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CITY OF PISMO BEACH

Community Development Department

760 Mattie Road, Pismo Beach, California 93449
(805) 773-4658 / Fax (805) 773-4684

November 16, 2010

"_CERTIFIED MAIL # -7007-2560-0001-5809-0413

California Coastal Commission U.S. Postal Service r, :
725 Front Street, Suite 300 - CERTIFIED MAIL., RECEIPT |

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 2 _(Domestic Mail Only; No Insurance Coverage Provided) . -

ATTN: Madeline Cavalieri

» o

Notice of | = S AN

by the City of Pism 3 . Postage | $ M
on a Project located within Certifled Fes I | 0,

Applicant Info: (E"dggémm:mz%? ' W POOSImark

'\ Erdoreamens ety Fas -V
Name: KOLIGIAN VAUGHN M JR & MAK Y Postage & Fecs | § ’ “‘LO 747' ﬂl&}g'

Address: 5660 N VAN NESS BLVD FRESN,_ - I — '

all

Telephone: (559) 432-5660 Nl S anmm

Project No: PM08-0163

Site Address: 140 ADDIE p—— _
APN # 005-163-029 B S5 Réverse for Insiructions

Project Summary: Appeal of the August 24, 2010 Planning Commission approval of project 08-0163; A i
Coastal Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, Architectural Review and
Adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for site preparation, demolition of a
portion of the 136 Addie which extends on to the 140 Addie Street property, utility
and right of way improvements, construction of a site access bridge structure and a
3,651 sf duplex structure on raised pilings.

Date of Action: 10/19/2010
Action: Denied

. CC Reso 2010-065

. PC Reso PC-2010-30

. CC Staff Report 10/19/10
. CC Minutes 10/19/10

. PC Staff Report 8/24/10

. PC Supplemental 8/24/10
. PC Minutes 8/24/10

. Correspondence

. Public Hearing Notices
10. Plans

Appeal Status: Appealable

{ State, Zipid

Attachments:

O©CONOOADMWN=-

NOTE: Appealable to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30503. An aggrieved person may
appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within ten working days following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice.
Any appeal of this action must be filed in writing to the Coastal Commission using forms obtainable from the Santa Cruz-
district office at the address identified above.
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RESOLUTION NO. R-2010-065

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PISMO BEACH
UPHOLDING THE AUGUST 24, 2010 PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF
PROJECT 08-0163; A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT, ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION FOR SITE PREPARATION, DEMOLITION OF A PORTION OF THE
136 ADDIE WHICH EXTENDS ON TO THE 140 ADDIE STREET PROPERTY,
UTILITY AND RIGHT OF WAY IMPROVEMENTS, CONSTRUCTION OF A SITE
ACCESS BRIDGE STRUCTURE AND A 3,651 SQUARE FOOT DUPLEX
STRUCTURE ON RAISED PILINGS

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2010, the Pismo Beach Planning Commission held a duly
noticed public hearing and approved project 08-0163, which included a Coastal
Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit , Architectural Review and Mitigated
Negative Declaration for site preparation, demolition of a portion of the 136 Addie which
extends on to the 140 Addie Street property, utility and right of way improvements,
construction of a site access bridge structure and a 3,651 s.f. duplex structure on raised
pilings; and

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2010, Gordon Hensley, on behalf of Coastkeeper
(appeliant) appealed the Plannmg Commission approval of project 08-0163, and

WHEREAS, on October 19, 2010, the City Council held public hearing to hear the
September 8, 2010 appeal.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Pismo
Beach hereby upholds the August 24, 2010 Planning Commission approval of Project
No. 08-0163 (Coastal Development Permit, Architectural Review, Conditional Use
Permit and Mitigated Negative Declaration) with the following findings:

1. The building height complies with City standards: The 32.5' building
height proposal meets building height requirement specified by General
Plan/Local Coastal Plan Policy D2a and Zoning Code/Local Coastal Land
Use Program section 17.102.010.

2. The project provides views under the building to Pismo Creek and the
ocean - Project condition B4 specifies removal of the chain link fencing to
provide compliance with General Plan/Local Coastal Plan Policy D2c. Further,
the permit authorization clearly strikes the inclusion of said fencing.

3. As conditioned, the project complies with General Plan/Local Coastal
Plan Policy CO-21.

Resolution No. R-2010-065 T
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4. Compliance with required project mitigations, the project provides
sensitive habitat protection and compliance with Public Resources
Code 30240 — The project Mitigated Negative Declaration Initial Study
Mitigation Measure 4a-c requires the structure to be at least 25 feet from the
ESHA (environmentally sensitive habitat) edge. The Initial Study, response
letters to Coastal Commission, and California Department of Parks and
Recreation comments substantiate consideration of past and future site
conditions evaluated in past biological surveys, historic aerial photos and
increases in tidal surge potential in the future consistent with CEQA
Guideline section 15144 on forecasting.

5. The project evaluation complies with CEQA Guidelines section 15125
defining the basis for environmental analysis as being the conditions as they
are present on the site at the time the environmental review is conducted, in
this case, the date of the circulation of the Initial Study and draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration in 2008.

6. The project is consistent with General Plan/Local Coastal Plan Policy S-
9 (3) with Mitigation measure 8g and project condition B4 compliance

7. The preparation and circulation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) is consistent with California Code of Regulations 15074 and
15074.1 identifying the authority of an approving agency to add new or
changed mitigation measures to a proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration.
The Planning Commission’s determination not to require changes to the
project based on comment letters received does not invalidate the approval of
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Planning commission’s action was
consistent with the mandate of the CEQA Guidelines section 16074(b) to
consider the entire record and make an independent judgment in approving
the project.

8. Changes. to the MND lInitial Study (IS} meet the standards and
requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15073.5 because new or
increased impacts were not added and the new information did not raise
“new issues not covered in the original IS.

9. An EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064 is not required for
Project 08- 0163 thus an evaluation of alternate sites is not required

10.Public Resources Code section 30101 regarding a “Coastal Dependent
Development” does not apply to 140 Addie Street. The Pismo Beach
General Plan/Local Coastal Plan identifies this area in Policy LU-K-3.4 as an
area where a variety of permitted and conditionally permitted development
may occur.

Resolution No. R-2010-065 > Exhipit 7
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UPON MOTION OF Councilmember Higginbotham seconded by
Councilmember Waage the foregoing resolution was passed, approved and
adopted by the City Council of the City of Pismo Beach this 19" day of
October 2010, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: 3
NOES: 0
ABSENT: 2
ABSTAIN: 0

Approved:

" Resolution No. R-2010-065

Councilmembers: Higginbotham, Waage, Reiss

Councilmembers: Vardas, Ehring

Attgst:

iy Colborn, MINIC
Llerk

3 Exhibit 7
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 4 of 156



RESOLUTION NO: R-PC-2010-0030

A Resolutlon of the Planning Commission of the City of Pismo Beach
: - Approving Project No. 08-0163
Mltlgated Negative Declaration, Coastal Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit
and Architectural review for a 3,651 s.f. duplex at
' 140 Addle Street; APN: 005-1 63-029

WHEREAS, Vaughn Kohglan ("Appllcant“) has submltted an appllcatlon to the City of Pismo
Beach for a Mitigated Negative Declaration, Coastal Development, Conditional Use Permit,
Architectural review at 140 "Addie Street property, - including right of way improvements,
construction of a site access bridge structure a 3,651 s.f. duplex on raised plllngs ‘and fencing
on the front yard perimeter; and- ;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticed public hééring on August 10, 2010,
at which all interested persons were given the opportunity to be heard.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by fhe Planning Commission of the City of Pismo

Beach, California approves the 140 Addie 3,651 s.f. duplex project and related improvements
with the following findings:

A. FINDINGS REQUIRED FOR THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
(CEQA)

1.;_ The project consists of demolition of an existing residence and construction of a 3,651
s.f. duplex located within the urban areas of the City, and on a site zoned for residential -
development.

2. There'are no site constraints that have otherwise not been addressed within the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project could have a significant effect on the
environment; however, there will not be any significant effect in this case because mitigation
measures described. in the Mitigated Negative Declaration have been added to reduce any
imp act to less than significant.. :

3. The Mitigation and Monitoring program attached to the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
has been reviewed and determined to be adequate in mitigating or avoiding potentlally
significant environmental effects. _

4, The public hearing and issuance of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project
has been adequately noticed and advertised, to the provisions of Sections 15072, 15073, and
15074 of the CEQA guidelines.and California Government Code Sections 65090, 65091, and
65095. , . ‘

B.  FINDINGS FOR LOT COVERAGE INTERPRETATION: Lot coverage is defined in the
Zoning Code as “Lot coverage by buildings.  The coverage of a lot by all portions of the

Exhibit 7
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building, either at or above ground level, including garages, carports and cantllever portions of
the building excluding roof overhangs, eves or similar architectural extensions.” (17.006.0680)

Because no portion of the building nor the driveway to the building can be constructed on the
sand — the platform for that portion of the structure used for living and parking cars ‘is
considered the footprint of the lot for purposes of determining lot coverage.

C. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW PERMIT:

1. The project improvements conform to the publlc access and public recreation policies of
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30220) of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

2. The new duplex development and related lmprovements are appropriate in size so as to
be compatible with the adjacent structures.

3. The architectural and general appearance of the development is in keeping with the
character of the neighborhood. The proposed 3,651 s.f. duplex and related improvements are
com patible with the visual quality and character of the surrounding area and are compatible
with the immediate neighborhood.

4, The proposed 3,651 s.f. duplex with related improvements is consistent with the
General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and General Plan Land Use category of Mixed Use
Residential. '

5. The proposed 3,651 s.f. duplex with related improvements is compatible with the nearby
existing uses and is not detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort and general welfare
of persons residing or working in the surrounding area of the proposed project.

6. The site is physically suitable for construction of project improvements to provide
support for a duplex.

7. The proposed 3,651 s.f. duplex with related improvements is in keeping with the
character of the surrounding area composed of hotels, single-family residences, vacation
rentals and residential condominiums, and is consistent with the zoning of the project site.

8. The proposed 3,651 s.f. duplex with related improvements will not be detrimental to the
orderly development of improvements in the surrounding area, and will not be detrimental to
the orderly and harmonious development of the City.

9. The proposed 3,651 s.f. duplex with related improvements will not impair the desirability
of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.

10.  The proposed project will not significantly alter existing natural landforms.
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" CHai#han Mark Burnes

The Planning Commission does hereby approve a Mitigated Negative Declaration as
attached hereto as Attachment 1 and a Coastal Development Permit, Conditional Use’
Permit and Architectural Review attached hereto as Attachment 2.
UPON MOTION of Commissioner John Sorgenfrei, seconded by Commissioner DJ White
the foregoing Resolution is hereby approved and adopted the 24" of August, 2010 by the
following roll call vote, to wit;

AYES: Commissibners John Sorgenfrei, David Jewell and Vice-Chair DJ White |

NOES: Commissioner Alice Mueller and Chairman Mark Burnes

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: None

ATTEST:

Elsa Perez, Planning(t);mm@ion Secretary
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Attachment 1
Mitigated Negative Declaration

APPLICANT.: Vaughn Koligian c/o Steve Puglisi
ADDRESS: 583 Dana Street
San Luis Obispo Ca 93401
TELEPHONE NO: (805) 595-1964
PROJECT LOCATION: 140 Addie Street, Pismo Beach
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Site preparation, demolition of a portion of the 136 Addie

which extends on to the 140 Addie Street property, utility and right of way improvements,
Construction of a site access bridge structure and a 3,651 s.f. duplex structure on raised

pilings , Chaindinkfencing;-property-side-and-rear-perimeter (stricken by Plannmg
Commission 8/24/201 0) and front yard fencing and a duplex in the' Coastal Zone. *

FINDING:

The City of Pismo Beach has reviewed the above project in accordance with the City's Rules
and Procedures for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, and has
determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be prepared because:

[X] Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
mitigation measures described on the attached Initial Study are hereby made

part of this Mitigated Negative Declaration and have been added to the
Project.

[X] On the basis of the whole record before it, there is no substantial evidence
that the Project may have a significant effect on the environment.

[ X] When considering the record as a whole, there is no evidence before the City
of Pismo Beach that the project will have the potential for an adverse effect
on wildlife resources or the habitat on which the wildlife depends.

[X] The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project reflect the
independent judgment and analysis of the Pismo Beach Planning
Commission,

" The City of Pismo Beach has determined that minor changes to the Project Description and changes to mitigation measures

in the attached revised IS dated July 28, 2010 do not meet the CEQA Guideline section 15073.5 standard for recirculation of
the 1S/ MND.
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The Initial Study which provides the basis for this determination is attached. A copy, along
with supporting documents referenced in the Initial Study, will be kept on file at the Community
Development Department located at 760 Mattie Road, Pismo Beach, telephone 773-4658.

DRAFT PREPARED BY: Firma Consultants

DATE: 8-7-08

REVIEW PERIOD: September 10 to October 10, 2008

NOTICE:

The public is invited to comment on the Draft Negative Declaration during the review period.
The appropriateness of the Draft Negative Declaration will be reconsidered in light of the
comments received.
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT: _x_YES __NO
INITIAL STUDY REVISED _x_YES ___ NO

DATE ADOPTED: August 24, 2010 BY: Pismo Beach Planning Commission
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Revised Initial Study of Environmental Impact
SCH #2008091044
July 28, 2010

The original IS was routed for public comment in June, 2008. Comments were received by the
California Coastal Commission, the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the Native
Heritage Commission, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California
Department of Fish and Game. The revised initial study was expanded to address agency
comments in May 2010. Minor changes to the Project Description and changes to mitigation
measures in the revised IS do not meet the CEQA Guideline section 15073.5 standard for
recirculation of the 1S/ MND.

The City received written comments on the May 2010 revised IS from the California Coastal
Commission and the California Department of Parks and Recreation. Changes were not made
to the IS or MND in response to these comments, however responses to these comments
were prepared by the City's consultants and included in the administrative record and
distributed to the Planning Commission.

in July 2010, the City received a revised Project from the applicant that responds to issues
identified in the IS / MND. The IS has been revised a second time to reflect the revised project.
The revised project results in less environmental impact by making the land use and building
heights consistent, avoiding conflicts with the General Plan and zoning that resulted in visual
impacts in the original project. Because the changes to the project result in less environmental
impact and no new impacts, the City determined the revised IS does not meet the CEQA
Guideline section 15073.5 standard for recirculation of the 1S/ MND.

The May 2010 IS changes strike out original text and new text is underlined standard text.

In the revised July 2010 IS, both original 1S and May 2010 IS deletions are struck out {strike-
through) and revised new fext is in italic font.

I. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FORM
1a. File No.: 08-0163
1b. Project Title:
140 Addie Street, Koligian Residentiai Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Pismo Beach

Community Development Department, Planning Division
760 Mattie Road

Pismo Beach, CA 93449

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

David Foote, c/o firma, (805) 781-9800
' Exhibit 7
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Project Location:

The proposed project is located on lot 5 at 140 Addie Street in the City of
Pismo Beach, California.

APN: 05-163-20, (See Exhibit 1) and Lot 4 at 136 Addie Street (partial
demolition of existing structure).

Project Sponsor's Name and Address:

Vaughn and Mary Ann Koligian
C/o Steven Puglisi Architecture
583 Dana Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

General Plan Designation:

Mixed Residential; Downtown Core Planning Area
Zoning:

R-4. Hotel-Motel and Visitor Serving

Descrlptlon of the Project:

The proposed project would [nvolve the construction of a 3,651 square foot duplex
res:dentlal structure in two sfories on a raised structural platform, 2,554 2732 SFiwe

, Site preparation, minor street frontage
improvements on Addie Street for constructlon of a driveway. The proposed unit would
be constructed on an-approximately-4 5.5 foot tall pilings. The proposed building height
is 32.5 feet from natural grade. Both the driveway access structure and the duplex
structure single-family-dwelling would be elevated to comply with Federal Emergency
Management Agency {FEMA) flood plain regulations. Proposed lot coverage is 2,100
square feet. Non-native iceplant will be removed and native coastal planting is proposed
in the lot setback areas. A-6-foct-chainlink-fence-will-be-built-around-the-property-
(stricken by Planning Commission 8/24/2010) A single pole house of about 1,500
square feet currently occupies lot 4 and a part of lot 5 of the proposed project site. A
portion of this pole house will require removal prior to construction of proposed
residence. The existing residence at 136 Addie will be modified to achieve a setback of
three feet from the property line. This action is part of the Coastal Development Permit
and CEQA determination for the Project. Because this change in the Project Description
since the June, 2008 circulation is not found to result in significant environmental effects
and is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines 15073.5 (c) the City has determined re-
circulation of the MND /1S not required. The remaining portion of the site is
undeveloped. The site area consists of 4,500 SF. {See-Exhibit2)(See site plan and
elevations in Planning Commission staff report)

Access to the proposed residence would be from Addie Street. The City Engineer has
determlned that wudenlnq Addle Street is not warranted Adé+e—8treet—weutd—be—mdened
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is not a

part of this application.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The site‘ is bordered by Addie Street and a public parking lot to the West, a four-unit
condominium project to the north, Pismo Creek to the east, and the beach and Pacific
Ocean to the south. Surrounding land uses include a recreational beach property
owned by the State of California.
10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Galifornia-Deparment of Fish-and Game None
11. Environmental Factors Potenti‘ally Affected:
The environmental facfo'rs’ checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a Potentially Significant Impact as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.
] Aesthetics 0O Hazards and [1 | Public Services
. Hazardous Materials
[1 | Agriculture [] | Hydrology and [] |Recreation
. | Resources : Water Quality
] Air Quality [] |Land Use and O Transportation and
Planning Traffic
[] |Biological [1 | Mineral Resources [] | Utilities and Service
Resources Systems
] Cultural Resources n Noise ] | Mandatory Findings of
' Significance
[]1 | Geology and Soils ] Population and
Housing

[[]1 There is no evidence before the Department that the project will have any potential
adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources or the habitat upon which the wildlife
depends. As such, the project qualifies for a no effect determination with regards to
the filing of Fish and Game Fees.

X| The project has potential to im pact fish and wildlife resources and shall be subject to
the payment of Fish and Game fees pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish
and Game Code.

12, Determination:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
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[] 1find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

™ 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project applicant in the form of a
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION.

] 1find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[ 1find that the proposed project MAY have a potentially significant impact or
potentially significant unless mitigated impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

[] 1find that although the proposed project couid have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

July 28, 2010
Signature Date

David Foote ASLA consultant
City of Pismo Beach

August 24, 2010
Carolyn Johnson Date
Pismo Beach Planning Manager
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ll. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST |

1. AESTHETICS.
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial
adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

b) Substantially
damage scenic
resources, 1 X
including, but not
limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings,
and historic
buildings within a
state scenic
highway?

¢) Substantially
degrade the 1
existing visual
character or quality
of the site and its
surroundings?

d) Create a new
source of 1
substantial light or
glare which would
adversely affect day
or nighttime views
in the area?

Impact Discussion:

The following information is added to the |S discussion of visual resource impacts in
order to clarify the General Plan context for evaluating the significance of the change in
visual character that would result from the project. The added information provides the
basis for added mitigation measure 1a, which is added to improve the mitigation of visual
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impacts. The visual quality of the environment in, on, and around the proposed project
site is a resource to be preserved and enhanced for the aesthetic enjoyment of residents
and visitors (Conservation Open Space Element, Principle P-2, P-3, P-6, and Design
Element, Principle P-7). In practice under CEQA, the determination of significance is
derived from community values. This means the degree of change to the visual setting is
measured against the adopted plans and pohmes of a local jurisdiction and the ultimate
decision-makina body makes an informed judgment of the significance of the visual
change. Development would have a significant effect on visual resources if design of the
residence is found not consistent with General Plan / Local Coastal Plan (GP/LCP)
policies and principles and the implementation arm of the GP/LCP, the Zoning Code
(Municipal Code section 17)

The City's General Plan / Local Coastal Plan is intended to protect the natural and
scenic resources for everyone states in part:

“p-2 Natural Resources--Key Foundation of the City

Pismo Beach is the ocean, beaches, hills, weather and related ecosystems.
Conservation and protection of these resources shall be the key focus of the General
Plan. The unique geographical character of Pismo Beach is recognized as the
foundation for all other aspects of the community. These physiographic characteristics
enhance the quality of life of residents and visitors and shall not be wasted, destroyed,
or neglected. They are generally nonrenewable and provide many of the scenic, historic,
economic, recreation, open space and ecological values for the community.

P-3 Resources and Open Space Belong to Everyone

Pismo Beach is an integral part of the larger California coastal community, linked by
shared resources that are prized by the state, national and even intemational
community. Congenial and cooperative use of these resources by both residents and
visitors is recognized. Solutions for cooperative use shall always be based on retaining
the area's fragile charm and resources.

P-6 The Big Three
The three primary resources and open space for Pismo Beach are:

The Ocean--A Resource For Everyone

The ocean, coastal cliffs, and shoreline resources are vital to Pismo Beach for their
wildlife habitat, recreational use, open space, scenic value and the city's overall
economy. These natural assets will be protected and made available to all.

The Foothills

If is recognized that the freeway foothills northwest of Pismo Heights are both a visual
and open space asset to the community as well as a sensitive environmental resource.
The city shall pre- serve the area's native flora and fauna and pre- serve the foothills as
an undeveloped visual back- drop for the city.

