report be prepared.

*The Coastal Policy cited provides for exceptions for road access to reach
buildable portions of sites (refer to above comments, Appellant #8).

*The Cambria Planning Area standards for this property restrict building
envelopes to areas containing slopes of 20% or less, which has been
followed.

Coastal permit reference was for the Tentative Tract Map 1036 that has
expired.

EKS’ p\‘i
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- References

*This property had a Geological Report in 1881 (Chipping), a Soils Report
prepared in 1982 (Buena Engineering) and was throoughly soils tested by
Buena Engineering during the course of the construction of the Cambria
Village Square shopping center. Additionally, a Geotechnical Engineering
report was prepared in 1995 (Mid Coast Geotechnical), an Engineering
Geology Report in 1998 (Maloney) and a second geotechnical evaluation
by Mid Coast Geotechnical in 1996. The reports all conclude that there
are no geotechnical reasons that the progect can't be constructed as
proposed and make a number of recommendations related to soils and
geology. Conditions of Approval require that all of the recommendations
of the Mid Coast Geotechnical and Maloney reports be adhered to through
design and construction.

*Project Description document, Slope map, pg 21 & Soils/Geology, pg 22
‘Refer also to all references cited above in Appellant No. 8

Appellant #10

Appellant
Responce

References

Page 9 of 15

Opinion about scale of project

-Background: Most of this site has been graded during the development
of the adjacent shopping center project 12 years ago. Original project
plans proposed 64 units on this site. The CLUO and Camobria Planning
Area standards would permit 31 units on this site, only 25 are proposed.

*The dupiex and triplex residences are located in clusters on the 20% or |
less slope areas, away from the more visible, steeper sloped portions.
Garages are not visible from public roadways, so the units appear to be

- single family homes that are designed within the maximum height of 25

feet. Over 56% of the site is in open space with intensive landscapmg
required throughout.

Conditions of Approval require a tremendous amount of landscaping
treatment to soften the project. The overall density of the project is similar
to the present residential development typically found in Cambria. Finally,
this project is an infill project within the more intensively developed
urbanized, commercial corridor of Cambria.

Project Description document; Site Plan, Design Elements, Sections,
Elevations & Floor Plans, Landscape & Irrigation Plans
-Addendum #2, Exhibit C (oversized), Visual Impact Analysis, pg 1-8;
Revised Landscape Plan, pg. 17.
-Conditions of Approval, Development Plan

- No. 17 & 18, Tree Removal/Protection

- No. 21, 22, 23 & 24, Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

Ex 5, '20 .
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Appellant #11

Aopellant

Responce

References

Discusses visual resources related 1o retaining walls. Also comments
about the site's zoning and land use.

*The County requires an A-2 road section along Main Street consisting of
a travel lane, two way turn lane, bike lane, parking lane and curb, qutter
and sidewallk. This improvement will implement the North Coast
Circulation Plan improvements programmed for Main Street. 1t will also
require excavation into the steep embankment, thus requiring retention.

*Conditions of Approval require that the retaining walils are of decorative
split-faced masonry block and restrict their height to no more than 4 feet
along Main Street and 6 feet eisewhere on the site. Street tree cut outs
are also required along Main Street at 20 foot intervals. Landscaping
requirements are very intensive resulting in a right of way improvement
consistent with the character of the community and its circulation needs.

-The Cambria Planning Area standards and the 1983 Master Plan for this
property require that the project be developed as a Multiple Family
Residential project at a density of not more than 15 units per acre. This
property has never been pregrammed or identified on any planning
document for a small scale commercial development.

-Conditions of Approval, Development Plan
- No. 2, Revised Plans; No. 22, 23 & 24, Visuai/Aesthetic Impacts
«Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176
- No. 4, Access and Improvements; No. 11, Plans
-Addendum #1, Exhibit B, Historic Land Use Approvais
+Addendum #2, Site Retaining Walls, pgs 91-94
*Addendum #2, Exhibit C (oversized), Retaining Walls, pg 16

Appellant #12

Appeliant

Responce

References

Page 100of 15

Discusses grading within view corridor.

This site has been previously disturbed. The grading proposed for this
project follows the land forms that exist today very closely, with cut and fili
nearly balancing. Retaining walls are conditioned to be low profile and
heavily landscaped (see above comment, Appellant #11).

Project Description document, Site Sections, pg 6
Project Description document, Engineered Grading & Drainage Plan, pg 13
-Addendum #2, Exhibit C (oversized), Road Profile section, pg 14

-Refer also to references cited above in Appellant #11

Ex5, o2l
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Appellant #13

Appellant  Gives an opinion about the character of the community with a reference to
' an expired coastal permit. - ,

Responce +The design of the residences are low profile, craftsman style homes, with
a great deal of attention to architectural details (articulated building faces,
heavy shingled roof w/clay tile ridge, multi paned windows, exposed rafter
tails, heavy wood fascia, wood decks and railings, rough sawn lap siding,
treated colored concrete, decorative masonry block. This architectural
style is predominant along Main Street, as acknowledged in the Coastal
Plan Policy document.

References +Referto references cited above in Appellant #10

Appellant #14
Appellant  Tree preservation

Responce  +Trees to be removed were identified in the material submitted for the
project.

*The site contains an old Monterey Cypress windbreak on the east and

a few Cypress trees and Monterey Pines on the western portion, adjacent
to Pine Knolls Drive. Conditions of Approval also speak to this, requiring a
revised landscape plan, a 2:1 tree replacement and construction
protection for trees to remain. Tree removal is limited to two Monterey
Pine and thinning and some removal of the badly maintained and
overgrown stand of Cypress trees. .

References -Addendum #2, Exhibit C (oversized), Tree Removal, pg 16
-Conditions of Approval - Development Plan :
- No. 17 & 18, Tree Removal/Protection
- No. 22 & 23, Visual/Aesthetic Impacts
Appellant #15
Appellant Comment about utility lines

Responce -Conditions of Approval require that all utility lines are to be instalied
underground.

References -Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176
- No. 8 & 9, Utilities

Exs' '31 .
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Appellant #16

Apopeilant
RBesgonce

References

Comment about property in a geologic study area.

-Application submittal included geotechnical and engineering geologist
reports. All recent and historical soils engineers and engineering
geologists conclude that from a geotechnical perspective, the site can be
developed with the proposed project. The Conditions of Approval require
that recommendations contained within those documents must be

followed.

«Conditions of Approval, Development.Plan
- No. 3, Grading Plan
- No. 4, Geology
«Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176
- No. § & 6, Site Grading
-No. 11, Plans
-Addendum #2, Geotechnical Report & Geology Report, pgs 2 - 28,
*Project Description document, pg 25 - 28

Appellant #17

Appellant

Responce

References

More comments about soils stability

‘Refer to earlier comments requiring the project to follow the
recommendation of the geotechnical engineering report and
engineering geology report.

*Refer to references cited above in Appellant #16

Appellant #18

Appeillant

Responce

RBeferences

Page 12 of 15

Again discusses the geological hazard issue and flooding conditions in the
community.

+As previously noted, the Conditions of Approval require that the project
follow the soils engineer and engineering geologist recommendations.

«Conditions of Approval also require that comprehensive drainage
calculations and a drainage plan must be submitted and approved by the
County Engineer.

