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3-SL0-96-113 

25 unit condominium subdivision 

Northeast corner of Main Street and Pineknolls Drive, 
Cambria, San Luis Obispo County. 

Planning Commission approved May 13, 1996; 
appealed to Board of Supervisors and approved By 
Board September 17, 1996. 

Dean Vadnais 

Joseph Boud 

Staff Reports for Application A-3-SL0-96-113 and 
R-A-3-SL0-96-113; San Luis Obispo County Local 
Coastal Program; North Coast Area Plan Update LCP 
Amendment # 1-97 staff report; North Coast 
Engineering, Inc., letters re: drainage, of March 25, 
1997 and July 25, 1997; San Luis Obispo County 
Engineering Department letters re drainage, of April 2, 
1997, August 13, 1997, November 10, 1997; Various 
appeal documents from Appellants; North Coast 
Circulation Study, San Luis Obispo County 
Engineering Dept., February 1992. 

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, deny the application because there is 
insufficient water capacity available to serve the project and, therefore, the finding required by San 
Luis Obispo County Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO) Section 23.04.021.c(1)(i) cannot 
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be made. That LUP Section requires that in communities with limited water service capacity, new • 
land divisions within an urban services line shall not be approved unless a finding is made that 
sufficient water is available to accommodate both existing development and development that 
would be allowed on presently vacant parcels. Because there is no evidence of water being 
available for this project, that required finding cannot be made. The project cannot, therefore, be 
found consistent with the County's LCP. 

Staff Note 

On September 17, 1996, the San Luis Obispo 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. The project then was appealed to the 
Commission by lc::ical residents. 

On January 9, 1997, the Commission found that substantial issue existed with respect to 
environmentally sensitive habitat and erosion and sedimentation. The de novo hearing on the 
merits of the project was deferred to give the applicant time to produce additional information in 
response to the finding of substantial issue. After the applicant submitted the additional 
information: the.Commission acted on the project on June 8, 1998, approving it with conditions. On 
September 25, 1998, one of the appellants filed a request to revoke the permit. The revocation 
request was based on the appellant's assertion that the applicant's representative stated at the 
June meeting that he had an intent to serve letter from the Cambria Community Services District 
when in fact he did not have such a letter. On March 11, 1999, the Commission revoked the 
permit pursuant to 14 California Code of Regulations section 13105, finding that grounds for 
revocation existed arising from inaccurate statements by the applicant's representative at the June • 
1998 meeting concerning the provision of water to the project. The proposal is now back before 
the Commission as a de novo hearing on the merits of the project. 

In the June 1998 permit approval, the Commission found that the project was consistent with the 
LCP policy requirement that there must be sufficient water capacity available to serve the 
development. It now appears that the finding of sufficient water capacity was premature and 
inappropriate. Additional information has been received since that approval and, despite the 
passage of 16 months, the applicant appears to be no closer to securing water for the proposed 
condominiums than before. Therefore, it is now clear that a denial recommendation is required, for 
all of the reasons set forth in the findings below. 

• 
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SUMMARY EVALUATION OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH THE LCP 

ISSUE LUP POLICIES ZONING ORDINANCE SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
SECTION 

Environmentally ESH policies 2, 18, 19, Sections 23.07.170 ·178 Approval of drainage to Santa Rosa Creek was 
Sensitive Habitat and 23 made without plans for discharge structure, hence 
(ESH) no evaluation of alternatives or potential impacts to 

ESH. However, with additional information 

' 
submitted by the applicant, the proposal is 
consistent with the LCP regarding ESH. 

Road capacity and lack Public Works policy 1, Section 23.04.021c LUP policy requires County to find that sufficient 
of water Availability of Service services exist for the proposed development and 

Capacity existing lots. County made finding for road 
capacity, but not for water and sewer. Section 
23.04.021c(1)(i) requires findings that sufficient 
water and sewage disposal capacities are 
available; the County made no such findings. The 
proposal is not consistent with the LCP 
requirement regarding water availability • 

. 
Grading on slopes > Coastal Watersheds Sections 23.04.021, Land Grading over 20% is allowed for access roads. 
30% policy 7, Siting New Divisions and 23.05.034, Section 23.04.021c(7) requires that roads and 

Development Grading building sites be on slopes < 20%; section 
23.05.034 allows for a grading adjustment 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. Reason for grading on slopes > 30% is 
because of fill placed on site 14 years ago. The 
proposal is consistent with the LCP regarding 
grading. 

--
Erosion and Coastal Watersheds Section 23.05.036, Site design shall not cause increased erosion and 
sedimentation policies 10, Drainage Sedimentation and Erosion that vegetation removal on slopes >30% in 

Provisions, and 13, Control, and 23.05.040, geologically unstable areas requires erosion and 
Vegetation Removal Drainage 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; Proposal is in developed urban area and, although 
Resources Resources policies 1, 23.11, Definitions (Small- visible form Highway One and other areas in 

2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 Scale Neighborhoods); Cambria, landscaping would screen much of the 
23.05.064, Tree Removal development. Existing, very visible development 
Standards,; and lies adjacent to and above site. Proposal is 
23.08.286d(4), Utility lines consistent with the LCP regarding visual resources. 
within public view corridors 

Hazards Hazards policies 1, 2, Sections 23.07.080, Required geotechnical reports have been 
and 3 Geologic Study Area and completed. The proposal is consistent with LCP 

23.07.086 Geologic study regarding hazards. 
Area Special Standards 

Multi-Family None Section 23.08.162d(2), This section requires findings regarding residential 
Residential use in permit requirements for use on commercial property. LCP specifically calls 
Retail Commercial land residential uses in for residential use on the subject site. The proposal 
use designation commercial categories is consistent with the LCP regarding the type of 

use. 



4 3-SL0-96-113 Vadnais 
De Novo 

Table of Contents • 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ....................................................................................... 4 
II. FINDINGS ...................................................................................................................... 5 

A. Location, Description, and Background ................................................................. 5 
1. Location ......................... ·;· ................ -~ ................................................................. 5 
2. Description ..................... :':· ................................................................................. 5 
3. Background ................... ' ..................................................................................... 5 

B. Standard of Review and Analysis .......................................................................... 7 
1. Water Demand and Supply ............................................................................... 7 
2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH), Erosion, Sedimentation ................. 11 
3. Road·capacity ........ : ........................................................................................ -15 
4. Grading ........................................................................................................... 16 
5. Visual and Scenic Resources ......................................................................... 17 
6. Multi-Family Residential Use in the Commercial Retail Land Use Category ... 18 

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) ..................................................... 18 
Ill. EXHIBITS . .· 

1. County Conditions of Approval 
· 2. Applicable LCP policies and ordinances 

3. Project Vicinity Map 
4. Project Plans 
5. Water Retrofit Equivalency Table 
6. North Coast Area Plan Update Staff Report Water Findings 
7. North CoastArea Plan Update Suggested Modifications 107 and 109 • 
B. North Coast Area Plan Update Table 3-1 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, deny the application because the 
required findings regarding water cannot be made. · 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve application 3-96-113. 

Staff recommends a NO vote on the preceding motion. This would result in denial of the permit 
application. To pass the motion, a majority of the Commissioners present is required. 

Staff recommends that the Commission then adopt the following resolution: 

DENIAL 

The Commission hereby denies a permit for the proposed development, on the grounds that 
the development would be inconsistent with the certified San Luis Obispo County Local 
Coastal Program, and would have adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. 

• 
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A. Location, Description, and Background 

1.. Location 

5 

The site of the proposed development is on a hillside on the north side of Main Street in Cambria. 
The Main Street area of Cambria lies in the lower Santa Rosa Creek valley. The site is about 300 
feet deep and about 450 feet long, comprising 3.1 acres. The southwestern corner of the site at 
the intersection of Main Street and Pine Knolls Drive lies at about 60 feet above sea level. To the 
east, Main Street rises to about 78 feet above sea level at the southeast corner of the property. 
The southern edge of the property rises some 1 0 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 northern property line. 
The slope to the north up and away from Main Street is not a smooth incline. There are two 
existing, graded terraces created from earth that was placed there during the grading for the 
construction of the adjacent commercial development 14 years ago. (Please see Exhibit 4, site 
sections). 

2. Description 

The land use designation and zoning of the site is Commercial Retail, but the Land Use Plan Area 
Standard indicates that residential multifamily development at 15 units per acre is the intended use 
for the site. Allowable densities must be calculated using only the portions of the site that have 
slopes of 20% or less. (North Coast Area Plan, Cambria Village Square Commercial Retail 
Standard 9a). According to this formula, at least 25 units could be constructed on this site. Access 
to the site would be by way of a new street running from Pine Knolls Drive near the northwestern 
corner of the site to Knollwood Drive, an existing street in the adjacent commercial development. 
A gate at Knollwood Drive would prevent through vehicular access, except for emergency vehicles. 
The proposed development includes ten two-story buildings containing a total of 25 condominium . 
units on + 73,000 sq. ft. of the site. The undeveloped remainder of the site would be placed 
pursuant fo the applicant's proposal in a reconfigured open space easement about 3 times the size 
of-the existing easement required by the Coastal Commission in permit 4-83-680 (see Background, 
below, and 4-83-680-A 1 ). One of the County conditions of approval was that the applicant must 
obtain approval from the Coastal Commission for the reconfiguration of the open space easement. 
Amendment 4-83-680-A 1, approved by the Commission on June 8, 1998, allows the larger re- . 
configured open space easement to be offered in place of the existing easement configuration. 
The approved easement is shaped to exclude the graded terraces in the center of the site, thus 
accommodating the current condominium project as well as satisfying the County condition 
regarding the Commission-required open space offer. 

3. Background 

The Coastal Commission on May 9, 1984, approved permit 4-83-680 with special conditions, 
including a requirement to offer to dedicate an open space easement over the upper slopes of the 
property. The.permit 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 
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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, certain improvements (streets, 
water and sewer lines, etc.) on the n9w 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 sybdivision, which occupy the area of the current subject site, 
were to be developed for residential purposes sometime in the future. These parcels remain 
vacant. However, some 10,000 cubic yards of earth from the commercial development were 
placed onto them 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. 

Amendment 4-83-680-A 1, approved by the Commission on June 8, 1998, allows the applicant to 
reconfigure the area offered in the open space easement. The previously approved and recorded 
OTD was unsatisfactory in a number of ways: it was too small (25,000 sq. ft.), failed to cover 
substantial areas which exceed 20% slope, and did not yield a building envelope on that portion of 
the site most suitable for development. The revised OTD, under the terms of the amendment, is 
three times larger (75,000 sq. ft.), covers all post-construction slopes greater than 20%, frees up 
the area most suitable for development, and better protects public views. These things are 
achieved by reducing the area of open space at the easterly, upper most part of the site so as to 
accommodate structures, and redistribute some of the open space to the development's common • 
areas on the northern end of the site. 

On September 17, 1996, the San Luis Obispo 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. 

The project them was appealed to the Coastal Commission by local residents who contended, 
among other things, that the County's approval was inconsistent with several LCP policies, 
including Environmentally Sensitive Habitat policies, the Public Works policy relative to provision of 
adequate road capacity; Coastal Watersheds policies which require drainage plans, limit removal 
of vegetation, and limit development to slopes less than 20 percent; Visual and Scenic Resources 
policies regarding massing of structures on hillsides, amount of grading, compatibility of the 
proposal with the community, preservation of trees, and visibility of utility lines; and Hazards 
policies concerning geological hazards such as stability of the site and erosion; and policies 
concerning the availability of water. 

Other contentions of the project opponents included denial of due process because the County 
approved the proposal without the public knowing the following facts: i) how the issue of structures 
proposed in a 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 
would solve traffic hazards on Main Street at the site. 

On January 9, 1997, the Commission found that substantial issue existed with respect to • 
environmentally sensitive habitat and erosion and sedimentation. The de novo hearing on the 
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merits of the project was deferred to give the applicant time to produce additional information in 
response to the finding of substantial issue. After the applicant submitted the additional 
information, the Commission acted on the project on June 8, 1998, approving it with conditions. On 
September 25, 1998, one of the appellants filed a request to revoke the permit. The revocation 
request was based on the applicant's representative's assertedly inaccurate statement at the June 
meeting that he had an intent to serve letter from the Cambria Community Services District when in 
fact he did not have such a letter. On March 11, 1999, the Commission revoked the permit based 
on the finding that an inaccurate statement was made concerning water availability and that 
accurate information regarding the, water situation would have caused the Commission to take a 
different action. The proposal is now back before the Commission as a de novo hearing on the 
merits of the project. 

B. Standard of Review and Analysis 

The standard of review for a de novo hearing following a finding of substantial issue is the CountY's 
certified Local Coastal Program and the Public Access policies of the Coastal Act. The issues 
raised on appeal were the proposal's impact on environmentally sensitive habitat, water supply and 
road capacity, grading, visual and scenic impacts, and residential development on land designated 
commercial retail. 

1. Water Demand and Supply 

Project Water Use and Community Water Supplier: The proposed 25 unit condominium project 
will use approximately 2775 gpd of domestic water for the units and landscaping according to 
typical use rates for multi-family residential development in Cambria. This projected water use is 
based on records that the Cambria Community Water District (CCSD) has maintained over the last 
several years. 

In the June 1998 permit approval, the Commission found that the project was consistent with the 
LCP policy's requirement that there must be sufficient water capacity available to serve the 
development. It now appears that the finding of suffici~nt water capacity was premature and 
inappropriate. Additional information has been received since that approval and, despite the 
passage of 16 months, the applicant appears to be no· closer to securing water for the proposed 
condominiums than before. 

Water for this project, and for all of urban Cambria, is provided by the CCSD, which obtains its 
supply from wells along Santa Rosa and San Simeon Creeks. Although Cambria is only about 25% 
developed, municipal water resources are barely adequate to serve existing development and, in 
times of drought, the community experiences acute· shortages. CCSD has, for many years 
considered a variety of methods to increase the water supply, including construction of a 
desalinization plant, improvements to the municipal wastewater treatment plant to allow use of 
reclaimed water for recharge, construction of off stream reservoirs and increased withdrawals from 
Santa Rosa and San Simeon Creeks. For various reasons, none of these options has been 
implemented and the water supply has remained static for the last thirty years. (Please see Exhibit 
6, excerpt from adopted Commission Findings on the North Coast Area Plan, January 1998, for a 
detailed discussion of Cambria's water supply) 

Although the District has been ·unsuccessful to date in increasing withdrawals or in finding new 
water sources, it has initiated a program to maximize conservation of existing resources and thus 
provide for a limited number of hook-ups for new development. Conservation methods include the 
mandatory use of water saving fixtures, repair and replacement of old pipes, mandatory retrofitting 
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programs and periodic water rationing. In order to provide for new development, the District has • 
developed an allocation program that requires that applicants for new water hook-ups demonstrate 
that they can "save" twice the amount of water they will use. This saving is usually accomplished 
through participation in the Districts retrofit program, which as explained in Exhibit 6 has a finite 
li~. . 