Pismo Creek/Price Canyon—-A Public Resource
Pismo Creek/Price Canyon and environs are a key natural resource/open space area
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and the major inland entrance to the city. It shall be manaqed as a public resource for -
the communltv :

The guiding principals are part of the fabric and key foundation that makes Pismo Beach
a desirable place to live, visit and enjoy by residents and tourist alike. The sand, ocean,
creek, and sky are all important elements that enhance Pismo’s character. In addition,
the City's General Plan / Local Coastal Plan policy D-2 which is intended to maintain a
small-scale character and enhance, among other things, the visual quality of
development states in part:

“New development should be designed to reflect the small-scale image of the city rather
than create large monolithic buildings. Apartment, condominium and hotel buildings
should preferably be contained in several smaller massed buildings rather than one
large building. Building mass and building surfaces such as roofs and exterior walls shall
be highly articulated to maintain a rich visual texture and an intimate building scale.

Maximum height, setback and site coverage standards to achieve the desired small-
scale character will be regulated by City ordinance. Except where specified otherwise by
the General Plan or further limited by the implementing ordinance, the maximum height
standard for new buildings shall be not more than 25 feet above existing natural grade in -
Neighborhood Planning Areas A through J, and Q; and not more than 35 feet above .

existing natural grade in the remaining portions of the Coastal Zone. (The pl’OjeCt site is
on Planning Area K.)

Views to the ocean, creeks, marsh and surrounding hills should be preserved and

enhanced whenever possible. The feeling of being near the sea should be emphasized,
even when it is not visible.” ;

W—hﬂe There isa 35 ft. helght limit for Plannlng area K where thls proposal is located -t-he

Exhibit-2 Project plans aftached to the Planning Commission staff report depict the

Project’s finish floor elevation at elevation 14 with the proposed building height at
elevation 39.50 38:65. The natural grade at the center of the proposed building footprint
is elevation 7 with_an allowed 25 35-foot height limit requires the proposed project to not
exceed elevation 32:6-42.0. The proposed project with about a 5 ft 6 inch height of the
piles between the natural grade elevation of 7 and the understructure beam elevation of
about 12.5 (finished floor elevation of 14); therefore with-skiftingunder-the building will
not block views of both the ocean and the adjacent creek. The vicinity of the project site
is developed with single-family residences, hotels, and condominiums. Some of the
surrounding structures are of 3-story construction with a 35’ height. Buildings of one or
two stories create similar impacts; that is, once the first floor blocks views along the
horizon line, the next floors really only block sky. Any structure constructed on this site
will create visual impacts. However, the change in visual character is anticipated in the
General Plan / Local Coastal Land Use principles and policies and Zoning designation
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for the property and the certified EIR for the 1993 General Plan/Local Coastal Plan. The
project visual impacts would be considered less than significant previded because the
Project design adheres to the height, lot coverage, and setbacks requirements of the
General Plan/ Local Coastal Plan and Municipal Code/Zoning regulations.

Cltys Local Coastal Plan Pollcy D-2 Buﬂdlng and Slte De5|gn Crlterla sectlons (a) and
(c) and implementing Municipal Code have been designed to allow for new development
whlle holdlng potential wsual |mpacts from that development to acceptable Ilmlts A

pehey—-ebjeeuve-s # Because the PrOJect is hm;ted—te—the con5|stent wuth the Ilmltlng
requirements of the City's Local Coastal Plan Policy D-2 and Municipal Code the
potential impacts will be of a less than significant level.

Significant_impacts to the viewshed, and in particular views to the sand. creek and
ocean, ean-be are reduced to less than significant levels by adhering to the Zoning
Ordinance vertical and horizontal setbacks and providing views through the site below
the flnISh floor elevatlon (:Fhe—adeled—measwes—belewﬁere—eeualﬁad%eﬁeemeeewee

- = s

The demolition of part of the existing pole house will decrease the size and scale of the
existing building at 136 Addie and wouid not substantially affect the visual character of
the area.

The proposed project is adjacent to an urbanized area including a public parking lot. The
project is also is in close proximity to the beach and Pismo Creek. Typical residential
lighting that is intended only to illuminate the structure for access and safety will not
create a significant impact. Flood lighting or other types of lighting that illuminate areas
off of the site, such as the creek or beach, would create a significant impact and-shall-be
prohibited by introducing glare into a natural area.

Mitigation Discussion:
1a-C  Sionif ts-to the viewshed_and i eular vi | ! ka

Ordinance-vertieal-and-horzontal-setbacks—and-providing-views-through-the_site-below
| —d T AT IA T L} MNEAT R A K] IIIUI- LT A L
O ] —~y ~ J § N ] - * - ——

[N L) 1] LA » LY

1d.  To reduce obtrusive glare impacts, alt flood lighting and other types of lights that
illuminate areas off of the site, such as the creek or beach, shali be prohibited. A lighting
plan shall be required showing all exterior and landscape lighting for the project to be
low wattage, and downward directed so as to avoid glare or spill of light to adjacent
properties.
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2.

a)

b)

AGRICULTURE
RESOURCES. In
determining whether
impacts to agricultural
resources are significant
environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer
to the California
Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of
Conservation as an
optional model to use in
assessing impacts on
agriculture and
farmiand. Would the
project:

Convert Prime
Farmland, Unique
Farmiand, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared
pursuant to the
Farmiand Mapping and
Monitoring Program of
the California
Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

Conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Involve other changes in
the existing environment
which, due to their
location or nature, could
result in conversion of
Farmiand, to non-
agricultural use?
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Impact Discussion:
2a- The project site is not zoned for agricultural use nor is the site located on or within the vicinity
of an existing farmiand.

b)

d)

AIR QUALITY. Where
available, the
significance criteria
established by the -
applicable air quality
management or air
pollution control district
may be relied upon to
make the following
determinations. Would
the project:

Confiict with/ obstruct
implementation of the air
quality plan?

Violate any air quality
standard or contribute
substantially to an
existing or projected air
quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively
considerable net
increase of criteria
pollutant for which the
project region is non-
attainment under an
applicable federal or
state ambient air quality
standard (including
releasing emissions
which exceed
quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)?

Expose sensitive
receptors to substantial
poliutant concentrations?

Create objectionable
odors affecting a
substantial number of
people?

2,3

2,3

2,3

2,3

2,3
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Impact Discussion: :
3a. This project does not conflict with lmplementatlon of any air quality plan

The proposed project is subject to the San Luis Obispo County 2001 Clean Air Plan (CAP).
San Luis Obispo County is currently designated as non-attainment for state particulate
matter (PM1o) standards. Project construction activities could result in temporary fugitive
dust emissions, a potentially significant impact. The CAP requires implementation of

~ stationary source control measure R-21 regarding fugitive emissions. Implementation of

- these measures would limit the potential impact to a less than significant level. The
demolition of part of the existing residence would not involve substantial construction work
or equipment. This work would be subject to the mitigation measures below.

The APCD has not yet established significance thresholds for greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from project operations. Nonetheless, Lead Agencies should make a good-faith
effort to identify potential effects of a project individually and cumulatively. The APCD
typically recommends that all project implement feasible mitigation measures to minimize
project related GHG impacts. The added measures below are equal and better measures

- and would not require recirculation of the MND / IS because the requirements of the CEQA
Guidelines in 15073.5 for recirculation are not triggered.

3d-e. The project entails the operational uses-of a single-family residence, which does not
characteristically emit substantial pollutant concentrations or objectionable odors.

Mitigation Discussion:

3b-c. To mitigate fugitive dust emissions related to project constructlon the following shall
be implemented:

Prepare a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to be reviewed and approved by the Clty, which
should include the following as applicable:

= Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.'Frequen‘cy should be based
on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure.

=  Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (one-hour average speeds of
over 15 mph as measured at a height of approximately 10 feet above ground level within
areas scheduled for grading).

. Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within
construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days).

= Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and
fill operations, and hydro-seed area. '

. Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard.
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Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.

Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.

Cover inactive storage piles.

[nstall wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks.

Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site
Construction-related vehicles and mobile equipment access routes shall be specified — and
roadway and parking lot (re)paving shall be sequenced within the overall construction
schedule — so that such vehicles and equipment can make the maximum practical use of
paved internal roadways and parking lots, either existing or improved/reconfigured as part of
the project '

Mitigation Measure 3b. To mitigate greenhouse gas related impacts the following measures

shal

be implemented:

[N

. Implement green building technigues such as:

. Implement safe walking or bicycling connectivity to/from and on the site;

A

¢ Building positioning and engineering that eliminate or minimize the development's

active heating and cooling needs:

s Implement solar systems to reduce energy needs:

Increase the building energy efficiency rating by 20% above what is required by

Title 24 requirements.

Plant native, drought resistant landscabing;

Use locally or nearby produced building materials;

Use renewable or reclaimed building materials;

Install outdoor electrical outlets to_encourage the use of electric appliances and

tools

BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES. Would
the project:

Have a substantial
adverse effect, either
directly or through
habitat modifications,
on any species
identified as a
candidate, sensitive,
or special status
species in local or

1,5, 6
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b)

d)

regional plans,
policies, or
regulations, or by the
California Department
of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial
adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or
other sensitive naturat
community identified
in local or regional
plans, policies,
regulations or by the
California Department
of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial
adverse effect on
federally protected
wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act
(including, but not
limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct
removal, filling,
hydrological
interruption, or other
means?

Interfere substantially

‘with the movement of .

any native resident or
migratory fish or
wildlife species or with
established native
resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of
native wildlife nursery
sites?

1,5, 6.

1,5

1,5
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e} Conflict with any local
policies or ordinances
protecting biological 1,5 X
resources, such as a
tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the
provisions of an
adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, 1,9 X
Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or
other approved local,
regional, or state
habitat conservation
plan?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The underiined and struck out_text following reflects changes to the environmental
setting of the site and environs and responds to comment letters from resource
agencies. The information does not change any environmental impact on biological
resources presented in the 1S. Added mitigation measures are included that are equal
or better than the original measures. The added measures do not require recirculation
of the MND / IS because the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines in 15073.5 for
recirculation are not triggered. The demolition_of part of the existing pole house would
occur_on_ruderal, disturbed habitat and bare ground with no_significant impacts 1o
biological resources.

Because of the broader context for biological resources presented in the previous
release of a draft MND / IS for this project, the California Coastal Commission (CCC),
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) provided detailed comments related to species and habitat issues for
the specific lot proposed for development. Much of the original data on biological
resources was prepared for multiple lots in the area that were the subject of a 1994 EIR.

A wetlands determination and biological assessment for this specific project site was
conducted by Sage Institute Inc. in January and February of 2010 and concluded the
project parcel site does not support a native plant community and lacks any wetland,
aquatic, riparian resources and is positioned between development, making the site
improbable to ever support such habitat. The resulis of this study focused on
evaluating the parcel specific_biological resources to provide a more refined and
accurate portrayal of the existing conditions and potential significant project related
impacts on biological resources. The primary purposes of the field surveys were to
determine_if any wetland habitat, and/or_suitable habitat for special status plant or
wildlife species occurs within the proposed project parcel. The report is attached, and
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a summary of the results and findings in relation to the various agency standards for
hydrological indicators of potential wetlands, the lack of evidence for ESHA, and the
delineation for- jurisdictional authority within waters of the U.S. are presented below
under Impact Discussion,

Biologic ReSOUrces.letext Surrounding the Site

The area adiacent to Addie Street has a 100 percent cover of ice plant and the center of
the parcel is compacted ground lacking vegetation. The southern edge of the parcel
supports ruderal plant community composed of ice plant, sweetclover (Melilotus sp.),
ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), rat tail fescue (Vulpia sp.), and spikeweed (Hemizonia
sp.). There are a few stems of marsh baccharis (Baccharis dougiasii), beach bur
(Ambrosia.chamissonis), and patches of salt grass (Distichlis spicata) located in the
southern fringe of the parcel but combined constitute less than 5 percent cover in that

area. One small arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) shrub occurs next to the residence to the
west.

Those sensitive species that rely strongly on the Riverine, Estuarine, Saline Emergent

Wetland and Ploneer Coastal Dune habltats ha#e—the—greatest—ehmee—ef—su#emg

the site are:
California Tiger Salamander Great Blue Heron
Coast Range California Newt Snowy Egret
California Red-Legged Frog Black-Crowned Night Heron
Southwestern Pond Turtie Osprey
California Coast Horned Lizard American Peregrine Falcon
Silvery Legless Lizard _ Western Snowy Plover
Common Loon Long-Billed Curlew
Clark's Grebe California Guil
Western Grebe California Least Tern
California Brown Pelican Caspian Temn
Double-Crested Cormorant ~ Forster's Tern

Great Egret

The-proposed-project-sitevieinity-containsfourplant communities: The project site the

surrounding vicinity was evaluated and studied in 1994 and 1999 when the City
prepared an EIR for a resort hotel project on the site and adjoining lots. This 1994 EIR
contained a Biologic Assessment for the beach, dune and estuary habitats surrounding
the project site and environmental setting and impact analysis. The resources agencies
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reviewed the reports and documents and concluded the resort project would not result
in_significant impacts to biological resources with mitigation added. The site vicinity
contains four plant communities: 1) Pioneer Dune and Beach Community, 2) Estuarine
Community, 3) Freshwater Marsh and 4) Coastal Salt Marsh. '

The Pioneer Dune community covers the adjoining Lots 1 and 2 and portions of Lots 3
and 4 (see Sage Institute report Exhibit 3). Beginning at the west edge along the
beach, this plant community is fairly well developed to the west of lot 5§ in and among
sand dunes. Approaching lot 5 the sand dunes diminish and this native plant community
is mixed with exotic weeds. This plant community extends oif the site to the south and
meets the Pismo Creek [agoon where it mixes with the Coastal Salt Marsh community.
As discussed under impact Discussion, the project construction envelope is not within
the Federal jurisdictional waters or a State wetland.

Four plant species with speciai listed status occur in other nearby locations within the
Pioneer Dune community, although these perennial plants were not found within the
project site. Given the presently disturbed nature of the site due to both hydrologic and
human activities, it is not likely that any of these listed plants would migrate to the
project site from other areas.

Table 1

List of Rare, threatened, endangered or otherwise sensitive plant species which
may occur in Pismo State Beach along with their status with CNPS and the state
and federal governments

Scientific Name |Common Name CNPS CA USFW
(R-E-D) |[DFG
1 | Dithyrea maritima |beach spectacle-pod |List 1B CT C1
3-3-2
2 | Juncus acutus southwestern spiny |List 4 None |None
rush 1-2-1
var. leopoldii
3 | Malacothrix incana [ dunedelion List 4 None |None
' 1-1-3
4 | Monardella crispa |crisped monardella |List 1B None {C2
2-2-3

The Pioneer Coastal Dune community is fragile because of its tenuous situation in the
narrow strip of dunes between the beach and secondary dune formation. In Pismo
State Beach and elsewhere in California this plant community has been subject to
human disturbance, although the plant community is not listed as a rare plant
community by the California Department of Fish and Game {DFG).

Immediately adjacent to the site to the south along Pismo Creek the stream creates an
estuary or lagoon. Along the edge of the lagoon small areas of coastal salt marsh have
developed and extend into the area to the east of the project site. The current
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topography is such that brackish storm water ponds in depressions in this area. As
would be expected in an estuary condition where fresh and salt water mingle, fresh
-water marsh vegetation is mixed with salt marsh vegetation in one location along the
lagoon. The lagoon did not contain extensive estuarine vegetation during the winter in
which this study was conducted as a result of recent flooding. Coastal Sait Marsh is
listed as a rare plant community by the Department of FISh and Game.

- Five Six sensitive bird species were observed in the vicinity of the project site. One
species (California Brown Pelican) is listed as Endangered; one species (Western
Snowy Plover) is listed as Threatened, two species (Doublecrested Cormorant and
California Gull) are listed as California Species of Special Concern; and two species
(Snowy Egret and Caspian Tern) are listed as Special Animals and ranked by the
California Natural Diversity Data Base. All five six of these species forage and/or rest or
are expected to forage and/or rest on one or more of the habitats near the project site. A
Western Snowy Plover nest was discovered in 2010 by California State Parks personnel
located west of the estuary and a few hundred yards south of the end of Addie Street.

Among the members of the Pismo Lagoon biotic community is the tidewater goby,
presently listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as Endangered and a Species of
Special Concern by the California Department of Fish and Game. While isolated
populations still exist in a number of creeks in north San Luis Obispo, other populations
in the county have disappeared (e.g., Chorro and other creeks of the Los Osos Valley
drainage, Toro and Old Creeks.)

The tidewater goby is listed as an Endangered Species by California Department of
Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service. In addition to the tidewater goby,

the steelhead trout is another species in California that has been listed in specific
localities. '

Impact Discussion:
4a-c The following two stricken paragraphs are deleted because they discuss an earlier
1999 DFG comment letter that has been superseded by the email of October 8, 2008

from David Hacker with the DFG. In-a-letter-addressing-a-previots-project-on-this-site;
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The following thiee paragraphs are stricken because the information presented is based
on_a larger development proposal for six lots from the referenced 1994 EIR. This
lnformatlon is superseded bv the new paraqraphs below lheee—eeneﬁwe—epeeres—that

The proposed project parcel does not support a native dune plant community as it is

composed mostly of dense patches of ice plant, a narrow fringe of ruderal non-native
grassland species. and a compacted parking area void of vegetation comprising
approximately 40 percent of the parcel. Furthermore, the site is located in a small
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triangle of land wedged between the lagoon and existing urban development with
virtually no terrestrial habitat connectivity to the east except for a narrow strip of
armored creek bank adjacent to developed land. The adjacent residence and a small
ice plant-dominated dune separate the proposed project parcel from the coastal strand
and open beach. As such, the proposed project parcel site does not represent an

Environmentally Sensmve Habitat Area (ESHA) as defined by the California Coastal
Commission.

Two wetland indicator species were observed (marsh baccharis & salt grass)
comprising less than 5 percent cover. A minimum 20 percent cover establishes the
threshold standard, Additional soil test were excavated to support the conclusion the
site is not within a wetland area. The test revealed no evidence of hydric soils, high
water mark, or other primary or secondary indicators. Sage Institute concluded, “that no -
wetlands satisfying the Corps wetland definition occur on the proposed project parcel.
Given that no one wetland parameter was observed,” this determination also includes
the California Coastal Commission and California Department of Flsh and Game's
definition should be satisfied that no wetland exists.

Given the close proximity of the proposed project parcel to the Pismo Creek lagoon, the
site was inspected for evidence of tidal influence that would fall under the jurisdiction of
the Corps. The lateral extent of Corps jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act in tidal areas extends to the high tide line.

Review of January and February tide charts by Sage Institute for Pismo Beach showed
several high tides above six feet that represent some of the highest tides for the area.
There was no physical evidence of any tidal influence on the proposed project parcel
from deposits of drift material such as seaweed, driftwood, shell debris, trash, or any
other material indicating a high tide line. There was such evidence along the bank of
the lagoon well away from the southern boundary of the proposed project parcel.
Therefore, the proposed project parcel does not fall within the jurisdiction of the Corps
as a waters of the U.S.

The extent of CDFG 1600 jurisdiction subject to the Streambed Alteration Agreement
program typically is considered the top of a stream bank or the furthest extent of riparian
habitat away from a stream or lake. As described above there is no riparian habitat on
the site and there is no riparian habitat along the banks of the Pismo Creek lagoon. As
such, it is determined that the extent of CDFG 1600 jurisdiction would be the top of bank
along the Pismo Creek lagoon that is to the south of the proposed project parcel and
does not extend onto the project site.

The project would be subject to a minimum 25-foot setback from the top of the creek
bank and-ESHA. The area subject to development is defined by setbacks from the
creek and the adjoining riparian habitat zones. No development would be permitted, nor:
is it proposed, along the creek bank.
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The portion of the project site adjoining and in the vicinity of the creek contains non-
native, invasive plants. The project would Jandscape is proposed to include a dune
restoration program that would treat and remove the invasive species and provide

|mproved habltat quallty along the creek Ilqe—mmgatlen—measeres—weuld—mnmze

The following_paragraph is deleted because the 2010 botanical survey did not identify
anv Ploneer dune communltv on the 140 Add|e Street snte ZFhe—Femeval-ef—asmall—area

The value of the vicinity to the Snowy Plover is not in the vegetation but in the open

sand dune southwest of the site. Development of the site could produce construction
noise that could adversely impact the breeding and nesting for the Snowy Plover in the
short term, a significant impact requiring mitigation.

The California Brown Pelican is less dependent upon the habitat of the site and lagoon
because it is a species that forages primarily in the ocean and is highly mobile and
wide-ranging. Peregrine Falcon would not likely be adversely impacted by development
of the site itself as this species generally avoids areas with human activity and is a cliff
dwelling species.

The Red-Legged Frog and Southwestern Pond Turtle are currently listed as Rare or
Threatened. Both species were not _identifiable in the winter but were evaluated in
January and February of 2010 by Sage Institute who determined the project site does
not_support any wetland, riparian, aquatic or estuarine habitat and has_littie or no
vegetation cover for aguatic species inclined for overland movement such as the
California red-legged frog or southwestern pond turtie expected to inhabit Pismo Creek.
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4d.  The project as proposed is setback beyond twenty-five feet from the top of the
creek bank and ESHA in compliance with the City's General Plan Policies. Impacts to
fish and other wildlife using the creek are not anticipated to be significant. The project is
located further from the beach and potential Snowy Plover nesting sites than the

existing pole house. The project would not convert any snowy plover habitat to urban
use. - ' :

4e-f. The project does not conflict with any adopted plans or policies for the area.

Mitigation Discussion:
4a-c: To mltlgate potentlal im pacts on estuary and snowy plover habltats

addmenel—nmﬂgatlen—meaeufes (Addltional measures from the DFG are Ilsted below)

—~  No development shall be permitted in connection with the project that would restrict
water flow below the residential structure, other than the pilings that support the
structure.

—  Structures shall be setback a minimum of 25 feet from the top of the creek bank
and identified ESHA habitat, consistent with the LCP _and Wetland and Biological
Assessment dated March 2010.