*Refer to references cited above in Appellant #2 and #16

€ xS, p23
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Appellant #19 .

Appellant  Refers to an open space easement required by an expired coastal permit.

Responce  <The offer to dedicate an open space easement was a condition of the
‘now expired Tentative Tract 1036, the 7 lot subdivision for the 11 acre
Cambria Village Square. For reasons unknown, this offer was recorded
prior to the final map, which never recorded and is now expired. Technically,
the offer still shows on title, even though it has no meaning or vaiue.

-Background: As discussed in the staff report for the expired coastal
permit, the intent of the easement was to place the steeper, more visible
portions of the site, outside of delineated building footprints, into open
space. The area of that easement was about 25,000 square feet and
does not reflect most of the steeper areas of the site because of the
historical grading activities.

This 3.1 acre area was graded and soil stockpiled during the development
of the adjacent shopping center, consequently the present fand forms
have little relationship to the steeper, more visible areas. Further, no
building footprints were ever delineated on this portion of the property.

«Conditions of Approval address this issue by requiring that the offer to

dedicate the open space easement be amended so that all areas of the .
site, outside of building footprints, be placed in the easement. Keep in

mind that building footprints are limited to those areas of the site that

contain slopes of 20% or less. The condition goes on to say that "the

easement revision shall be equal to or greater in extent and quality than

the existing easement and shall equal approximately 75,000 square feet"

(over three times the amount of the earlier one).

This is a Condition of Approval. For the project to proceed, the old
easement, which does not implement or comply with its original intention,
will be Quitclaimed back to the owner and a subsequent easement will be
recorded concurrently. According to Conditions, the revised easement
must be aiso be approved by the County and the Coastal Commission.

References +Conditions of Approval, Development Plan
- No. 7, Agency Review
«Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176
- No. 20, Open Space Easement

Appeilant #20

Appellant Comments about environmentally sensitive habitats and streambed
alterations. Quotes from a letter related to a dn‘ferent project on a different .
24

site. exs
- A-3 -suo-qc-ua

Page 130t 15 Responce to Coastal Commission Appeal No. A-3-SL.0-96-113




. Responce  -This project proposes no channels, dams or streambed alteration beyond

a simple relocation of a storm drain discharge which is a condition
imposed by SLO County to have this project help mitigate community
flooding problems.

-As discussed in Responce #2, a number of mitigations and agency
reviews are required that will insure environmental protection and water
quality far beyond what is presently in place for the watershed area.

References <Refer to references cited above in Appellant #2

Appellant #21
Appellant  Comment related to affordable housing

Responce  +The County evaluated the feasibility of providing as few as none or as
many as four low and moderate housing units as discussed in Section
50093 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 23.04.092 of the
LCoastal Land Use Ordinance.

*The Government Code and County Ordinance allows discretion in the
strict application of this statute by stating that the level of housing units
. must be found to be feasible given the impact on the economic,
- environmental, social and technical factors associated with providing such
housing in the proposed project. ,

After consideration of the feasibility information provided, it was
determined that the provision of four (4) units would not be feasible and
the Conditions of Approval require the provision of two (2) residential
units for low and moderate income families in association with the
development of this project.

*Appendix #2, Affordable Housing/Development Incentives, pg 95-117
«Conditions of Approval, Development Plan
- No.9, Low Cost Housing
Conditions of Approval, Tentative Tract 2176
- No. 17, Low Cost Housing

. Ex$, p 25
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Policy 2: Permit Requirement | O

As a condition of permit approval, the applicant is required to demonstrate that there will be no
significant impact on sensitive habitats and that proposed development or activities will be
congistent with the biological continuance of the habitat. This shall include an evaluation of the
site prepared by a qualified professional which provides: a) the maximum feasible mitigation
measures (where appropriate), and b) & program for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness
of mitigation measures where appropriate. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED
PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 23.07.170-178 OF THE CZLUO.]-

Policy 3:  Habitst Restoration

mmmymmmmmmmmmqtﬂmﬂnmmﬁmof&mmﬂa
coudition of approval when feasible. Detailed wetlands restoration criteria are discussed in
Policy 11. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION
23.07.170 OF THE CZLUO.]

Policy 4: No Land Divisions in Association with Eavironmentally
Sensitive Habitats

No divisions of parcels having environmentally sensitive habitats within them shall be permitted
unless it can be found that the buildable area(s) are entirely outside the minimum standard
sethack required for that habitat (100 feet for wetlands, SO feet for urban streams, 100 feet for
rural streams). These building areas (building envelopes) shall be recorded on the subdivision
or parcel map. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION
23.07.170 OF THE CZLUO.]

B. WETLANDS

Coestal wetlands, tidal marshes, mudflats, freshwater marshes and related bodies of water are
a dynamic, fragile link between oceanic and terrestrial ecosystems. Wetlands help improve the
quality and quantity of water, as well as providing important wildlife habitats. By slowing run-
off water, wetland vegetation causes siit to settle out, improving water quality. By retaining
water during dry periods and holding it back during floods, wetlands will keep the water table
high and relatively stable. By providing nesting, breeding and feeding grounds, wetlands
support the diversity as well as health of wildlife. Several rare and/or endangered species are
found within local coastal wetlands, including the California Brown Pelican and the California
Least Tem.

mcoumlActidannﬁeswedmdsmdmnuuumm;nmmnymdﬂwhabmm
requires that the biological productivity and the quality of such areas be maintained and, where
feasible, restored. Thawdvdmofwahndsmdmismnmmmmmm

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS 68 CoAsTAL PLAN PoLICIES .
GENPLANLI200251 .PLN
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12-19-85 12:83PM TO 914153573787 P.3

riparian vegetation, de-watering and impoundment, channelization and agricultural/urban
developments. ﬂmlossofnpaﬁmvege:anonumewnsequmofchannehum(myo
Grande Creek), urban intrusion (Santa Rosa, Amoye Grande, mdMormCxwks)

agricultural appropriation (all streams).

Smmdc:eeksmsm:iﬁvem. Development activity within and adjacent to a
watercourse has profound effects on stream hydrology and water quality. To ensure protection
of the coastal stream environment, & variety of resource management techniques are available.
Smcefeemnplucqmmwouldnmbemmcd current protection is afforded by permit
requirements.

Development Permits. Sections 1601 and 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code
require that any party planning any significant (for private parties) streambed alteration reach
an agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game. Section 5650 of the Code also
makes it unlawful to place in or allow 10 pass into any stream any miaterial deleterious to fish,
plant life ar birdlife. Under Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the Army
Corps of Engineers has permit coatrol aver filling in or modification of most of our coastal
streams, Under Section 208 of this same act, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board is given permit authority over most types of discharge into coastal streams. A special
study has been completed for the regional board to implement Section 208 in regard to nonpoint
pollution sources. Specifically, this study identified county water bodies where sedimentation
has become a problem,

Land Use. The county's major role in protection of the stream environment has been control
over development of adjacent land uses and within the watershed.