The District also limits the number of residential water permits granted per year to a maximum of 
125 new hook-ups. Cambria LUP Standard 3 (page 8-20, North Coast Area Plan) provides that 
70% of these hook-ups shall be allqcated to single family residences and 30% to multi-family 
residences. Since demand for water hook-ups far exceeds availability, the District has established 
a waiting list for property owners who wish to develop their residential lots. Currently the list has 
over 800 applicants on it {762 single family, 49 multi family). Given its length and the limited ability 
to release new hook-ups, the District closed the list in 1990 and has no plans to re-open it in the 
near future. Water· hook-ups are offered to applicants based on their position on the list (i.e. the 
person at the top of the list is offered a permit first and so on through the length of the list until all of 
the permits for the year are distributed). To date, the list has never been exhausted before all the 
permits have been allocated for a given year. 

There is another list for water hook-ups maintained by the County. In 1991, the County decided to 
initiate a waiting list for Cambria development even though it has no ability to supply the necessary 
water. This list currently contains 326 names (268 single family and 58 multi-family) and was 
apparently developed as a second tier allocation system to be used in the unlikely event that the 
CCSD list was exhausted before all of the new hook-ups were spoken for. The applicant for the 
project that is the subject of this appeal has the first two positions on this list. The Commission 
notes that the applicant has stated that there may be a potential merger of the CCSD and County 
lists, but investigation revealsJhat this possibility has not progressed beyond the discussion stage. 
Since the Commission considered the· project in June 1998, it has become clear that CCSD and 
the County are not close to developing such a mechanism. It now is clear that there is no 
timetable for the County and CCSD to resolve this issue and there is no basis for predicting or 
estimating when a mechanism to provide water to the County waiting list will be developed. It is 
thus unknown if this is a viable option or what the terms of such a merger might entail. There is 
also no indication that the CCSD intends to deviate from its established practice of allocating water 
permits to the applicants on it's own list in favor of those who had obtained a place on the County's 
list. If the CCSD must exhaust its own list under a merger mechanism, it may not reach the 
applicant in the foreseeable future. 

In conclusion, given the very limited water supply, the length of the official CCSD list, the historic 
pattern of exhausting available permits before exhausting the list, the closed nature of the list and 
the second tier (at best) status of the county list, there is no credible evidence indi~ating that 
the proposed condominium project will be able to obtain water hook-ups within any 
reasonably proximate time period. In fact, discussions with CCSD staff indicate that they 
estimate water service for this project would be at least eight to ten years in the future and then 
only if there is any water to allocate. 

Planning Background: 

In 1997, San Luis Obispo submitted an update of the North Coast Area Plan for Commission 
review and action. The Commission adopted the staff recommendation for approval with 
modifications in January 1998. In the adopted Findings the Commission recognized that one of the 
most important issues for Cambria was the need to match the water supply to the town's • 
development potential consistent with the protection of riparian and wetland habitat. The Findings 
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state that the present water supply is woefully inadequate to serve the potential build out of 
Cambria's approximately 7500, small, vacant, residentially designated lots and that withdrawals 
from the creeks, even at the present rate may be problematic. As a solution to this mismatch of 
infrastructure to development potential, the modifications proposed by the Commission provided 
for a comprehensive program to address the inadequacies of the water supply while ensuring that 
habitat values would be protected. This program is detailed in Exhibit 7. In summary, this program 
includes a multi-pronged planning effort to reduce the over-all number of lots; conducting studies to 
determine appropriate withdrawal amounts from Santa Rosa and San Simeon Creeks; and 
developing and implementing a water management strategy to include water conservation, reuse 
of wastewater, alternative water supply (desalinization) and possible off steam impoundments. The 
suggested time frame for accomplishing this comprehensive management effort was three years 
(January 2001 ). If the work was not completed by that date, the modification required that no 
further permits should be issued for new development until the program was completed. 

Although the County declined to accept the Commission's action on the North Coast Area Plan 
Update, the Commission continues to support a comprehensive solution to the Cambria water 
supply problem. Consistent with the approach taken by the adopted Findings and Modifications, 
the Commission has not appealed individual projects that have received a water allocation from 
CCSD since their action on the North Coast plan in 1998 in order to allow the County and the 
CCSD time to initiate and implement the planning solution recommended by the Commission or to 
propose an alternative that would have the same effect. Although eighteen months have passed 
since fielding the proposal, it is anticipated that the North Coast Area Plan will be returned for 
Commission review within the next year and concrete progress can be made on this issue. Until a 
comprehensive program is in place, though, projects that would not be eligible to obtain water 
hook-ups, until well after the January 2001 target date, such as this one, should not be approved . 

LCP Consistency: 

The standard of review for appealed projects is consistency of the local government's action with 
the provisions of the Local Coastal Program. The San Luis Obispo LCP contains one LUP policy 
and one Implementation Plan section relevant to the issue of an adequate water supply for new 
development as follows: 

LCP Public Works Policy 1: Availability of Service Capacity 

New development (including subdivisions of land) shall demonstrate that 
adequate public or private 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 there 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 URL 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 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 
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grounds for denial of the project or reduction of the density that would otherwise 
be approved consistent with available resources. 

Title 23, Section 23.04.021 (c)(1)(i) 

c. Overriding land division requirements. All applications for land divisions within 
the Coastal Zone {except. condorpinium conversions) 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 23.04. 024 through 23.04.036, this section shall prevail. 
(1) Water and Sewer capacities-urban areas: In communities with limited water or 

sewage disposal service capacity as defined by Resource Management System 
alert Ieveii/ or Ill: 
(i) 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. 

>_"----~,.>_;':] 

Analysis of LUP Public Works Policy 1: This policy states that applicants for new development 
must show that the public services needed to support their project are, in fact, available. The policy 
goes on to state that failure to make " proper arrangements for guaranteeing service is grounds for 
denial of the project or reduction of the density that would otherwise be approved consistent with 
available resources". Thus, in this case the policy obliges the project proponent to unequivocally 
demonstrate that they have secured an adequate and available water supply for the 25 units. 
Available is understood to have jts common meaning of "present or ready for immediate 

. use"(Merriam Webster's Collegiate.Dictlonary, Tenth Edition}. Failure to guarantee this vital service. 
is grounds for denial of the project. 

The applicant for this project cannot demonstrate that an adequate water supply is available to his 
project. As detailed in the preceding paragraphs regarding the waiting lists and allocation method 
establishing an available and adequate water supply for a particular project, it is clear that the 
applicant does not have any entitlement to a water permit for this project and it is extremely 
uncertain when, and if such a permit could be obtained. Based on this evidence, the applicant has 
not met his obligation under Public Works Policy 1 to satisfactorily demonstrate that water is 
available for his project. This failure, by the specific terms of the policy, provides adequate grounds 
for denial of the project. 

Public Works Policy 1 also places an obligation on the approving authority that 

[pJrior to permitting all new development, a finding shall be made that there 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. 

• 

In this case, the Resource Management System is not applicable because the County has not 
implemented its provisions in Cambria. The applicable "commitment" in this case is the long waiting 
list maintained by the CCSD, which represents an outstanding, long term commitment to the 
listees. Given the length of this list, coupled with the very limited amounts of water available for 
allocation, it is unknown whether there will ever be sufficient water to clear the list, let alone provide • 
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for additional development. The County did not, and the Commission cannot, find that there is 
adequate water for this project after the existing commitments, represented by the CCSD list, are 
met. The proposed project therefore is inconsistent with Public Works Policy 1 and must be denied. 

Analysis of Title 23, Section 23.04.021 {c)( 1 )(i): Approval of the proposed project at this time is 
also inconsistent with Section 23.04.021 (c)(1)(i) of Title 23 of the county's LCP Implementation 
Plan. Part of the project proposed by the applicant is a condominium subdivision. These types of 
land divisions are considered subdivisions under the terms of the Subdivision Map Act and are 
processed as such by the County\ Section 23.04.021 (c)(1)(i) applies to all subdivisions except 
condominium conversions. This project is for new condominium development and must, therefore, 
comply with this ordinance section. 

The ordinance states that if water service in an urban area, like Cambria, is so constrained that it is 
at "alert level" II or Ill as defined by the Resource Management System, then new land divisions 
"shall not be approved unless the approval body first finds that sufficient water. .. capacities are 
available to accommodate both existing development and development that would be allowed on 
presently vacant parcels". The latest status of water service vis a vis the Resource Management 
System is found on Table 3-1 in the updated North Coast Area Plan adopted by the County Board 
of Supervisors in 1996. According to Table 3-1, water service in Cambria is at level Ill, the most 
constrained level of the system. (Please see Exhibit 8, Table 3-1). 

The project, must, therefore, comply with Section 23.04.021 (c)(1)(i). In order to accomplish this 
compliance, the Commission, as the approving body, must find that there is adequate water 
available to serve this project as well as all of the development that would be permitted on lots that 
are currently vacant. As discussed in an earlier section of these findings, water supplies in Cambria 
are barely adequate to meet the needs of existing development, which accounts for only 25% of 
the potential, planned build out of the community. There are approximately 7500, small, vacant 
residential lots designated for residential development and there are approximately 1 000 lot 
owners on the CCSD waiting list for water. It is obvious from this evidence that the water district is 
not currently able to accommodate the remaining vacant lots let alone the new proposed 
condominium subdivision. The required finding for compliance with Title 23, Section 23.04.021 
(c)(1)(i) cannot be made and the project must be denied. 

2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH), Erosion~ Sedimentation 

The LCP's ESH policies and the zoning ordinance sections that implement them make it 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 beneficial 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 . 
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a. Storm Drain Impacts on Creek Habitat 

As originally approved by the County, impacts on the Santa Rosa Creek ESH would have resulted 
from grading, trenching or other construction work needed to install a new storm drain facility. 
Such work would have had the potential to significantly disrupt Santa Rosa Creek or its adjacent 
riparian vegetation depending on the size and configuration of the outlet. This ESH supports an 
endangered steelhead. run, e~.s well as the Federally-listed red-legged frog and other sensitive 
species that would be affect~d by dra,in installation in or adjacent to the stream channel. The exact 
effects are unknown because the Cou,nty's approval did not include approval of a specific drainage 
plan with details of construction and evaluation of impacts. Silt-laden runoff during the construction 
phase, as well as the cumulative effects of polluted runoff from streets, parking areas, lawns, etc. 
over the long run, also would potentially harm Santa Rosa Creek. 

,,~··,· '.:_ ~--·; 

The LCP's ESH policies and the zoning ordinance sections that implement them require that 
before approval of a permit fqr development in or near an ESH, the applicant must demonstrate 
that there will be no significant impact on the ESH. The environmentally sensitive area is not on 
the subject site in this case, but .is ~ff-site, in Santa Rosa Creek. Here, the County 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 may be a good alternative 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 might be on the 
creek habitat. 

Possible ways of routing the runoff directly to the creek include placing a new drainage pipe from 
the site or nearby along Main Street to Santa Rosa Creek or directing the runoff to an existing 
drainageway to the creek. The firstalternative would entail construction of a new pipeline which 
would be within the Main Street and Highw.ay One rights-of way, and depending on the exact route, 
would either cross private property (the Mid-State Bank Site) or be in the Cambria Drive right-of
way. The second alternative would entail construction of appropriate runoff conveyances to carry 
the water to a nearby existing drain pipe to the creek. The first alternative would ·be the more 
expensive and difficult one to construct because from about 1 000 feet to one-quarter mile of new 
pipeline would have to be constructed, including jacking the pipe under Highway One. The second 
alternative could be relatively inexpensive if an existing drainage way to the creek were to be found 
nearby, because only a relative short section of new pipe or gutter, or some other form of runoff 
conveyance, would be needed. The first alternative would require work in the creek to construct 
some sort of energy dissipater at the drainage pipe outlet into the creek to reduce the erosive force 
of the runoff and could entail significant impacts to the riparian habitat. Originally, it was not known 
whether or not the second alternative might or might not require any work in the creek; such 
determination depended on whether or not the increased flow out of the existing drainage pipe 
would necessitate any work at the outlet into the creek. · 

After discussions with staff, the applicant pursued the second alternative by investigating the 
possibility of routing some or all of the drainage from the site into an existing drainage pipe across 
Main Street. According to the applicant, engineering studies have 

determined that it is feasible to gravity flow the storm water from the project site 
into the existing storm drain system which discharges into the creek adjacent to 
Cambria Elementary School and that this drainage system has the capacity to 
handle the additional water This revised drainage proposal has also been 
reviewed and found to be acceptable by the San Luis Obispo County 
Engineering Department. 

• 

• 
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The existing drainage system proposed to be used by the applicant discharges into Santa Rosa 
Creek upstream of the Highway One bridge. 

The existing drainage system was installed in 1984. Grouted rip-rap was installed at the discharge 
point as an erosion control measure. The storm drain drops steeply for its final 45 feet. At the 
bottom of the slope, the storm drain is horizontal for several feet before discharging onto the 
grouted rip-rap. This horizontal section also functions as an energy dissipater, which along with 
the grouted rip-rap functions to greatly reduce the erosive force of runoff discharged from the storm 
drain. According to a County Engineering letter dated August 13, 1997, the presence of the rip-rap 
is " ... sufficient to serve as the necessary erosion control at the outlet of the storm drain .... » 

Thus, the design of the drainage system at the point of discharge is sufficient to reduce the energy 
of the runoff so that it will not erode the creek bank and bottom and no work will be necessary in 
the creek. 

The LCP's Coastal Plan Policies for ESH's require the protection of coastal streams and adjoining 
riparian vegetation. ESH Policy 18 states: 

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. 

With respect to riparian vegetation along the streambank {which would be disrupted by the 
trenching and construction for a new storm drain outfall), the LCP states, in ESH Policy 24: 

Cutting or alteration of naturally occurring vegetation that protects riparian habitat is not 
permitted except ... where no feasible alternative exists or an issue of public safety exists ... 
Minor incidental public works project may also be permitted where no feasible alternative 
exists including but not limited to utility lines, pipelines, driveways and roads ... 

The CZLUO implements these policies by prohibiting most cutting or alteration of natural 
vegetation that protects a riparian habitat, except where "no feasible alternative exists" (CZLUO 
section 23.07.174(e)). 

In this case, a feasible alternative to riparian habitat destruction does exist, i.e., utilizing the 
existing storm drain system. By finding a way to utilize the existing storm drain, the applicant will 
conform his project to the applicable LCP ESH standards. Therefore, the project is consistent with 
the ESH policies of the LCP. 

b. Erosion Control 

The County 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. 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 coastal development permit. However, the 
County's approval does not specify measures for the control of polluted runoff. 