— In addition to proposed native landscaping, a pioneer dune restoration program is
required within the creek setback area to treat and remove any invasive species and
provide improved habitat quality along the creek. Restoration plan work shall be
monitored for three years by a biological monitor.

—  Prior to the nesting season for the Western Snowy Plover (from March 1% through
September 30™) a qualified biologist shall review the area of potential Snowy Plover
habitat on the open sand dune within 200 feet of the Project site for nesting Plovers. If
nesting birds or nests are observed, the biologist shall notify the City, the California
Department of Fish and Game and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to consult on
avoidance measures such as monitoring _and implement construction activity
minimization strategies Fo—avoid—impaets—on—the-nesting—birds—due—to—construction
activity—no-construction-shall-eceur until after the nests are vacated.

— The perimeter of the project site shall be defined with silt fence and orange
construction fencing to prevent offsite sediment transport into the lagoon and to avoid
encroachment into adjacent areas.

— The use of natural fiber, biodegradable meshes, and coir rolls shall only be allowed

for erosion control and landscape specification

5. CULTURAL
RESOURCES. Would
the project:
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a) Cause a substantial
adverse change in the
. 1,5
significance of a
historical resource as
defined in §15064.57

b) Cause a substantial
adverse change in the 1.5
significance of an ’
archaeological
resource pursuant to
§15064.57

c) Directly orindirectly
destroy a unique 1
paleontological
resource or site or
unigue geologic
feature?

d} Disturb any human
“remains, including 1
those interred outside

of formal cemeteries?

Impact Discussion:

5a-d. A site survey was conducted on the project site by Charles E. Dills, and reported by
him by letter dated September 23, 1990. Dills indicated that he walked the site, and found no
cultural materials. Because of the prevalence of Indian occupations elsewhere on the coast,
however, he used a backhoe to sample the soil on the most inland portion of the project site.
He almost immediately encountered rip-rap, and concluded that there was no way any
cultural materials couid have survived if there had been any on the project site in the first
place. The project site is located in the Archaeclogical Resources overlay zone. One of the
requirements connected with the zone is that a standard mitigation measure be included in
approvals requiring the cessation of on-site construction activities if archaeological resources
are discovered. At that point, a qualified observer would be retained, and a mitigation plan
developed to respond to the discovery and to protect the resources.

Mitigation Discussion:

5h. Due to the project’s location within the Archaeological Resources overlay zone and
the proximity to the coast the standard mitigation measure shall be included which requires
the cessation of on-site construction activities if archaeological resources are discovered. At
that point, a qualified observer would be retained, and a mitigation plan developed to respond
to the discovery and to protect the resources.
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b)

GEOLOGY AND
SOILS. Would the
project:

Expose people or
structures to potential
substantial adverse
effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as
delineated on the
most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State
Geologist for the area
or based on other
substantial evidence
of a known fault?
Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology
Special Publication
42.

Strong seismic’
ground shaking?

Seismic-related

~ground failure,

including
liquefaction?

Landslides?

Result in substantial
s0il erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

1,5 X
1,5 X
1,5 | | X
1 X
1 X
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c)

d)

Be located on a
geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that
would become
unstable as a result of
the project, and
potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading,
subsidence,
liquefaction or
collapse?

Be located on
expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18- 1-
B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994),
creating substantial
risks to life or property?

Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste
water disposal systems
where sewers are not
available for the
disposal of waste
water?

1,9

1,9

Impact Discussion:

6a-c. Ground shaking from a seismic event is the seismic hazard that would have the
greatest impact on the proposed project within the design life span. Ground shaking can
also trigger secondary seismic hazards such as liquefaction, seismicaily induced land

sliding and settlement and tsunamis and seiches.

Liquefaction is the loss of soil strength during a significant seismic event. It occurs
primarily in loose, fine to medium grained, granular material below the groundwater
surface. Liquefaction occurs during rearrangement of the soil particles into a denser
condition, resulting in localized areas of settlement. Due to shallow groundwater and
fine-grained sands underlying the site, a potential for liquefaction exists at the site.
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Submarine faulting occurring at great distance or just offshore from the site may cause
hazardous tsunamls commonly known as tldal waves, along the Plsmo Beach
coastllne . WA ‘

Earth Svstems Pacnftc prepared a Geoloqnc Coastal Studv Phase 1 dated May 13 2009

attached to this IS/MND to clarify the geologic coastal conditions and address all
concerns and questions raised by commenting agencies about flooding, wave run-up,
sea-level rise, and shoreline _hazards for consistency with Pismo Beach's LCP.
Excerpts from this report are summarized here. This information does not change the -
tevel or type of impact or required mitigation measure.

Air_stereo_photographs were reviewed spanning from 1982, 1987, and 1990 to
understand the trends in dune formation and creek flooding, based on the photographic
review and the current alignment of the creek bank along the site, there has been no
discernable erosion along the creek bank over the past 26 vears. Further analysis
evaluated the potential for wave run-up and sea-level rise within the next 100-years. A
conservative 2-foot rise in_sea level was used comparing tidal elevation data and a 2008
paper on “Climate change projections of sea-level extremes along California coast”. A
100-year design water level was derived at 6.64" including several factors of tides,
surges, wind, climate, and maximum observed water level. This data along with
breaking wave heights were used to calculate the additional wave run-up of 2.25 feet for
a total 100-vear condition of 8.89 feet. The Flood Insurance Rate Map indicates the site
is located in zone AE with a flood elevation of 10 feet. The report concludes due to the
potential for Pismo Creek to be flooded at the same time as the 100-vear wave run-up
event, an additional 2-feet should be added to the 100-vear wave run-up elevation to
account for a surge effect. This added 2-feet would vield a total 100-year flood
elevation of 10.89 feet.

The finish floor elevatioh for the proposed residence is 14-feet, approximately 3 feet
above the 100-year flood elevation, therefore, the structure and the occupants wouid
not be impacted by a flood event.

Seiches are smaill, seismically induced waves that occur in a confined small body of
water such as a pond, swimming pool, or uncovered water tank. While there are no
actual impoundments of water nearby, the area of the creek adjacent to the site has the
characteristics of a quiescent, impounded body of water during conditions of low flow.
Therefore, a potential for a seiche to occur in this portion of the creek during a seismic
event is considered to exist. It is unlikely, however, that the seiche would significantly
impact the project due to the proposed height and design of the structures.
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Seismically induced landslides are not of significant concern on this site, as the
topography is virtually level. There are, however, the creek banks that are currently
protected by large riprap boulders as well as the slope adjacent to Addie Street and the
boundary with the property immediately adjacent to the east. In the event of an
earthquake, the riprap boulders would tend to migrate laterally if liquefied soil conditions
occurred. While this condition, referred to as lateral spreading, would not technically be
defmed as selsmlcally |nduced land slldmg, the net affect is the same. Ilihe—peten%lal—fer

éevel—epment—The proposed structural svstem of piers would be desugned to meet

seismic standards of the California Building Code therefore having no impact.

Seismically induced settlement of sufficient magnitude to cause significant structural
damage is normally associated with poorly consolidated, predominantly sandy soils, or
variable consolidation characteristics within the building areas. The site is underlain by
fine-grained sands and the potential for seismically induced settlement exists.

Augmenting the May, 2009 report noted above, Earth Systems Pacific completed an
August 11, 2010 report on the field work, laboratory testing and foundation analysis
phases of the soiis report for the proposed project. The report notes:

As part of the soils engineering investigation, two borings were drilled at the subject site on July
26, 2010. A Mobile Drill Rig, Model B-53 equipped with &n 8-inch oiitside diameter hollow
stern auger was used, with an automatic trip hammer for sampling. The borings weze drilled to
depths of 71.5 and 51.5 feet at the approximate locations shown on the aftached Boring Location
Map. As the borings were drilled, soil samples were retrieved via a ring-lined bamrel sampler,
and Standard Penetration Tests were conducted at selected depths. Bulk soil samples were also
obtained from the auger cuttings. Testing of selected soil samples for unit bulk denmsity,
maximum dry density versus optimum moisture comtent, and gradation has also been
accomplished. Copies of the boring logs as well as a boring log legend are attached.

Generelly, alluvium consisting of poorly graded sand was encountered from the suzrface to depths
of 13.5 and 15 feet in the borngs. This material varied from loose to very dense, Beneath the
poorly graded sand were layers of clayey sand, lean clay, sandy lean clay, and well graded sand
with gravel. In the deeper boring, poorly graded sand and poorly greded sand with gravel were
found below a depth of 60 feet. The clay soils were found to be medium stiff to very stiff while
the sand soils beneath the clays were generally medium dense to dense. A layer of loose
conditions was found in the well graded sand with gravel from 28 to 40 feet. Cobbles were also
~ present in this Iayer.
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The surfase-soils w_ere generally moist with free subsurface water and wet conditions present
below a depth of 5 feet.

Analysis indicated that there is a significant potential for liquefaction to occur from the
subsurface water level (at a depth of 5 feet during the field investigation) to a depth of about 15
feet. Above the water level, the lack of free water prevents liquefaction and below 15 feet, the
soils are too dense, too well graded, too clayey, or a combination thereof, to be prone to
liquefaction. If liquefaction were to occur in the upper 15 feet, it is estimated that the ground
surface could settle about 3 to 5 inches.

Based upon the results of the liquefaction analysis, it appeared that a driven pile foundation
bearing below the liquefaction depth would be appropriate. We then analyzed a 14-inch
diameter steel pipe pile foundation system. Our analysis indicated that allowable capacities of

40 to 60 kips would be possible on such piles driven to depths of about 30 to 45 feet. Lateral
loads could be resisted by the cantilevered vertical piles or by baitered piles acting in
compression.

The resuits of our analyses indicate that a driven pile foundation is feasible and would be the
foundation type that would cause the least environmental damage. A foundation of driven steel
pipe piles, filled with concrete at the architect/engineer’s discretion, is our recommendation.

6d. - * Soil on the project site is sandy and contains very littie clay. Thus, soil on
the project site is not expansive as defined in Table 18- 1-B of the U—FI#GFFF!—C&IIfOFﬂIa
Building Code.

Be The proposed project would not involve the use of a septic system.

Mitigation Discussion

B6a. To mitigate potential geological impacts, the applicant shall submit the August
11, 2010 Earth Systems Pacific report obtain and submit a geotechnical and soils
report, prepared by a qualified professional, to be reviewed and approved by the City
Engineering Division prior to the issuance of building permits. The final soils
geotechnical and soils report shall specifically address the soil types condition and
seismic characteristics encountered at the project site, and the appropriate manner
engineering desian criteria for responding to such concerns. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would reduce geological impacts to a less than significant level.

7. HAZARDS AND
HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would
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d)

the project:

Create a significant
hazard to the public or
the environment
through the routine
transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous
materials?

Create a significant
hazard to the public or
the environment
through reasonably
foreseeable upset and
accident conditions
involving the release
of hazardous
materials into the
environment?

Emit hazardous
emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials,
substances, or waste
within one-quarter
mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Be located on a site
which is included on a
list of hazardous
materials sites
compiled pursuant to
Government Code
Section 65962.5 and,
as a result, would it
create a significant
hazard to the public or
the environment?

For a project located
within an airport land
use plan or, where
such a plan has not
been adopted, within
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f)  For a project within

two miles of a public

. airport or public use
airport, would the
project result in a
safety hazard for
people residing or
working in the project
area?

the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the 1 X
project resuit in a '
safety hazard for
people residing or
working in the project
area?

g) Impair implementation
of or physically
interfere with an 1 X
adopted emergency
response plan or
emergency
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or
structures to a
significant risk of loss,
injury or death
involving wildland 1 X
fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or
where residences are
intermixed with
wildiands?

Impact Discussion:
7a-d. The proposed project involves the construction of a single-family residence, which does not
characteristically involve the use of substantial amounts of hazardous materials. The proposed

project site is not listed on the Department of Hazardous Substances Control Hazardous Waste
and Substances Site List.

7e-f  The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of an airport, aii'port land use plan or.
private airstrip.
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79 The proposed project does not entail any activities capable of impairing implementation of
or physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

7h There are no wildlands within the vicinity of the project area.

8. HYDROLOGY AND
WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:

a) Violate any water
quality standards or 1 X
waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete
groundwater supplies
or interfere
substantially with
groundwater recharge
such that there would
be a net deficit in 1 X
aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local
groundwater table
level (e.q., the
production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells
would drop to a level
which would not
support existing land
uses or planned uses
for which permits have
been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the
existing drainage
pattern of the site or
area, including
through the alteration 1 X
of the course of a
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d)

f)

g)

h)

stream or river, in a
manner which would
result in substantial
erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?

Substantially alter the
existing drainage
pattern of the site or
area, including
through the alteration
of the course of a
stream or river, or
substantially increase
the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a
manner which would
result in flooding on-
or off-site?

Create or contribute
runoff water which
would exceed the
capacity of existing or
planned stormwater
drainage systems or
provide substantial
additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Otherwise
substantially degrade
water quality?.

Place housing within a
100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map
or other flood hazard
delineation map?

Place within a 100-year
flood hazard area
structures which would
impede or redirect flood

1 X
1 X
1 X
1, 4
1,4 X
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flows?

I) Expose people or
structures to a
significant risk of loss, 1,4 X
injury or death involving
flooding, including
flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or
dam?

§) Inundation by seiche, 1,4 X
tsunami, or mudfiow?

Impact Discussion:

8a The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements. Storm water from the site would be conducted to city storm
drains, and the proposed project would utilize the existing infrastructure for sewage
disposal.

8b.  Water usages characteristic of a single-family residence would not be substantial
and the adopted Water Master Plan accounts for this demand based on the General
Plan Land Use. The proposed project would not be-eapable-of substantially depleting
deplete groundwater supplies or interring substantially with groundwater recharge.

8c-d. The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area. The proposed residential structure would not significantly
differ from other structures within the surrounding area, and would be constructed on
pilings such that the surface beneath and surrounding the structure would be permeable
and open to flooding.

Be-f. The proposed project site constitutes only 4,500 SF, which is too smali to
contribute amounts of water capable of exceeding the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or providing substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff however, the Proposed Project shall be required to meet the Best Management
Practices (BMP) standards as outlined in General Plan Policy CO-10 for construction
and operational phase storm water runoff and to maintain the on-site BMPs. Like all
projects in Clty jurisdiction, the Proposed Project will be required to implement BMPs to
manage water quality by providing on-site runoff treatment in conformance with the
Regijonal Quality Control Board General Permit and the City's Storm Water
Management Plan 2009.
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8g-. The proposed project site lies within the V18 VE Zone and adjacent to the A10
Zone of the 100-year flood plain. Zone A is the 100-year flood limit for Pismo Creek.
While Zone V is for the 100-year coastal flood with wave velocity. The National Flood
Insurance Program establishes the specific criteria for development in flood zone V10
VE. Section 60-3 entitled “Flood plain management criteria for flood-prone areas” states
in part that communities shall “provide that all new construction within Zones V1-30, VE
and V on the community’s FIRM, are elevated on pilings and columns so (i) that the
bottom of the lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest floor (excluding the
pilings or columns) is elevated to or above the base flood level, and (i) the pile or
column foundation and structure attached thereto is anchored to resist flotation,
collapse and lateral movement due to the effects of wind and water loads acting
simultaneously on all building components Section 60-3 also “prohibits the use of fill
for structural support of buudlngs J'man- made alterahon of sand dunes.”

\ > The pr0posed
pl'OjeCt would be constructed on concrete pilings pursuant to the National Flood
Insurance Program criteria for development in flood zone V10 VE.

A “Flood Hazard Issues” study was completed by Consulting Engineer Keith
Crowe on November 17, 2006. The flood/ocean storm surge water elevation has been
determined by the engineering study to be 10.5 feet. The study made several
recommendations regarding protection of the proposed structure from the potential for
flood hazards. These recommendations have been included as mitigation measures. A
Geologic Coastal Study prepared by Earth Systems in 2009 considered comments
made by the agencies and concluded the 100-vear flood elevation is 10.89 feet. (see
section 6 above for discussion).

Mitigation Discussion:

8e. As stated in General Plan Policy CO-10, Best Management Practices (BMPs)
shall be incorporated into the project design in the following progression:

. Site Design BMPs (any project design feature that reduces the generation of
Qollutants or reduces the alteration of the natural drainage features, such as minimizing
impervious surfaces or minimizing grading);

. Source_Control BMPs (practices that prevent release of pollutants into areas
where they may be carried by runoff, such as covering work areas and trash
receptacles, practicing good housekeeping, and minimizing use of irrigation and garden
chemicals);

. Treatment Control BMPs (a system designed to remove pollutants from runoff
including the use of gravity settling, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or any
other physical, biological, or chemical process).

8g. To mitigate potential impacts on the structure and occupants in the event of a
flood/storm surge event:
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lower than elevation 10.89.

the various hydrostatic and hydrodynamic forces involved.

dunes which would increase potential flood damage is prohibited.

The lowest structural member — except poles, piers and columns — must be no

The space below the habitable area must be open.

The structure must meet the anchoring and other structurat requirements to resist

The use of fill for structural support of buildings or man-made alteration of sand

9.

a)

b)

LAND USE AND
PLANNING. Would
the project:

Physically divide an
established
community?

Conflict with any
applicable land use
plan, policy, or
regulation of an
agency with
jurisdiction over the
project (including, but
not limited to the
general plan, specific
plan, local coastal
program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating
an environmental
effect?

Conflict with any
applicable habitat

conservation plan or .

naturat community
conservation plan?

Impact Discussion:
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9a. The proposed project site is bounded by the Pacific Ocean, the Pismo
Creek flood plain and the downtown urban core. The project faces the downtown area

on one'side of the site only. Therefore, the proposed project would not divide the
e)(lstmg communlty

9b-c. Land use pohc;es applicable to the project and the project’s consistency with
these policies are outlined below:

Policy CO-21 Pismo Creek Protection
Pismo Creek shall be retained in its natural state and protected from significant
alterations. The following measures shall be employed to accomplish this intent:

a. Streamside Protection Zone - There shall be a minimum streamside protection
zone fo conserve the environmentally sensitive habitats of the creek. This buffer zone
shall be measured from the outer edge of the riparian vegetation or where there is not

riparian vegetation, from the top of the creek bank The minimum width of the buffer
shall be as follows:

West Bank: 100 feet/Cypress northward to City limits
East Bank: 25 feet/Dolliver fo the ocean

A lesser buffer may be permitted if: 1) the minimum width set forth would render
a parcel inaccessible or unusable for the purpose designated in the land use plan; or 2)
there is a showing by an applicant through a resource assessment study identified in
item h (Resource. Protection Plan) that a lesser buffer will not result in loss of or
adverse effects on, streamside vegetation or the biotic quality of the stream. Alternative
mitigations shall be required where lesser buffers are authorized. No new construction
or vegetation removal, except for normal maintenance, shall be allowed in the buffer
zone with the exception of public roadways or bridges identified in the Circulation
Element, paths, ftrails, fences, flood control structures, and other similar structures
deemed not to adversely affect the creek.

b. Open Space- The sand pit and channel where Pismo Creek enters the ocean
and those portions of parcels located within the creek channel shall remain as open
space and no structures or fill shall be permitted thereon.

c. Conservation Dedication- Any new development shall be required to dedicate
as a condition of any discretionary approval, an easement for the protection of the
streamside area consisting of 25 feet or more from the fop of the creek bank. In
addition, new development shall provide access amenities adjacent to the creek for the
city to use as a greenbelf and/or recreation corridor.

d. Structures in the Stream Corridor- No structures shall be located within the
stream corridor except: dams; structures necessary for flood control purposes; bridges,
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when supports can be located outside of critical habitat; a public pathway and pipelines,
when no alternative route is feasible.

e. Limitations on Development- All development, including dredging, filling, and
grading, within the stream corridor shall be limited to activities necessary for flood
control purposes bridge construction, water supply projects, or laying of pipelines, when
no alternative route is feasible. When such activities require removal of riparfan plant
species, revegetation with local native plants shall be required. Minor clearing of
vegetation shall be permitted for hiking and equestrian trails, bike trails, view points, efc.

f. Minimize impacts- All permitted construction and grading within sfream
corridors shall be carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased
runoff, sedimentation, biochemical degradation, or thermal pollution.

g. Channeling- No concrete channeling or other major creek alteration shall be
permitted, unless no viable alternative exists.

h. Resource Protection Plan- A Resource Assessment and Protection Plan shall be
required and approved concurrent with city action on projects located on parcels which
have a portion within the streamside protection zone. The plan shall include appropriate
measures to protect the creeks biological and visual aspects.

Consistency Discussion:

(a) The General Plan requires a streamside protection zone along the creek.
This 25-foot zone is measured either from the outer edge of the riparian vegetation or,
where there is no riparian vegetation, from the top of the creek bank. The biological
survey of the site (Holland, December, 1994) reported as follows:

Riparian communities common(ly] occur along banks and floodplains of Pismo Creek,
but this community is not well developed on the project site. Willows, which are the
common species along much of Pismo Creek, were not found on the project site except
for onfe] small tree or sapling near the house. However the presence of this willow
indicates that the area may be capable of supporting a riparian woodland in the
floodplain if leff undisturbed for a period of time. (Holland, page 13)

Based on the 2010 Wetland Determination and Biological Assessment, the proposed
structure is 25 feet from mapped ESHA (wetland) on State Park property adjoining the
estuary, see Exhibit 2-Site Plan and Figure 1_in the Sage institute report, With

establishment-of therequired-setback; therefore, the project would be conmstent with
General Plan Policy CO-21(a).

(b) The project does not propose structures or fill within the open space area, and
the project is, therefore, consistent with this provision.