The following policies provide protection for coastal stream habitats:

Policy 18: Coastal Streams and Riparian Vegetation

Coastal streams and adjoining riparian vegetation are environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
the natural hydrological system and ecological function of coastal streams shall be protected and
preserved. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND
PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.174 OF THE CZ1.UO0.}

Policy 19: Development in or Adjacent to a Coastal Stream

Development adjacent to or within the watershed (that portion within the coastal zone) shall be
mmmmmwm&tmcnwhmthmnﬁmnﬁydegmdethemmm:mm
shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas, This shall include evaluation of
erosion and runoff concerns. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD
AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.174 OF THE C2LUOQ.]

CoasTAL PLAN PoLICES 6-17 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HARITATS
GENPLAN\L9200251 .pLN

A-3-50-96- 13



FROM 12-19-96 12:84P¥ TO 914153573787 P.4

}PolicyZG' Fish and Game Review of Streambed Alterations

WWWWMW@“:C&MW&MM
Game 1601-1603 agreement. The Department should provide guidelines on what constitutes
significant streambed alterations so that the county and applicants are aware of what is
‘considered a “significant” streambed alieration. In addition, streambed alterations may also
require a permit from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.174 OF THE
CZ1LU0.]

Policy 21: cmmAmmmacmmw

The State Water Resources Control Board and the county shall ensure that the beneficial use of
coastal stream waters is protected, for projects over which it has jurisdiction. For projects
which do not fall under the review of the State Water Resources Control Board, the county (in
jts review of public works and stream alterations) shall ensure that the quantity and quality
surface water discharge from streams and rivers shall be maintained at levels necessary to sustain
the functional capacity of streams, wetland, estuaries and lakes, [THIS POLICY SHALL RE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD ARD PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.174 OF THE
CZLUO.]

Policy 22: ngrnmtoContmlezingImpum.

As recommended in the conclusions of the stream survey study, the California Department of
Fish and Game may institute & pilot program on publicly owned land utilizing fencing and
. sediment basins to contral grazing impacts on riparian vegetation and costal streams. If the
project is successful, the Department of Fish and Game shall institute a2 voluntary program
pmmﬁmammMMmemmmwuummm [THIS POLICY
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A PROGRAM.}

Policy 23:  Streambed Alterations
Channelizations, dams or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams shall be Limited to:

for public safety or to protect existing development, and ¢) development where the
is to improve fish and wildlife habitat. All projects must employ the best feasible
itigation measures. Maintenance and flood control facilities shall require a coastal
permit. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO
ON 23.07.174 OF THE CZLUOQ.]

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS 6-18 COASTAL PLAN POLICIES
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. POLICIES FOR PUBLIC WORKS

The following public works policies address and implement Coastal Act provisions concerning
public sexrvices and capacities.

\Policy 1:  Avalability of Service Capacity

xhte‘wdevelopman(‘mcludingdivisionsoﬂand)slnlldunonsumthatadequatcpublicorpﬁme
service capacities are available to serve the proposed development. Priority shall be given to
infilling within existing subdivided areas, Prior to permitting all new development, a finding
shall be made that theré are sufficient services to serve the proposed development given the
already outstanding commitment to existing lots within the urban service line for which services
will be needed consistent with the Resource Management System where applicable. Permitted
development outside the USL shall be allowed only if it can be serviced by adequate private on-
site water and waste disposal systems.

The applicant shall assume responsibility in accordance with county ordinances or the rules and
4' regulations of the applicable service district or other providers of services for costs of service
extensions or improvements that are required as a result of the project. Lack of proper
arrangements for guaranteeing service is grounds for denial of the project or reduction of the
density that could otherwise be approved consistent with available resources. [THIS POLICY
i SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.04.021c OF THE CZLUOQ.]

Policy 22 - New or Expanded Public Works Facilities

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. Other
special contractual agreements to serve public facilities and public recreation areas beyond the
urban reserve line may be found appropriate. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED
PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.04.430 OF THE CZLUO.]

Policy 3:  Special Districts

The formation or expansions of special districts shall not be permitted where they would
encourage new development that is inconsistent with the Local Coastal Program. In participation
on LAFCo actions, the county should encourage sphere-of-influence and annexation policies
which reflect the Local Coastal Program. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS
A STANDARD.]

P Wonrxs 8-6 CoastAL PLAN PoLicms
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The Resource Management System of the Land Use Element provides a framework for
implementing this policy and an interim alert process for timely identification of potential
resource deficiencies, so that sufficient lead time is allowed for correcting or avoiding a
problem. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A PROGRAM.]

Policy 6: Priority for Agriculture Expansion
Agriculture shall be given priority over other land uses to ensure that existing and potential

agricultural viability is preserved, consistent with protection of aquatic habitats. [THIS POLICY
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

Policy 7:  Siting of New Development

Grading for the purpose of creating a site for a structure or other development shall be limited
slopes of less than 20 percent except:

When grading of an access road or driveway is necessary to provide access to an area of less
than 20 percent slope where development is intended to occur, and where there is no less Q
environmentally damaging alternative;

The county may approved grading and siting of development on slopes between 20 percent and
30 percent through Minor Use Permit, or Development Plan approval, if otherwise required by
the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. Also in review of proposed land divisions, each new
parcel shall locate the buikling envelope and access road on slopes of less than 20 perceat. In
allowing grading on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent the county shall consider the
specific characteristics of the site and surrounding area that include but are not limited to: the
proximity of nearby streams or wetlands, the erosion potential and slope stability of the site, the
amount of grading necessary, neighborhood drainage characteristics and measures proposed by
the applicant to reduce potential erosion and sedimentation. The county may also consider
approving grading on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent where it has been demonstrated
that there is no other feasible method of establishing an allowable use on the site without
grading, Grading and erosion control plans shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer and
{ accompany any request to allow grading on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent. It shall
also be demonstrated that the proposed grading is seasitive to the natural landform of the site
and surrounding area. '

In all cases, siting of development and grading shall not occur within 100 feet of any
environmentally sensitive habitat. In urban areas as defined by the Urban Services Line, grading
may encroach within the 100 foot setback when locating or siting a principally permitted

COASTAL WATERSHEDS 9-8 COASTAL PLAN POLKIES
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development, if application of the 100 foot setback renders the parcel physically unusable for
the principally permitted use. Secondly, the 100 foot setback shall only be reduced to a point
at which the principally permitied use, as modified as much as practical from a design
standpoint, can be accomplished to no point less than the setback aliowed by the planning area
standard or 50 feet whichever is the greater distance, [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO COASTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCE SECTIONS:
23.05.034 (GRADING) AND 23.04.021 (LAND DIVISIONS).]

Policy 8: Timing of Construction and Grading

Land clearing and grading shall be avoided during the rainy season if there is a potential for
serious erosion and sedimentation problems. All siope and erosion control measures should be
in place before the start of the rainy season, Soil exposure should be kept to the smallest area
and the shortest feasible period. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A
STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE CZLUOQ.]

Policy 9: Techniques for Minimizing Sedimentation

Appropriate control measures (such as sediment basins, terracing, hydro-muiching, etc.) shail
be used to minimize erosion and sedimentation. Measures should be utilized from the start of
site preparation. Selection of appropriate control measures shall be based on evaluation of the
development’s design, site conditions, predevelopment erosion rates, environmental seasitivity
of the adjacent areas and also consider costs of on-going maintenance. A site specific erosion
control plan shall be prepared by a qualified soil scientist or other qualified professional. To
the extent feasible, non-structural erosion techniques, including the use of native species of
plants, shall be preferred to control run-off and reduce increased sedimentation. [THIS POLICY
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.036
OF THE CZLUO.]