The appropriate methodologies for minimizing such impacts, both during the construction phase 
and over the long run, are now referred to in the construction industry and by governmental land 
use and water quality regulatory agencies as Best Management Practices (BMPs). The County's 
permit conditions already require supervision by an environmental monitor during construction, a 
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grading and erosion control plan for subdivision improvements, a mitigation plan for grading and 
drainage, a landscaping plan (including performance bond), and CC&Rs (covenants, conditions, 
and restrictions) requiring permanent maintenance of all drainage facilities (see Exhibit 1). 
Appropriate BMPs can be found in a numb~r of source documents, including the California Storm 
Water Best Management Practice Handbooks (prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee, et al, for the 
Stormwater Quality Task Force, March, 1993), but are not mentioned in the County Permit. To 
insure that the project's grading, erosion control, and related plans are consistent with current 
practice would require incorporation of appropriate BMPs .. This would serve to clarify how the 
County's already-adopted permit conditions would be carried out; and, with respect to the issue of 
polluted runoff, would assure conformance with the LCP's ESH Policy 18 regarding protection of 
coastal stream and riparian habitats. Assuming that the County's environmental monitor will 
properly apply the BMPs, no further disruption of the environmentally sensitive stream corridor 
would result from polluted runoff, because implementation of BMPs includes implementing those 
measures to reduce or eliminate polluted runoff from reaching the creek. On this issue the project 
is, therefore, consistent with the above-cited LCP requirements regarding ESH. 

c. Drainage Impacts On Santa Rosa Creek Flooding 

Off-site flooding and sedimentation also raise issues of potential impacts to habitat, because 
increased fh:>od intensity or loss of streambed capacity due to siltation may result in loss of 
downstream environmentally sensitive riparian and lagoon habitats. What effect the· addition of 
runoff from the project site would have on the water elevation in Santa Rosa Creek is of concern 
since the Highway One bridge is a flood-water bottleneck in larger storms, causing overflow out of 
the creek and into West Village. The bottom of the Highway One bridge is at elevation 35.6±. The 
water surface elevation (wsel) at the bridge in a 25 year storm is approximately 31 feet, so the 

• 

bridge can pass a 25 year flood. The wsel in a 50 year storm is approximately 36.6 feet, or about . • 
one foot higher than the bottom of the bridge. By interpolation, the streamflow resulting from any · .• 
storm greater than about a 45 year storm will not be able to pass completely under the bridge, but 
will back up and some will flow overland across the Mid-State Bank property into the West Village. 
A 1 00-year storm would produce a wsel of about 37.50 feet, two feet above the bottom of the 
bridge. The most recent major flooding in the West Village of Cambria occurred in early 1995. 

Peak flow runoff from the project site itself would be approximately 4.0 cubic feet per second (cfs} 
during a 100 year storm. Total ruhoff from the site plus 1.6 acres above the site, in the Pine Knolls 
neighborhood will be about 5.8 cfs. Peak flow in Santa Rosa Creek during a 100 year storm would 
be approximately 17,993 cfs, or about 3100 times the peak flow from the project site and the 1.6 
acres in Pine Knolls. Considered in percentages, 5.8 cfs is 0.03 percent of 17,993 cfs. According 
to the applicant's engineer's report, 

The hydographs indicate that the peak flow from Tract 2176 ... occurs approximately 
2.8 hours before the peak flow in Santa Rosa Creek .... The hydrographs also 
indicate that the flow from the site is 1.0 cfs when the peak flow .in Santa Rosa 
Creek occurs. The increase in the Santa Rosa Creek 1 00-year peak flow due to the 
development of Tract 2176 is 0.006% of the total flow (1.0 cfs+ 17,993 cfs x 100). 
A change in flow of this magnitude would be imperceptible as well as insignificant. .. 

In order to determine the impacts that development of Tract 2176 will have on the 
1 00-year WSEL [Water Surface Elevation} of Santa Rosa Creek, a rating curve was 
developed for a cross section of the creek immediately above the State Route 1 
bridge. The rating curve was derived from FEMA flood profile and flow information. 
Based on the rating curve, the existing 1 00-year WSEL immediately above the State • 
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Route 1 bridge was determined to be 37.50'. After development of Tract 2176, the 
100-year WSEL at this same section was determined to be 37.50'. The 
development of Tract 2176 will not result in any perceptible or significant increase in 
the 1 00-year WSEL of Santa Rosa Creek at the State Route 1 bridge. 

15 

The figures and the design of the storm drain were reviewed by County Engineering Department 
staff and Commission staff, who concurred with them. 

The LCP, in CZLUO section 23.05.040, explains why detailed drainage plans, as required by the 
County for this project, are necessary: 

Standards for the control of drainage and drainage facilities provide for 
designing projects to minimize harmful effects of storm water runoff and 
resulting inundation and erosion on proposed projects, and to protect 
neighboring and downstream properties from drainage problems resulting 
from new development .... 

With respect to inundation of downstream areas, the LCP's Coastal Watersheds Policy 10 requires 
that the watercourse be "suitable" for receiving drainage from the site: 

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 . 

Several things are clear from the information provided and staff's analysis of this issue. First, the 
runoff from the project site can be accommodated in the existing drainage system. Second, the 
runoff from the site is insignificant in comparison to the flow in Santa Rosa Creek. Third, the runoff 
from the site will not raise the level of storm flows in Santa Rosa Creek. Thus it appears that even 
though the drainage outfall is currently proposed to be upstream of the Highway One bridge, a 
perennial bottleneck in large storms, runoff from the project site will neither exacerbate nor cause 
flooding downstream in the West Village. 

Finally, the County has received funding for flood improvements in Cambria, including work at the 
Highway One bridge to allow for larger storm flows to pass under the bridge and not overflow into 
the West Village. 

Therefore, the project's proposed storm water drainage system is consistent with LCP Coastal 
Watersheds policies and with Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance section 23.05.040 (drainage). 

3. Road Capacity 

Main Street is literally that, the main street in Cambria. It carries the bulk of traffic in the 
community. Additional traffic could adversely affect the special, small town character of Cambria 
by creating a more urban feel with traffic congestion and associated difficulty of ingress and egress 
from driveways in the downtown area, although access to the beach would not be affected. A 
traffic study was conducted for the project 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 
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subject site past it into the eastern part of Cambria (the East Village). According to the County, 
although 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. 

< -.,... -·---~:7~~;lf~;~~~J· ' •, ' . 
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4. Grading 

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 southern 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." 

Typically, grading is limited 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 dev-elopment is to occur, and if there is no less environmentally 
damaging alternative. The LCP's· 'czLUO, in section 23.05.034, also allows grading on slopes 
between 20% and 30% as a "grading adjustment" if certain findings are made (see Exhibit 2, 
attached). However, zoning ordinance section 23.04.021c(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 certification of the LCP and some of which fall into the over-20-
percent grading exception (for existing lots of record in the Residential Single-Family land use 
category where a residence cannof 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 justify grading on slopes over 30 percent. 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. In other words, 
the "30% slopes" apply to the steep-sided benches comprised of stockpiled excess grading spoils 
from the commercial site next door. These stockpiled materials will be regraded and redistributed 

•• 
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to accommodate the proposed road improvements. So, in order to remove and reuse the steep
sided fill materials, grading on these man-made "slopes over 30%" is required. 

The reasons to generally not allow grading on slopes over 20 percent are to reduce erosion and 
drainage problems, avoid alteration of natural landforms, minimize cuts and fills, and ensure stable 
building areas. From the previous discussion about drainage it appears that drainage impacts can 
be controlled. Erosion potential will be minimized by a variety of measures cited above, including 
the application of BMPs and by allowing grading only during the non-rainy season. The County 
has limited the area of grading on slopes over 30 percent and has required that there be no 
grading on slopes over 30 percent to make building pads for residences. The removal of 
stockpiled fill material will not result in the "alteration of a natural landform." Therefore, the "special 
circumstances" cited by the County support the variance for grading on slopes over 30%. 

Concerning slopes over 20% but less than 30%, the County's approval limits residential structures 
to that portion of the site with less than 20% slope; the variance is needed only for access roads 
and related site improvements. The language in the County's Development Plan permit refers to a 
variance for grading on slopes over 30%. However, the same permit specifically authorizes 
"grading on slopes over 20%" While the County's permit would appear internally inconsistent, by 
authorizing grading on slopes over 20% the permit is, in effect also a variance for grading on 
slopes over 20%. Therefore, the project is in conformance with the "grading adjustment" criteria for 
slopes between 20% and 30% as cited in CZLUO 23.05.034. 

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 ViUage. The site to the east is developed with commercial structures that 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 Knolls 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 u.nderground, 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 measures 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 
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development . with its surroundings. Therefore, the project is consistent with LCP policies and • 
CZLUO sections that protect public views. 

6. Multi-Family Residential Use in the Commercial Retail Land Use Category 

. Residential uses are permitted in the (;ommercial Retail land use category pursuant to Table 0. 
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 ~ite IJII9Uid be just that and that this site would be for residential uses, even though it 
was zoned Commercial Retail (see permit 4~83-680). The North Coast Area Plan portion of the 
LCP specifies that the subject site is to be used for multi-family residential purposes (Cambria 
Village Square Standard 9a). Therefore, even though the County did not make a specific finding 
for residential use on commercial retail land, the totality of the record makes it clear that there is 
sufficient commercial property available for the needs of the community. Therefore, multi-family 
residential u_se on this commercial retail designated site is consistent with the LCP. · · 

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in 
conjunction with coastal developmel'lt permit applications showing the application to be consistent ." 
with any applicable requirements ·of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Sectiol'l ?!~)· ... ·. ~ ... 
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available that·would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effect that the activity may have on the environment. The Commission analysis 
of this is proposal has shown that there are feasible mitigation measures for potential adverse 
effects to the riparian habitat of Santa Rosa Creek due to drainage. However, the availability of 
water for this project is very uncertain. Currently, and for the foreseeable future, the project is not 
even eligible for water from the Cambria Community Services District because the project is not on 
the District's water list. Although the project· holds the first two positions on the County's building 
permit allocation list, there is no mechanism to allow the District to serve water to projects on that 
list. Because of this, the Commission finds that the proposed project will have significant adverse 
effects on the environment in terms of water supply and that feasible mitigation measures have not 
been identified to mitigate for adverse water supply effects, and that therefore the project cannot 
be found to be consistent with CEQA. 
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EXHIBIT B 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN- D940I32D- COl'f'TIITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Aooroved Use 

•• 

L 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 homeDwner'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 Pia ns 

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 wan 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 TI1is wall shaii indude cut outs for street 
trees at 20 feet intervals along Main Street and shall be designed to accommodate 
extensive landscaping-tree. cover along tl:J.e southern and western slopes of the 
project. 

b) The aoolicant shall submit a revised site plan showin~ that the orooosed 
deve1ooment will not involve gradine: on undisturbed slooes over 30% for anv 
prooosed residences. Relocation of buildine:s reduction in unit sizes. or 
elimination of units. decks and garages may be necessarv. IThe variance for 

. gradins:: on slooes·aver 30% is limited to the area south of the 30% slope e:rading 
control line shown on mao attached to the variance resolution. Gradim: on slooes 
not previouslY dist~rbed. in exceSS of 30%. above this line shall not be allowed . 

These modifications shall be integrated into the grading plans and permit. 

Grading Permit 
Ext· . ... · -~ 
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3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, or any grading actlVltles, submit grading' 
sedimentation and erosion control, and drainage plans prepared in accordance with the 
requirements o(Section 23.05.028, 23.05.036, and 23.05.044 of the County Land Use 
Ordinance to the Departmen~ 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 Departmentfor finish road grades and surfacing requirements, prior to 
issuance. Grading activities';shall not be allowed during the rainy season (October 
to April). unless approved b)· the Direetor of Planning and Building. 

Geologv 

4. All recommendations contained in the geotechnical engineering report prepared by Mid
Coast Geotechnica1

1 
Inc. (dated April 19, 1995) and the Engineering, Geology 

Investigation (dated Aprill9, 1995) prepared by Ken Maloney shall be adhere~f! 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. 

-Agencv Review 

5. An encro~chment permit shall_ be obtained from the County Engineering Department 
prior to any construction activities in the public right-of- way. 

6. 

7. 

A letter of clearance from Community Fire Department shaJ.l 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. • • 

Priorto issuance of any grading or building permits; the applicant shall provide written 
clear~ce 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 auolicant 
shaH submit the prooosecf revised easement locatfon mao to the de9artment of Planning 
and Building for re~iew and aooroval prior to submittine- to the Coastal Commission. 
The easement revision shall be eaual to or greater in extent and oualitv that the existing 
easement and shall eoual 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. 
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.w Cost Housing 

9. 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 c9nj unction 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 puolic facility fee effective at the time 
of recording for each residential· lot. This fee shall not be applicable ~o any 
officially recognized affordable housing included within the residential project. 

ENVIRO.N1.,.:fENTAL MITIGATION J\.1EASURES 
. 

Mitigation Monitorin~ 

10. 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 imp1ementation of the mitigation measures identified in the environmental document 
and required herein tq comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

• 

11. 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 retainino- walls and insta.Hation of landscaping. Plan to be submitted to the 

0 . 

pepartment 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 subro'it for review and approval to the Department of 

· Planning and Buildina and the Air Po11ution Control District a dust control olan. The 
0 ' 

pian shall include
1 

but not be limited to the fol1owing: · 

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 ~mmediately upon completion of grading; 

c) 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 Contro1 District; 
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d) No stockpiling o{ soil; rather, soil will be graded immediately after deposition; 

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

f) All trucks hauling soil, sand or other loose materials shall be covered or shaH 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top 
ofload and top of trailer) in accordance with California Vehicle Code section No. 
23P4; . . .· .. . 

g) The use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent · 
airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency will occur 
w~enever 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 r6ads. · · 

13. Prior to approval of subdivision improvement plans or grading- pennits 1 the 
developer shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and 
to order U;tcreased watering, as necessary, to prevent transp?rt 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 District 
prior to issuance of constz:uction permits. During construction/grading ~ctivities, the 
developer agrees that the monitor will ma..1<:e site visits· as necessary to assure compliance 
with the air q_uality mitigations discussed herein. 

14. 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 compUance with the air quality mitigations 
described herein, 4) any problems encountered during the project related to complianc'e 
with these mitigation measures; ·and 5) a description of corrective actions needed to meet 
these measures, whether the correctiye actions were taken, and ~eir timing. 

15. During all construction activities, the developer shaH cause the grading contractor to 
comply with the following NOx and ROG mitigation measures for all diesel powered 
equip~n:ent: 

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

16. Prior to issuance or construction permits, the developer shall prepare and submit for 
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• revie'N and approval to the Department of Planning and Building and the Air Pollution 
Control District an activity man.agement plan. The approved plan shall be implemented 
and shall apply during all grading activitie$. 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 Removai/Protection 

17. 

• 

18. 

• 

Prio£" to issuance of a grading permit {in conjunction with a monitoring plan) and 
prior to any installation of subdivision improvements, the applicant shall clearly shaw 
on the project plans the type

1 
size, and location of ail 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 tree protection measures to be 
employed. All trees to remain on-site that are wiu1in fifty feet of construction or grading 
activities shall be marked for protection (e.g., with flagging) and their root zone fenced · 
~rior to anv erading. The outer edge of the tree root zone is 1-1/2 times the aistance 
from the trunk to the dri.pline of the tree. Grading, utility trenching, compaction of soil,· 
or placemen~ 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 pian to be reviewed and approved by the 
Environmental Coordinator. The plan shaH provide for the replacement, in kind at a 2:1 
ratiol 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. ~ . 
replacement n1an shall be shown on the oraiect Jandscaoin~ olan). 

These newly planted trees shall be maintained until successfutty 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 
pr~cedures (e.g., planting tablets, initial deep watering) shall be used. 
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19. 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 
in~orporated into the design of the unit: 

a) A grouted masonry continuous noise barrier wall with a height of four feet above 
finished floor elevation . 9onstructed at the south boundary of the patio of the 
southernmost dwelling unit. . . 

' I 

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 bu~fers." 

c) The so.uth 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 
wall penetrations adjacent to the noise source shall be acoustically rated and 
designed. 

d) 

e) 

Common acoustic leaks, such as electrical outlets, pipes, vents, ducts, flues ajld 
other breaks in the integrity of the wall, ceiling or roof construction on the east' 
and on the north sides shall 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 andjdnts shall be airtigh_t in order to maintain so~nd. """"''"'"'""' 

South-facing windows shall be of double-glazed consu-uction and installed in 
accordance with recommendation.:; of the manufacturer. The windows ·shall be 
fully gasketed, with an S.T.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. Imoacts 

20. 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. Ail 
exterior light sources shan be low-level and adjusted so that light is directed away from 

.);iain Street and Highway L '$ecurity lighting shaH be shielded so as not to create glare 
when viewed from Main Street and Highway 1. 