Exhibit 7
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 45 of 156



———

(¢) This policy. requires dedication of an easement for the protection of the
streamside area, consisting of 25 feet or more from the top of the creek bank. Project
approval would requ1re a flndmg of conSIStency wnth this provision. and-inclusion-of-the

A be As the subject property
is 32’ at a minimum from the top of the creek bank the 25' setback requirement would
not apply.. As proposed, the project consistent with this General Plan requirement and
there is no impact. (revised by Planning Commission 8/24/2010)

(d)  No structures are proposed in the stream corridor, and the project is consistent
with this requirement.

(e}  No structures are proposed in the stream corridor, and the project is consnstent
with this requirement.

(f) No structures are proposed in the stream corridor, and the project is consistent
with this requirement.

(g} No concrete channeling or other major creek alteration is proposed, and the
project is consistent with this requirement.

(M)  The General Plan requires that a Resource Assessment and Protection Plan be
prepared for the project if it is within 25 feet of the top of the creek bank. The project site
boundary is located within 25 feet from the top of the creek bank and is therefore net
located within the Streamside Protection Zone. A Resource Assessment and Protection
Plan is net required for this project, however, the equivalent study was prepared by
Sage Institute as referenced under Biological Resources. The project would be
consistent with this General Plan requirement.

Policy D-2 Building and Site De3|gn Criteria
a. Small scale

New development should be designed to reflect the small-scale image of
the city rather than create large monolithic buildings. Apartment, condominium and
hotel buildings should preferably be contained in several smaller massed buildings
rather than one large building. Building mass and building surfaces such as roofs and
exterior walls shall be highly articulated to maintain a rich visual texture and an intimate
building scale.

Maximum height, setback and site coverage standards to achieve the
desired small-scale character will be regulated by City ordinance. Except where
specified otherwise in the Plan or further limited by the implementing ordinance, the
maximum height standard for new buildings shall not be more than 25 FEET above
existing natural grade in Neighborhood Planning Areas A through J, and Q; and not
more than 3bfeet above existing natural grade in the remaining portions of the Coastal
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Zone. [Height limitations are implemented through the Height Limitations (HL) Overlay
Zone.]

Zonlnq code sectlon 17 102 010 as a Dart of the

implementation plan for the City's LCP, specifies Single family residences in the R-R
zone shall be subject to a building height limit of 25' in height as measured above the
center of the building footprint at site grade. The subject proposal is not a single family
dwelling but a duplex, and is therefore subject to the 35" height limit_specified for_all
other development in the R-R zoning district. As proposed, the project does not exceed
the 35’ building height limit, is consistent with Policy D-2a, and does not create an
environmental impact. (modified by Planning Commission 8/24/2010)

b. Entrances

To residential buildings, to individual dwelling units within the building, and
to commercial structures should be readily identifiable from the street, parking area, or
semipublic areas and designed to be of a pedestrian scale

The entrance to each of the dwelling is identifiable from the street. As proposed, the
project is consistent with Policy D-2(b).

C. Views
Views to the ocean, creeks, marsh and surrounding hills should be

preserved and enhanced whenever possible. The feeling of being near the sea should
be emphasized, even when it is not visible.

Addltlonal anaIVSIS and policy d;scussmn of this toplc are presented in sectlon 1-

Policy LU-K2(b) Pismo Creek Trails

A creekside trail system shall be developed on both sides of Pismo Creek from its
mouth at the ocean inland (sic) to the future golf course/frecreation area in Price
Canyon. Public improvements such as trash cans and seating shall be included with the
development of the creek trails. Dedication of a portion of properties adjacent to Pismo
Creek for a public pathway shall be required with new development applications. These
dedications shall include the buffer zone as identified in the conservation and open
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space element. Development approvals by the City shall require the installation of trail
improvements. See also: Conservation Element Policies 21 and 22.

Project consistency with General Plan Policy CO-21 is discussed above. The City has
not adopted a Specific Plan as contemplated in General Plan Policy LU-K-2.
Implementation of the phased Promenade project has designated the pedestrian trail
link from the beach Promenade terminus at the end of Addie Street to be along the
public sidewalk east to the Cypress Ave. bridge. Implementation of the boardwalk
stamped concrete on the Addie Street frontage is consistent with this Plan.

8/25/2010)

17.102.020 - Minimum Front Yard Requirements

Each lot is fo have a front yard setback of not less than fifteen feet in the R-4 zone.
As proposed the project is consistent with 17.102.020(1b).

17.102.030 - Minimum Side Yard Requirements

(1) In the R-4 zone, each lot shall have a side yard setback of no less than
10% of the lot width. :

As proposed the project is consistent with 17.102.030(1).
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10.

b)

MINERAL
RESOURCES. Would
the project:

Result in the loss of
availability of a known
mineral resource that
would be of value to the
region and the residents
of the state?

Result in the loss of
availability of a locally-
important mineral
resource recovery site
delineated on a local
general plan, specific
plan or other land use
plan?

Impact Discussion:

10a-b. There are no known mineral resources within the project vicinity.

1.

NOISE. Would the
project result in:

Exposure of persons to
or generation of noise
Jevels in excess of
standards established in
the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of
other agencies?
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b) Exposure of persons to
or generation of 1 ' X
excessive groundborne
vibration or
groundborne noise
levels?

¢) A substantial permanent
increase in ambient 1 X
noise levels in the
project vicinity above
levels existing without
the project?

d) A substantial temporary
or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in 1 X
the project vicinity
above levels existing
without the project?

e) For a project located
within an airport fand
use plan or, where such 1 X
a plan has not been
adopted, within fwo
miles of a public airport
or public use airport,
would the project
expose people residing
or working in the project
area to excessive noise
levels?

f) For a project within the
vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the 1 X
project expose people
residing or working in
the project area to
excessive noise levels?

impact Discussion:

11a-d. The proposed residential development would reasonably be expected to
generate noise typical of such development generally including automobile traffic,
conversations and noise from appliances, pets, and similar noise. The noise level
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would not substantially increase the ambient noise level at the project site, and
would be similar to the noise generated by other residential development in the
general vicinity of the project. Temporary potentially significant noise and
vibration impacts may occur during the construction of the project and the
demolition of part of the pole house. Limiting hours of construction would reduce
the impact of construction related noise and vibration to a less than significant
level.

11e-f. The project site is not located within the vicinity of any airport or airstrip.
Mitigation Discussion:

11d. To mitigate construction noise impacts, construction activities, such that the
noise or vibration creates a disturbance across a property line, shall be limited to
the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. and shall not be permitted on Sundays or holidays.
Neighbors within 100 feet of the project site shall be notified as to when pile-
driving activities will occur.

12. POPULATION
AND HOUSING.
Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial
population growth
in an area, either
directly (for
example, by
proposing new
homes and
businesses) or
indirectly (for
example, through
extension of roads
or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial
numbers of existing 1 X
housing,
necessitating the
construction of
replacement
housing elsewhere?
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¢) Displace substantial
numbers of people, 1 X
necessitating the
construction of re-
placement housing
elsewhere?

Impact Discussion:

12a-c. The proposed project is a multisingle-family residence (duplex) on lot 5. The
existing residence that occupies lot 4 will be remodeled to conform to setback
requirements as described in the Revocable Encroachment Easement (Document
1996-049840). If the residence on lot 4 is remodeled and not demolished the Project
would have a net addition of one residence to the housing supply, not a significant
impact.

13. PUBLIC SERVICES.

a) Would the project
result in substantial
adverse physical
impacts associated
with the provision of
new or physically
altered
governmental
facilities, need for
new or physically
altered
governmental
facilities, the
construction of
which could cause
significant
environmental
impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable
service ratios,
response times or
other performance
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objectives for any of
the public services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other public
facilities?

Impact Discussion:

13a.

14.

a)

b)

XXX | XX

The project is not located in an area or constructed in a manner that would physically

impact service ratios, response times or other performance objectives of any

governmental facility in the vicinity of the area.

RECREATION:

Would the project
increase the use of
existing
neighborhood and
regional parks or
other recreationai
facilities such that
substantial physical
deterioration of the
facility would occur or
be accelerated?

Does the project
inciude recreational
facilities or require
the construction or
expansion of
recreational facilities
which might have an
adverse physical
effect on the
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environment? |

Impact Discussion:

14a-b The addition of one residential unit would not substantially degrade
recreational facilities in the City.

15.TRANSPORTATION/
TRAFFIC: Would
the project:

a) Cause anincrease in
traffic which is
substantial in relation
to the existing traffic
load and capacity of 1,5 X
the street system
(i.e., resultin a
substantial increase

| in either the number

! of vehicle trips, the

| volume to capacity

ratio on roads, or

congestion aft
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either
individually or
cumulatively, a level 1,5 ' X
of service standard
established by the
county congestion
management agency
for designated roads
or highways?

¢) Resultin a change in
air traffic patterns,
including either an 1 X
increase in traffic
levels or a change in
location that results in
substantial safety
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risks?

d) Substantially
increase hazards due
to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous
intersections) or
incompatible uses
(e.g., farm
equipment)?

e} Result in inadequate
emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate
parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or
programs supporting
altemative transpor-
tation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle
racks)?

Impact Discussion:

15a-g. The addition of one residential unit would not substantially degrade traffic conditions in the

City.

16. UTILITIES AND
SERVICE
SYSTEMS. Would
the project:

a) Exceed wastewater
treatment require-
ments of the
applicable Regional
Water Quality
Control Board?

b} Require or result in
the construction of
new water or

X
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d)

wastewater
treatment facilities or
expansion of existing
facilities, the
construction of which
could cause
significant
environmental
effects?

Require or result in
the construction of
new storm water
drainage facilities or
expansion of existing
facilities, the
construction of which
could cause
significant
environmental
effects?

Have sufficient water

supplies available to
serve the project
from existing
entitlements and
resources, or are
new or expanded
entittements
needed?

Resultin a
determination by the
wastewater
treatment provider
which serves or may
serve the project that
it has adequate
capacity to serve the
project’s projected
demand in addition
to the provider's
existing
commitments?

Exhibit 7
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 56 of 156



f)

9)

Be served by a
landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity {o
accommodate the
project's solid waste
disposal needs?

Comply with federal,
state, and local
statutes and
regulations related to
solid waste?

Impact Discussion:

16a-g. The addition of one residential unit would not substantially degrade utilities and service
systems due to the adequate capacity of the existing infrastructure of utilities and

17.

service systems.

MANDATORY
FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.

Does the project
have the potential to
degrade the quality
of the environment,
substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species,
cause a fish or
wildlife population to
drop below self-
sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal
community, reduce
the number or
restrict the range of
arare or
endangered plant or
animal or eliminate
important examples
of the major periods

1,5
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b)

of California history
or prehistory?

Does the project
have impacts that
are individually
limited, but
cumulatively
considerable?
(“Cumulatively
consider-abie”
means that the
incremental effects
of a project are
considerable when
viewed in connection
with the effects of
past projects, the
effects of other
current projects, and
the effects of
probable future
projects)?

Does the project
have environmental
effects which will
cause substantial
adverse effects on
human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Impact Discussion:

17a.

17b.

17c.

measures.

1,5

1,5

Potential environmental, cultural and paleontological resource impacts created by the
project have been mitigated to a less than significant level.

The proposed project may have a temporary cumulative impacts on air quality and
noise levels due to construction activities, however, these impacts can be reduced to a
less than significant level through the implementation of the included mitigation

The project is subject to flooding hazards, which have the potential for adverse effects
on humans. Mitigation measures have been inciuded to reduce these potential impacts
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to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Discussion:

17a-c.

will reduce potential cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.

_m:. e

Earher analysrs may be used where pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other
CEQA process, one of more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or Negative Declaration. Section 15063 (c) (3) (DO0. In this case a discussion should
identify the following items:

a)

Earlier analysis used.
None

b)

Impacts adequately addressed. (ldentify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.)

None

Mitigation measures. (For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-
specific conditions of the project.)

None

Implementation of the mitigation measures presented in the previous sections

City of Pismo Beach, CA. (November 1992) Cn‘y of Prsmo Beach General Plan
& Local Coastal Plan Pismo Beach.

2. Air Pollution Control District, County of San Luis Obispo. (December 2001). 2001
Clean Air Plan San Luis Obispo.

3. Air Pollution Control District, County of San Luis Obispo. (April 2009). CEQA Air
Quality Handbook San Luis Obispo.

4. Keith Crowe, Consulting Engineer. (November 2006). Flood Hazard Issues, 136
and 140 Addie Street, City of Pismo Beach

5, Final EIR Addie Street Resort Hotel and Beach Homes, Firma, 1996

6. California Department of Fish and Game letter from Brian Hunter, Regional
Manager, Central Coast Region, June 11, 1999

7. Sage Institute Inc (March 2010) Wetland and Biological Assessment

8. | Earth Systems Pacific_(May 13, 2009) Geologic Coastal Study Phase 1

9. California Department of Parks & Recreation letter from Ronnie Glick, Senior
Environmental Scientist, Oceano Dunes District, May 11, 2010
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l. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure 1d. To reduce obtrusive glare impacts, all flood lighting and
other types of lights that illuminate areas off of the site, such as the creek or beach,
shall be prohibited. A lighting plan shall be required showing ail exterior and
landscape lighting for the project to be low wattage, and downward directed so as to
avoid glare or spill of light to adjacent properties.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: prevent glare impacts

2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: Prior to construction

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review and project
site inspector :

Mitigation Measure 3b-c. To mitigate fugitive dust emissions related to project
construction, the following shall be implemented:

Prepare a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to be reviewed and approved by the City,
which shouid include the foliowing as applicable:

* Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. Frequency
should be based on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure.

* Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (one-hour

average speeds of over 15 mph as measured at a height of

appr_oximately 10 feet above ground level within areas scheduled
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Mitigation Measure 3b. To mitigate greenhouse gas related impacts the following

for grading).

» Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas
(disturbed lands within construction projects that are unused for at
least four consecutive days). !

= Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed
areas after cut and fill operations, and hydro-seed area.

» Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard.
» Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.

= Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as
possible.

» Cover inactive storage piles.

» |nstall wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all
exiting trucks.

» Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the
construction site Construction-related vehicles and mobile
equipment access routes shall be specified - and roadway and
parking lot (re)paving shall be sequenced within the overall
construction schedule — so that such vehicles and equipment can
make the maximum practical use of paved internal roadways and
parking lots, either existing or improved/reconfigured as part of the
project

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Implement Standard dust
control measures

2) Contingency Measure: Determine in field

3) Impilementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

measures shall be implemented:

. Implement safe walking or bicycling connectivity to/from and on the site;

. Implement green building techniques such as:

1
2

Building positioning and engineering that eliminate or minimize the
development's active heating and cooling needs;

Implement solar systems to reduce energy needs;

Increase the building energy efficiency rating by 20% above what is required
by Title 24 requirements.

Plant native, drought resistant landscaping;

Use locally or nearby produced building materials;
Use renewable or reclaimed building materials;

Install outdoor electrical outlets to encourage the use of electric appliances
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and tools

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard Implement Standard GHG
control measures

2) Contingency Measure: Determine at Plan Check

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 4a-c: To mitigate potent[al impacts on Estuary or Snowy Plover
habitats:
~ No development shall be permitted in connection with the project that would

restrict water flow below the residential structure, other than the pilings that
support the structure.

- Structures shall be setback a minimum of 25 feet from the top of the creek
bank or identified ESHA habitat, consistent with the LCP_and Wetland and

Biological Assessment dated March 2010. ‘

- In addition to proposed native landscaping, a pioneer dune restoration
program is required within the creek setback area to treat and remove any
invasive species and provide improved habitat quality along the creek.
Restoration plan work shall be monitored for three years by a biological
monitor.

— Prior to the nesting season for the Western Snowy Plover (from March 1%
through September 30") a qualified biologist shall review the area of
potential Snowy Plover habitat on the open sand dune within 200 feet of the
Project site for nesting Plovers. If nesting birds or nests are observed, the
biologist shall notify the City, the California Department of Fish and Game
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to consult on avoidance measures
such as monitoring and implement construction activity minimization
strategies until after the nests are vacated.

— The perimeter of the project site shall be defined with silt fence and orange
construction fencing to prevent offsite sediment transport into the lagoon and
to avoid encroachment into adjacent areas, consistent with measure 8e.

— The use of natural fiber, biodegradable meshes, and coir rolls shall only be | .
allowed for erosion control and landscape specifications.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Plan conformity to measure,
field verification

2) Contingency Measure: determined by biologicai
monitor
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3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector / biclogical
monitor

Mitigation Measure 5b. Due to the project’s location within the Archaeological
Resources overlay zone and the proximity to the coast the standard mitigation
measure shall be included which requires the cessation of on-site construction
activities if archaeological resources are discovered. At that point, a qualified observer
would be retained, and a mitigation plan developed to respond to the discovery and to
protect the resources.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Implement standard
archaeological resources protections

2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4} Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 6a. To mitigate potential geologlcal impacts, the applicant shall
obtain and submit a geotechnical and soils report, prepared by a qualified professional,
to be reviewed and approved by the City Building Official prior to the issuance of
building permits. The final soils geotechnical and soils report shall specifically address
the soil ypes condition and seismic characteristics encountered at the project site, and
the appropriate mannerengineering design criteria for responding to such concerns.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce geological impacts to a less
than significant level.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: mitigate potential geological
impact

2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: City Building Official

4} Implementation Schedule: prior to building permit
issuance

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review

Mitigation Measure 8e. _As stated in General Plan Policy CO-10, Best Management
Practices (BMPs) shall be incorporated into the project design in_the following

prog ression:

s Site Design BMPs (any project design feature that reduces the generation
of pollutants or reduces the alteration of the natural drainage features,
such as minimizing impervious surfaces or minimizing grading);

o Source Control BMPs (practices that prevent release of pollutants into

Exhibit 7

A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 63 of 156



areas where they may be carried by runoff, such as covering work areas
and trash receptacles, practicing good housekeeping, and minimizing use
of irrigation and garden chemicals):

o Treatment Control BMPs (a system designed to remove pollutants from
runoff including the use of gravity settling, filtration, biological uptake,
media adsorption or any other physical, biological, or chemical process).

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: mlthate potential water
quality impact

2) Contingency Measure: none
3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: prior to bundlnq permit
issuance

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review

Mitigation Measure 8g. To mitigate potential impacts on the structure and
occupants in the event of a flood/storm surge event:

The lowest structural member ~ except poles, piers and columns — must be
no lower than elevation 405 10.89.

The space below the habitable area must be open or enclosed with
breakaway “siding—material.

The structure must meet the anchoring and other structural requirements to
resist the various hydrostatic and hydrodynamic forces involved.

The use of fill for structural support of buildings or man-made alteration of
sand dunes which would increase potential flood damage is prohibited.

Mitigation implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: mitigate potential flood/storm
surge impacts

2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: prior to building permit
submittal

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review and project
site inspector

Mitigation Measure 11d. To mitigate construction noise impacts, construction
activities, such that the noise or vibration creates a disturbance across a property line,
shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. and shall not be permitted on Sundays
or holidays. Neighbors within 100 feet shall be notified as to when pile driving activities
will occur.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring
1) Performance Standard: Implement construction noise
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control measures
2) Contingency Measure: none
3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant
4) Implementation Schedule: During construction
5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

The above mitigation measures are included in the project to mitigate potential adverse
environmental impacts. Section 15070(b)(1) of the California Administrative Code
requires the applicant to agree to the above mitigation measures before the proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration is released for public review. | hereby agree to the
mitigation measures and monitoring program outlined above.

APPLICANT’S SIGNATURE:

DATE:

IV. RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS

Comment Letters Received by October 10, 2008 during Comment Period.

California Coastal Commission, Mike Watson (CCC)

California Department of Parks and Recreation, Andrew Zilke (P&R)
Native American Heritage Commission, Katy Sanchez (NAHC)
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Roger Root (USFWS)

California Department of Fish and Game, David Hacker (F&G)

Pl A

Response to Comments

California Coastal Commission letter

1)  Avoidance of habitat impacts, ESHA, and maintain a minimum of 25-
foot setback buffer. A site-specific wetland delineation was prepared by
Sage Institute on March 2010 for the project to determine the surrounding

habitat types and ensure the required setback is adhered to. This

discussion is on page 14 of the IS and the Sage report is aitached.
Mitigation Measure 4a-¢c & 8e have been added to provide equal or better
mitigation to prevent construction debris and materials from impacting the

lagoon. The Proposed Project site plan appears site the structure 25 feet or
more from the delineated wetland area off-site. Final plans are required to

demonstrate the 25 foot sethack from identified ESHA habitat, consistent
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with the LCP and Wetland and Biological Assessment dated March 2010
{measure 4c on page 33).

2} ~ Flood hazard risks including sea-level rise and erosion rates. Earth
Systems Pacific prepared an addendum on May 2009 to clarify the
geologic coastal conditions and address all concerns and questions raised.
The report concludes due to the potential for Pismo Creek to be flooded at
the same time as the 100-year wave run-up event, an additional 2-feet
should be added to the 100-yvear wave run-up elevation to account for a
surge effect. This added 2-feet would vield a total 100-vear flood elevation
of 10.89 feet. A revision to the mitigation measure has been incorporated to
reflect this increase. The project elevation complies with_the 10.89
elevation. This discussion is on page 16 of the IS and the Earth Systems
report is attached.

3) Visual impacts based on residential size. Mitigation Measure 1a-c has
been clarified the residence shall meet the 25-foot height limit while
maintaining views under and around the structure in accordance with the
City’'s General Plan Policies and Municipal Code. The determination of less
than significant with mitigation is based on the premise that if the structure
adheres to the development envelope prescribed by Zoning _and_Local
Coastal Plan, then the effect is less than significant and in compliance with
policies and standards. This premise is based on the General Plan /LCP
and EIR creating a zoning framework responsive to maintaining the
fundamental General Plan values of the sky, ocean and sand within this
framework of height, setback etc.