Policy 10: Drainage Provisions

Site design shall ensure THAT drainage does not increase erosion, This may be achieved either
through on-site drainage retention, or conveyance to storm drains or suitable watercourses.
[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO
SECTION 23.05.034 OF THE CZLUOQ.}

CoasraL PLas PoLicies 9.9 CoasTAL WATERSHEDY
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Policy 11; - PreservmgGmndmterRed:arge

In suitable recharge aress, site design and layout shall retain runoff on-site to the extent feasible ~ - ~
to maximize groundwater recharge and to maintain in-stream flows and riparian habitats. rrms
POHCYSHALLBBIMPLBMENTEDASASTANDARD]

Pdﬁcylz- Agricultural Practices

Agnm&mlpmﬁmﬂmﬂmmmmmonmdse&mmtaﬁmﬂumghmdmm
practices that aid soil conservation. The Soil Conservation Service should be encouraged to
continue education programs regarding soils management. [THIS POLICY SHALL RBE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

| Palicy 13:  Vegetation Removal

Vegetation clearance on slopes greater than 30% in geologically unstable areas or on soils rated

as having severe erosion hazards shall require an erosion and sedimentation control plan. Stream

vegetation removal is discussed in greater detail in the Sensitive Habitat chapter. [THIS

¢POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE
CZLUO.]

Policy 14: Soil Conservation Techniques

Proper soil conservation techniques and grazing methods shall to the maximum extent feasible
be employed in accordance with the 208 water quality standards adopted by the California Water
Quality Control Board. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

Relationship to the Land Use Element/Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance

The Land Use Element identifics the types and intensity of development and the detailed
standards by which proposed development will be reviewed. The patterns of use and the
services necessary to serve the identified areas must address watershed management issues. In
the critical groundwater basins, management programs must be completed. In the interim,
specific measures are proposed to ensure that a full range of management options are available.

Detailed performance criteria for grading and drainage requirements in new development are
found in the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. In critical areas, detailed sedimentation and
druinage plans must be submitted. 1t should be noted, however, that some aspects of agricultural
practices which can contribute to erosion sources are not addressed.

COASTAL WATERSHEDS : 9.10 COASTAL PLAN PoLicIES
GENPLAN\L9200281.PLN | A-3-Sto-a6-113




FROM

12-18-96 12:85PH TQ , 914133373787 P9

POLICIES FOR VISUAL AND SCENIC RESQURCES .
Policy 1: Protection of Visnal and Scenic Resources

Unique and attractive features of the landscape, including but not Emited to unususl landforms,
scenic vistas and sensitive habitats are to be preserved protected, and in visually degraded areas
restored where fasibleT [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

Policy 2:  Site Selection for New Development

Permitted development shall be sited so as to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas. Wherever possible, site selection for new development is to emphasize locations
not visible from major public view corridors. In particular, new development should utilize
slope created "pockets” to shield development and minimize visual intrusion. [THIS POLICY
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

Policy 3: SuinglineMethodfaniﬁpgNawDevelopment

In adeveloped area where new construction is generally infilling and is otherwise consistent with
Local Coastal Plan policies, no part of a proposed new structure, including decks, shail be built
farther onto a beachfront than a line drawn between the most seaward portions of the adjoining
structures; except where the shoreline has substantial variations in landform between adjacent
lots in which case the average setback of the adjoining lots shall be used, At all times, this
setback must be adequate to ensure geologic stability in accordance with the palicies of the
Hazards chapter. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION
23.04.118 OF THE CZLUOQ.]

Policy 4: New Development in Rural Areas

New development shall be sited to minimize its visibility from public view corridors. Structures
shall be designed (height, bulk, style) to be subordinate to, and blend with, the rural character
of the area. New development which cannot be sited outside of public view corridors is to be
screened utilizing native vegetation; however, such vegetation, when mature, must also be
sclected and sited in such a manner as to not obstruct major public views. New land divisions

. whose only building site would be on a highly visible slope or ridgetop shall be prohibited.

[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO
SECTION 23.04.021 OF THE CZLUQ.]

COASTAL PLAN PoLICIES ' 10-11 VISUAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES
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Policy 5: Landform Alterations .

Gtadmg, carthmoving, major vegetation removal and other landform almnommﬂmpubhc
view corridors are to be minimized. Where feasible, contours of the finished surface are to

Mmmtanmmmeammmmmw [THS. -
\ POLICYSHAILBEMLMNEDASASTANDARDANDPURSUAMTOSBCHON e

BMWOFTHBCZLUO]

Policy 6:  Special Communities and Swall-Scale Neighborhoods

Within the urbanized areas defined as small-scale neighborhoods or special comnmunities, new
development shall be designed and sited to complement and be visually compatible with existing
characteristics of the community which may include concems for the scale of new structures,
compatibility with unique or distinguished architectural historical style, or natural features. that
add to the overall attractiveness of the community. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 23.11
(DEFINITIONS) OF THE CZLUO.]

[Policy 7:  Preservation of Trees and Native Vegetation

The location and design of new development shall minimize the need for tree removal. When .
trees must be removed to accommodate new development or because they are determined to be

a safety hazard, the site is to be replanted with similar species or other species which are .
reflective of the community character. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED

PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.064 OF THE CZLUOQ.]

Policy 8:  Utility Lines within View Corridors

Where feasible, utility lines within public view corridors should be placed underground
whenever their aboveground placement would inhibit or detract from ocean views. In all other
cases, where feasible, they shall be placed in such 2 manner as to minimize their visibility from
the road. ﬂmSPOHCYSHAILBBMLM'EDPURSUANTTOSECHONZB.OSZR
OF THE CZLUO.]

Policy 9:  Signs

Prohibit off-premise commercial signs except for seasonal, temporary agricultural signs. Design

_ on-premise commercial signs as an integral part of the structure they identify and which do not
extend above the roofline. Infonnaﬁonanddxrecuonagusshanbedmgnedwbeﬁmple.
casy-lo-read and harmonize with surrounding elements. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE .

VISUAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES 10-12 CoastaL PLAN POLICEES
GENPLAN\L9200291 . PLN
D-3-5Lo-9p ~113




FROM 12-19-96 12:86PM T0 914133573787 Pl

Extensive studies have been conducted which inventory and describe hazardous areas in the
county. A background report entitled Hazards summarized such studies and discussed the
mapped information in the coastal zone based on the adopted Seismic Safety Element. In
addition, information conceming Geologic Study Areas for the Cambria and Cayucos areas was
updated to reflect more recent geologic analysis.

Issues and Concerns

A bazard unique to coastal areas is the bluff erosion that results from wave action, water
currents and wind patterns. This coastal erosion is subject to seasonal fluctuations, especially
during winter storms which can accelerate bluff erosion. In contrast to these natural oceanic and
geologic conditions that affect erosion, human activity can increase or control erosion rates.