21. 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 
shall show exterior finish materials, colors, and height above the existing natural ground 
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22. 

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 development1 

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., grad~ hillsides. 

b) Sufficient number of plants to be effective in providing initial screening. 

c) Identify and include tree replacement within the landscaping plan . 

d) Street Trees at 20 foot intervals along Main Street. 

Tne landscaping plan shall utilize. only plant material consis:ent with Section 23.04.184 
of the Land Use Ordinance. 

23. 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) anq shall 
be reviewed and approved by the County Department of Planning and Building. Prior 
to issuance of construction pennits, a performance bond, equal to the cost estimate, 
shall be posted by the applicant. The. bond amount may be reduced with the completion 
of each area landscaped. ·. 

The landscape ins~liation timing .shall be as follows: 

a) 

b) 

Prior to finaling the grading permit and prior to issuaf\Ce 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 footings may remain unplanted around each unit until finaling the 
building permit. 

Prior to finaling che grading permit and prior to issuance of buildin·g permit for 
any unit, !apdscaping for the south facing slope from the primary access road to 
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c) 

top of finish slope shall also be'instailed, 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 tJ:!e grading permit. all slope revegetation shall be completed 
along the northern perimeter of the project. 

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

e) 

' . 
Upon completion of each phase of landscaping, th_e bond amount may be reduced 
a ~ommensurate amount. Upon installation of all landscaping the bond amount 
mi3-y be reduced to 20% of the original amount and shall remain in effect for a 
period of one yeu to ensure successful establishment of ali landscaping. 

24. Retaining walls, sound w·alls, and understories that exceed three feet in height sh:;Ul be 
constructed in colors- and tones compatible with the surrounding environment, and shal~ 
use textured materials ani;!/ or construction methods which create a textured effect7 when 

· view~ from Main Street and Highway L Landscapin-g that will either screen from in. 
front or grow over from above the wall.shall be established prior to final inspection or 
issuance ?f a certificate of occupancy, whichever occurs first. 
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A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G . 

• H. 

I. 

• 

EXHIBIT A 
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT FIN'DINGS 2176 

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

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

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

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

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

The d~sign 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 equivale~t alternate easements are provided. 

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

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

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 Ord~nance and 
Government Code Section 65590 and is feasible due to the scale of the proj~t, the 

· availability of land in the co~rnunity, the need for low and m9derate income housing 
within the community. The applicant's analysis does not include a reasonable range of 
on-site and off-~ite and affordable housing projects in the feasibility arta1ysis, artd absent 

·a complete analysis incllJding 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 
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. Exe~ption from the county Growth Management ord.inance . 
. E' l( .,.) , ~, 
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4. 

5. 

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 la.11d use category. The relaxation of normal zoning requirements 
constitutes an incentiv~ by making residential development· possible in the 
"commercial Retail larid _use category. 

i. ·,. 

J. On the basis of the Initial Study !nd all the comments received~ there is no substantial 
. evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment. 
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EXHIBIT B 
• VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 2176 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

• 

• 

Underiving Parcei/Mao Act Comoliance . 

L 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 Re-creation 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 Imorovements 

3. Public road improvements shall not be installed until site grading has been completed. 

4. Roads and/or streets to be constructed to the following standards: 

a. 

b. 

Main Street and Pineknolls Drive widened to complete an A-2 (urban) section 
fr~nting the property. Ivfain Street curb, gutter and sidewalk a.'1d road widening 
improvement,s shall tie back to existing improvements at Tamsen Lane.· 

At the Knollwood Drive connection to the project roadway, the developer shall 
install a key or card gate providing access only to the ow·ners or occupants of the 
StoAe Edge project, emergency vehicles- and service vehicles . 

. 
c. On Pine Knolls Drive at the project entrance roadway, 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 compleced). 

6. .All grading shall be done in accordance with Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code. 

6a. 

All lot lines shall be considered as Site Area Boundaries with slopes setback accordingly. 

Vehicle sight distance benches shall be incorporated into the grading plans for the project 
at the intersection of Pine KnoUs Drive with the project entrance road, as recommended 
by the traffic study by WPH & Associates (March 1996), to the satisfaction of the 
County Engineer. 
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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 bridg:e on Hie:hway 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 Spetifications by a Registered Civil Engineer and submitted 
to the County Engineer and County Health Departments fQr approval. The plan to 
include: · 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

Street plan and prqfile;. . . . . . , 
Drainage ditches, culverts, ant:J. other structures (if drainage calculations 
Water plan (Count;tHeruth); · · · · . ·. - . 

Sewer plan (County Health); 
Grading and erosion control plan for subdivision related improvemen.ts locations; 
Public utility. .• 

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 witl\ Subdivision Review Board 
requirements and. the approved plans. 

Covenants. Conditions and Restrictio-ns 

14. !he developer shall submit proposed covenants, conditions, and restncuons 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 foil owing provisions: 

a. Maintenance of qommon areas. 

' II • 

• 

b. Maintenance of all access roads drainage facilities, retaining walls. 
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16. 

The developer shall establish covenants, conditionsr and restrictions for the regulation 
of land user control of nuisances ar:td architectural control of all buildings and facilities. 
An architectural review committee shall be included in the association. These CC&R.s 
shall be administe;ed by the subdivision homeowner's association. These CC&Rs shall 
be submitted to the county Department of Planing and Building for review and approval. 

The developer shall form a home owners' association for the area within the subdivision, 
so as to administer the CC&Rs as noted. abover and it shall conform to the requirements 
of the State Depa.-tment of Re.q.l 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 defineq qy 
Section 23.04.094 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance and by Section 50093 of t~e 
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 fe:3.$~ble to provide a level of affordable housing in conjunction with this project. 

Fire Protection 

18. •• A letter of cle.ar-<lllce from the Cambria Community Fire Department shall be required 
prior to issuance of any permits

7 
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 approval for all subdivisions 
utilizing community water and sewer a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated 
by ~eference herein as though set forth in fulL · 

Open Soace Easement 

20. Pri9r to recordation of the final map the applicant sh~ll provide written clearance from 
the Coastal Commission concerning the openspace easements on the northern periphery 
oJ the project. .Amendment or relocation of the easements and amendment to previous 
Coastal Development Permits may be required. The aoolicant shall s'ubmit the orooosed 
revised easement location mao to the Deoartment of Planning and Buildin2 for review 
and aoorovai orior to submitting to the Coastal Commission. The easement revision shall · 
be eaua1 to or 2reater in extent and oualitv that the existin2: easement and shail 
aporoximate1v equal 75,000 sauare feet. 

· • Effective Aoorovai Period . 

21. All timeframes on al?f>roved tentative maps for filing of final pa:rce! maps, tract maps or 
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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. 

• 

22. 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 requi,red by the development plan. · 



-~~CIES .F~~. PUJJUC WORKS. 

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

Policy 1: Availability of Service Capacity 

New development (mcluding divisions 'of land) sh.all demonstrate that adequate public or private 
service capacities are available to serve the propos~ development. Priority shall be given. to 
infilling within existing subdivided areas. Prior to pennitting all new development, a f.tilding 
shall be made that there 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 wit.l-t 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 ~unty ordinances or the rules and 
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 
a_rrangements for guar:anteeing service is grounds for denial of the projeet or reduction of the 
density that could otherwise be approved consistent with .available resources. [THIS POLICY 
SHALL BE 11vfP~EMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.04.021c OF THE CZLUO.] 

Policy 2: New or Expanded Public Works facilities 

New·or expanded public works facilities shall be design·ed 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 ThfPLBv.rENTED 
PURSUANT 1'0 SECTION 23.04.430 OF THE CZLUO.] 

Policy 3: Special DistrictS 

The fonnation or expansions of special distri~ts shall not be. pe~ttea where ·they would 
encourage new development that is inconsistent with the LoCal Coastal Program. In participation 
on LAFCo actions 2 the county should encourage sphere-of-influence and annexation policies 
which reflect the Loc31, Coastal Progra.TTl. TTHIS POLICY SHALL BE Th1PLEMENTED AS 
A STA!'-1--:DARD.] 

•• 
PUBLIC WoRKs 
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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. [TillS POLICY SHALL BE Th1PLE11ENTED AS A PROGRAM.] 

.... ! • ... . ~ 

Policy 6: Priority for Agriculture Expansion 

Agriculture shall be given priority ove:r gther land uses to ensure that existing and potential 
agricultural viability is preserVed, consistent with protection of aquatic habitats. [I'HIS POLICY 
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.] 

Policy 7: Siting of New Devel()pment 

Grading for the purpose of ¢rea,ting a site for a structure or other development shall be limited 
to slopes of less than 20 percent except: 

Existing lots of record in the Residential Single~ Family category and where a residence cannot 
be feasibly slted on a ·slope less than 20 percent; 

Wben grading of an access road or driveway is necessary to provide access to an area of less 
than 20. ~ercent· slope where development is intended to occur, and where there is ·no less 
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 division$, each new 
parcel shall locate the building envelope and ~ccess road on slopes of less than 20 percent. In 
allowing gradin~ on .slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent the county shill consider the 
specific characteristics of the site and surrounding area that include but are not limited to: the . 
proximity of nearby ~treams or we~ands, the erosion potential and slope stability of the site, the 
amount of grading necessary, neighborhood drainage chaxacteristi.cs 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 sensitive 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 se~back when locating or siting a principally permitted 

COASTAL WATERSHEDS 
CiENPLAN\L9200281.PLN 
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development, if application of the 100 foot setback renders the parcel physica11y unusable for 
the principally pennitted use. Secondly, the 100 foot setback shall only be reduced to a point 
at which the principally permitted use, as modified as much as practical from a design 

. standpoint, can be accomplished to no point less th~ the setback allowed by the planning area 
standard or 50 feet whichever· is the greater distance. [THIS POLICY SHA.LL BE 
Th1PLEMENTED PURSUA..NT TO COASTAL ZONE L&~ USE ORDINANCE SECTIONS: 
23.05.034 (GRADING) A.'I"i"D 23.04.021 (LAND DMSIONS).] 

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 slope and erosion control measures should be 
in place before the start ofthe rainy season. Soil exposure should be kept t~ 'the smallest area 
and the . shortest feasible period. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE Th1PLE1vfENTED AS A 
STANDARD ANQ PUR~UANT TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.] · 

Policy· 9: Tecliniques fo.r l\11nimizing Sedimentation 

Appropriate control measures (such as ·se(iiment basins, terracing, hydro-mulching, etc.) shall 
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 sensitivity 
of the adjacent areas and also consider costs of on-going maintenai1Ce. 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 'J!ffi 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 stonn drains or suitable watercourses. "· 
[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO . 
SECTION 23.05.034 OF THE CZLUO.] 
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. ·.·:Policy 1~: .,"'' ·: Pr~,~~g ~ro~dwater R~harge .·: . .... · ... ...,, :;. -~,}. ·~ 

In s~ikble' recharge area-S, site design -~d layout shall retain runoff on-site to the extent feasible i ~-,..~; ' 

. to maximize groundwater recharge and to maintain in-stream flow~ and riparian habita_ts. n.;ms . • 
PO~~~~~.~~-~~ IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.] . ·.· '>' .~·- . :·-f.;~!:.: 

:. :-~~· '• ·~ . . . .- ~. ··~:~;·:·~\~:.· 

.. "; .. •• ' ;r •• •f ~ ·~· '• 

Policy 12: : ... Agri~uiturai Practires 
• ;'< : ~ ' ·.. ~:~~ • 

. .. . . ... ·. ~ · ... 

.-
·.Agricultural p~cti.~ shall minimize erosion and sedi~enta:tion through aceepted management 

·practices that aJd .sOil conservation. The Soil Conservation Service should be encouraged ·to 
•,' ~ • I 

·- ci:>ntinue education programs regarding soils management. [THIS POLICY. SHALL BE ., -~, 
IMPLE11ENTED AS A STANDARD.] ' 

I 

Policy 13: V: egetation ~em oval 

Vegetation clearance on sl~pes greater th4U 30% in geologically unstable areas or on soils ~ted 
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: 

Proper soil conservation techniques and grazing methods shall to the maximum extent feasible 
.be employed: in accordance \\lith the 208 water quality standards adopted by theCaliforn.ia Water 
Quality Control Board. [THIS POUCY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANI5ARD.) 

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

J;"he Land Use Element identifies the types and intensity of development and the detailed 
. standards by which proposed development will be feviewed~ The patterns of use and the 

services ~eces.sary to serve_ the identified areas must address watershed management issues. ~n 
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 it1 new development are 
found in the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. In critical areas, detailed sedimentation and 
drainage plans must be submitted. It should be noted, however, that some aspects of agricultural 
pta~tices which can contribute to erosion sources are not addressed. . 

COASTAL WATERSHEDS 
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POLICIES FOR VISUAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES _ -

Policy 1: Protection of VISual and Scenic Resources 

Unique and attractive features· of the landscape, incltiding but not limited to unusual landforms, 
scenic vistas and sensitive habitats are to be preserved protected, and in visu.a.lly degrdied areas 
restored where feasible. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE Th1PLEMENTED AS A ST.Al'i'DA.rtn.] 

Policy 2: ·Site Selectio~ for New Development 

Permitted development ·shall be sited ·so. as to protect views to and along the. ocean and scenic 
coastal areas. Wberever 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 11pockets" to shield development and minimize visual intrusion. [THIS POLICY 
SHALL BE IMPLEJv:fENTED AS A STANDARD.] 

Policy 3! Strlngline Method for Siting New Development 

In a developed area where new construction is generally infilling and is otherwise consistent v.ith 
Local Coastal Plan policies, no part of a proposed new stru~ture, including_ decks, shall 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 policies o.f the 

. Hazards chapter. [TIDS POLICY SHALL BE IMPI:EMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 
23.04.118 OF THE CZLUO.] 

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 s_ited outside of public view corridors is to be 
screened utilizing native vegetation; however, such vegetation, when _mature, must also be 
selected 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 PURSUAN"T TO 
SECTION 23.04.021 OF THE CZLUO.] 

VISUAL AND Sci::Nic REsoURcEs 
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.Policy 5: .:-'Landform Alterations ~ .. . ~ .-· .. .' ..• -~ 
·G~ing: ea..rthmovingt major v.~getatioh remov~ and other landfonn alterations .within public .. -·- .... 
view corridors are to be minimized. Where feasible, contours ·of the fL.ilshed surface are to · 
blend With adjacent natu!al terrain to achieve a consistent grade and natural appearance. · [rtlls · ··• 
POLICY SHAlL BE llvrPLEMENTED AS.A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION f.~~ ... 

. 23.05.034 0~ TFIJ? CZLUO.] . · · . . . . . ·:,· .. : ::. 

, ~ .. ·: ... 