4) Drainage and Water Quality. As indicated in the |S/MND, the proposed
project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area. - The proposed residential structure would not significantly differ
from other structures within the surrounding area, and would be
constructed on pilings such that the surface beneath and surrounding the
structure would be permeable and open to flooding. Mitigation Measure 8e
has been added to clarify all applicable measures required by the SWMP
and BMP'’s adopted by the City to address alteration of the natural drainage
features, such as _minimizing impervious surfaces or minimizing grading
have been incorporated.

California Parks and Recreation Department

1)  Wetland, tidal surge and flood zone. See response CCC 1 and 2 above,

2) Biological impacts. See response to CCC 1 above. The habitat
evaluation and wetland determination prepared by Sage Institute
concluded the project site is not within a jurisdictional wetland nor will the
project impact aquatic or terrestrial habitats.

3)  Water quality impacts. See response to CCC 4 above.
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Native American Heritage Commission

1)

Charles E. Dills surveyed the site and found no cultural resources. The site
is_located in the Archaeological Resources overlay zone reguiring a
standard mitigation measure of on-site_construction activities be monitored
by a qualified archaeologist.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

1)

2)

3)

Impacts to federally listed species. See response to CCC 1 above. No
federally listed species were found on the project site, nor would the project
potentially impact a_listed species. An_added Mitigation Measure 4a-c
requirés fencing be placed around the project site o prevent on-site
impacts and a qualified biologist prepare a pre-site survey for Snowy
Plover nests. If nests are present, then contact with California Fish and
Game and US Fish and Wildlife Service will occur to formulate additional
avoidance _measures. The boundary of the jurisdictional wetland adjoining
the estuary is located on Pismo State Beach property and is 25-feet from
the nearest point of the proposed residence.

Sage Institute prepared a habitat evaluation and concluded the project site
does not support any wetland, riparian, aquatic or estuarine habitat and

~has little or no vegetation cover for aquatic species inclined for overland

movement such as the California red-legged frog or southwestern pond
turtie.

Construction activity may affect the hydrology of lagoon. See response to
CCC 4 above.

California Department of Fish and Game

1)

Wetland boundary. Sage Institute completed a wetland assessment in
March 2010 and concluded the project site is not located in a wetland
under_any definition. The surrounding plant and animal habitats were
evaluated and no impacts were identified as a result of the proposed
project. {Refer to pages 10-14 of the IS and the attached Sage report)

The creek boundary and lagoon dynamics were evaluated by Earth
Systems Pacific see response to CCC 2 above. As described in the Initial
Study and Sage report the project activity is not within_the jurisdictional
area subject to CDFG 1600 jurisdiction subject to the Streambed Alter
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Initial Study attachments
Agency letters with City environmental consuitant responses
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-

GOVERNOR § OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

'q#b
) STATE CLEARINGI—IOUSE AND PLANNING TUnrr _ ‘f"“‘-““&
ARHOLD SCHWARZENEGGER - |
- GUVERNOR CHRTHIA BRYANT

3

. COVERkgy,,
ﬂaﬂygn;““é

October 14, 2008

- DavidFoote . - . : . T
City of Pismo Beach : . : T
1034 Ml Street’

San Luis Obispo, CA 92401

Subject: 140 Addie Street, Kohg:an Rcs.xdence }’rcgcct
" SCH# 2008091044

Déar th.id Foot'e-

The enclosed comment () on your Negaiive D&clarauon wag (wert) :ecmved by the State Clearinghouss
after the end of the stats review period, which closed on October 8, 2008, We are foriwarding these .
commehits to you because they pmwdq mformatlon or Taise jssues that shonild be addressed in your final
envuonmeniai document. *

The Ca]:foma Enironimental Qua]:ty Act doas fiot require Lead Agﬂncles to 'respond to fate comments
_ Huwever, We encourage you to mcurpurate these addiiional cominents into your final envirommental
"document and to canszde: thent prior to taking final action'on the propused pro]ect.

" Pléase comtact the Statc Clemnghous; at (916) 445-0613 if you have any que&ﬁons cnncnmmg the .
environmental review process, T you have a guestion regarding the above-nawmed project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Glbannghousa minber (2008091044} when contacbngﬂm oﬂi:.e

Sincerely, - .
M /gff”"“' S
Texry Robérts .
Senfor Planner, St Cleannghouse

Encli:b'més

ce: Respurces ‘Agency

g e . - . - L S
o T R L Dot ot £

o = et Tor T mr gt e p
Bt I A S L R LR RN

1400 10th Street 2.0.Box3044  Sacramento, Califoraia 55812-3044
. (516) 45-0613 PAX {016)373-30I8 WwWwW.OpT.CagOV
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Document Details Report
!~ State Glearinghouse Data Bas.

ScH# 2008091044
Project Tifle 140 Addie Shreet, Koligian Residence Project -
Lead Agency Pismo Beach, Gity of ) - A

Typé Neg Negative Declaration
Description  Single family residence.

Lead Agency Contact
’ . Name _ David Foote
Agency  City of Pismo Beach

Phone  (808) 7819800 ] Fay
ehmail - B :
Address 1034 Mill Street _ . P
’ City  3an Luis Obispo ' . Sfate CA Zip 93401
- - Project Location”

County San Luls Obispo I
‘Cfty Pismo Besch
_Regiun . ' o
Lat/Long ? T
Cross Streets  Cypress Ava.
Parcel No. - : : . . - . .
Township . . Range © Section. .~ * ©  Base’

N
Proximity to:
Highways 101
Alports . -
Ra:!ways .
Water\r.rays '
© Schools T -7 : L
Land Use - R4 Hotel-Motel \'ﬁsitarstiﬁg S

Project Issues Aestheﬂw sual; Flood P]ainJFloodlng. DratnagefAbsorption, GsoiogtclSeIsmlc, Wetland!Rlpanan.
- wudure )

" Reviewing Resources Agehcy;'Californi'a GCoastal Commission; Depariment of Fish and Game, Region 4;
- Agencles Departrent of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol;
" Caltrans, District 5! Reglonal Water Quality Control Board, Reglon 3; Native Amencarr Hernage
Commission; Slate Lands Commission

Datd Recefved  09/09/2008 Start of Review 00/09/2008 End of Review 10/08/2008
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United States Department of the Interior %

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE TAKE PRIDE

Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office ' INAMERICA
2493 Portola Road, Snite B
Ventura, California 93003
TN REPLY KEFER TO;
2009-FA-D002 ‘
October 10, 2008
David Foote
Firma Consultants
1034 Mill Street
San Luis Obispo, California 93401
- Subject: Request for Comments on the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative

Declaration for the Proposed Koligan Residential Project at 140 Addie Street,
San Luis Obispo. County, California

Dear Mr. Foote:

‘We arc writing in response tp your request for comments on the initial study and notice of intent
to adopt the mitigated negative declaration (notice of intent) prepared for the proposed 140
Addie Street, Koligan Residential Project. 'Your request was dated September 8, 2008, and we
recgived it in our office on September 9, 2008. '
. !
The proposed project involves construction of a single-family residence on lot 5 at 140 Addie
Sireet in the city of Pismo Beach, California. Construction activities would include site
preparation, widening of Addie Street, and construction of a driveway to access lot 5. The-
residence would be built on 4-foot-tall pilings and the driveway would be elevated to comply
with Federal Emergency Management Agency flood plain regulations, ’

The initial study identified seven federally listed species that may occur within the project area:
the endangered California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), tidewater goby
(Bucyclogobius newberryi), steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), brown pelican (Pelecanus
occidentalis), and California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), and the threatened western
snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus ntvosus) and California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytontf).

The Service’s responsibilities include administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (Act), including sections 7, 9, and 10. Section 9 of the Act prohibits the taking of any
federally listed endangered-or threatened species. Section 3(18) of the Act defines take to mean
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to aftempt to engage
in any such conduct. Service regulations (50 CFR 17.3) define harm to include significant
habitat modification or degradation which actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly
impairing essential behavioral pattems, including breeding, feeding or sheltering. Harassmest is
defined by the Service as an intentional or negligent action that creates the likelihood of injury to
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David Foote 2

wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns
which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. The Act provides for eivil
and criminal penalties for the unlawful taking of listed species. Exemptions to the prombitions
against take may be obtaived through coordination with the Service in two ways: through
interagency consultation for projects with Federal involvement pursuant to section 7 or through
the issuance of an incidental take permit under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act,

We offer the following comments to assist in planning for the conservation of lsted and sensitive
wildlife and plant species that could be affected by the proposed project, and as a means to assist
you, the landowner, and the City of Pismo Beach in complying with the Act. These comments
are prepared in accordance with the Act, and other authorities mandating Department of Interior
concemn for environmental values, -

As it is not our primary responsibility to comment on documents prepared pursuent to the
Catifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), our comments on the notice of intent for the
proposed project do not constitute a full review of project impacts. We are providing our .
comments based upon a review of sections addressing biological resources, project activities that
have potential to affect federally listed species, and our concems for Hsted species within our
jurisdiction related to our mandates under the Act. The National Marine Fisheries Service .
(INMFE) is the Federal agency with management responsibility for steelhead trout under the Act.
For input regarding potential effects of the proposed project on steelhead trout with respect to
compliance with the Act, we recommend that you contact NMFS at (562) 980-4000.

The Pacific coast population of the western snowy plover was federally listed as threatened on
March 5, 1993, A recovery plan was published in 2007 (Service 2007), and identified six
recovery units for the listed population. Biological and physical features required by the westem
snowy plover are provided by intertidal beaches, associated dune systems, and river/stream
estuaries. Important components of the beach/dune/estuarine ecosystem include surf-cast kelp,
sparsely vegetated foredunes, interdunal flats, spits, washover arcas, blowouts, intertidal flats,
salt flats, and flat rocky outcrops. The Pacific coast population nests near tidal water along the
mainland coast and offshore islands from southern Washington the southern Baja California,
Mezico. Nesting and chick rearing activity generaily occur between March 1. and September 30.
The widespread loss of habitat and reduced reproductive success of many nesting locations are
major threats to the western snowy plover. Urban development, encroachment of European
beachgrass (Ammophila arenaria), disturbance from human activities, and predation are factors
that result in Joss of habitat and reduced reproductive success for the subspecies. Recreational
activities such as jogging, running pets, horseback riding, and off-road vehicle use frequently
crush and destroy the western saowy plover’s cryptic nests and chicks.

The tidewater goby was federally listed as endangered on March 7, 1994. A recovery plan was
published in 2005 (Service 2005a). Endemic to California, the tidewater goby is found primarily
in waters of coastal lagoons, estuaries, and marshes. Tidewater gobies prefer a sandy substrate
for breeding, but they can be found on rocky, mud, and silt substrates as well. Tidewater gobies
are found in isolated populations within stream drainages, and have been found in localities
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David Foote ' . 3

previously considered extirpated. Major storm events where individuals are flushed into the )
littoral zones could be the source of recolonization, They have been documented in waters with
salinity levers from 0 to 42 parts per thousand, temperature levels from 8 to 25 degrees Celsius,
and water depths from 25 to 200 centimeters, Twenty-three (17 percent) of the 134 known
localitics of the species are currently considered extirpated, and 55 to 70 (41 to 52 percent)
locelities are naturally so small or have been so degraded over time that long-term persistence is
uncertain, Declines can be aitributed to upstream water diversions, polhstion, siltation, and wrban
development on sumounding lands. The tidewater goby continnes to be threatened by
modification and loss of habitat as a result of coastal development, channelization of habitat,
diversions of water flows, groundwater overdrafting, and alteration of water flows (Service
20052). As noted in the species’ recovery plan, Pismo Creek is occapied by the tidewater goby
(Service 2005a). Approximately 25 percent of the tidewater goby habitat in Pismo Creek ocours
within the boundaries of Pismo State Beach; the remainder is privately owned and owned by the
Clty of Pismo Beach.

On January 31, 2008, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) designated 18 acres of lower
Pismo Creek s critical habitat for the fidewater goby (73 Federal Register (FR) 5920). This
critical habitat unit (SLO-7) includes the lagoon and surrounding srea immediately adjacent to
the proposed project site. The Pismo Creek critical habitat unit (SLO-7) is 1mportant to the
conservation of the tidewater goby because it will support the recovery of the species’ population
along this portion of the coast and will help facilitate colonization of currently unoccupied
locations (73 FR 5944). The notice of intent does not address the importance of meintaining
water quality and hebitat values in lower Pismo Creek in the context of critical habitat for the
tidewnter goby.

California red-legged frogs spend most of their lives in and near sheltered backwaters of ponds,
marshes, springs, sireams, and reservoirs. Deep pools with dense stands of overhanging willows
(Salix sp.) and an intermixed fringe of cettails (Typha sp.) are considered optimal habitat. Eggs,
larvae, transformed _ruvemles, and adulis also have been found in ephemeral wetlands, creeks,
and drainages, and in ponds that do not have riparian vegetation. Accessibility to sheltering
habitat is essential for the survival of California red-legged frogs within a watershed, and can be
a factor limiting population numbers and distribution.

During dry periods of the year, the California red-legged frog is rarely encountered far from
water. However, during periods of wet, mild wenther, stasting with the first rains of fll, some
individuals of this species make overland excursions throngh upland habitats. Some California
red-legged frogs have moved long distances over land between water sources during winter
rains. Adult California red-legged frogs have been documented to move more than 3.2
kilometers (kmy) in northem Santa Cruz County “without apparent regard to topography,
vegetation type, or riparian comidors™ (Bulger et al. 2003). Most of these overland movements
occur at night.

The California red-legged frog has been extirpated or nesirly extirpated from 70 percent of its
former range. Ongoing causes of decline include direct habitat loss due to stream alteration and
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. disturbance to wetland areas, indirect effects of expanding urbanization, and competition or
predation from non-native species.

The initial study (page 10) acknowledges that the California red-legged frog may occur in the
project area and may be impacted by the proposed development activities. However, neither the
initial study nor the notice of intent describes the suitability of habitat in the vicinity of the
project area for California red-legged frogs. The initial study (page 10) states that Califorpia red-
legged frogs “were not identifiable in the winter, bat would be expected to inhabit Pismo Creek.”
The initia] study later concludes that it is “unlikely that [California red-legged frogs] use the
project site,” although the document does not discuss the rationale for this determination or
Provide any detajls regarding site assessments or surveys conducted for the subspecies in the
project area. We recommend a site assessment and surveys for California red-legged frogs in the
project area in accordance with Service guidelines (Service 2005b).

On page 10 (paragraph 7) of the initial study, it states that removal of an area of pioneer dune’
plant community “could directly affect the lagoon sediments, depth, and degree of wind
protections.” We are concerned that the proposed construction activities and removal of the -
dune community would negatively affect the hydrolo gy and morphology of the lagoon and
shoreline, thereby reducing the quality and quantity of habitat for the tidewater goby and
California red-legged frog as well as migratory birds.

We are glso concerned with the indirect impacts of development in the vicinity of the
creek/lagoon and within the flood plain. Page 10 of the initial study acknowledges that
development encroachment near sensitive habitats could bave adverse effects on wildlife. For
example, development near the shore line could attract domesticated waterfow! that would
subsequently dispiace wild, native birds in the lagoon. Development near the shoreline could
also attract or facilitate domesticated or feral cats, which could then adversely affect federally
listed species and migratory birds through predation. The notice of intent does not describe any
actions that would be taken to avoid or minimize these adverse impacts.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the initial study and notice of intent for
the proposed Koligan residential project. If you have any questions regarding these comments or
how to efficiently address them, please contact Colleen Mehlberg of my staff at (805) 644-1766,
extension 22].

Sincerely,

e PR

Rog&' P. Root
Assistant Field Supervisor

e
Dave Hacker, California Department of Fish and Game :
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1 . . . .
STATE OF CALFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY _' 5 ARNOLD SCHWARTENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

GENTRAL GOAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE200
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(834) 4274852

October 9, 2008

David Foote

¢fo Firma

1034 Mill Strest

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Subject: Comments on the Draft Mifigated Negative Decfaration for a single family
residence at 140 Addie Street adfacent to Pismo Creek in the downtown planning
district of Plsmo Beach (SCHi¥ 2008091044).

Dear Mr. Foote:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Mitigated Negafive Declaration
{MND) for.a new single family residence at 140 Addie Street in the Gity of Pismo Beach (SCH#
2008091044) We have specific comments and recommendations about the proposed
development as it refates to the applicable Cify of Pismo Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP)
policies and Coastal Act Access policies. In general, we are concemed that the proposed
development does not appropriately respond to issues associated with construction of the new
residence in and .adjacent.to sensitive habitat areas, and an area severely constrained by
- coastal hazards. Acoordmgly, we offer the following comments ...... e e

1.  Biologicail . Resources The proposed project area chudes terrestrla gnd aquahc habltats

“ - and the- proposed project has the potentlal 153 adve e[y lmpact a number of' natlve and

"~ special-statusTplant and animél ‘speeies “inclading “bidt, nét limited 13" "centfal duhé ‘scrilb,

* coastal. $alt "rarsh, “tideviatergoby,” and - $fealhedd. The - MND lnclude %) “number of
recornmefidatiofis'to &void of mltlgaie for the’ potenttal |mpacts bu’t it _.not clear that it
adequately protects such resouroes as requ:red by the LCP: o

a. Avoidance of Habitat mpacts. The proposed project must be premised on avoidance
of environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) and, where avoidance is not
possible only development dependent on the ESHA resource in guestion should be

. - allowed, and only where such development does not significantly disrupt habiiat |

values. As a general rule, the Commission does not consider construction of single
famlly residences as resource dependent. Accordingly, every effort must be made to

site and design the proposed development to avoid sensitive habitat areas. With this

in mind, the LCP provides clear guidance with respeot to the provision of setbacks

and buffers from ESHA including maintaining -a minimum 25 foot setback from the
inland extent of said habitat area (LCP Policy CO-21). It is not clear from the materials
provided in MND that the applicable setbacks have been applled in this instance.
Exhibit 3 attached to the MND |nd|cates the presence of coastal salt rmarsh habitat —a

. wetland’ communlty, but does not- appear ta clearly estabitsh the extent of thts habitat
T olitypsl Furthermore, the rnater:als indicate thqt only a 15 foot setback rs proposed from
vz this habitat, in’ Tight of- this, &' formal wefland deilneatlon i ieeded ‘to iensure that thls
v hdbitat e s appropnately defined”/ dei:neafed and the appht:able LOP setbackl

i BlffeF (Rlnirim 25 feet) applied o' avoid ‘potential ‘adverse impacts” onideritified

. sensitive habitat areas. The same.ls required.for ali terrestrial habitat types identified

in the MND Please revise the MND to modify the prOject as necessary. to address
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David Foote i '
MND for SFR at 140 Addie Street
October 9, 2008

Page 2

these issues and please ensure that project documentation includes figures {showing
location), thorough descriptive data of each habitat type involved, and clear evidence
supporting habitat conclusions.

.b. Construction Plan. in addition to the already idertified marine impacts, the DEIR
should also indicate the potential for impacts associated with inadvertent release of
materials {l.e., wood, concrete, plastics, metal, and other debris) in and adjacent to
the dunes and marine environment during grading and construction of the proposed
new residence, and include mitigation measures (i.e., construction plan with
containment measures, staging area, material and equipment storage, spill prevention
and contingency plan) to guide the construction process and ensure that debris and
materials are appropriately contained.

c. Biologicai Monitor. The DEIR identified a number of sensitive plant and animal
species, including fish, reptiles, and avian species, potentially affected by the
proposed development. Accardingly, due to the presence of these animals and other
sensitive species in the close vicinity of the project site, a biological monitor should
also be present during the entire constructlon period to ensure that such species are
not inadvertently harmed.

d. Habitat Impacts. The DEIR :ndlcates that proposed pmject will impact several habitat
" types, including estuarine, coastal salt marsh, freshwater marsh, and central dune
scrub. Impacks to each of these habitat types must be svoided as dascribed above. If
such habitat areas can be developed consistent with the LCF, any unavoidable
impacts to such sensitive habitats must be fully mitigated in accordance with an
appropriate habitat restoration plan. Each habitat type will have different mitigation
ratios, but any such mitigation ratios applied must be greater than 1:1 to account for
restoration success / habitat replication uncertainty, and must be accompanied by
compelling. dooumentation supporhng the ratio applied. The DEIR should be
supplemented to explicitly require such mitigation and to develop habitat restoration
plans for each affected habitat type.

2. Hazards. The MND indicates that the site of the proposed new residence is located in an
area of high geologic, flood, and shorefine hazard area. in particular, the site is sub]ect to
liguefaction,>ground shakmg, #ooding, tsunami, and erosion. The certified LCP requires that
all development be sifed and designed to minimize risk from such hazards by among other
means, avoiding the placement of development in high hazards areas, or by identifying and
establishing appropriate long-term development setbacks based upon 2 geologic review of all
existing and potential impacts in combination (8-2). More specifically, the LCP requires the
preparation of a geotechnical report by a qualified engineer to assess the nature of flood
risks, identify the boundary of the 100-year flood plain, and specify mitigafion measures that
will need to be implemented to minimize loss of life and property. No habitable structure may
be constructed within the 100-year fiood plain unless the finished floor elevation is at least

. one foot above the projected elevation of the 100-year flood (17.075.020). All critical faciiity
construction must be design and engineered fo withstand the force of an 8.5 magnitude
earthquake (17.078.040). Additionally, new development may not be permitted where it is
determined that shoreline protection will be necessary for protection of the new structure now
or at any time in the future based on a 100-year geologic prediction. Based on the limited
materials provided with the MND, itis not clear that there has been an adequats evaluation of
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David Foote ' ' '
MND for SFR at 140 Addie Street
October 9, 2008

Page 3

the various hazards threatening development on this site. The recommendations contained in
the MND appear to rely primarily on the findings and conclusions of a dated Flood Hazard
Issues study which do not reflect recent changes in flood zone maps, tsunami inundation
areas, and sea level rise. As such, we do not have enough infonmation to determine whether
the proposed development conforms to LGP policies for avolding coastal hazard risks
(including by establishing apprdpriate development setbacks in hazards areas, elevating
finished floor heights above maximum flood elevation, precluding the need for shoreline
armoring, and ensuring structural stability over the life of the project {i.e., 100 years)).
Accordingly, please supplement the MND to include a geotechnical evaluation prepared by a
licensed geotechnical or civil engineer with experience in sand dunes and related coastal
processes that clearly addresses other site stability and buildability constraints and proposed
mitigation measures (i.e., in terms of seismicity / liquefaction, dune soil incohesion, tsunami,
and erosion), The analysis must take into consideration current environmental factors {L.e.,
erosion rates, sea level rise, recent flood / tsunami maps, etc.).