The importance of coastal bluffs is further recognized in Section 30603 of the Coastal Act which
requires the Coastal Commission to retain appeal authority after certification of the Local Coastal
Program for any development approved by the county within 300 feet of the top of the seaward
face of any coastal bluff.

In 1977 the State Department of Navigation and Oceanic Development prepared an atlas of _
@  oseline crosion along the California Coast. The atlas indicates areas where coustal erosionis ()

serious and development would be threatened. The atlas identified areas in Cayucos and
portions of West Lodge Hill where present development is critical to coastal erosion. Other
Jarge portions of the county’s coastline, although presently undeveloped, are identified as critical
for future development.

The Land Use Element and Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance have been amended to address
the issue of bluff erosion, by changes to the maps and text which identify bluff erosion areas
which require review for all proposed development.

POLICIES FOR HAZARDS

Based on the information summarized in the draft background report, the following policies and
standards will guide the kinds, locations and intensities of development in hazardous areas of the
coastal zone.

Policy 1: New Development

All new development proposed within areas subject to natural hawtk from geologic or flood
conditions (including beach erosion) shall be located and designed to minimize risks to human
. life and property. Along the shoreline new development (with the exception of coastal-dependent

)

H . 11-2 CoAasTAL PLAN PoLiciEs
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uses or public recreation facilities) shall be designed so that shoreline protective devices (such -
as scawalls, cliff retaining walls, revetments, breakwaters, groins) that would substantially alter
landforms or natural shoreline processes, will not be needed for the life of the structure.
Construction of permanent structures on the beach shall be prohibited except for facilities
necessary for public health and safety such as lifeguard towers. - [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

Policy 2:  Erosion and Geologic Stablity

Newdwdopmentshaummaumlmbﬂuywhﬂenmmﬁngmmmmwm
or geological instahility. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD
AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.086 OF THE CZLUQ.]

Policy 3: Development Review in Hazard Areas

The county shall require a detailed review of development proposed within the geologic study
area and flood hazard combining designations as indicated on the Land Use Element maps for
the coastal zone. The review shall be performed by a qualified registered and/or certified
engineering geologist and shall be adequately detailed to provide recommendations and
conclusions consistent with this plan. Residential, commercial and industrial development shall
be prohibited within the 100 year floodplain (1% chance of inundation in any year) as delineated
in the Flood Hazard combining designation except for those areas within an urban reserve line.
[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 23.07.082,
23.07.084, 23.07,062 AND 23.07.066 OF THE CZLUO.]

Policy 4: Limitations on the Construction of Shoreline Structures

Construction of shoreline structures that would substantially alter existing landforms shall be
limited to projects necessary for:

2.  protection of mstmg development (new development must ensure stability without
depending upon shoreline protection devices);

b.  public beaches and recreation areas in danger of erosion;
c. coastal dependent uses;

d. existing public roadway facilities to public beaches and recreation areas where no
alternative routes are feasible.

CoASTAL PLAN POLICIES 11-3 "~ HAZARDS
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23.04.021
Y

These standards do not determine the minimum site area for the establishment of

© anew use on an cxisting lot, unless specifically referred to elsewhere in this title.

Standards for the site design of new uses not involving land divisions begin with
Section 23.04.040 (Minimum Site Area).

Area measured. For the purpose of determining whether existing or proposed parcels
satisfy the standards of this chapter for the minimum parcel size, net site area (as defined
in Chapter 23.11 as "Site Area, Net") is to be used in all cases, except that;

@™

@

Overriding land division requirements. All applications for land division within

Lots one acre or larger after division may use gross site area (se¢ Chapler 23.11)
where existing or proposed abutting rights-of-way are owned in fee, and the
difference between net and gross site area of the proposed parcel is less than 10
percent,

Within a domestic reservoir watershed, no land within a horizontal distance of
200 feet from the reservoir impoundment, as determined by the spillway
elevation, shall qualify for computing parcel size or for the sighting of septic
systems. '

the Coastal Zonc (except condominium conversion) shall satisfy the following
requirements, as applicable, in addition to all applicable provisions of Sections 23.04.024
through 23.04.036. In the event of any conflict between the provisions of this section
and those of Sections 23.04,024 through 23.04.036, this section shall prevail.

m

Water and sewer capacities - urban areas: In communities with limited
water or sewage disposal service capacity as defined by Resource Management
System alert level IT or OI:

@  Within an urban services line, new land divisions shall not be approved
unless the approval body first finds that sufficient water and sewage
disposal capacities are available to accommodate both existing
development and development that would be allowed on presently vacant
parcels.

() A proposed land division between an urban services line and urban reserve
line shall not be approved unless the approval body first finds that
sufficient water and sewage disposal service capacities are available to
accommodate both existing development within the urban services line and
development that would be allowed on presently vacant parcels within the
urban services line.

CoASTAL ZoNe LAND USE ORDINANCE 4-5 St DESIGN STANDARDS
REVISED NOVEMBER 2, 1993 ORD\L9200111,0RD
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23.04.021 . . ' T L

SRS 7 ) 3 WMMMWMWMWMM
~ In communities with limited water or sewage disposal service capacity problems’ -
C.i.. .. -as defined by Resource Management System alert Level I or I, new divisions.._. - . =
. of land (except divisions proposed by wbhcm)bﬁwemmmm ot
hnemdmtmmhnemmbmwmefonowhgmqumenw o :.f'f-..{ B

- @ -Ncwpmdadnﬂbemsmanammmemmimmnmmdm--c;}:; -
C e esubﬁshedfortbcaubjecthndusemgoxy bysmuzsmw*i‘ R
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S 1)) Adumst maybepmmtwd (2304036)prmded that the
overall density does not exceed the base density computed by using the
largest parcel size required for the applicable land use category by
Sections 23.04.024 et seq.

i1 AR

(3) Land divisions requiring new service extensions. To minimize conflicts
between agricultural and urban land uses, land divisions requiring néw community
water or sewer service extmsmus beyond the urban servims line shall not be

approved.

(4) Conveyances of land by public agencies and other public entities. In .
making the determination of whether public policy necessitates the filing of a
parcel map pursuant to Section 21.48.015(9) of this code, the Planning Director .
at a minimum shall require a Tentative Parcel Map. Such map shall not be |
approved by the county unless found consistent with the Local Coastal Program.

(5) Parcel size within domestic reservoir watersheds. The minimum parcel
size within a domestic reservoir watershed shall be 2.5 acres, exceptwhere
Sections 23.04.024 through 23.04.033 would require a larger parcel size, and
except where 1 proposed parcel is to be located within a cluster division pursuant
ta Section 23.04.036 with a maximum density of 2.5 acres or more per dwelling -
unit,

(6) Highly-visible sites, New land divisions where the only feasible building site
would be on slope or ridgetop where a building wouid be silhouetted against the
skyline as viewed from 2 public road shall be prohibited as required by Visual
and Scenic Resources Policy 4 of the Local Coastal Plan.