Vii~ th~ urlJ~ areas d~fined ~ .small~scale neighborhoods or speciai comrnuniti~, new 
development shall be designed and sited to complement and be visually compatible with existing 
characteristics of the community which may include concerns for the scale of new structures, ·· · 
compatibility with unique or ·disti.l1guished 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: Preservati~n of Trees and Native Vegetation 

The location and design of new development shall minimize the need for tree removal. When 
~ees · mu5t be removed to accommodate new development or because they are detennined to be 
a safety hazard, the site is to )Je 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 CZLUO.] . 

Policy 8: Utility Lines within View Corridors 

Where feasible, utility lines within public view ~orridors 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 a manner as to minimize their visibility from 
the road. {THIS POUCY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.08.284 
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 roofl.ine. Information and direction sig!lS shall be designed to be simple, 
easy-to-read and harmonize with surrounding elements. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE 

VISUAL AND SCENIC RESoURCES COASTAL PLAN POLICIES 
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flackground Report . 

Extensive studies have been conducted which inventory a.11d 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 concerning Geologic Study Areas for the Cambria and Cayucos areas was 
updated to reflect more recent geologic analysis. 

· Issu~ and Concerns 

A hazard unique to coastal areas is the bluff erosion that" rest4ts from .wave action, water 
currents and wind patterns. This coastal erosion is subject to seasonal fluctuations, especially 
during winter storins 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 
requ.ires 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 
.horeline erosion along the California Coast. The atlas indicates areas where coastal erosion is \1) 

serious and development would be threatened. The atlas iqentified areas in Cayucos and 
portions of West Lodge Hill where. present development is critical to coastal erosion. Other 
large p<)rtions 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 is~ue 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 infonnation 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' C!IeaS subject to natural hazards from geologic or flood 
conditions (mcludirig beach erosion) shall be located and designed to minimize risks to human 

and property. Along the shoreline new development (VIith the exception of coastal-dependent ('~;·) 
..__, 
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uses or public recreation facilities) shall be designed so that shoreline protective devices {such " 
as seawalls, cliffretaining 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 
· IMPLE11ENTED AS A STANDARD.] 

Policy 2: · Erosion and Geologic Stability 
. ,. ' ,.,-:');:.::r"(:_"f;:~<i·-

:-, '# 

New development shall ensure structural. stability while not creating or contributing to erosion 
or geological instability. [!'Hi$ POLICY SHALL BE Th1:PL~TJ'ED AS A STANDARD 
AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.086 OF THE CZLUO.) · .:: 

Policy 3: Development Review in Hazard Areas 
' . 

The county shall require a et2;iled review of development proposed within the geologic. ~tudy 
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 tq provide recommendations and 
conclusions consistent with. this plan. Residential, commercial and industrial development shall 
b.e prohibited within the 100 year floodplain (1% chance of inundation in any year) as delineated 
in the Flood Hazard cpmbinii1g designation except for those areas within an urban reserve line. 
[TillS POLICY SHAL[1~E ThfPLE:rv.rENTED .PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 23.07.082, .;.·. ;< 

23.07.084, 23.07.062 ANil23.0f066 OF THE CZLUO.] . . ' . ··~·"':~~\~~H.ff~·~··'''. ;,~ .. 

Policy 4: Li.nlltatiop.s on the Construction of Shoreline Structures 

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

a .. 

b .. 

c. 

d. 

protection of existing development (new development must ensure stability without 
depending upon shoreline protection devices); · 

public beaches and recreation areas in danger of erosion; 

coastal dependent .uses; 

. ' 

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

HAZARDS • 
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23.04.021 -
(3) · These standards do not determine the minimum site area for the establishment of 

· a new use on an existing 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). · 

b. Area measured. For the purpose of determining w~ether existing or proposed parcels 
satisfy the standards of thls 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: 

c . 

(1) Lots one acre or larger after division may use gross site area. (see Chapter 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 propased parcel is less than 10 
percent. 

(2) 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 . 

. Overriding land division requirements. All applications for land division within· 
the ·Coastal Zone (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 thrQugh 23.04.036, this secti9n shall prevail. 

(1) Water and sewer capacities - urban areas: In communities with limited 
water or .sewage disposal service capacity as defined by Resource Management 
System aler:t level II or n1: 

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

(ii) A proposed land division between an urban services line and urban reserve 
line shall not be approved unless the approval pody first flnds 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. 
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23.04.021 . ~ 
.... "':: :' .· ;"-.. : ... ; ..... :.:t .'·:. ::-. 1~.·· ·.: . !·<: . ~. .. ... :,. ': : ... <. ~ . : ~ :. ) ,_. ;-; .:· _'.(·.'... : .... . : .. : ·. . . .':'· :,,~·'::- ~:···~;~~··;* '! 

... ~. ~ . . :~!. . . :Minimum ~~ size between urban services and urban reserve lin~:. ::,;:;·:_~r:;:;~~; 
. . . . In communities ;vith limited water or sewage disposal service capacity problems~:···. : <"' ··'~· 

. '. ·~·>·~·""; · .... ··~ de~ed by Resource Management ~ystem ~ert Level II or ill, new divisions:.!="·~-.~·.· .~ • 
.: : :~' .. , 7 ~:. ·, . ·:of land (except divisions proposed by public agencies) between an urban services :.:~~; ~F;.::;:~. :;:~. 

_ .·.: ..-; :· · ... · ... ~ne .and urban reserve line are subject t~ ~e foll5Jwing requirements: ~- ..... · ::,::\::~oF~.~-:· .. :::( ·: . . ·: - · .. .. : ...... . . - . .·~ .. -_'( ·. ...-.~-t .... ··.:;.·: 
I 't ,. • •• 

... :: ·.. (i) ·-New parcels shall be no smaller than .the largest minimum parcel size ·:·;~:. :~ · ~ 
· · ·. · :··· -~ : ... .' established for the $Ubject land use category by Sections· 23.04.024 '/ _,:.:··. ·.: · 

,:- -· ~·:-:·.~.,:~, .. :·: .. · .. ,~. through23.04.036.·_.- - ····,.·---·:::-~:-::~:.·--:-.~)l· 
:· "f'": , ,, ' ~ .. ' :_ ",. :jV•. '·, • " lf..'looo • • ~ ""

0 

• : .. : 

0 

• ' • 

~· . r~ ·~.:,.·. "'.'.:'!~.'. .. .. ~ • . , ........ * ····' ~··:"' • •• • • ~ •. ·• ,... ~- • ... ~ ..,.; .;~-~;:~::-.·~"·-:·: 
· fnl A cluster subdivision may be pennitted (23.04.036) provided that the· ··~-.': ·,'. ·: . 

overall density does not exceed the base density computed by using the .r:~· 
· · largest parcel size required for the applicable land use category by 

Sections 23.04.024 et seq. 

(3) Land divisions requiring new service extimsions. To minimize conflicts 
between agricultural. and urban land uses, land divisions requiring new community 
.water or .sewer service extensions beyond the urban services line shall not b~ 
approved. 

(4) Conveyances of land by public agendes and other public entities. In 
ma..ldng the detennination of whether public policy necessitates the filing of a 
parcel map pursuant to Section 2i.48.015(9) of this code, the Plaruiing 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, except where 
Sections 23.04.024 through 23.04.033 would require a larger parcel size, and 
except where a proposed parcel is to be located within a cluster division pursuant 
to Section 23.04.036 with a maximum density of 2.5 acres or more per dwelling 

· ·unit. 

(6) Highly-visible sites~ New land dlvisions where. the only feasible building .$lte 
would be on slope or ridgetop where a building would be silhouetted· against the 

· .skyline as viewed from a public road shall be prohibited as required by Visual 
and Scenic Resources Policy 4 of the Local Coas~ Plan. 

(J) Location of access roads and buildi.ng sites. Proposed access roads and 
. building sites shall be shown on tentative maps and shall be located on slopes less . 

than_ 20 percent. ..... -. ·.· · ... -~ 
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23.05.034 

Area of cuts and fills: Cuts and fllls 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 resi~ential yard area or outdoor 
storage or Sales area incidental to a non-residential use. 

b.. Grading for siting of new development. Grading for the purpose of creating a 
site for a structure or oth~r 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~ slope less than 20%; and 

{2) When grading of an access road or driveway _is necessary to provide acce-ss to 
building site wit.~ less than 20% srope, and where there is no less environmentally 
damaging alternative; and · · 

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

(i) 1'he applicable review body has considered the specific cha.ra.cteristics of 
the. site and surrounding area including: the proximity of nearby streams 
or wetlands, erosion potential, slope stability, amount of grading 
necessary, neighborhood drainage characteristics, and meisures proposed 
by the applicant to reduce potential erosion and se9iiDentation. 

\n1 Grading and erosion control plans have been prepared by a registered civil. 
engineer and accompany the request to allow the grading adjustment 

(ili1 It has been demonstrated that the proposed grading is sensitive to the 
natural landfonn ·of the site and surrounding area. 

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

c.. Grading adjacent to EnvironmentaiJy Sensitive Habitats. Grading sball.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) (\Vetlands) or 23.07.174d{2) (Streams and Riparian Vegetation) of 
this title; or 

COASTAL ZoNE LA.ND U~E ORDINANCE 
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c. Application content. Land use permit applications that propose tree removal are to 
include all infonnation specified by Section 23.02.030b (Plot. Plan Cont~nt) OR 
23.02.033 (Minor Use Permit) where applicable, and the following: · 

(1) The size, species and condition {e.g., diseased, healthy, etc.) of ea.ch tree 
proposed for removal. 

(2) The purpose of r~moval. 

· (3). The·size and species of any trees proposed to replace those intended for removal. 
. . 

23.05.064 - Tree Removal Standards. · 

Ap:plications for tr~ removal in ~ccordance with Section 23.05. 062 are to be approved only 
when the following conditions are satisfied: · · 

a. 

b. 

Tagging required. Trees proPosed for removal shall be identified for ~eld inspection 
by IDeafl:s of flagging, staking, paint spotting or other means readily visible but not 
detrimental to a healthy tree. 

Removal 
fonov.:ing: 

tree may be removed only when the tree 1s any of the 

(1) Dead, diseased beyond reclamation, or hazardous; . . 
(2) Crowded, with good horticultural practices dictating thinning; 

(3) Interfering with existing utilities, structures or right-of-way improvements;. 

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

(5) In~ibiting sunligh~ 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; 

(6) In conflict with an approved f1re safety plan where required by Section 
23.05.080; 
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~ 23.05 .. 064 
'l ·:..,_ 

..... ~ ••• • ... i!' • •• : • • 
. . ~ .. ~= .. . . 

. . ., _ \7) · . ';['o be replaced by a tree that will provide equal or better shade, screef!~ng) solar '·. .~. 
· · · ~ efficiency or visual amenity within a 10-year period: as verified in Writing ~y a ·. · , 

. · ::· . . ·,.;_registered landscape .architect1 licensed lan~scaping . contractor or. ~rti.fied :-:, 
· · ., ~::/<":/:/:n.~~?.~an:. · · . · .. · : · · · . ·: .:.:_. .;_.·:: ... ~ ~ :· ···-tt:: 

c.. ... ,.. ·Repfueentefif.· Any ti-~· remo·v~- to acco-mmodate new devel;pment or be6_u:se it is:··. · .. . .·.:: 
a safety hazard shall be replaced., in a location on the site and Ylith a species common to 

.. . the community, as approved by the Planning Dll:ector. .. .. . · .. ; 

d~ :~ .· \f~ ~~.;~~~ ;~ithi~: p~~lic. vi~~ ~~dot!;. T~..; rem:Val within publiC -~e~" '. .~ . .. ·· . 
corridors (areas vl'sible from collector or arterial roads) shall be minimized in accordance 
with Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 5. 

e. . Preservation of treeS and natural vegetation. New development shall 
incorporate design techniques arid method~ that minimize the need for tree removal. 

/ 

' ~ 

., 

•. ' . 
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23.07.080. 082 

23.07.0~- Geologic Study Area (GSA): 

A Geologic Study Area coypbining designation is applied by the Official Maps (Part ill) 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 (earthquake) hazard are identified through the 
application of a special studies zone. Special studies zones are established by the state 
geologist as required by ~ections 262-1 et seq. of the Public Resources Code (the 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act), and are identified in the Land Use Element 
(Part II); . ' 

. 
b. Landslide hazard: Areas within urban and village reserve lines, identified by the 

Seismic Safety Element as beirig subject to moderately high to high landslld~ risk, and 
· rural areas subject to high landslide risk; 

c. Liquefaction hazard: Areas identified by the Seismic Safety Element as being . 
subject to ~oil 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 
Oc~ Development (1977), in accordance with Hazards Policy No. 7 of the LoCal 
Coastal Plan. 

23.07.082 .. A~p~cability of GSA Standards: 

The standards of Sections 23.07.084 and 23.07.08-6 apply to all land uses for which a permit is 
required; except: · · · 

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

b. Alterations or additions to any structur~, 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 coastal bluff. · · 
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•• 07.080- 082. 

23.07.0~- Geologic Study Area (GSA): 

A Geologic Study Area combining designation is applied by the Official Maps (Part ill) 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 (earthquake) hazard are identified through the 
application of a special studies zone. Special studies zones are established by the state 
geologist as required by ~ections 262·1 et seq. of the Public Resources Code (the 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act), and are identified in the Land Use Element 
(Part II); . 

b. Landslide hazard: Areas within urban and village reserve lines, identified by the 
Seism~c Safety Element as being subject to moderately high to high landslide risk, and 
rural areas subject to high landslide risk; 

c .. 

•• d. 

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

. ' 

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 - App~cabllity 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 use not involving a building, and· any agricultural accessory structure. 

b. Alterations or additions to any structur~, 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 coastal bluff . 
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23.07.084 

23.07.084- Application Content- Geologic and Soils Report :Required: • 

All land u~ ~~t appllcatio~s for projects located within.a Geologic .Study Area (except th~se 
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 an.d 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 for an applica~on located in an area for which the County 
Engineer determines that sufficient infonnation exists· because of previous geology or soils 
reports. Vlhere required, a geology report shall include: · 

a. 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 potenti~ for 
. the damage of a proposed use from a seismic or other geological event, or the potential 

for a 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 ·po'tential. 

, -_- ) __ ':~-~K:·:_-·:;>~---{ ___ :-t:_:,i.-:, --
.• ! •·~ 

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

-
(1) Surface rupture or other secondary 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, site preparation measures, <?r setbacks necessary to 
reduce risks to life and property from seismic damage, landslide, groundwater and 
liquefaction to insignificant levels. - · 

[Amended 1989, O~d. 2383] 
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. _.As required by California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 3603, tfle geology and soils . . ...•.. 
~-.):rePort requir~ by ·seetion 23.07.084.shall be evaluated by a geologist retained by the county ... : .;. ; 

' who is registered in the State of California. Within 30 days of the acceptance of such report, · · ·, :.:-·.-·.. .. 
·the Plalurlng Director shall flle one copy with the State ~eologist: [Added 1989, Ord. 2383) ·: : · .· .. .-. .. ·· · · 

•.• . ('1..:· . . ·_ ··- -· ~ ..... · .... ··~:... . 

.... 1b ;~86 -.~:··~I~c snidy· Area 'special s~~ds: - . : .. . _. ... : ~: . .. . . .. . 
~:.'··:I.{ '·:'·;:>;~··r;--:~··:::"':ts~-::::z.: ' .. · · ... : · ..• _: . :> ... .---:. . .. · .. · . ' - ·. · · .... , .. ... : -:~ . .· . . ~-- --~ .. ;,., .... , .. . 

a. 

uses within a Geologic Study ).rea are to.be established and IJ1aintained in accordance with -~:.'· · 
following, as applicable: · 

Grading: Any gradin~ n~t ~therwise exempted from the pennit requirements _of 
Sections 23.05.020 et seq. (Grading) is to be performed as engineered grading under the 
provisions of those sections. 