3. Visual Resources. The proposed site plans and elevations contained within the MND appear
to illustrate a fairly large two-story residence on a relatively small and constrained parcel.
- Both the Coastal Act and the certified LCP require new development to be designed to reflect
the small scale image of the City, and to protect and enhance views of the ocean, creek, and
marsh (D-2). From what we can tell, the MND materials appears to indicate that the propesed
residence would exceed LCP height requirements by three feet and would require a variance
from said requirements to obtain consistency with the LCP. The design of the 3,350 square
foot, two-story residence with 3.5 baths, two car garage, and 550 squars feet in decks
appears oversized and conflicts with LCP small-scale character goals. In conflict with Coastat
Act:and LCP requirements, this two-story residence will also obstruct views of Pismo Creek,
the lagoon, and the Pacific Ocean as seen from various locations along the pubic recreation
treill. Accordingly, we strongly recommend that the proposed residential design be revised to
avoid blocking views and to minimize visual intrusion into the scenic landscape.

4. Drainage / Water Quality. The MND indicates that the proposed development will not alter the
natural drainage pattems across the property or contribute to erosion or water quality
degradation. However, the proposed development will increase impervious surface coverage
and introduce a typical urban pollutants onto a previously unimproved natural site, which will
.contribute t6 individual and curulative advérse impacts on water quality. The MND indicates
that storm water discharges would be directed to City stonn drains” for conveyance to the
beach and ocean environment. Conversely, we recommend that mitigation measures be
identified that can bé implemented to reduce both the volume of water and level of sediments
and pollutants emptying directly onto the beach and the ocean below. For example, we
recommend that all site runoff from parking areas and impervious coverage be directed to
landscaped or vegetated areas, sandy swales, or percolation pits for infiltration and filrafion
of poliutants prior to conveyance off-site. All site runoff should be treated and filtered to
remove polfutants prior to any discharge. Please supplement the MWD to identify measuUres
that will be taken to both reduce the volume-of runoff and to remove sediments and pollutants
from the runoff,

Thank you again for the opportunity o comment on the MND. n sum, it appears that the
proposed project is oversized and over ambitious for such a constrained site, and that it would
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result in significant -coastal resource impacts, including to ESHA and public views. We
recommend that the project be modified to avoid such impacts, including a reduction in scale
and scape as necessary. As the City moves forward with project analyms and environmental

review, the issues identified above, as weli as any other relevant coastal issues identified upon

further review or due to project madifications, should be considered in light of the provisions of
the certified Local Coastal Program and the Coastal Act. We may have more comments for you
on this project afier we have seen additional project information or revisions. If you have any
guestions, please do not hesitate to call me at.(B31) 427-4898.

Regards,

Midee A/M/

Mike Watson
Coastal Planner
Central Coast District Office -

Cc:  .Vaughn Koligian, Project Applicant
©+ -Steve Puglisi, Applicant’s Agent - - .
Carolyn Johnson, Planning Manager, City of szmo Beach
State Clearingholise (SCH# 2008091044)
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State of California « The Resouse.  Jency !

Amold Schwarzenegger, Governor

7 DEPARTNVENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION » P.0. Box 942696 + Sacramento, CA 942961001 Ruth Coleman, Director
¥ Oceano Dunes District
340 James Way, Suite 270
Pismo Beac(:h CA 83449 :
Telephone (805} 773-7170 ‘ |
FAX (805) 773-7176 RECEIVED
OCT 1¢ 2008 October 10,2008
City of Pismo Beach DY OF & ‘SMO BEACH

Community Development Department ammgglvmion t

Planning Division
760 Mattie Road
Pismo Beach, California 93449-2056

Re: 140 Addie S{reet, Koligian Residential Project -- Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration - File No: 08-0163 '

To Whom it May Concern:

The California Department of Parks and Recreation-(CDPR) has reviewed the
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (DMND) for the 140 Addie Street — Koligian
Residential Project. CDPR owns and manages the lands adjacent to this development
as part of Pismo State Beach. CDPR has concerns regarding the project's close
proximity to a sensitive wetland area and impacts related to hydrology, biology and
waterquality of the Pismo Creek estuary.

Hydrology

- This project will place a structure within a wetland, in an area subject to high tidal
storm surges, and within a 100-year flood zone. This project has the potential to
change the hydraulic function of the estuary, potentially impacting public lands in the
vicinity of the project. As indicated in the DMND, the supportive pilings beneath the
house will restrict water flow. Any resiriction of water flow is a change in hydrology.
CDPR has specific evidence of changes in Pismo Creek's hydrology due to the
construction of the condos and installationi of rip rap to the east of this proposed project.
The change in the directional flow of Pismo Creek has had a dramatic impact on the
neighboring Pismo RV Park and CDPR - North Beach Campground properties. Over
the past two vears, COPR has evidence that the developmentto the east of this

" proposed project caused the Pismo Estuary to migrate socuth and erode dunes and

sandy beachiront.

Based on our experience wuth changes in hydrology in the Plsmo Creek estuary
caused by the development of adjacent properties, CDPR belleves that this project will
create potentially significant impacts from substantia! alteration of the emstlng drainage
pattern of the site, inciuding the alteration of the course of a stream and in & manner
that would result in substantial erosion of dunes and property to the south and west of
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the parcel. Furthemmore, this project will create potentially significant impacts by placing
within a 100 year flood hazard area a structure that will impede and redirect flood flows.
For these reasons, CDPR believes a detailed hydraulic analysis must be conductad on
this project to fully analyze potential impacts from this project.

Biclogy

CDPR staff visited the project site and recorded wetland vegetation within the
- area proposed for the residential structure. in particular, CDPR staff found Jaumea

(Jaumea camosa), saligrass (Distichifis spicata), Cinquefoil (Poleniilla sp.), and marsh
baccharis (Baccharis douglasiana) on or near the site of the proposed structure, It does
not appear that there was a wetland delineation prepared for this project and this MND
does not adequately analyze potential impacts fo jurisdictional wetlands from the
proposed project. This MND does not adequately address the potentially significant
impacts to federally and state protected wetlands through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or shading.

In addition, this home encroaches into the Pismo Creek estuary which is critical
habitat for Tidewater Goby and also supports various life stages of Stealhead Trout.
The estuary provides vital habitat for terrestrial birds, shorebirds and water fowl. Listed
specles recorded from this estuary include the Amencan Psregrine falcon, Brown
Pelican, Western Snowy Plover and Califomia Least Tern. Silvery Iegless lizard is also
a California Species of Congem that could be found in this area, This residential’
structure will diminish habitat quality of the Pismo Creek estuary by placing a structure
and human activity in extremely close proximity to an important publically owned witdiife
habitat area. The proposed 25 foot setback fror the top of creek bank is not adequate
protection for the wetland plant community. This home needs fo be set back a sufficient
distance from wetlands and the Pismo Creek estuary to allow the hatural dynamic
processes in this estuary system to continue i in perpeturty

CDPR does not concur with the conclusion that this proposed development is
consistent with the City General Plan requirement for a streamside protection zone.
The top of creek bank is not clearly defined on this site. There is a small elevation
change from the estuary to the building pad. However, there is no defined stream bank -
because the estuary is dynamic. It is foreseeable that the elevations in the estuary will
change and the area that is identified as creek bank in this DMND will chainge
dramatically, especially in wet years. Additionally, there is wetland vegetation beyond
the area ldentifiled as top of bank. It would be appropriate to consider the existing
wetland vegetation as the extent of the “riparian vegetation” and set the building
envelope back a minimum of 25 feet from this wetland vegetation.

Finally, this DMND fails to consider the impacts that domestic pets may have to
protected animal populations in the Pismo Creek estuary. Many homeowners have
domestic pets that will prey on wildlife found in the estuary. The potential for domestic
pets tc prey on sensitive wildlife needs to be analyzed given the extremely close
praximity of this proposed structure to the Pismo Creek estuary.
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Water Quafity - Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The dwelling is connected to Addle Street by an elevated driveway. The
conceptual designs would appear to place the two car garage within the 100 year flood
zone. lf a garage is placed in the flood zone, this increases the chance that vehicles
and household products (paints, solvents, cleaning agents, etc) would be placed in an
area that Is subject to flooding and disturbance. This creates a foreseeable risk of upset
and accidental conditions involving the release of any number of hazardous materials
into the environment. This is a potentially significant impact that was not adequalsly
analyzed in the DMND.,

As a public land owner, the CDPR is mandated by law to manage and protect the
natural and cultural resources within park boundaries. The proposed structure
encroaches into the Pismo Creek estuary and will impact the hydrology, biology and
water quality of the site. This DMND needs to better analyze potentially significant
impacts that could resuit from the proposed project. ‘

Thark you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. If you have
any questions, please contact me at (805) 773-7170, or Ronnie Glick, Senior
Environmental-Scientist at (805} 773-7180.

Sincerely,

Andrew Zilke -
District Superintendent
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 3
918 CAPITOL MaLY, ROOM 284

SACRAMENTO, CA 05814

(016) 6535082

(916) 857-5390 - Fax

September 12, 2008

David Foote

City of Pismo Beach

1034 Mill Street

San Luis Obispo, GA 93401

RE: SCHE2003051044 140 Addie Street,Koliglan Residence Project; San Luls Obispo Countly.
Dear Nr. Foote:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notics of Completion (NOC) referenced abave.
The Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) stales that any projatt that causes & substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resourcs, which includes archeologival resources, is a significant effect requining the preparation of
an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15064{b)), To comply with this provision the lead agency 15 required fo assess whether the project
will have an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE), and If 50 to miligate thateffect.  To
adequately assess and mitigate praject-related inpacts 1o archaeologieal resources, the NAHG recommends the followinly
actions: )

# Contact the appropriate regiondl archasological information Center fora vecord search. The retord search will determine:
= [fa part of all of the area of project efiect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cutiural resources:

«  Ifany known cultural resources have already been recorded osi or adjacent to the APE.

= Ifthe probability is Jow, moderats, or high that cultural resourees are located in the APE,

" [fa survey is required to determine whether previousty unrecorded culiural fesources are present.

¥ If an archaeological inventoty survey is required, the final stage is the preparation ofa professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. -

»  The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation ieasurers should be submitled immediately
1o the planning depaniment. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
glssnclated funerary objects should be in a separate confidentiaf addendym, and not be made available for pubic
disclosure.

»  The final wiillon report should be submitted within 3 months afer work has been completed fo the appropriate
regional archaeological information Center.

¥ Canlact the Native American Heritage Commission for: . . :
« A Sacred Lands Flie Gheck: USGS 7.5 minute guadrangle name, township, r2ige and, section required.
»  Alst of appropriate Nafive American contacls for consultafion conceming the project site and to assisiin the
. mitigation measures. Native American Comtacts L istattached.
v Lackof surface evidence of archeological resources does not praclude thelr subsurface existence.

« Lead agencies should include in their miigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered archeotogical resources, per Calffornta Environmental Quallly Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeoingist and a culturally affiated Native American, with
knowiedge in cultural resources, should monttor all ground-disturbing activiies.

»  Leed agencies should tncludie in thelr mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered arlifacts, in
consultation with culturally affilisted Native Amaricans.

v Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native Amefican human remains in their mitigation pian.
Health and Safely Code §7050.5, CEQA §15054.5(¢), and Publlc Resources Code §5007.96 mandates the
process fo be followed in the event of an accidental discovary of any human remains in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery. . .

Sincerely, ..

\tpy Jholez,”

Program Analyst

CC: State Clearinghouse
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From: "David Hacker" <DHACKER@dfg.ca.gov>
Subject: 140 Addie St. comments on IS/MND 2008091044
Date: October B, 2008 2:46:56 PM PDT
To: <david@firmaconsultants.coms

Cc: "Janice Yoshioka" <JYoshiok@dfg.ca.govs, "Chris Kofron" <Chris_Kofron@fws.govs, "Julie

Vanderwier" <Julie_Vanderwier@fws.gov>

David:

As we discussed yesterday, here are the Department of Fish and Game's
comments on the City of Pismo Beach's Initial Study and proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND} for the 140 Addie St. Kollgian
Residence Project (SCH # 2008091044). The proposed project would
construcl a residence on the north side of the Pismo Creek lagoon.

The Department recommends completing a wetland delineation for this
project following US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) methods, and
request a Jurisdictional Determination from the USACOE, ptior to

adopting the MND. The vegetation community map provided is insufficient
for determining the extent of wetlands, other jurisdictional waters, and
their relation to the proposed structure. During a project site visit,
Department personnel noted hydrophylic plant species extending into a
swale that was not mapped in the MND. Hydrophytes were also observed
extending into what appeared to be the building envelope.

When considering the extent of wetlands, the MND should consider the
difference between the Federal Clean Water Act wetland definition and

the Department's wetland definition. The Department uses the US Fish

and Wildtife Service wetland definition, which requires only one wetland
parameter to be present and includes man-made wetlands. The EIR should
include a plan fo ensure no net loss of wetland and riparian habitat

values and acreage.

The project, bacausa of its location within the Pismo Creek lagoon
system, would displace and degrade uplands and potential wetlands used
by lagoon species. The project would also indirectly degrade aquatic
habitat, which supports the Federally Threatened tidewater goby
(Eucyclogobius newberryi) and steelhead {Oncorhynchus mykiss), the
California Species of Special Concern southwestern pond turtle
{Actinemys marmorata patlida), and migratory waterfowl and
shorebirds. Pismo Creek is aiso steelhead Critical Habitat. Lagoons
are essential for steslhead rearing, oversummering, and transitioning
between fresh and sait water, facilitating significantly higher

steelhead growth rates than freshwater stream reaches. Light, noise,
movement, pets, shading, pollutants, and the degradation of uptand
buifers would all contribute to adverse effects to each of these
species, which the MND should discuss per species. -

The Department recommends coordinating with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service regarding the potential effects to and survey requirements for
fidewater goby and the Federally Threatened western snowy plover
(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) and Catifornia red-legged frog
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{Rena draytonif). The City and its applicant should also coordinate
with the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding sffects to
steelhead critical habitat,

The MND states that the project would not impede flows in Pismo Creek
if the main channel alignment shifts. The project footprint is within

an area that will likely become part of the main creek channel in the
future, which would then require further impacts to the creek to
maintain/repair the proposed residence, its access, and its parking
area. This is a likely scenario given the dynamic nature of coastal
lagoons,

Callfomnia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Authority: The Department

is a Trustee Agency with the responsibility under CEQA for commenting on
projects that could impact fish and wildlife resources. Pursuant o

Fish and Game Code Section 1802, the Departmeant has jurisdiction over
the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
planis, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations

of those species, As a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources,

the Department is responsible for providing, as available, biological
expertise to review and comment on environmental documents and impacts
arising from project activities, as those terms are used under CEQA.

The Department is a Responsible Agency when a subsequent permit or
other type of discretionary approval is required from the Department,
such as an Incidental Take Permit, pursuant to the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA), or a Streambed Alteration Agreement issued under
Fish and Game Code § 1600 et seq. As the MND notes, the proposed
project would require Nofification to the Depariment regarding the

intent to alter Pismo Creek.

Bath of those actions by the Department are considered "projects”

{CEQA Guidelines Section15378) and are subject to CEQA. The Department
typically relies on the Lead Agency’s CEQA compliance to make findings
pursuant o CEQA Guidelines Section 15081, For the Lead Agency's CEQA
document to suffice for permit/agreement issuance, it must fully

describe the potential project-related impacts to stream/friparian

resources and listed species, and commit to measures to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate impacts to these resources.

impacts to State listed species must be “fully mitigated” in order
to comply with CESA. If the CEQA document issued by the City for this
Project does not contain these commitments, the Department may need to

act as a Lead CEQA Agency and complete a subsequent CEQA document, This

could significantly delay permit issuance and, subsequently, project
implementation. In addition, CEQA grants Responsible Agencies authority
to require changes in a project to lessen or avoid effects of that part

of the project which the agency will be called on to approve (CEQA
Guidelines § 15041).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please feel
. free to contact with any questions,

Exhibit 7
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 85 of 156



© WEB: WWW,.COASTAL.CA.GOV

ETATE OF GALIFORHIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGERCY ARNCLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNGR
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, GA 95060

PHONE: {811} 4274863

FAX: (831} 427-4B7T

June 21,2010 -

City of Pismo Beach Planning Commission
cfo Chairman Mark Burnmes

760 Mattie Road

Pismo Beach, CA 93449

Subject: June 22, 2010 Planning Commission Ageﬁda ftem #7.A: Proposed Single-Fami}y
Residence and Related Development at 140 Addie Street

Dear Chairman Burnes and Planning Commissioners:

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment again on the above-referenced project. We have shared our - -
concems regarding the above-referenced preject with the City in the past, and we strongly support City
staff’s current recommendation to deny the proposed variance to exceed the 25" height limit, and to
direct the applicant to redesign the proposed project for consideration by the Planning Commission ata
future date,

We continue to have significant concerns about the proposed project, as previously discussed in our
comments, dated October S, 2008, on the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (see attached).
First, the height and size of the proposed residence present significant visual issues. Both the Coastal
Act and the certified LCP require new development to be designed to reflect the small scale image of
the City, and to protect and enhance views of the ocean, creek, and marsh. In conflict with these
requirements, the proposed residence would be a large and bulky structure that would obstruct public
views of Pismo Creek, the lagoon, and the Pacific Ocean, including as seen from various locations
along the public recreation trail.

in addition, the proposed residence would be located in an area of high geologic, flood, and shoreline
hazards, end would be adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat area. It does not appear that
the project has to date addressed these constraints in a way that is consistent with the Coastal Act and
LCP. We appreciate that additional biological and geological reports have been prepared in response
to our comments and the commients of other resource agencies. Unfortunately, given the short period
of time allowed for review of the revised initial study, we have not yet had the opportunity to review
these additional studies and their relevance fo potential siting and design alternatives for this location.
Directing the applicant 1o pursue a redesign will allow for these other site constraints to also be
appropriately weighed in light of Coastal Act and LCP requirements.

We look forward to further coordination with City staff throughout the redesign process.
Regards

| @M@%Q»

Madeline Cavalieri
Coastal Planner
Central Coast District Office

((Q

Califomnia Coastal Commission
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT §THEET, SUITEM
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

{B31) 4274663

October 9, 2008

David Foote

c/o Finna

1034 Mill Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

) Sub]eci Comments on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for a single fanuly
: residence at 140 Addie Street adfacent to Pismo Creek in the downtown plannmg
district of Pismo Beach {SCH# 2008091044).

Dear Mr. Foote:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Mltigaled Negative Declaratlon
(MND) for a naw single family residence at 140 Addie Street in the City of Pismo Beach (SCH#
2008091044). We have specific comments and recommendations about the proposed
development as it relaies to the applicable City of Pismo Beach Local Coastal Program (LCF)
policies and Coastal Act Access policies. In general we are concerned that the proposed
development does not appropriately respond fo issues associated with construction of the new
residence in and adjacent to sensitive habitat areas, and an area severely constrained by
coastal hazards. Accardmg]y, we offer the followmg comment.s

1. Biolegical Resources. The propesed project area mcludes ten'estnal and aquatlc habitats,
and the proposed project has the potential to adversely impact a number of native and
special-status plant and animal species including but not limited to central dune scrub,
coastal salt marsh, tidewater goby, and stealhead. The MND includes a number of
recommendations to avoid or mitigate for the potential impacts, but it is not clear that it
adequately protects such resources as reguired by the LCP:

a. Avoidance of Habitat Impacts. The proposed project must be premised on avoidance
of environmentally sensifive habitat areas (ESHA) and, where avoidance is not
possible only development dependent on the ESHA résource in guestion should be

- aliowed, and only where such development does not significantly disrupt habitat
values, As a general rule, the Commission does not consider construction of single
family residences as resource dependent. Accordingly, every effort must be made tc
site and design the proposed development to avoid sensitive habitat areas. With this
in mind, the LCP provides clear guidance with respect to the provision of setbacks
and buffers from ESHA including maintaining a minimum 25 foot setback from the
inland exient of said habitat area (LCP Policy CQ-21), It is not clear from the materials

- provided in MND that the applicable setbacks have been applied in this instance.

- Exhibit 3 attached to the MND indicates the presence of coastal salt marsh habitat —a
wetland community, but does not appear to clearly establish the extent of this habitat
type. Furthermare, the materials indicate that only a 15 foot setback js proposed from
this habitat. In light of this, a formal wetland delineation is needed to ensure that this
habitat type is appropriately defined / delineated and the appficable LCP setback f
buffer (minimum 25 feet) applied to avoid potential adverse impacts on identified
sensitive habitat areas. The same is required for all terrestrial habitat types identified
in the MND. Please revise the MND to modify the project as necessary to address

Commerts on MND for 140 Addie Street 10.00.06.doc  ~
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these issues and pleass ensure that project decumentation includes figures (showing
location), thorough descriptive data of each habitat type involved, and clear evidence
supporting habitat conclusions.