(7) Location of access roads and building sites. Proposed access roads and
buﬂdings:mshanbeshownonmmuvcmapsandshanbeloazedondopesles,

th-n 20 percent. ‘ : et
SITE DESIGN STANDARDS 46 COASTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCS . X
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..M_: 23.05.034
a. Area of cuts and fills: Cuts and fills shall be limited to the minimum amount
necessary to provide stable embankments for required parking areas or street
rights-of-way, structural foundations, and adequate residential yard area or outdoor
storage or sales area incidental to a non-residential use.

b. Grading for siting of sew development. Grading for the purposc of creating a
site for a structure or other development shall be limited to slopes less than 20% except:

(1) Existing lots in the Residential Single-Family category, if a residence cannot
feasibly be sited on a slope less than 20%; and

{2) When grading of an access road or driveway is necessary to provide access to
building site with less than 20% slope, and where there is no less environmentally
damaging alternative; and

(3) Grading adjosiment. Grading on slopes between 20% and 30% may occur by
. Minor Use Permit or Development Plan approval subject to the following:

(  The applicable review body has considered the specific characteristics of
’ the site and surrounding arez including: the proximity of nearby streams
‘ or wetlands, erosion potential, slope stbility, amount of grading
necessary, neighborhood drainage characteristics, and measures proposed
by the applicant to reduce potential erogion and sedimentation,

() Grading and erosion control plans have been prepared by a registered civil
engineer and accompany the request to allow the grading adjustment.

(i) It has been demonstrated that the proposed grading is sensitive to the
natural landform of the site and surrounding area.

(iv) It has been found that there is no other feasible method of establishing an
allowable use on the site without grading on slopes between 20% and
30%.

¢.  Grading adjacent to Environmentally Seusitive Habitats. Grading shall not
occur within 100 feet of any Environmentally Sensitive Habitat as shown in the Land Use
Element except:

(1) Where a setback adjustment has been granted as set forth in Sections
23.07.172d(2) (Wetlands) or 23.07.174d(2) (Streams and Riparian Vegetation) of

this title; or
CoAsTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCE 5-1 StTE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
REVISED NOVEMBER &, 1993 ORD\L9200121.0RD
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include all information specified by Section 23.02.030b (Plot Plan Content) OR
23.02.033 (Minor Use Permit) where applicable, and the following:

(1) The size, species and condition (e.g., diseased, healthy, etc.) of cach tree
proposed for removal.
2) The purpose of removal.
CS)A 'The size and species of any trees proposed to replace those intended for removal,
23.05.064 - Tree Removal Standards.

Applications for tree removal in accordance with Section 23.05.062 are to be approved only
when the following conditions are satisfied:

a. Tagging required. Trees proposed for removal shall be identified for field inspection
by means of flagging, staking, paint spotting or other means readily visible but not
detrimental to a healthy tree.

b. Removal criteria. AUeemayberemovedonlywlmﬁ\cmisanyafthe

following:
| (1) Dead, diseased beyond reclamation, or hazardous;

@) Crowded, with good horticultural practices dictating thinning;

@) Interfering with existing utilities, structures or right-of-way improvements;

@  Obstructing existing or proposed improvements that cannot be reasonably
designed to avoid the need for tree removal;

(5) Inhibiting sunlight needed for either active or passive solar heating or cooling,
and the building or solar collectors cannot be oriented to collect sufficient sunlight
without total removal of the tree;

) Inconﬂncthmmappmvedﬁmsafetyplanwhuereqmmdbymnm
23.05.080;
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Ny Tobenpla@byatmeﬂmwﬂlpmdcequalorbeudshade, screenmg,solar |
" * " efficiency or visual amenity within a 10-year period, as verified in writing by a -
gmgstemd landscape mhxtect, licensed laudmpmg contractor or mﬁed B

- Rurseryman. A _ e Ll

Rephceumnt. Anyueemmcvcdmmmmodatenewdevalopmmtorbmusems"
anfetyhmrddxallbereplawd,malmmmmeamandmﬂlaspemescommonw
memmnmty asappmvedbythe?!anmngmrector - .

o Tree moval within ]llblic view corridors. Tree removal within puhhc view -
corridors (areas visible from collector or arterial roads) shall he minimized in accordance . .
with V:sual and Scenic Resourca Policy 5.

Preservation of trees and natural vegetation. New development shall
incorporate design techniques and methods that minimize the need for tree removal,

w

® :
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23.07.080 - 082 '
23.07.080 - Geologic Study Area (GSA): o

A Geologic Study Area combining designation is applied by the Official Maps (Part III) of the
Land Use Element, to areas where geologic and soil conditions could present new developments
and their users with potential hazards to life and property. These standards are applied where
the following conditions exist:

a. Seismic hazard: Areas of seismic (carthquake) hazard are identified through the
application of a special studies zone, Special studies zones are established by the state
geologist as required by Sections 2621 et seq. of the Public Resources Code (the
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act), and are identified in the Land Use Element

(Part ID);

b. Landslide bazard: Amswlmmmbmandvﬂhgemehnw,xdmhﬁedbyme
Seismic Safety Flement as being subject to moderately high to high landslide risk, and
rural areas subject to high landslide risk;

c. Liquefaction hazard: Areas identified by the Seismic Safety Element as being
subject to soil liquefaction.

d. [Erosion and stability hazard - coastal bluffs. Areas along the coast with
coastal bluffs and cliffs greater than 10 feet in vertical relief that are identified in the
Coastal Erosion Atlas, prepared by the California State Department of Navigation and
Ocean Development (1977), in accordance with Hazards Policy No. 7 of the Local
Coastal Plan,

23.07.082 - Applicability of GSA Standards:

The standards of Sections 23.07.084 and 23 -07.086 apply to all land uses for which a permit is
required, except:

a.  Any agricultural usc not involving a building, and any agricultural accessory structure,

b.  Alterations or additions to any structure, the value of which does not exceed 50% of the
assessed value of the structure in any 12-month period, except where the site is adjacent

to a coasta! bluff,
COMBINING DESIGNATION STANDARDS 7-12 CoASTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCE
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23.07.084

23.07.084 - Application Content -~ Geologic and Seils Report Required:

All land use permit applications for projects located within a Geologic Study Area (except t!lose
exempted by Section 23.07,.082) shall be accompanied by a report prepared by a certified
engineering geologist and/or registered civil engineer (as to soils engineering), as appropriate,
which identifies, describes and illustrates, where applicable, potential hazard of surface fault
rupture, seismic shaking, liquefaction or landslide, as provided by this section. Provided,
however, that no report is required foranapphmuonlowedmanarcaforwmchmeCo\my
Engineer determines that sufficient information exists because of previous gcology or soils

reports. Where required, a geology report shall include:

Q. A review of the local and regional seismic and other geological conditions that may
significantly affect the proposed use.

b.  An assessment of conditions on or near the site that would contribute to the potential for
the damage of a proposed use from a seismic or other geological event, or the potential
for & new use to create adverse effects upon existing uses because of identified geological
hazards. The conditions assessed are to include, where applicable, rainfall, soils, slopes,
water table, bedrock geology, and any other substrate conditions that may affect seismic
response, landslide risk or liquefaction potential.

€. Conclusions and recommendations regarding the potential for, where applicable:

(1)  Surface rupture or other sewnda.ry ground effects of seismic activity at the site;
(2)  Active landsliding or slope failure; |

(3)  Adverse groundwater conditions;

4 Liquefaction hazards,

d.  Recommended building techniques, sitc preparation measures, or setbacks necessary to
reduce risks to life and property from seismic damage, landslide, groundwater and
liquefaction to insignificant levels.