Seismic hazard areas: As required by California Public Resources Code Seetion·s 
2621 et seq. and California Administrative Code Title 14, Sections 3600 et seq., no 
structure intended for human occupaJ1CY shall be located within 50 feet of an active fault 
trace withi.Tl a special studies zone. 

c. Erosion and geologic stability. New development shall insure structural sJ:ability 
while not creating or contributing to ·erosion, sedimen.tation or geologic instability . 

•• -------------------------------------------------------
COMBrNINO DESIGNATION STANDARDS 
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EXHIBIT 1 

1998 
RE:fEOFIT PQJNTS 

EQUIVALENCY TABLE 

{one point = $550 "In Lieu Fee>t) 

iPRQPOSED NEW CONSTRUCTION EQLNTS REO'D "IN UEU FEE,. 

iSingle F~y Residepce on parcel Qf 4,C()() sq ft or less 
i 

44 
" ' 4JX)l to 8,000 sq ft 

'4 " 8 .000 to 16 sClCO 
... .. 16,001 to 32,000 
" .. greater than 32,000 

,. 
: -
I Each Multi-family /condominium unit 
! 

: Colllnletdal Project (per EDU) 
! . 
I 
l 

(small) 10 $ 5,500 
{medium) 13 $ 7,150 
{latJe) 17 $ 9,350 
(X-large) 24 ., $13,200 
(Jumbo) 36 $19,800 

10 $5,500 

13 $7,150 

POINT CONVERSIONS 

Each bomE or building retrorrtted is worth the following points (In Lieu Fee): 
.A. full retrofit includes toiltts, shower headJ. faucet aerators, hose bihsJ 

hot water recirculation system. and pressure regulator. 

Each l·bath bouse w!HW R.ecll-culation 1.3 pts ($ 715.00) 

Each %--bath house w!HW Recirculation 1.5 pt5 ($ 825.00) 

Each J..bath house w/HW Recirculation 1.9 pts {$1,045.00) 

Each 4--bath house w!HW Recirculation 2.25 pts ($1,237 .SO) 

Eaeh add'l bath over 4 .25 ptg ($ 137.50) 

Small CommerdaJ!Retail (10 employ~ or less) .8 pts ($ 440.00) 

·Hot Water R.ecirculation System alOne* .5 pt ($ 275.00) 

•may be butal!ed aloM onfv if ~r of hml.1e is a/n!ady rerrajitt«L 

Example~ 
A sipgie family residellce being built on a small parcel (4,0C'O sq. ft. or !esa) rcquim 10 points. 
A poSS'ibl.e combination coold be: 

a 1 ~bathroom houses 
2 2~batbroom houses 
1 3-batbrcom house 
S rccire syatems cml.y 

@ 1.3 
cu 
c 1.9 
0-' 
Tocal 

• 2.6 
== 3.0 
•1.9 
.:=!..U. 

10.0 ($5,$00) 

- . 
' 

• 

•• 

• 
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2. New Development in Cambria 
~X'-4\~1-r ( 

With a population of 5623, the town of Cambria is the only significant urban area in the 
North Coast. Approximately 75% of the existing development is residential; the remaining 
25% consists of a variety of commercial, visitor-serving and urban uses. The urban service 
line which defines the town is drawn fairly tightly. And because Cambria is only 25% built
out, this line appears to offer plenty of opportunity to expand development within it for 
many years. Unfortunately it is very unlikely that the amount of growth permitted within the 
urban service line can be accommodated. Currently, there are 3,408 dwelling units in 
Cambria and a population of 5,800. The plan a_llows build out of another ±8,290 dwelling 
units with a population increase from 19,000 to 26,000.9 As detailed in later sections of this 
finding, water and road constraints exist now and it is uncertain that they can be overcome 
to the point of being able to ever support the anticipated build-out of the plan. 

The seeds of Cambria's current planning dilemma were planted in the 1920's when huge 
tracts of land were subdivided into very small (+1700 sq. ft.) lots. Please see Exhibit 2. 
Oblivious to slope, the need for services and effects on the natural environment, this grid of 
precise, tiny rectangles was created and lots sold to individual owners many years ago. 
Thousands of these lots remain vacant and available for future development. Final build
out of Cambria would be even higher than that anticipated in the plan were it not for the 
fact that at least 1 0~ of these lots are not suitable for development. In addition there is a 
clear trend for homeowners to acquire two or three lots for each house. 

Finally, there are few ,areas remaining in Cambria for significant new subdivisions. The 
East-West Ranch, which is located between Park Hill and Lodge Hill, is the most important 
site. It currently contains 18 parcels. The update envisions a maximum of 265 lots on the 
west portion of the Ranch. 

Conformance with Coastal Act Policies 
As discussed at the beginning of this Development finding, Coastal Act Section 30250 
limits development to already developed areas that have the capacity to accommodate 
such growth. Although Cambria is an existing developed area, it is also severely 
constrained by the lack of services for the potential buildout of its many small lots. As such, 
new development is problematic under the Coastal Act. 

The County has certainly made efforts to encourage the merger of small lots into single 
building sites and to voluntarily retire lots, but further reductions are still needed. One 
promising method to reduce the number of lots has recently been proposed by the County 
and is described in detail in Exhibit 3.10 This analysis proposes to reduce the number of 
lots by establishing an assessment district to provide the funding to acquire them. Four 
levels of lot retirement are studied, including a 17%, 29%, 37% and 56% reduction in lots. 
Any reduction would, of course, narrow the disparity between development and services . 
However, selection of Level Ill or IV would be the best matches given the severity of 
constraints discussed later in these findings. 

This proposal has been favorably received both in the community ( see Exhibit 4) and by 
the Board of Supervisors. 11 The Cambria Community Services District Board also supports 
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the plan and has stated they would be prepared to implement it if approved by the Cambria 
voters. Notwithstanding this support, the current updated NCAP provides inadequate 
policies and planning standards for addressing the buildout problem of Cambria. As 
discussed in more detail in the Water Supply findings, for example, there is no policy to 
avoid the de facto creation ofnew lots, let alone the retirement of substandard small lots. 
Without such a planning requir£?m'ent, new development in Cambria is not consistent with 
section 30250, which requires that adequate urban services be available for new coastal 
development. Therefore, the County's lot reduction program should be added as an area 
standard for Cambria because it provides a method, if approved by the voters, to bring 
build-out of the town much more in line with available (and potentially available) services as 
required by Section 30250 of the Coastal Act. {see Suggested Modification 1 07). · 

As a corollary to lot reduction, it is also important to ensure that there is no net increase in 
·development through new subdivisions. There are few areas remaining in Cambria for 
significant new subdivisions. However as mentioned earlier there is some potential for a 
maximum of 265 lots on the west portion of the EastiVVest Ranch. The West Ranch 
currently contains 18 parcels, thus the plan allows a maximum of 247 new lots. To reduce 
the impact of creating these new lots, the North Coast Plan provides for a mandatory lot 
retirement plan on a 1: 1 basis for all lots created on the- Ranch after 35 if the land is 
annexed to the Cambria Community Service District. The plan provisions raise numerous 

' 

• 

1 questions. For example, itis unclearwhy 18 addJtionallots should be permitted without a •.. 
.. / retirement requirement, or why 6nry the EastiVVest Ranch, as opposed to other areas of 

Cambria, must retire ·lots in exchange for creating new ones. It is also unclear .as to what 
kind of lot must be retired to mitigate the creation of a new one. Simply retiring lots that are 
already unbuildable does little to effectively avoid new-development. 

To be consistent with Section 30250, planning standards are needed that require all new 
residential subdivisions to retire an equivalent number of lots based on the impact of the 
new lots being proposed. This would be more consistent with the goal of avoiding a net 
increase in building potential. (see Suggested Modification 1 09). However, one-to-one 
retirement for new lots is insufficient in and of itself to meet the demands for new 
development in Cambria. Indeed, in a context like Cambria, it is important to ensure that 
the lot or lots retired truly mitigate the impacts on public services attributable to the newly 
created lot. If, for example, a new lot was 7500 square feet, a fairly typical modern lot size, 
the anticipated development, consistent with current trends toward larger homes in 
Cambria, would be a residence of over 3000 square feet. A review of permits over the last 
8 years show that houses are generally ranging between 3000-4000 sq. ft. on lots of this 
size. A home of this size is more likely to be occupied year round and by a larger 
household than a home constructed on one of the existing substandard parcels which is 
typically 1750 square feet in size. Homes on these small sites are limited to 1000 square 
feet or less in size (pg. 7-103). Virtually no space on these small &ites will remain for 
landscaping after the house and driveway are constructed. In contrast, significant garden 
areas would remain on the hypothetical 7500 sq. ft. lot even after construction of a +3500 
sq. ft. house and double driveway. Considering the anticipated larger house, greater 
number of occupants and landscaping, more water, sewage service and greater traffic 
generation can be expected from the development of the larger lot than a project on the 
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smaller one. A simple trade of one small lot for one, new large lot would, therefore only 
partially mitigate the impacts of new Jot. Likewise the retirement of a small lot with low 
development potential because it is located on a steep hillside with no road access does 
not mitigate the creation of a new lot on a flat or reasonable slope served by road and 
utilities. The new lot will, in all likelihood develop. The old lot will, in all likelihood _never 
develop because construction costs would be prohibitive. (In fact. the North Coast Plan 
and the 1997 Hausrath Economic Analysis assume that 10% of the small lots will not 
develop because of their location). 

A. program that required the retirement of an area equivalent to the area of the new lot 
would be simple to administer and result in more effective mitigation for new, standard size 
(up to 7500 sq. ft.) residential lots. The impacts of new residential lots over 7500 square 
feet in size would not ordinarily be significantly greater than those of a 7500 sq. ft. lot and 
thus would not be required to retire lots for any area over 7500 sq. ft. unless the County 
finds that, for a particular subdivision, additional mitigation through lot retirement is needed. 
Finally, a Hmitation on the number of small lots on steep slopes that could be used in any 
retirement transactions will ensure that most of the lots retired are truly developable thus 
providing adequate mitigation for the new lot. (Please see Suggested Modification 1 09.) · 

• 3. Water Supply 

• 

A reliable water supply is the single most critical constr~int on new development in the 
North Coast. Separated from population centers by distance and rugged topography, the 
North Coast must rely on local streams for water. Unfortunately, the streams are small, 
their water storage basins are limited, and the effects of significant withdrawals on habitat 
values and the integrity of the aquifers are poorly documented. In addition, there is tight 
competition for scarce water supplies between agricultural and municipal users and the 

· maintenance of riparian/wetland species. With Cambria only 25% built-out, San Simeon 
Acres only 54% built-out, and with intensive visitor-serving at Hearst Ranch as yet unbuilt, 
this competition can be expected to intensify. 

This situation is exacerbated by the characteristics of the aquifers that supply water for 
urban and agricultural uses in the North Coast planning area. With the exception of Phelan 
and Chisholm Springs on the Hearst Ranch, water is supplied by wells that pump the 
underflow of the local creeks. Wells are presently located on Pico, San Simeon and Santa 
Rosa Creeks. Wells are planned on Arroyo de Ia Cruz to serve the proposed Hearst 
Resorts. The water is extracted from gravel and sand areas which underfy portions of the 
creeks -- generally the lower reaches of these water courses. The water bearing gravel and 
sand areas range in depth from a few feet to as much as 80' and do not extend any great 
distance beyond the creek channels . 

During the wet portion of the year, when the creeks are visibly flowing, these acquifers fill 
up with water. The maximum amount of water that can be absorbed into the acquifer is 
expressed as "usable storage." The filling up of a depleted or partially depleted aquifer is 
called "recharge". Typically, aquifers like these are recharged fairly quickly by the winter 
rains because they are not very large. If, however, winter rains are below average, the 
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acquifer may not recharge fully. Also, if storm flows down the creek are too rapid, the • 
surface water may discharge into the sea before the acquifer is fully recharged. In any 
event, once surface flows terminate for the year, there is no further recharge of the aquifer. 

Recharge of the north coast streams, of course, is influenced by the amount and timing of 
rainfall. Rainfall and the annt.J~(flow of the creeks vary greatly over time. For example, in 
1983, the annual flow at the upper gau·ge on Santa Rosa Creek was 21,300 AF, in 1985 it 
was 3,593 AF.12 According to a preliminary study done by USGS,13 in 1994 annual stream 
flows at this upstream gauge ranged from 244 AF to 27,800 AF for the thirty year period 
between 1959 and 1.989. On San Simeon Creek, annual discharge between 1971 and 
1989 ranged from 475 AF to 42,600 AF (page 100). The authors of the USGS report state 
that the relationship between flows and rainfall is linear. Rainfall in the planning area varies 
greatly from year to year, ranging from 10" per year to 40" for the period between July 1974 
to the present. · .. ·· ... ·. :t~t: · 

\":' < 

Because the North Coast aquifers are small and annual flows vary widely, reliance on 
"average" flows to determine water availability for a given year or years is not appropriate. 
For example, there were two straight years of drought in 1975 and 1976 when the aquifers 
did not fully recharge and water was simply not available. Efforts to pump the depleted 
aquifer on the Santa Rosa Creek resulted in subsidence and seawater intrusion as well as 
a de-watering of the lagoo~~ Jo avoid such overpumping. it is · more prudent to ba~~ 
anticipated extractions from both acquifers on low flow data to ensure a reliap_!e ~~!~_.·-~ .•. !)'_·······. . . 
supply. . · ·:"·~···:, 

Finally, all watef in storage in an aquifer is not available for use. Storage is a term which 
quantifies the total amount of water that can be physically absorbed into the geologic 
structure of an aquifer. The amount that can be removed without causing damage is 
termed the "safe yield". This amount will always be less than total storage. Some water 
must remain in the aquifer to support riparian and wetland habitat, to provide a barrier 
against salt-water intrusion and to avoid irreparable damage to the aquifer due to 
subsidence. Subsidence occurs when the aquifer is significantly overdrafted. When an 
aquifer subsides, the geologic structure (gravels, s1;mds, fines) is compressed, thus 
reducing the ability of the aquifer to store water. This process is irreversible. (Please see 
Exhibit 5 fora brief over-view of groundwater hydrology). · 

In summary, the North Coast Creeks accommodate vastly different flow levels, and have 
small aquifers which recharge quickly but can also be depleted quickly. Safe yield figures 
presently available are estimates based on an average rain year, and they have not fully 
considered impacts of such withdrawals on riparian and wetland habitats -- particularly 
during dry periods and drought years. 

Cambria . 
Water for the unincorporated town is supplied by the Cambria Community Services District 
(CCSD). The District boundaries include most of the land within the urban boundary 
defined in the LUP with the exception of a major portion of the 450 acre East-West Ranch. 
The District also serves (approximately 300 to 500) acres outside the urban boundary. 
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Cambria Community Services District's water is supplied from five wells which tap the 
underflow of San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks. 