.b. Construction Plan. In addition to the already identified marine impacts, the DEIR
should also indicate the potential for impacts associated with inadvertent release of
materials {i.e., wood, concrete, plastics, metal, and other debris) in and adjacent to
the dunes and marine environment during grading and construction of the proposed
new residence, and include mitigation measures {i.e., construction plan with
containment measures, staging area, material and equipment storage, spill preverition
and contingency plan) to guide the construction process and ensure that debris and
materials are appropriately conteined. '

c. Blological Monitor. The DEIR identified a number of sensitive plant and animal
species, including fish, reptiles, and avian specles, potentially affected by the
proposed development. Accordingly, due to the presenca of these animals and other
sensitive specles in the close vicinily of the project site, a biclogical monitor should
also he present during the entire construction period to ensure that such species are
not inadvertently harmed.

d. Habitat Impacts. The DEIR indicates that proposed project wilt impact several habitat
types, including estuarine, coastal salt marsh, freshwater marsh, and central dune
scrub. Impacts to each of these habitat types must be avoided as described above. If

" sUch habitat areas can be developed consisteni with the LCP, any unavoidable
impacts to such sensitive habitats must be fully mitigated in accordance with an
appropriate habitat restoration plan. Each habitat type will have different mitigation
ratios, but any such mitigation ratios appfied must be greater than 1:1 to account for
restoration success / habitat replication uncertainty, and must be accompanied by
compelfing. documentation supporting. the ratic applied. The DEIR should be
supplemented to explicitly require such mitigation and to develop habitat restoration
plans for each affected habitat type.

2. Hazards. The MND indicates that the site of the proposed new. residence is located in an
area of high geofogic, flood, and shorefine hazard area. In particular, the site is subject to
figuefaction, ground shaking, flooding, tsunami, and erosion. The certifled LCP requires that
all development be sited and designed to minimize risk from such hazards by among other
means, avoiding the placement of development in high hazards areas, or by identifying and

- establishing appropriate long-term development sethacks based upon a geologic review of all
existing and potential impacts in combination {S-2). More specifically, the LCP requires the
preparation of a geotechnical report hy a qualified engineer to assess the nature of flood
risks, identify the boundary of the 100-year flood plain, and specify mitigation measures that
will need to be implemented to minimize loss of life and property. No habitable structure may
be consiructed within the 100-year flood plain unless the finished floor elevation is at least -
one foot above the projected elevation of the 100-year flood (17.075.020}. All critical facility
construction must be design and engineered'to withstand the forca of an 8.5 magnitude
earthquake (17.078.040). Additionally, new development may not be permitted where it is
determined that shoreline protection wiil he necessary for protection of the new structure now
or at any time in the future based on a 100-year geoiogic prediction. Based on the limited
materials provided with the MND, it is not clear that there has been an adequate evaluation of
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the various hazards threatening development on this site. The recommendations contained in
the MND appear to rely primarily on the findings and conclusions of a dated Flood Hazard
fssues study which do not refiect recent changes in flood zone maps, tsunemi inundation
areas, and sea level rise, As such, we do not have enough information to determine whether
the proposed development conforms to LGP policies for avoidlng coastal hazard risks
{including by establishing appropﬂate deveiopment setbacks in hazards areas, elevafing
finished floor heights above maximum flood elevation, precluding the need for shoreline
armoring, and ensuring structural stability over the life of the project (i.e., 100 vears)).
Accordingly, please supplement the MND fo inciude a geotechmcal evaluation prepared by a
licensed geotechnicat or civil engineer with experience in sand dunes and related coastal

processes that clearly addresses other site stabllity and buildability constrairts and proposed

mitigation measures (i.e., in terms of selsmicity / liquefaction, dune soil incohesion, tsunami,
and erosion}. The ana[ys:s must take inta consideration current environmental factors (i.e.
erosion rates, sea level rise, recent flood / tsunami maps, efc.).

\iisual Resources. The proposed site plans and elevations contained within the MND appear
to illustrate a fairly large two-story residence on a relatively small and constrained parcel
Both the Coastal Act and the certified LGP require new development to be designed to reflect
the smafl scale image of the City, and to protect and enhance views of the ocean, creek, and
marsh {D-2). From what we can teli, the MNE materials appears to indicate that the proposed
residence would exceed LCP height requirements by three feet and would require a variance
from said requirements to obtain consistency with the LCF. The design of the 3,350 square
foot, two-story residence with 3.5 baths, two car garage, and 550 square feet in decks
appears oversized and conflicts with LCP small-scale character goals. In conflict with Coastal
Act and LGP requirements, this fwo-story residence will also obsiruct views of Pismo Creek,
the lagoon, and the Pacific Ocean as seen from various locations along the pubic recreafion

trail. Accordingly, we strongly recommend that the proposed residential design be revised to -

avoid blocking views and to minimize visual intrusion into the scenic iendscape.

_ Drainage {/ Water Quality. The MND indicates that the proposed deve[opment will not alter the

natural drainage patterns across the property or contribule to erosion or water quality
degradation. However, the proposed development will increase impervious surface coverage
and introduce a typical urban poliutants onto a previously unimproved naturat site, which will
contribute to individual and cumulative adverse impacts on water guality. The MND indicates

that storm water discharges would be directed to City storm drains for conveyance fo the .

beach and ocean environment. Conversely, we recommend that mitigation measures be

- identified that can bé implemented to reduce both the volume of water and level of sediments

and poffutants emptying directly onfo the beach and the ocean below. For example, we
recommend that all site runcff from parking areas and impervious coverage be directed {o
landscaped or vegetated areas, sandy swales, or percolation pits for infiliration and filtration
of pollutants prigr to conveyance off-sife. All site runoff shouild be ireated and filtered to
remove pollutants prior to any discharge. Please supplement the MND to identify measures
that will be taken to both reduce the volume of runoff and to remove sediments and pollutants
from ths runoff,

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the MND. Ih sum, it appears that the -
proposed project is oversized and over ambitious for such a constrained site, and that it would
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David Foota '

MND for SFR at 140 Addie Street
October 9, 2008

- Paged :

result in significant ‘coastal resource impacts, including to ESHA and public views. We
recommend that the project be modified to avoid such impacts, including a reduction in scale
ang scope as necessary. As the City moves forward with project analysis and environmental
review, the issues identified above, as well as any other relevant coastal issues identified upon
further review or due to project modificafions, should be considered in light of the provisions of
the certified Local Coastal Program and the Coastal Act. We may have more gommaents far you
on this project after we have seen additional project information or revisions. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate 1o call me at {831) 427-4898.

Regards, .

i llad

Mike Watson - '
Coastal Planner '
Centraf Coast District Office

Cc:  Vaughn Keligian, Project Applicant
Steve Puglisi, Applicant’'s Agent .
. Carolyn Johnson, Planning Manager, City of Pisrho Beach
State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2008091044)
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June 22 2010

Planning Commission Chair Mark Burnes
Via Carolyn Johnson, Planning Manager
City of Pismo Beach

Sent via email

RE: Response to Coastal Commission letter of June 21, 2010 for 140 Addie Street
(SCH#2008091044)

The City of Pismo Beach sent a revised Initial Study with supporting technical studies, with responses to
agency comments, to the agencies that commented on the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project circulated in 2008. The CEQA Guidelines do not require the City fo send
responses to agency comments on the MND in advance of the public hearing on the CEQA
determination, but this was done to more fully involve the agenicies in the CEQA process. The revised IS
was sent certified mail on June 10, 2010, twelve days in advance of the public hearing date. The
California Coastal Commission sent their comments on the revised IS to the City on June 21, 2010. This
memo provides a response to the Coastal Commission letter.

The letter acknowledges that Coastal staff had not fully reviewed the technical information provided by
the City in response to their original comment letter of October 9, 2008. The information provided in the
revised Initial Study does adequately respond to the concerns raised in their letter as a matter of CEQA
compliance. In particular, the two issues raised by Coastal staff are fully addressed in mitigation
measures 1a-c (height of structure) and 4a-c (setback of structure from ESHA).

Visual Resources: The revised 1S added discussion of the General Plan f LCP framework for conserving
and protecting scenic resources at the beach / estuary. This was to reinforce the conclusion that to avoid
a significant unavoidable impact on scenic resources, the project needs to be revised to adhere to the
Zoning Ordinance height limit of 25 feet (mitigation measure 1a-¢). Coastal staff does not challenge this
conclusion and supports a project that adheres to the 25 foot height limit. It is very important to note,
however, that any residence built on this site in compliance with the flood level protection elevation would
block views to the south and southwest from Addie Street to the ocean and estuary, which is the only
applicable scenic viewing position under the General Plan. For CEQA, the issue is the scale of the
building, not the presence of the building on the site. For purposes of complying with CEQA, the IS makes
a determination that adherence to the Zoning Ordinance, which implements the General Plan principles
and policies refated fo visual resources, would result in a building envelope that was consistent with the
General Pian and therefore a less than significant visual impact.

Under CEQA, the Planning Commission as the Lead Agency decision-maker has the authority to consider
all the information in the public record and make a determination that a higher, of lower, building is
consistent with the General Plan and does not have a significant impact. In so doing, the Commission
may change or delete mitigation measures that would change the project design.

Technical Studies for Geology. Flooding and Biological resources: The letter acknowledges that Coastal
staff has not reviewed the information requested and provided in advance of the hearing. The information

provided does adequately respond to Coastal concerns raised in their letter of October 8, 2008
summarized briefly here:
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» The ESHA boundary was precisely identified in relation to the site. Mitigation measure 4a-c
requires the project to be re-designed to maintain a minimum 25 foot setback form the structure
from. the ESHA boundary. No sensitive habitat is impacted, however, the measure requires
landscaping with pioneer dune habitat plants.

« The Geologic Coastal Study provided the information requested and established the flood
elevation more precisely. Mitigation 6a and 8g fully address the potential geologic and flood impacts
identified.

* Drainage /Water Qualfity: the revised IS adds mitigation measure 8e to address stormwater
quality impacts consistent with the City Stormwater Management Plan and the Coastal Act.

The October 9 letter suggests adding two mitigation measures. The Planning Commission may consider
adding these to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan as follows:

* Measure: The construction plans for the project shall include a detailed pollution containment
plan to ensure construction debris that could harm the estuary habitat and species that depend
on it are contained on-site and fully disposed of off-site. The plan shal} include a spill containment
and response plan.

» Measure: Construction activities shall be regularly monitored by a qualified biologist to ensure
sensitive species in the estuary and dune / beach environment are not adversely harmed.
Monitoring activities shall be conducted at time that |dent|f|ed terrestrial and avian species are
active and potentially present on the site.

Sincerely,
David Foote, ASLA
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STATE OF GALWFORNIA -~ NATURAL RESDURCES AGENCY ! ARHDLD
.

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 30
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95650

PHONE: (331) 4274863

EAX: {831) 4274877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

August 5, 2010

- Carclyn Johnson -
Pismo Beach Planning Manager
760 Mattie Read
Pismo Beach, CA 83448

Subject: Revised Inltial Sﬁldy and Mitigated Negative Declaration for Proposed Single-Family .
Residence and Related Development at 140 Addie Streef {SCH #2008091044)

Dear Ms. Johnson:

_Thank you for the opportunity to comment again on the above-referenced project. We have shared owr
concems regarding the above-referenced project with the City in the past. We continue io have
significant concerns about the proposed project, as previously discussed in our comments dated June
21, 2010 and October 9, 2008, First, the height and size of the proposed residence present significant
visual issues. Both the Coastal Act and the certified LCP require new development to be sited and
designed to reflect the small scale character of the City, and to protect and enhance views of the
ocean, creek, and marsh. In conflict with these requirements, the proposed residence would be a large
and bulky structure that would obstruct public views of Pismo Creek, the lagoon, and the Pacific
Qcean, including as seen from various focations atong the public recreation trail.

in addition, the proposed residence would be Jocated in an ar=za of high geologic, fiood, and shoreline
hazards, and would be adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat area. it does not appear that
the project has to date addressed these constraints in a way that is consistent with the Coastal Act and
LCP. Wa appreciate that additional biological and geoclogical reports have been prepared in response
to our comments and the comments of other resource agencies. However, the information provided is
not sufficient to answer the relevant outstanding questicns, and ultimatzly to allow evaiuation of this
project for consistency with the LCP,

To begin, the wetlands delineation is inaccurate and does not provide the information necassary for a

coastal zone wetland delineation. The wetlands delineation should establish data points in those areas

that have some wetland vegetation to document quenfitatively that there is not a predominance of

wetland species. in addifion, as presented in the delfineation (p. 2), the interpretation of the 50/20 rule

for establishing dominance is inaccurate, as is the interpretation of the dominance ratio test of
predominance. Dominance is actually based on relative, not absolute, cover. Dominant plants are

those that cumulatively exceed 50% relative cover when placed in rank order of abundance, or =
individually have at least 20% relative cover (an example is give in Table 4 of the Asrd West :
Supplement to the Corps Defineation Manuai). Predominance is determined by exceeding 50% of
dominant species, not 50% of =merlal cover. Finally, the delineation does not include a map of the
adjacent wetlands, so setbacks cannot be determined. The upland edge of tidal wettands should be the
highest reach of the tides or the edge of predominant wetland vegetation, whichever is higher. The
delineation should also map the upland edge of the foredunes.

«

California Coastal Commission

L Hednra ekilee
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Carolyn Johnson, City of Pismo Beach
Proposed Residence at 140 Addie Street
August 5, 2010

Page 2

With regard to the remaining biological information, we recommend the City confer with U.S. Fish and
Wildiife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service and California Department of Fish and Game fo
ensure the revised 1S/MND meets their needs, and to inquire about what permits or approvals will be
required. : .

Finally, we appreciate that the phase one geologic coastal study was provided. However, all of the
geological reports, including the geotechnical reports that address the specific project design, must be
prepared prior to approval. Without specific geotechnical information about the proposed praject, it is
not possible to ensure the proposed project is consistent with the certified LCP or that it is the least
environmentally damaging alternative,

We etrongly recommend that the Clity require preparation of an updated wetlands report that addresses
the concerns stated above, as well as the geological and geotechnical reports necessary to address
the specific design of the proposed project. in addition, we recommend ensuring that the needs of the
other resource agencies including U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service

and California Department of Fish and Game have been addressed, prior to any City approvals. This

project is located in a particularly sensitive area within the City. Any CDP decisions about it nead to be

based on a thorough evaluation of accurate constraint and resource data and prerised on avoiding’

coastal resgUrce impacts. The project, as it is cummently proposed, does not appear to meet these tests,
and it does not appear that it can be found consistent with the LCP and the access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act. In fact, even based only on the incomplete data provided so far, it still
appears that the proposed project is overambitious for the site and constraints that are present at this
location, and that the project would need fo be reduced significantly. When more refined information is
available, the degree to which such project changes are necessary will be more apparent. Thus, we
strongly recommend that the City have all of the relevant information available to help shape an

- appropriate CDP decision in this case, and that such décision clearly be premised on- impact
avoidance, as dictated by the LGP and the Coastal Act.

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide comments. Please feel free to contact me 1o discuss
this project further.

Sincerely,

Madeline Cavalien
Coastal Planner .o
Central Coast District Office

¢c: Brandon Sanderson, CA Dept. of Fish Game

California Coastal Commizsion
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August 12, 2010

Planning Commission Chair Mark Burnes
Via Carolyn Johnson, Planning Manager
City of Pismo Beach

Sent via email

RE: Response to second Coastal Commission letter of August 5§, 2010 for 140 Addie Street
{SCH#2008091044)

The California Coastal Commission sent their comments on the revised IS to the City on June 21, 2010
and followed that letter with a comment letter dated August 5, 2010. A previous letter from Firma
responding to the June 21 letter was submitted to the Planning Commission on June 22. This memo
provides a response to the second Coastal Commission letter.

Visual Resources

Coastal comments: “Both the Coastal Act and the LCP and the ceriified LCP require new development
to be sited and designed to reflect the small scale character of the City, and to protect and enhance views
of the ocean, creek and marsh.”

Response: Policy D-2, as referenced in the Revised IS, sets forth three important criteria for regulating
visual quality:

1."New development should be designed to reflect the small scale image of the city rather than
create large monolithic buildings. Apariment, condominium and hotel buildings should be contained
in several smaller buildings rather then one large building.”

The proposed project is a duplex that by definition is one structure and cannot feasible be broken
into smaller structures. The intent of the policy is to use smaller separated structures where
possible, and to highly articulate the architecture to maintain rich visua! texture and intimate building
scale. The Planning Commission will determine if the architectural expression and character is
consistent with this policy section.

2. “Maximum height, setback, and site coverage standards fo achieve the desired small scale
character will be regulated by City ordinance”.

This policy section links implementation of the General Plan /LCP visual resource policy to the
Zoning Ordinance.

For CEQA, the issue is the scale of the building, not the presence of the building on the site. For
purposes of complying with CEQA, the Revised IS makes a determination that adherence to the
Zoning Ordinance, which implements the General Plan / LCP principles and policies related to
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visual resources, would result in a building envelope that was consistent with the General Plan and
therefore a less than significant visual impact.

3. "Views to the ocean, creeks and marsh and surrounding hifls should be preserved and enhanced

whenever possible. The feeling of being near the sea should be emphasized, even when it is not
visible.”

It is very important to note that any residentiai or visitor serving structure built on this Iot in
compliance with the flood level protection elevation would block views to the south and southwest
from Addie Street to the ocean and estuary. The proposal to allow the ground under the raised
structure to remain open for views under the building is consistent with this policy. Therefore, the
Proposed Project preserves as much view to these areas as possible.

Coastal comments: “In conflict with these requirements, the proposed residence would be large and
bulky structure that would obstruct public views of Pismo Creek, the lagoon and the Pacific Ocean
including as seen for the public recreation trail”

Response: The only defined scenic viewing position under the General Plan / Certified LCP is west down
Addie Street as shown on Design Element figure D-3 and policy D-41 and the structure does not block
that view. The view from the future recreational trail between the lot and the estuary across this lot is
toward- the urban built environment, therefore the proposed structure would not substantially alter the
nature of that viewshed. The revised Proposed Project does not maximize or exceed the Zoning
Ordinance height and coverage limits prescribed to maintain visual quality:

Height: 35 feet allowed 31.6 feet proposed 8% less
Lot coverage: 2,475 sf allowed 2,267 sf proposed 9% less
Building area; 5,625 sf allowed 3,649 sf proposed 35 % less

Therefore, the Proposed Project is less bulky and large than that otherwise ai[owed by the Zoning
Ordinance.

Wetlands
Coastal comments: “ The wetlands delineation should establish data points...”

Response: The report describes, and Figure 1 delineates, the ruderal vegetation plant community within
the 140 Addie Street parcel that was evaluated to determine if any wetland habitat meeting federal andfor
coastal zone definitions occurs on the parcel. This area constitutes the data observation point and is
described in depth in report and should be considered in the absence of a specific mapped data point.
Additionally, the text, Figure 1, and representative photographs 6, 7, and 8 describe and illustrate the
disturbed/exotic upland dune community intervening between the 140 Addie Street parcel and the coastal
salt marsh wetland habitat.

Coastal comments: "as presented in the delineation the interpretation of the [wetland dominant species]
50/20 rule for establishing dominance is inaccurate...”

Response: The report describes the existing conditions of the southernmost vegetated area of the parcel
as ruderal vegetation dominated by upland species with less than five percent cover of two wetland
indicator species. For clarification, this determination was based on relative cover of all species
considered. As described in text and shown in the representative photographs the ruderal vegetation is a
near 100 percent relative and absolute cover of ice plant and non-native grasses. As such, the less than
five percent relative cover of wetland indicator species observed would not aggregate in any fashion to be
considered a dominant species comprising at least 20 percent relative cover. Therefore, the conclusion
that the site does not support a hydrophytic (wetland) plant community where dominant wetland indicator
species exceed 50 percent of the dominant species is accurate and appropriately determined. The black
and white dashed line on Figure 1 delineates the coastal salt marsh wetland habitat on adjoining property
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from the upland edge of the upland dune community. This line is used to determine the start of a 25 foot
setback from the wetland to the proposed structure.

Coastal comments: “The delineation does not include a map of the adjacent wetlands so setbacks
cannot be determined. The upland edge of tidal wetlands should be the highest reach of the tides or the
edge of predominant wetland vegetation, whichever is higher.”

Responses: The report establishes the non-storm influenced high-high tide elevation at approximately
the 4.2 foot elevation (NGVD29) that would be considered the upper limits and lateral extent of the waters
of the U.S. jurisdiction. The lowest contour on the 140 Addie street parcel is approximately the 7.0 foot
elevation (NGVD29) well above the highest reach of non-storm influenced tides. Further, the two foot
storm surge influenced elevation falls at the 4.64 topographic contour (NVVD29) also well below the 7.0
foot lowest elevation of the parcel. The black and white dashed line depicts the furthest edge (highest
elevation) of observed dominance by the wetland indicator silverweed (Potentilla anserine) above the
high-high tide line on the land adjacent to the 140 Addie Street parcel. This line showing the delineation
between upland and wetland habitats can be used to evaluate any features of the proposed project
relative to the nearest edge of wetland habitat.

The wetland delineation is based on accepted tide datum identifying the physical limits of predicted tides,
along with observations of the soils, indicators of wetland hydrology, and the surface expression of upland
and wetland plants consistent with accepted wetland delineation practices. The report acknowledges
evidence that the site may be flooded under some combination of circumstances. However, the observed
evidence of soils, hydrology, and plants on the 140 Addie Street parcel does not indicate a frequency or
duration of hydrology sufficient to support wetlands under either the federal or Coastal Act definitions. In
contrast, the field indicators of hydric soils and expression of wetland indicator plant species did delineate
the wetland salt marsh habitat on adjoining land between 140 Addie Street and the estuary. Therefore,
based on the regulatory criteria for wetland determination, the black and white dashed line on Figure 1
delineating the coastal saltmarsh from the upland dune has been clearly and accurately delineated.