[Amended 1989, Ord. 2383)
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, zs.m.oss oss

23.07.0&‘5 Review of Genlogy Report.

Asmmdby&hfmcweofkaguhﬁmnneld Secﬁon3603 megeologyandnils SRS
'Tf"mpatmquhadbyswmnwcushm&wﬁumdbyam“mmbywwmy,.
- who is registered in the State of California. Within 30 days of the acceptance of such report, -
mpmgmmmmmwmmsmewm [Added 1989, Ord. 2383} . - - -

- zs.m.nss mmsmmsmw e

mmmammmdymmmummemmmmﬁm'-f" |
the following, as applicable:

a. Grading: Any Mngnbtémumseexmpmd from the permit requirements of
" Sections 23.05.020 et seq. (Gndmg)xstobepcrfomedasengmeeredgmdmzund«ﬂm
provisions of those sections.

b.  Seismic hazard areas: As required by Califarnia Public Resources Code Sections
2621 et seq. and California Administrative Code Title 14, Sections 3600 et seq., no
structure intended for human occupancy shail be located within 50 feet of an active fault
trace within a special studies zons. ¢

¢.  Erosion and geologic stability. New devclopment shall insure structural stability
while not creating or coatributing to erosion, sedimentation or gealogic instability.

COMBINING DESIGNATION STANDARDS 7-14 CoastaL. Zone LAND UsE ORDINANCE
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23.07.166 - 170

d.  Where ant SRA is applied because of prominent geological features vig’blc from off-site
(such as rock outcrops), those features are to be protected and remain undisturbed by
grading or development activities.

€. Where an SRA is applied because of specified species of trees, plants ar other vegetation,
such species shall not be disturbed by construction activities or subsequent opesation of
the use, except where authorized by Development Plan approval. '

23.07.170 - Environmentally Sensitive Habitats:

The provisions of this section apply to development proposed within or adjacent to (within 100
feet of the boundary of) an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat as defined by Chapter 23.11 of
this title, and as mapped by the Land Use Element combining designation maps.

a. Application content. A land use permit application for a project on a site located
within or adjacent to an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat shall also include a report by
a biologist approved by the Environmental Coordinator that:

(1)  Evaluates the impact the development may have on the habitat, and whether the
development will be consistent with the biological continuance of the habitat, The
repont shall identify the maximum feasible mitigation measures to protect the
resource and a program for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveaess of the
mitigation measures.

() Recommends conditions of approval for the restoration of damaged habitats,
where feasible. :

(3)  Evaluates development proposed adjacent to environmentaily sensitive habitats to
identify significant negative impacts from noise, sediment and other potential
disturbances that may become evident during project review.

(4) Verifies that applicable scthacks from the habitat area required by Sections
23.07.170 to 23.07.178 are adequate to protect the habitat or recommends
greater, more appropriate sethacks.

COASTAL ZONE LAND UstE QORDINANCE 7-23 CoMBINING DESIGNATION STANDARDS
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23.07.170 1 | ‘ .
b. Reqmredﬁndmy Approvalofahndnsepauntforaprqectwﬂhmoradjmt |

tﬁor:tn Environmentally Sensitive Habitat shall not occur unless the appliuble review body .
. firs finds that: -

‘l‘: N
K

@ Mewinbenoagniﬂmtmnvelmmctmmcxdmdﬁedmmhabxmmd i ‘4"‘5}',"'
thepmposed use will be consistent with ﬂlebxologml continuance of the habitat, -

, (2) mpropmedusewxnnotsxgmﬁmﬂydmptthchahxm |

(2 Imd&vmom: Nodiumofapamalcmtainmganﬁammnmemnysm

' Habitat shall be permitted unless all proposed building sites are located entirely outside )

of the applicable minimum sethack required by Sections 23.07.172 through.23.07.178.

Such building sites shall beduignmd on the recorded subdivision map.

d. Development standards for-mnronmentaﬂy sensitive habitaﬁs:

(1) New development within or adjacent to the habitat shall not significantly dmupt
the resource.

() New development within the habitat shall be limited to those uses that arc
dependent upon the resource. ' .

(3)  Where feasible, damaged habitats shall be restored as a condition of development
approval.

(490  Devclopment shall be consistent with the biological continuance of the habitat.

(5 Grading adjacent to Environmeatally Sensitive Habitats shall conform to the
provisions of Section 23.05.034c (Grading Standards.)

23.07.172 - Wetlands.

Development proposed within or adjacent to (within 100 feet of the upland extent of) a wetland
area shown on the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Maps shall satisfy the requirements of this
section to enable issuance of a land usc or construction permit. These provisions are intended
to maintain the natural ecological functioning and productivity of wetlands and estuaries and
where feasible, to support restoration of degraded wetlands.
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Location of development: Development shall be located as far away from the
wetland as feasible, provided that other habitat values on the site are not thereby more
adversely affected.

Principle Permitted Uses in wetlands: Hunting, fishing, wﬂdhfe management,
education and research projects.

Departmmofm and Game review. The stepaxmmwaish and Game
shall review all apphcatmns for development in or adjacent to coastal wetlands and
recommend appropriate mitigation measures where needed which should be morpomed
in the project design.

Wetland setbacks: New development shall be located a minimum of 100 feet from
the upland extent of all wetlands, except as provided by subsection d(2). If the biological
report required by Section 23.07.170 (Application Content) determines that such sethack
will provide an insufficient buffer from the wetland area, and the applicable approval
body cannot make the finding required by Section 23.07.170b, then a greater setback
may be required.

(1) Permitied uses within wetland setbacks: Within the required setback buffer,
permitted uses are limited to passive recreation, educational, existing
non-structural agricultural development in accordance with best management
practices, utility lines, pipelines, drainage and flood control of facilities, bridges
and road approaches to bridges to cross a stream and roads when it can be
demonstrated that: '

® Alternative routes are infeasible or more environmentally damaging,

(1] Adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent
 feasible.

(2) Wetland sethack adjustment: The minimum wetland setback may be adjusted
through Minor Use Permit approval (but in no case shall be less than 25 fcct),
provided that the following findings can be made:

(@  The site would be physically unusable for the principal permitted use
unicss the setback is reduced.

(1)) The reduction is the minimum that would enable a principal permitted
use to be established on the site after all practical design modifications
have been considered.
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() Open space casement required: A land use or construction permit for a
structure larger than 1000 square feet in floor area shall not be approved on 2
parcel of one acre or larger that contains a wetland, unless the property owner
first grants the county or an approved land trust an open space easement or fee
title dedication of all portions of the site not proposed for development, as well
as the entire wetland.