Santa Rosa Creek 

Santa Rosa Creek winds through the town of Cambria, extending +13 miles from its 
headwaters in the Santa Lucia Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. The estimated safe yield of 
this creek is given in the North Co'ast update as 2260 acre feet (AF) per year based on a 
1994 preliminary study by the United States Geologic Survey.14 A review of this document 
does not, however, provide a definitive safe yield figure and although it includes 
information regarding existing water demand for agricultural and municipal uses, it does not 
factor in the water needs for the preservation of riparian and wetland habitats. 

CCSD has a permit from the State Water Resources Cont,rol Board to extract a maximum 
of 518 AF per year from Santa Rosa Creek. Of this total, only 260 AF a year can be 
extracted between May 1 and October 31. This summer limit has never been reached for 
two reasons, in times of plentiful streamflow, the District prefers to use water from San 
Simeon Creek because it is of much better quality and requires less treatment. In dry 
years, Santa Rosa Creek is incapable of supplying this amount of water. As an example, in 
the drought of 1976-77, less water than allocated by the State Water Resources Control 
Board could be withdrawn before the wells went dry. Overpumping during that period also 
caused significant subsidence, potentially damaging the ability of the aquifer to recharge. 
The water production table attached as Exhibit 6 demonstrates the preference for water 
from San Simeon Creek. 

Thus, in summary, while the Santa Rosa Creek safe yield of 2260 AF given on pg. 3-12 of 
the plan implies an adequate water supply to serve Cambria's needs, a closer look reveals 
that the basis for that number is not well grounded, does not consider impacts on habitat 
values, does not factor in the ability of the aquifer to actually produce water during a 
drought nor the potentially damaging effects of attempting to do so on the aquifer structure. 
Since development uses water on a year round basis and, in fact, water use in Cambria is 
up by 40% during the summer months, it is imperative that the water supply is sufficient to 
meet urban needs during these months and during periods of drought. Likewise, the 
protection of riparian and wetland habitat depends on a reliable and sustainable water 
supply (Please see ESHA Finding). 

San Simeon Creek 

San Simeon Creek, located two miles north of Cambria, is the preferred source of 
municipal water. This creek too has its headwaters in the Santa Lucia Range and flows 
westward for over nine miles to the Pacific Ocean. Safe yield for San Simeon Creek is 
estimated to be 900 acre feet in the North Coast Update. Similar to the figure for Santa 
Rosa Creek, this estimate relies on the 1994 USGS report and is subject to the same 
flaws. Riparian agricultural users in the basin consume approximately 450 AF per year. 
CCSD has a permit from the State Water Resources Control Board which allows the 
District to withdraw a maximum of 1230 AF per year. Of this total, only 370 AF may be 
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withdrawn during the dry period· which, in this case, is defined as that time between the 
cessation of surface run-off at the Palmer Flats Gaging Station and October 31, 1997. 
Typically this is a six or seven month period. The permit also requires the District to supply 
riparian users when municipal pumping lowers the aquifer to the point where riparian users 
pumps run dry (Board Order WR 88-14, October 1988). 

Several uncertainties exist with 'respect to the reliable, long term amount of water which 
can be supplied by San Simeon Creek. The first issue is the soundness of the 900 AF safe 
yield figure. It is unclear how this figure was determined and whether it was calculated to 
include a reservation of water for the preservation of riparian and wetland habitat. The 
changing water needs of senior, riparian users must also be addressed. These users have 
priority over appropriators such as CCSD and are thus entitled to be served before the 
District. They may also divert additional water if fallow, riparian fields are brought into 
production. Finally, the multiple disparities between estimated safe yield, water board 
allocations and current production are also of concern. One apparent conflict is that even if 
one one accepts an estimated safe yield of 900 acre feet, the existing State Water 
Resources Control Board permit allows one of the users, CCSD, to withdraw a maximum of 
1230 AF a year, 330 AF over safe yield not including existing riparian withdrawals. Another 
concern is that with the exception of 1991 extractions, the combined riparian and CCSD 
withdrawals have exceeded the estimated safe yield figure since 1980. In 1996, for 
example, CCSD withdrew 717 AF from San Simeon, riparian users withdrew +450 AF for a 
total of 1167 AF, 267 AF in excess of the estimated safe yield of 900 AF given in the plan. 
(Please see Exhibit 6, Water Production Records, CCSD.) 

Alternative Water Sources ana Management Options 

Due to the constraints and uncertainties which surround expanded water withdrawals or 
even continuation of existing levels of extraction from the Santa Rosa and San Simeon 
Creek basins, it is relevant to review alternative water sources for urban uses and planning 
tools for water management. Practically speaking, alternatives include construction of 
desalinization facilities, increased storage, water conservation and efficient water delivery 
systems. Reservoirs and imported water are also t~eoretical possibilities but due to 
potential environmental effects and costs are, in reality, less viable. 

Desalinization 

CCSD currently has a valid Coastal Permit to construct a desalinization plant capable of 
producing 1307 AF of water a year. According to a fy1ay 1997 fiscal analysis15 of plan 
alternatives and infrastructure costs, approximately 36% (412 AF) of Cambria's share of 
the new desalinization plant production is needed to cure existing service deficiencies. The 
District has agreed to share up to 161 AF a year of water with the San Simeon Community 
Services District to support new development in San Simeon Acres. A pipeline to transport 
this water has also been granted a· Coastal Development Permit. Thus a balance of 724 AF 

• 

• 

would be available for new development in Cambria. The approved desalinization facility • 
will be very expensive to build and operate, and the District has not begun construction. 
CCSD is currently looking into plan modifications which could significantlly reduce the cost 
of construction. It is anticipated that a decision on whether to proceed with the project will 
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be made within the next year. Desalinization thus appears to offer an achievable 
alternative to the existing water source particularly if construction costs can be reduced. 
Costs per acre foot of water are also comparable at $1500.00 an AF for desalinization and 
$1300.00 an AF for water extracted from the creeks. 

A privately owned and operated desalinization plant is proposed in the North Coast update 
to serve the planned subdivision . on the EastiVVest Ranch with water as an option to 
annexation and service by the Cambria Community Services District. County staff has 
indicated that the following planning standard provides for this method of water supply: 

Technology: Employ progressive measures that utilize new technology, are resource 
efficient and environmentally sound (Standard K, 7-59). 

Only a portion of the EastiVVest Ranch is located within the Urban Service Line (USL) of 
Cambria. Most of the property, the West Ranch, is not in the USL and has not been 
annexed into the Cambria Community Services District. Development of the Ranch for 
residential use is considered urban infill because it is surrounded on all three land sides by 
existing urban uses. 

Increased Storage 
Storing water during times of plenty is another way to augment supply. As previously 
discussed, reliable withdrawal from the creeks is most problematic during the dry period of 
the year -- generally between May and October and during cyclical droughts. At the same 
time water use jumps by 40% during the summer months.16 In the winter, however, most 
years, thousands of acre feet of water course down San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks 
to empty into the sea. A substantial amount of this water could be diverted "to urban use, at 
no harm to habitat values, if adequate storage was available. Currently, CCSD has the 
ability to store only one million gallons (+3 AF) for operating flexibility and fire protection, 
barely enough to satisfy one days use during the summer peak periods. 

Water Conservation 
A method to stretch an existing, finite water supply is to initiate an aggressive, 
comprehensive water conservation program. Beginning in 1990,· CCSD fielded a retrofit 
program to replace old plumbing fixtures with lower use modern ones. As stated i.n the 
January 1997 report to the CCSD Board: 

The purpose of the Program is to allow for additional new construction, but at the 
same time reduce overall water use in the District. This is done by installing low flow 
plumbing devices in existing homes, installing water saving agricultural irrigation 
systems, entering into water exchange agreements and constructing new water 
supply projects. By doing so existing water supplies are utilized more efficiently 
allowing for the surplus to be used for new construction. In adopting the Retrofit 
Program the Board of Directors established a savings goal of 2 to 1. This means 
that each applicant wishing to construct a new house is required to save enough 
water to cover his or her house plus one other. For example1 under the existing 
ordinance an applicant constructing a new home on a large lot (more than 8000 
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square feet) must provide wa.ter savings equiv~lent to the retrofitting of at least 17 
two bathroom homes in order to meet the current 2 to 1 requirement, or pay a 
corresponding in-lieu fee of 17 times $550.00, or. $91350. 

As of January 1, 1997, 1,693 residential structures have had low flow plumbing 
fixtures installed under the, District's Retrofit Program. An additional 472 houses 
have been retrofitted under the District's Retrofit on Resale Program and 299 
houses under the provisions for New Construction and Remodeling. There are 2, 410 
homes that have been retrofitted and it is estimated that there are approximately 
1,100 existing houses still available for retrofit in Cambria. 

A more conservative retrofit to new construction formula is suggested in the report to the 
CCSD Board (pg. 6) as !ollows: 

Table 3: Modified Retrofitted Residential Water Usage Comparison* 

Average Number of Units Used Per Household (Bi-Monthly): 

1989/90 

1995196 

· .. 12. 5 Units ** (A unit of water 
is· 7 48 gallons) • 

11.01 Units 

* Excludes users who consume two or Jess units and 41 or 
more units per billing period and all homes not known to 
be retrofitted to District retrofit standards. · 

· ** 1989190 Base Year Average (i.e., all users) 

As a result there is a 0.5 unit (±370 gallons) per residential 
household difference between a retrofitted and non-retrofitted 
home based on 1995196 .data. The 0.5 units can be 
established as the amount of water saved for each 
Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) retrofitted. In taking the most 
conservative approach to determine the required 2 to 1 ratio 
established in the District Ordinance the ·following formula 
could be used: 

(Estimated New Use divided by Units Saved) x 2 = Savings 
Goal of 2 to 1 

(11.01 Units divided by0.5 Units) x 2 = 44 Units 

Thus, the equivalent of 44 houses (EDU's) would need to be 
retrofitted to save twice the amount of water a new house 
would require under this formula. In 1996 the average 
number of points required under the Program is equivalent to 
13.5 houses. 

Given either of these figures, 44 retrofits of existing homes to allow one new home, or 17 
retrofits to allow one new home, it appears that the life of the program is limited due to the 
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finite (11 00) number of non-retrofitted homes. At the 44:1 ratio, 25 new homes could be 
accommodated. At a 17:1 ratio, 64 new homes could be built. The effectiveness of the ) 
program to actually result in no net gain of water demand is also greatly limited by the 
option of the potential new home builder to pay an in-lieu fee of $550.00 a poinf rather than 
negotiate the retrofitting of existing homes. Since the institution of the in-lieu option in 
1994, 85% of the applicants have opted to pay the fee rather than retrofit. According to the 
January 1997 report to the CCSD Board, most of this money collected in 1996 was used to 
pay expenses associated with designing the desalinization facilities and obtaining permits 
for its construction. The District is currently re-assessing the in-lieu fee program and may 
decide not to continue it. The net- effect of this program to date seems to be at least a 
slowing down of increased water use rather than maintenance (or reduction) of the status 
quo. 

The District also has completed a program to repair and replace aged, leaking pipes. Prior 
to completion of this program in 1987, up to 30% of water produced had been lost to 
leakage. This remedial work is, however, a one time event in that it does not lower 
demand, it simply reduced waste between production and delivery. Post-1988 production 
figures are by comparison much more likely to relate closely to actual use. 

CCSD has, as can be seen from the preceding discussion, attempted to augment and 
conserve the existing water supplies. The leak detection and repair program has been 
quite successful in saving water, the retrofit program less so -- particularly since the 
introduction of the in-lieu fee option in 1994. Construction of the desalinization plant is 
stalled but offers a potential for a meaningful addition to existing supplies. (Please see 
Exhibit 7, correspondence from CCSD describing existing and proposed programs.) 

In the meantime, the January 1997 report to the District notes that water use in both 
conventionally plumbed and retrofitted homes is on the rise as is water use for commercial 
activities. The report notes that even so, water use (based apparently on production 
figures) is still lower than it was in 1988. 

Management 

Another method to address limited water supplies is to manage new urban growth so that 
development does not outstrip available services. San Luis Obispo County has chosen two 
traditional planning methods to limit urban growth -- a Growth Management Ordinance 
which limits the number of new residential units in Cambria to 125 a year and a Resource 

. Management System which monitors essential services and can theoretically halt 
development when defined thresholds of severity are reached. (NCAP pg. 3-7 et seq.) 

The Growth Management limitations on the number of new units which can be constructed 
in Cambria in a given year is insufficient to address the problem of a very limited and 
unreliable water supply. The program simply slows down the effects of the increasing 
disparity between water supply and demand, but does not address the root problem 
presented by a scarce but essential service. 

The Resource Management System (RMS) offers a better tool for phasing new 
development with adequate services because it provides an. objective standard for 
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determining when services and development are _poorly matched. The RMS has three 
levels of Resource Severity constraints relative to water, sewer, roads, schools and air 
quality. Level One is an "early warning" threshold that indicates a particular service or 
resource will be inadequate to support a specific, planned level of development in the 
future. Level Two warns that an identified service or resour~e will be depleted before more 
capacity can be obtained. Level Two calls for fairly immediate action to increase capacity 
or slow down additional demands on the service. Level Three is the most severe situation. 
This level occurs when the capacity of an identified service or resource to serve 
development has been met or is exceeded. At this level, the LUP states that action may be 
needed to protect basic public health and safety. · 

In Cambria, water is one of the services listed as having already-passed Level Three 
severity by 1995 when the chart was last updated. The reason water is shown as a Level 
Three constraint is because there is not now an adequate, reliable water supply sufficient 
to serve the development that presently exists during a dry or drought year. Indeed, some 
local observers believe there is inadequate water to accommodate a normal rainfall year. 
(Please see Exhibit 8, correspondence to Commission from William Bianchi, received 
November 24, 1997.) In any event, the County acknowledges that the water supply is 
problematic existing levels of development. This level of constraint of an essential service 
might seem to imply .that it would be prudent to stop new development until additional 
capacity could be obtained. The RM$ program allows, but does not require, the County to 
reduce or eliminate new development in this situation. The County has thus far not taken 
this step. 

Conformance with Coastal Act Policies 
As the preceding analysis suggests, the proposed amendment is inconsistent with Coastal 
Act policies because it provides for continued urban development that .cannot be supported 
by existing water supplies. Estknates of available water to serve new development are 
based on incomplete information and do not analyze the impacts of water withdrawals on 
riparian/wetland habitats or agricultural activities as required by the Coastal Act (Sections 
30240, 30241(e) and 30231). Programs, like the RMS, which could ensure that new 
development is allowed only when adequate services are available to support it, are not 
mandatory and have not been voluntarily implemented.. · 

In order to find the proposed updated LUP consistent with the Coastal Act, the updated 
water section must be re-written to more accurately describe the nature of the aquifer and 
the need for a more thorough study to determine. safe yield. To ensure that additional water 
withdrawals for municipal uses will not adversely impact the coastal resources of 
riparian/wetland habitats and agriculture, a planning standard must be added to Chapter 
7,C, Cambria Urban Area Standards (pg. 7·47 et seq.) which provides for a moratorium on 
all new development which would be served with water from either of these sources unless 

• 

• 

a variety of performance standards are met over the next three years to ensure that coastal • 
resources are adequately protected. 

As specified in Suggested Modification 107, basic performance standards that should be 
met include the preparation of an lnstream Flow Management Study to determine the 
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• water needs of riparian and wetland species living in Santa Rosa and San Simeon Creeks; 
and the development and implementation of a water production strategy that is capable of 
serving the development provided for in the plan. This standard includes re-use of 
wastewater, water supply other than from the creeks and reduction of build-out. 

• .Finally, the County has a reasonably effective set of policies for water management for 
existing lots. However, the provision of water for the East-West Ranch is unsatisfactory, 
particularly the proposal for a private desalination plant. In previous actions, the 
Commission has found that the provision of essential services in urban areas should be 
undertaken by public (or private) utility purveyors for an entire service area rather than 
individualized utilities cqnstructed to serve a single project. The following excerpt from the 
adopted Findings for the 1995 LCP amendment to the Santa Barbara Coastal Plan outlines 
the rationale for this determination: 

. 
Private desalination facilities also raise the basic policy question of the effect of 
allowing the proliferation of privately owned and operated water supply facilities on 
the ability to comprehensively plan for the provision and essential public services. 

•• / 

Additional questions raised by private desalination facilities include the ability of a 
private homeowners association to operate and be accountable for complex 
desalination operations to mitigate impacts, adequately respond to and cleanup 
potential spills of hazardous chemicals, enforce operation limitations and in general 
maintain control and long-term operation of the facilities. These include concerns 
about the homeowners capability over the long term to successfully operate the 
facility without the need for an established water purveyor to step in and operate the 
system or provide alternative water supplies should the association facilities fail. The 
Commission has developed a discussion paper which addresses these and other 
coastal issues related to the development of desalination facilities. 

• 

Two of the fundamental questions raised by the proposal to use private desalination 
facilities are: the potential precedent such a facility generates for inducing unlimited 
growth based upon a technically unlimited supply of water; and the further 
fragmentation of public utility services, and related tendency toward scattering public 
work facilities, and their related impacts, rather than consolidating them as stipulated 
in Coastal Act Section 30260. Proliferation of desal facilities where consolidation is 
feasible, whether private or public, is inconsistent with the requirements of PRC 
Section 30260. 

Consolidation and expansion of existing public desalination facilities will help to 
successfully operate the complex technology and reduce or mitigate potential 
impacts resulting from such facilities. The success of desalination facilities is also 
more likely when operated by established water purveyors. serving large geographic 
bases and a larger rate-paying pool as compared to a private homeowners 
a~sociation with limited funds and expertise to manage such complex operations. 
The experience of small private water purveyors depending upon small industrial 
desalination facilities and water wells in the Goleta/Santa Barbara area and other 
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areas in the coastal zone has demonstrated the difficulties of sustained operation of 
such facilities. 

Since the GWD's service district boundaries include the Goleta Community Plan 

• 
planning area and a desalination facility is available to provide desalinated water to 
the GWD by contract, private desalination ·facilities are not currently appropriate. ->·····"<"'·· 
Region-wide provision of desalination facilities, prevents proliferation of smaller 
individual desalination facilities, thereby reducing cumulative impacts on coastal 
resources, including marine resources, created by individual facilities. A region-wide 
approach $Upports the Commission's consolidation policy, Section 30260, which 
encourages coastai-dependent industrial facilities, such as portions of desalination 
facilities, as determined on a case by case basis. These facilities are encouraged to 
expand within existing sites so long as they are designed to permit reasonable long 
term growth consistent with the Coastal Act and certified LCP. 

It should be noted that the Commission has allowed a private desal facility on Santa 
Catalina Island. That facility, however, was consolidated with an Edison electrical 
power facility and there is no municipal or public water system at that location. The 
circumstances on Santa Catalina Island were thus different in important respects 
from those in the Goleta Planning Area." 

As discussed earlier; in addition to the area already within the Cambria Urban Services .•. 
Line (USL), there are appro)c'imately 300 acres (18 parcels) of the East/West Ranch that 
are riot within the USL but are surrounded by urban development. (Please see Exhibit 9.) 
This site is a logical urban infill area and is currently designated for a maximum of 340 
residential units in the Certified North Coast Plan. The plan update reduces the maximum 
unit count to 265. If this site develops at an urban density as anticipated by its' owners, it 
will require urban service$ and must be included within the urban service line. The creation 
of isolated pockets of urban level development outside of the urban boundary is 
inconsistent with Coastal Act Policy 30250 which supports the location of urban uses in 
urban areas. The North Coast update requires that this site be brought into the urban 
service area if it is subdivided into more than 35 . lots. (Standard 11 B, page 7 -60) 
Subsequent annexation into the Cambria Community Services District is, however, optional 
for any development scenario on the West Ranch (Standards 118, C, D, pg. 7-60). 

The Plan anticipates that if the CCSD does not annex the West Ranch it could obtain its 
water supply from a private desalinization plant. This proposal is inconsistent with Coastal 
Act policies and the Commission's action in similar planning situation~ in the past. 
Therefore, the NCAP should be modified to prohibit the use of single project desalinization 
plants (see Modification 109). An alternative method of water supply, other than CCSD, is 
by new wells on the lower reaches of Santa Rosa Creek which curves through the' north-
east· corner of the West Ranch. Correspondence from representatives of the East:N\fest 
Ranch state that they hold a pre-1914 appropriative right to the creek waters and would be 
entitled to 186 AF a year based on past ranch use. The letter goes on to ~ay that while this • 
appropriative right exists, they would prefer to be served by water from a desalinization 
plant and not exercise their appropriative right. 17 
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Based on the discussion and conclusions reached in the earlier analysis of the productivity 
of Santa Rosa Creek, additional withdrawals from this creek are problematic. The use of 
water from Santa Rosa Creek to serve the domestic needs of development on the 
EastiVVest Ranch is simply not a realistic option at this time. Therefore, if the West Ranch 
is to be subdivided and developed as proposed in the North Coast Update, the plan must 
be modified to require inclusion within the Urban Service Line and annexation to Cambria 
Community Services District so that water service and wastewater treatment service can 
be provided to accommodate the urban development. (Please see Suggested Modification 
115.} 

Finally, in order to achieve consistency with Coastal Act Sections 30260 and 30250', a new, 
areawide standard is needed that requires that desalinization plants serve urban intensity 
development within or in close proximity to existing urban areas must be owned and 
operated by a public agency. (see Suggested Modification 1 09.) Planning standard 9K 
(pg. 7-59) for development on the EastiVVest Ranch also should be clarified to preclude 
private desalinization facilities (see Suggested Modification 114) and Standard 108, C and 
D (pg. 7-59) must be revised to require annexation to Cambria Community Services District 
prior to approval of further subdivision of the property (Please see Suggested Modification 
115.} Companion changes to Standard 11 8, C and D relevant to CCSD annexation and 
the table on pg. 7-64 are also required (pg. 7-60). (see Suggested Modification 116) . 

on Acres 
San Si eon Acres is a smal atel!ite community cated approximately 1.5 iles north of 
Cam 1a. The current popu ion is 250 and the nd area within the urba oundary is 80 
acr . Land use in San imeon Acres is ab t evenly divided betwe visitor servi 

mercia! retail and lti-family residential signations. According t ounty estima s, 
the village is approxi tely 50% built out. n Simeon Acres provide services for vi ors 
to nearby Hearst C tie and thus a varie of motels, restaurants a other retail ve tures 
geared toward the oastal visitor have d eloped over the years si ce the land was split off 
the Hearst Ranc for this purpose in the 1940's. 

San Sime n Community Se ices District (SSCSD) provides domestic water to San 
Simeon res (pg. 3-34). T · district obtains its ater from two wells hich tap the under
flow of ico Creek, locat on the north edg of town. The safe eld of Pico Creek 's 
estim ed at 130 acre f t (AF) a year base on preliminary stu 1es undertaken by e 
DeP, ment of Water esources in the 195 s. The North Coas Plan acknowledge the 
u ertainty of this fi re because it requir that a study to de rmine safe yield m t be 
undertaken when ter extractions reach 40 AF a year (pg. 114). Given the pre inary 
quality of these s dies, their age and t fact that effects o abitat were not co idered, 
the resulting sa yield must be viewe with caution. Curre withdrawals from co Creek 
total 102 AF AF for urban use, AF for agricultural emand). According the North 
Coast upda , San Simeon Acre ater supply was equate through· 19 (pg. 3-1.35). 
Since that me a moratorium on ew construction tha required water ser/ e has been i 
effect. C servation and a pro 1bition on outdoor w er use has also b n necessary 
mainta· existing levels of velopment. Buildout of San Simeon res propose a 
population of +1229 people, an increase of +500% over the existing number of residents. 



Appendix A. Suggested Modifications. 

Monterey Pines _or Coast live oaks from local (Cambria area) disease-free 
indigenous stock. If available, pitch canker resistant strains shall be sp§cified. 

J... G. Minimum parcel size. Minimum parcel sizes for new land divisions shall be 
according to Figure 7-12." 

~107 
pg. 7-48 Cambria Urban Area 'Communitywide Planning Standard 3.8. Revise as 
follows: "Limitation on residential construction gf newdevelgpment served by CCSP. +J.1e 
maximum number of EQr residentialpermits, the maximum number shall not exceed those 
allowed by the _County's Growth Management Plan shall ngt exceed up to a maximum of 
125 per year until January j. 2001. If. on that date the fgllgwing perfc>rmance standards 
·have ngt been met no further develgpment of any type which relies Qn water supplied b)! 
San Simeon or Santa Rosa Creeks will be permitted. 

• The completion of an instream flgw management study for Santa Rosa and San 
Simeo·n Creek which determines that additignal withdrawals tg suppgrt an identified 
amount Qf new develgpment Will nQt adversely affect·riparian and wetland habitats Or 
agricultural activities. Prior to the apprgval Qf any permits for new develgpment after 
January 1. 2001. the findings of this study must be approved by the County and 
incorporated into the LCP. 

• 

v- • Th~ cgmpletiQn of a water. management strategy which· includes water consevation, 
reuse Qf wastewater. alternative water supply (desalinization). and pgtentia! off stream ' <. 
impoundments. The amgunt of new development shall be limited to the amount qf 
water supplied by the jmplementatign gf the strategy. The recgmmengations gf the 
strategy shall be approved by the County and fncgrporated iotQ the LCP. 

• The Cgunty ang CCSP shall cogperate tQ place a lgt reguctiQn ballgt measure befgre 
the Cambria electgrate." ' 

108 
pg. 7-48. Cambria Urban Area Communitywide Planning Standard 3.C.2. To clarify 
the parameters for CCSD service to proposed development outside the USL or URL, 
modify Communitywide Cambria Urban Area Standard 3.C.2, as follows: 

2. Prior to May 13, 1997, the proposed development 

a. The site gf the pmpgsed development 
W was within the CCSD's boundary and had a commitment to 
being served according to the district's regulations, and 

b. The site of the' proposed development W 
b.ad basic infrastructure for the required service in place, and 

North Coast Area Plan Update 
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c. 

d. 

Tbe site of the proposed development W 
was in conformance with the Local Coastal Program, including 
allowable uses, a.M densities, and minimum parcel size. and 
I he proposed development w will cluster 
building sites and provide for permanent open space protection 
in close proximity to the URUUSL in locations consistent with 
the Critical Viewshed Standards. · and shall provide for 
permanent open space protection for that part of the property 
outside of the allowable building envelope. 

MOD\Fl~\tOIJ lOq ...... 109 
pg. 7-49 Cambria Urban Area Communitywide Standard 3. 
standards onpage 7-49: 

• / "'"' 

• 

110. 

Add the following new 

D. New Residential Subdivisions. All new residential lots. 7500 sq. ft. or smaller, 
shall be required to permanently retire an equivalent area (expressed in square 
footage) of· existing lots in the East and West Lodge Hill and Park Hill planning 

· areas. No more than one retired lot per transaction can be located on slopes 
greater than 25%. New lots over 7500 sq. ft. in size shall retire existing lots which 
total 7500 sq. ft. in size. Proof of the required retirement shall be submitted prior to 
recordation of the final parcel or subdivision map. Retired sites sha!! be covered by 
a recorded open space or conservation easement to prohibit development in 
perpetuity. Easements may be held by the County or the County may grant them tQ 
anQther public agency. · · 

E Desalinization plants. Desaliniation plants constructed tQ serve new 
·development within the service boundaries of the CCSD shall only be permitted if 
owned and operated by the CCSD. Private desalinization plants to serve a single 
project or any fraction of the district are prohibited. 

pg. 7-50: Cambria Urban Area Communitywide Standard 6. Modify Standard 6 to 
include a new Standard A, delete Standard B, and reletter the remaining Standards, as 
follows: · 

A No new development. except for public services. shall be approved in the flood 
hazard area within the Cambria USL as shown on the County's official land use and 

· combining . designation maps until a comprehensive flood analysis and 
management plan is certified as an amendment to the LCP and is implemented. 
The purpose of the flood analysis and management plan is to limit floQdjog of the 
West Village. frQm Santa Rosa Creek at the southeasterly edge of the Mid-State 
Bank property to the Windsor Boulevard bridge. in a manner that is consistent with 

North Coast Area Plan Update 
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1991 RESOURCltSEvERITY LEVELS & . PbPULA TION THRESHOLDS 
NORTH COAST PLANNING AREA 

LEVELS OF SEVERITY (1 I 

HWAGE TREATMENT 

CAMBRIA (4) 

SAN SIMEON ACRES (5) 

SCHOOLS 

CAMBRIA GRAMMAR (7) 

SANTA LUCIA MIDDLE (7) 

COAST UNION HIGH (6) 

AJR QUALITY (8) * • • (8) 

ROADS/CIRCULATION 

HIGHWAY 1 {9) • • .. * * 

MAIN ST., CAMBRIA * .. * • 

NOTES: Data from 1990 Census~ and B' County Annual Resource Summary Report. 

• LBVEL OF SEVERlTY FOR CATEGORY All.UiADY PASSED. 

(8) 

* 

• 

(1) DATE AND PROJECTED POPULATION BASED ON 1990 CENSUS DATA. Z.3% ANNUALGROWI'H RATE EQUIVALENT TO WSTORIC 
GROWIH RATE. 

(2) SAN SIMEON AND SANTA ROSA CREEKS Aim PRIMARY WATER BASINS. JIUS.Si.'r:mu:t¥ :uil'il i iS'tP4Al:m:> :W 1$1110 Wlilli 
u;u:m. II, 1il7!1' BECAUSE OF REOCCURRING DRY SEASON SHORTAGES, OVERAlL RMS LBVEL ISm. 

(3) 

(4) 

(S) TREATMENT~ AT IJ." OF CAPACITY. SINCE COMPLETION OF IUSTROAT PROGRAM. 

(6) SCHOOL SERVES OTHER AlmAS O}i NOR'IH COAST AND ES'fERO PLANNING AREAS. LEVEL m POPULATION nmESHOIDS ARE: 
CAMBRIA. 7,6.50; CAYUCOS, 4010; lWRAL NOR'IH COAST, 1,240 

(7) CAMBRIA SniDENTS ONLY. 

(8) AIR QUAUTY FOR EN1IRB COUNTY IS LEVEL D, 75" OF 1HIU!SHOLD LEVEL. NO ESTIMATE. FOR RMS LEVEL m. 

BASED ON CAL TRANS 1!S11MATBS OF LEVEL OF SERVICE 'D', WITH LEVEL DECUNING TO 'E', IN SUMMER MONlHS. 

NoRm CoAST UPDATE 
DECEMBER 1996 

3-9 SERVICES & REsoURCES 

BoARD RECOMMENDED DRAFr 

~ .1. 
). 
i). 

j 

• 