23.07.174 - Streams and Riparian Vegetaﬂon:

Coastal streams and adjacent riparian areas are environmentally sensitive habitats. The
provisions of this section are intended to preserve and protect the natural hydrological system
and ecological functions of coastal streams.

a. Dewelopment adjacent to a coastal stream. Development adjacent to a coastal
stream shall be sited and designed to protect the habitat and shall be compatible with the
continuance of such habitat,

b. Limitation on streambed alteration: Channelization, dams or other substantial
altcration of stream channels are limited to:

(1)w Water supply projects, provided that quantity and quality of water from streams
shall be maintained at levels necessary to sustain functional capacity of streams,
wetlands, estuaries and lakes,

@)  Flood control projects, where such protection is necessary for public safety or to
protect existing commercial or residential structures, when no feasible alternative
to streambed alteration is available;

(3 Construction of improvements to fish and wildlife habitat;
@)  Maintenance of existing flood control channels.
Streambed alterations shall not be conducted unless all applicable provisions of this title

are met and if applicable, permit approval from the California Department of Fish and
Game, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and California State Water Resources Control
Board. '
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. 23.07.174 | L | ‘ .
[(:. Streamdiverszonstmdum Su'ucmresthatdwenanorapomonofsuwnﬂow_ _

" for any purpose, except for agricultural stock ponds with a capacity less than 10

acre-feet, shall be designed and located to not impede the mavement of native fish or to

reduce streamflow to a level that would sxgmﬁmﬂyaffectmepmduchmofﬁahmd R
oﬁnerstrwnorgamsms .

d. - Riparian sethacks: Ncwdgvelopmentsmnbesetbactfmmmeuplandedgeof ‘

' nwmvegmumanﬁmmumofﬁ()fmmmu:banmfmndetheUSL)and100 -
feetmmrdm(mtmdemeUSL),cxceptaspmvidedMWbmnonb ofthusecﬁon- -
andasfollows. - ‘ PR

1)) Pu-mtmedmwiﬂinthesethck. Pemnttedusesmhmxtedtoﬁme
specified in Section 23,07.172d(1) (for wetland setbacks), provided that the
findings required by that section can be made. Additional permitted uses that are
not required to satisfy those findings include pedestrian and equestrian trails, and
non-structural agricultural uses.

(2) Riparian habitat setback adjustment: The minimum riparian setback may
be adjusted through Minor Use Permit approval, but in no case shall structures
be allowed closer than 10 feet from a stream bank, and provided the fonomg

. findings can first be made: .
® Almaﬁvc locations and routes are infeasible or more environmentally ‘
damaging; and
(i) Adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible; and

(isd) The adjustment is necessary to allow a principal permitted use of the

property and redesign of the proposed development would not allow the
use with the standard setbacks; and

Giv) The adjustment is the minimum that would allow for the mbhshment |
of a principal permitted use.

e.  Alteration of riparian vegetation: Cutting or alteration of natural vegetation that
protects a riparian habitatshannotbepemittedcxcept:

(1)  For streambed alterations allowed by subsections a and b above;
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23.07.174 - 176

(@) Where no feasible alternative exists;
(3) Where an issue of public safety exists;
(@  Where expanding vegetation is encroaching on established agricultural uses;
(5 Minor public works projects, including but not limited to utility lines, pipelines,
driveways and roads, where the Planning Director determines no feasible
alternative exists;
(6) Yo increase agricultural acreage provided that such vegetation clearance will:

@ Not impair the functional capacity of the habitat;
G Not cause significant streambank erosion;
i) Not have a detrimental effect on water quality or quantity;

@v) Be in accordance with applicable permits required by the Department
of Fish and Game.

(¢} ‘I‘olomeaprinéipallypmnﬁtteduseonaneuisﬁnglotofmwrdwhereno
feasible alternative exists and the findings of Section 23.07.174b can be made.

23.07.176 - Terrestrial Habitat Protection:

The provisions of this section are intended to preserve and protect rare and endangered species
of terrestrial plants and animals by preserving their habitats. Emphasis for protection is on the
entire ecological community rather than only the identified plant or animal.

a. Protection of vegetation. Vegewtion that is rare or endangered, or that serves as
habitat for rare or endangered species shall be protected. Development shall be sited to
minimize disruption of habitat.

b. Terrestrial babitat development standards:

(1) Revegetation. Native plants shall be used where vegetation is removed.
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", 23.08.286 P

()  After startup, use of the pipeline right-of-way shall be restricted to
operational maintenance, inspection, repair, and protection of the
pipeline.

@)  Sorfacefacilitics. To be determined through Development Plan approval.

(i) Pipelines near cosstal bloffs, Shall be designed to insure stability
" considering wave action and bluff erosion.

d. Klectric Transmission Lines.
(1) Permit requirement.

()  Emergency repair and general permit requirements, Sections 23.08.286a
and b., apply to electric power distribution lines (i.e., less than 69kv

design capacity).

G) Development plan approval is required for electric power transmission
lines (i.e., 69kV design capacity and greater), whether to be established

‘or upgraded.

. @) Application contents, In addition to all information required by Chapter 23.02 .
- of this Title, the applicant shall submit information on the proposed rights-of-way, i
including width, ownership, present land use, slope, soils and vegetation, types
and sizes of towers to be utilized, estimates of noise generated during various
operating and weather conditions, and estimates of maximum electric and
magnetic ficld strengths generated under the line, at rights-of-way edges, and the
extent that measurable fields extend in all directions from the facility.

() Required finding. Electric power transmission line facilities shall be approved
only where the Planning Commission can find that the development will be
consistent with Energy and Industrial Development Policies 16 through 20 of the
Local Coastal Program Policies Document.

4 Utility lines within public view corridors. Where feasible, utility lines shall
be underground when their placement would limit or detract from views of the
ocean from collector or arterial roads. In all other cases, they shall be sited to
minimize their visibility from public roads. [Amended 1992, Ord. 2591]
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Soil Texture. The classification of soil based on the percentage of sand, silt, and clay in the
soil, [Amended 1993, Ord, 2649])

Solar Efficiency. The extent to which a building or structure uses solar energy in winter or
repels solar energy in summer by natural or man-made devices (trees and vegetation, or
architectural features, respectively).

Sound Level Meter. Any instrument networks for the measurement of sound levels, which
meets or exceeds the American National Standard Institute Standard $1.4-1971 for Type 1 or
Type 2 sound level meters, or an instrument and the associated recording and analyzing
equipment which will provide equivalent data.  [Amended 1992, Ord. 2546]

Special Communities. Areas and communities with unique, visually pleasmg characteristics
which serve as visitor destination points and include:

2. Avila Beach - Commercial and Recreation categories along Front Street.

b.  Cambria - Commercial and Recreation categorics along Main Street.

€.  Cambria - Commercial and Recreation categories along Moonstone Beach Drive.
d.  Cayucos - Commercial and Recreation categorics along Ocean Avenue.

€.  South Bay - Baywood Village Commercial area.

. f.  San Luis Bay/Port San Luis - Public Facilities Category.

8-  San Simeon Acres - Residential Single-Family and Residential Multi-Family categories.
h.  San Simeon Village - Commercial category.

Special District. Any public agency formed pursuant 1o general law or special act for the
Jocal performance of govemmental or proprietary functions within limited boundaries other than
a chartered or genenal law city or any city and county. Special districts include, but are not
Iimited t0, & county service area, a maintenance district or area, an improvement district or
improvement zone, or any other zone or area, formed for the purpose of designating an area
vdﬂﬁnwhchapmpmyhxmewmbelmcdmpayfonmmmpmmmmbmm
that area.
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