Technical Studies for Geology

Coastal comments: “...all of the geotechnical reports that address the specific project design must be
prepared prior to approval. Without specific geotechnical information about the proposed project it is not
possibie to ensure the project is consistent with the certified LCP or that it is the least environmentally
damaging alternative.”

Responses: The CEQA deocument requires as a mitigation measure that all the engineering reports be
submitted as part of the building permit application. The General Plan / LCP Conservation and Open
Space Element contains several policies to ensure development is the least damaging alternative along
the shoreline and creek: CO-15, C0O-16, CO-17 and CO-21. However, none of these require a
geotechnical report to determine LCP consistency prior to approval.

Consistent with mitigation measure 6a, the revised Project submittal includes a geotechnical report by
Earth Systems Pacific, attached, that addresses the subsurface conditions at the site and makes a
recommendation. for foundation type. The geotechnical engineer indicates the proposed driven pile
foundation is feasible and would be the foundation type that would cause the least environmental
damage.

Sincerely,
David Foote, ASLA

Attachments:
Letter from David Wolff, Cerfified Wefland Biologist
Letter from Dennis Shallenberger, Earth Systems Pacific
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State of California « The Resources Agency Amold Schwarzenegger, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION = P.O, Box 842896 « Sacramento, CA 94286-0001 Ruth Coleman, Direcfor
Oceano Dunes District

340 James Way, Suite 270

Pismo Beach, CA 93449

Telephone (805} 773-7170

FAX (BO5) 773-7176

June 21, 2010

City of Pismo Beach

Community Development Department
Planning Division

760 Mattie Road

Pismo Beach, California 93449-2056

Re: 140 Addie Street, Koligian Residential Project — File No: 08-0163
To Whom It May Concem:

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) has reviewed the
Planning Comrnission Staff Report, the Revised Initial Study of Environmental Impacts
(SCH 2008091044}, and the Wetland Determination and Biological Assessment for the
140 Addie Street — Koligian Residential Project. CDPR owns and manages the lands
adjacent to this development as part of Pismo State Beach. CDPR has concerns
regarding the project's close proximity to a sensitive wetland area and impacts related
to hydrology and biology of the Pismo Creek estuary.
|

Hydrology

This project will place a structure in within as an area subject to high tidal storm
surges and within a 100-year flood zone. This project has the potential to change the
hydraulic function of the estuary, potentially impacting public lands in the vicinity of the
project. CDPR has specific evidence of changes in Pismo Creek's hydrology due to the
" construction of the condos and installation of rip rap to the east of this proposed project.
The change in the directional flow of Pismo Creek has had a dramatic impact on the
neighboring Pismo RV Park and CDPR - North Beach Campground properties. CDPR
has evidence that the development to the east of this proposed project caused the
Pismo Estuary to migrate south and to erode dunes and sandy beachfront in the past
decade.

Based on our experience with changes in hydrology in the Pismo Creek estuary
caused by the adjacent developed properties, CDFR believes that this project will
create potentially significant impacts from substantial alteration of the existing drainage
pattern of the site, including the alteration of the course of a strearn and in a manner
that would result in substantial erosion of dunes and property to the south and west of
the parcel. Furthermore, this project will create potenfially significant impacts by placing
within a 100 year flood hazard area a structure that will impede and redirect flood flows.
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140 Addie Street
Page2cof2

Biology

CDPR had indicated in writien, e-mail and verbal communications with City siaff
that this project fails to protect existing wetland habitat associated with the Pismo Creek
Estuary. This project fails to provide a minimum setback of 25 feet from existing
wetlands of the Pismo Creek Estuary. Furthermore, the project and asscciated
background documents fail to recognize that estuaries are dynamic systems that
change over time. Wetlands are created and altered threugh normal hydrologic cycles.
Even though this site did not support substantial wetland vegetation at the time of the
wetland inventory, the site is part of a dynamic estuary. There is no doubt that the site
has supported wetland vegetation and characteristics in the recent past and has the
potential to support wetlands in the future during normat hydrologic cycles, The City
has an obligation to provide sufficient space for the estuary to grow, contract, and
change with normal hydrologic cycles. By failing to acknowledge the dynamic nature of
the Pismo Creek Estuary, the City is failing to protect important habitats on public lands.

The Revised Initial Study erroneously concludes that this project is consistent
with Policy CO-21 Pismo Creek Protection (page 22 — 23). In the absence of riparian
vegetation, the policy requires that sethack from creek habitats be measured from the
top of the creek bank. This site is part of the active estuary and lies at elevations
slightly above the existing estuary water level. There is no defined creek bank and the
entire property must be considered as part of the Pismo Creek Estuary. Therefore, the
project is inconsistent with Policy. CO-21. o

Ignoring the issues of the creek bank, the structure is within 25 feet of existing
wetland habitat on State Parks property and the project cannot be consistent with Policy
COo-21.

This residential structure will diminish habitat quality of the Pismo Creek estuary
by placing a structure and human activity in extremely close proximity to an important
publically owned wildlife habitat area. This project needs to be set back a sufficient
distance from wetlands and the Pismo Creek estuary to allow the natural dynamic
processes in this estuary system to continue in perpetuity.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. If you have
any questions, please contact me at (805) 773-7170, or Ronnie Glick, Senior
Environmental Scientist at (B05) 773-7180.

Sincerely,

bon 3

Andrew Zitke
District Superintendent
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July 28, 2010

Planning Commission Chair Mark Burnes
Via Carolyn Johnson, Planning Manager
City of Pismo Beach

Sent via email

RE: Response to California Department of Parks and Recreation letter of June 21, 2010 for 140
Addie Street (SCH#2008091044)

The City of Pismo Beach sent a revised Initial Study with supporting technical studies, with responses to
agency comments, to the agencies that commented on the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project circulated in 2008. The CEQA Guidelines do not require the City to send
responses to agency comments on the MND in advance of the public hearing on the CEQA
determination, but this was done to more fully involve the agencies in the CEQA process. The revised 1S
was sent certified mail on June 10, 2010, twelve days in advance of the first noticed public hearing date.
The California Department of Parks and Recreation sent their comments on the revised IS to the City on
June 21, 2010. This memo provides a response to the CDPR letter.

Hyrdology

The environmental document relied upon several technical studies related to creek hydrology: The 1994
Garing and Taylor Associates study in the Addie Street Resort Hotel EIR, the 2006 Keith Crowe Flood
Study and the 2009 EarthSystems Pacific Geologic Coastal Study Phase 1. On the basis of these studies
it was concluded that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on flood levels or
creek hydrology because the project will allow floodwaters to pass beneath the structure that will be
placed on piers. Therefore, while the commenter is correct that there will be an impact on creek hydrology
there is no evidence before the City that this impact would be significant. The proposed project is unlike
the development to the east that is on a raised pad with riprap on the creek bank. It has heen
documented in the GTA report and aiso more recently the Pismo Creek / Edna Valley Watershed
Management Plan (2008) that the historic alignment of the creek had been to bend south at the estuary
and flow through the lands that are now the RV park and state campground. In the past, efforts were
made by the City to force the creek mouth to exit to the ocean due west, however with the cessation of
this action the creek has bent south as it is today. Therefore, there is evidence that larger forces are at
play in the southward bend of the creek than the development an a few lots on the north side of the creek.

This notwithstanding, the evidence of the hydrology studies in the record is that the proposed structure
would not significantly impede floodwater flow or raise the flood level. Therefore, the potential for
redirection of creek flow and erosion of properties to the south would not be a result of this project.

Biological Resources

The Mitigated Negative Declaration has mitigation measure 4a-c that requires a 25-foot setback from the
wetland area that was mapped adjacent to the site on state land. This requirement is from the City
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General Plan policy CO- 21. The stated goal of this policy is that “no loss of streamside vegetation or the
biotic quality of the stream” results from a project. The policy characterizes the setback as a “buffer’. The
buffer implicitly can account for fluctuations in vegetation or hydrology that may occur over time on any
site without a loss of biotic quality. Based on the hydrology studies and vegetative mapping in 1992 and
2010, there is no evidence that recent hydrologic cycles supported wetland conditions on the subject site.

The consultants disagree with the assertion that there is no discernable creek bank present along Pismo
Creek next to the site. Based on existing conditions, there is a clear top of bank represented by an incised
near vertical bank approximately two-feet high that is also distinguished by a gradient between wetland
and upland vegetation. The subject site is beyond the top of creek bank and has vegetation that is
defined as an upland, not wetland, type. See Photos 7 and 8 in the April 23, 2010 wetland/biology report.
Aill previous CEQA evaluations for this and adjacent lots on Addie Street, including the above referenced
EIR, clearly identified the lots as being within the creek floodway, but outside the creek estuary under
FEMA definitions and state and federa) wetland criteria. To our knowledge, this designation has never
been challenged in any previous agency reviews of proposals for this site in 1994 and 2001. Furthermore,
proposed landscaping with native coastal dune/scrub plants and removal of non-native iceplant would
provide a habitat benefit along the upland edge of the Pismo Creek bank. Therefore, the proposed
development as designed and conditioned by ¢ompliance with the setback standard, which will require
the structure 1o be shifted to meet the minimum 25-foot setback, is consistent with CO-21 and would not
result in significant impacts to the estuary and mapped wetlands, or other biological resources.

Sincerely,

David Foote, ASLA

David Wolff, Principal Ecologist
Sage Institute, Inc.
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- - 4378 Dld Sania Fe Aoad
Earth Systems Pacific San Luis Obispa, CA 93401-6116

Vaughn and Mary Atn Koligian
5660 North Van Ness
Fresno, CA 93711-1207

PROJECT:  KOLIGIAN RESIDENCE
140 ADDIE STREET
PISMO BEACH, CALIFORNIA

SUBJECT:;  Geolopic Coastal Study Phase I

REF: 1. “Comments on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for a Single Feanily
Residence at 140 Addie Street Adjacent to Pismo Creek in the Downlown
Planning District of Pismo Beach (SCH# 2008091044),” by Mike Watson,
California Coastal Commission, dated October 9, 2008

2. Proposal for Geologic Study and Geotechnical Engineering Report, Koligian
Residence, 140 Addie Street, Pismo Beach, California, by Earth Systems
Pacific, Doc. No, 0810-124 PRP, dated October 24, 2008

Dear Mr, and Mrs. Koligian:

In ucoordance with your authorization of the sbove-referenced proposal, this geologic coastal study
Phase 1 hag heen prepared to respond to the comments presented in the leiter by the Califomia
Coastal Commission (Ref. No, 1). The letter indicates that the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) identifies the project sife as being in an area of high geologic, flood, and shoreline hazards,
. and subject to liquefaction, strong ground shaking, flooding, tsunami, and erosion. ‘The Local
Coastal Plan (LCP) requircs thut if developments are proposed in areas of identified hazards,
appropriate setbacks and other mitigations must be established based upon geologic and geotechnical
assessment by qualified engineers and geologists. The letter indicates that the materials furnished fo
date do not clearly demonstrate that the site tias been adequately evaluated with. respect to these
potential hazards, and zlso de not reflect the most current information available with respect to flood
zone maps, tsupami immndation areas, and sea level rise. To determine if the proposed development
conforms to the LCP, the Commission hay requested a supplemental repoxt addressing the issues of
COnoern.

The first phiase of the supplemental report conists of a geologic coastal report that addresses flood
levels, erosion, 100-year mazimum wave m-up, fsunami inundation, sea leved rise, and liguefaction
potential, Once it has bieen established that the Aood elevations, and design of the proposed structute
cait accommodate the characteristics of the property as determined by the geologic coastal study, a
geotechnical engineering fnvestigation will bepesformad, Four copies of this report are provided for
your use.

Sincerely.
Earth Systems Pacific

Doe. No.t 0905038 RPTjul

Tay 13, 2009 (BUS) 544-8278 « FAX {805) 544-1786

File No T THERGERYS <o
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10 Addie Street, May 13,2009
Pismo Beach, California

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Planned Development

The project site lies on the southeast side of Addie Street and adjacent to Pismo Creek in Pismo
Beach, Californie, see Vicinity Map in the Appendix. The size of the lot is approximately 4,500
square feet, The proposed development will consist of a 3,352 square foot, fwo-stoty residence.
The residence will be elevated to an approximate elevation of 14.00 feet (NGVD 29 datum) and
snpported on piers.

For the purposes of our study, EDA Design Professionals provided this firm with a topographic
map of the property and beach area, dated April 15, 2009. The topographic map was surveyed
using the NGVD 29 daturn, This map was used for the wave run-up analysis and as a base for
the Site Map in the Appendix. :

Site Setting

The sile lies sputheast of Addie Street; an relatively flat flood plain area of Pismo Creek. The
southeastern part of the sits is bounded by & creek bank approximately 2 to 3 feef high, see
Creek Benk Phatogreph in the Appendix. The westem part of the site is bounded by an existing
residerice and an undeveloped lot to the east. Sand dunes are present approximately 140 feet
southwest of the site, along the back edge of the beach near the mouth of the creek. The dunes
range in height from 3 to § feet.

Purpose and Scope of Work

The pupose of this study was to evalmate the on-site geologic structure, stratigraphy, and
geomotphology that could influence shoreline retreat and wave run-up. This study encompassed
the following work:

1. Review of geologic maps, topographic maps, and reports pertinent to the area.
2 Field mapping of features observableat the ground surface on the site.

3. Wave run-up analysis.

4 Prepatation of this report.

2.0 GEOLOGIC COASTAL CONDITIONS

Review of air stereo photographs dated September 1982 indicated that the sand dunes south of
the site trended in a north-northeast direction, and were relatively low in height with no hills or
mounds, see Coastal Dune Photographs in the Appendix. Air photographs dated December

1987 indicated that after the severe winter storms, of 1982-83, the dunes were eroded away and

the site wis subjetted to flooding from the creek and from sea wave run-up. The January 1990
SL~15860-54 1 - 0o05-038.RPT
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70 Addie Street, May 13, 2009
Pismo Beach, California

air photographs show the duzes have been re-established in 2 configuration similar to 1982. The
current dunes in this area appear to be man-made due to their predominant east-west trending
berm shape configuration, see Current Dune Photograph in the Appendix.

Based on review of the 1982 air photographs and the current alignment of the ¢reek bank along
the gite, there has been tio discernable erosion along the cresk bank over the past 26 years.

The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) dated August 28, 2008 indicates that the site is in Flood
Zone AE with a flood elevation of 10 feet (NGVD 29 datum), see FIRM Site Flood Map in the
Appendix.

30 WAVE RUN-UP ANALYSIS

Vertical Datum

To estimate the 100-year stillwater elevation for the wave analysis, a MLLW (mean-low low
water) tidal datum was used. The following tidal elevations were obtained from a National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Association (NOAA) station Iy 9412110, Epoch 1983-2001, datum
at Port Sen Luis, California, see Tidal Datum Elevations in the Appendix. The site plans were
prepared by EDA Design Professionals using NGVD 29 datum. To econvert MLLW datum to
NGVD 29 datum, a software program called Vertical Datum Transformation (V-Datum version
2.2.3) developed hy NOAA was used.

MLLW Datum NGVD 29 Datum

Highest Water January 18, 1973 7.65 feet 4,64 feet
(includes 2 foot high storm surge)

Mean Higher High Water 5.32 feet 2.31 feet
Meen High Watet 4.62 feet 1.61 feet
Mean Tide Level 2.83 feet -0.18 feet
Mean Sea Level 2.80 fest 0.2 feet
Mean Low Water 1.04 feet -2.0 feet
Mean Lower Low Water 0.00 fest -3.0 feet

Sea Leve] Rise
To incorporate the changes in sea level anticipated to occur over the next 100 years, data

presented in the Cayan et, al. (2008) paper entitled "Climate change projections of sea-level
extremes along the California coast” was reviewed. This paper provides a range in sea level rise
fiom 11 cm (4.3 in) to 72 ¢m (28 in) over the next century. For our analysis we assume a very

SL-15860-8A 2 0905-038 RPT
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40 Addie Streot, ' May 13, 2009
Pismo Beachi, California

conservative 2- foot rise in sea Ievel, Based upon observations of the lang-term trends in sea
level and the increases in those rates enticipated because of warming of the ocean and melting of
placiers in the Northern Hemisphere, the mean sea level in Southern Califomia could be
expected o ncrease by as much as one foot in the next 50 years and up to 2 feet in the next 100
years. A lempotary rise in sea level can sometimes ocour due to a very strong El Ning weather
condition. In the witter of 1982-83 a very strong Bl Nin6 condition occwrréd along the southern
California coast that caused wind teversals and an increase in otean water temperature,. which
tesulted in a sea level increase of about ong foot for the year.

100-Year Design Stillwater Elevation

In order o determine desipn wave characteristics for the wave analysis, it is necessary to
determine the design water level. The design water level in this analysis is the maximum
stillwater level nnder a typical 100-year recurrence conditions, Water level is dependent upon
several factors including the tide, storm: surge, wind sei up, inverse barometer, and climatic
everts (El Nin&). For this location, the maximum observed water level is about +4.64 feat
(MLLW datum). This water level takes info account an E1 Nin§ storm surge condition. Based on
the above tidal information, the 100-year desipn stillwafter elevation in NGVD 29 datum would
be:

100-Year Design Stillwater Eievation = 4.64 feet (highest water level, 1973) +
2 foot (sealevel change) = 6.64 feet (NGVD 29); see Cross Section A-A° in
the Appendix. :

100-Year Design Stillwater Depth {d:)

Determination of the tmaximum scour depth is needed to determine the actnal 100-year Design
Stillwater Depth (ds) along the shoreline. The beach in the vicinity of the site is composed
predominantly of beach sand. Based on review of the 1982 and 1987 air stereo photographs, the
beach front is estimafed to scour down, eroding away the sand dunes, to the site elevation of
severi feet, sce Cross Section A-A” in the Appendix. The beach wetline is approximately 525
feet seaward of the site, while the 100-year stillwater line (elevation 6.64 feet) is also just
geaward of the site, hence, the design stiltwater depth at the site is equal 1o zero (d;=0}.

100-Year Maximum Breaking Wive Height (I}
The 1982-1983 storm data ubtained (Denison & Robertson, 1985) along the southern California

coast were used as a guideline for determining the maximum breaking wave height at the site.
These storm data are considered to be comparable to 100-year storm events. lo Jannary 1983,
wave heights from 6 to 15 feet with 4-to 5-second periods were recorded, and were considered to

SL-15860-SA 3 0905-038.RPT

Exhibit 7

A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 108 of 156



dg) .
0 Addie Strest, May 13, 2609

Pismo Beach, California

be the most severe of that wipter. For this analysis, the breaking wave height used was 15 fest
with a G-second perid. Durng a 1982-1983 siorm condition, this wave will likely break
affshore and yugh-up landward along the gently sloping, scoured beach gurface.

100-Year Wave Run-Up Flevation (R)

As waves encountet the beach in front of ihe sile, the waves can rush up the beach and possibly
onto the property, Wave run-up is defined as the vertical height above the still water level to
whiich & wave wili riss on a stractare or beach of infinite hejght. Determination of wave run-up
height was based upon Figure 79 (attached in Appendix) from the Coastdl Protection Design
Manvial (1982), a 15 foot breaking wave height with a 6-seeand perind, & scoured beach. surface
of -3 feet befow the existing beach surface, and a beach slope angle of 1:40 {vertical: horizontal)
or 2 depree slope angle {cot 6 = 28.5 deprees),

ReHyx R/ Hyp

d/Hy= 0; therefors, Figurs 79 was used to get B/ Hy
Hy/gtt= 15/32.2(6%) = 0.0129

R/ Hy=0.15

B=15x0.15=225 fect

The addition of the 2.25 fest calculated wave fum-up height added to the 100-year stiliwater
elavation of 6.64 feet yields 4 total 100-year wave run-up elevation of 8.89 feet (NGVD 29), see
Cross Section A-A°

Pismo Creek Flood Zone

Aceording to the Flood Insutance Rate Map for San Luis Obispo County, California, Community
Pansl Nurber 06079C1344F, dated August 28, 2008, the site is located within a 100-year flood
zone AE with a flood elevation of 10 fest (NGVD 29 datum); ses FIRM Flood Zone Mep and
Cross Secfion A-A’ in the Appendix. However, dus to the potentiz) for Pismo Creek to be
flooded at the same time as the 100-year wave run-op event, an additionsl 2 feet should be added
fo the 100-year wave run-up elevation to acconnt for a surge effect when the two bodies of water
oollide, The additional two foet added to the 100-year wave nm-up elevation of 8.8 feet yields
a tofal 100-year food elevation of 10,89 feet (NGVD 25).

SL-15860-SA 4 0905038 RPT
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: 0y Addie Street, . May 13, 2009

R Pismi Beacly, Califarnia

40 TSUNAMIS

i Submarine faulting of submiaritic, landsliding occuning offshore fromi the #ife way cause
hazardoud tsuhamils along the: San Euis Obispe County cotistline. The historical record for San
Luiy Obispo County, however, does not indipate that any fwunamis have ocgurred. which

! exceeded the normal tidal range (Envicom; 1975
; 50  LIQUEFACTION
Sart Lufs Obispo County Seismic Safety (Diecember 1999) Element May 2 - Liguefaction Hazards
t Map imficates that the site has a wioderate potential for liquefaction. A more site spetific analysis
will b peeforried duting the soils engineering report
fl 60 CLOSURE

Our intent was to perfoini the investigation i 4 manmer consistent with the level of vare and kill
g ordinerily exercised by members of the profession corrently prapticing in the locality of this
project and uhider simifar conditions. No representation, warranty, or guarantes. fs cithicr
1 expressed or Imiplied.

If future property owners wish to use this report, such use will he allowed to the extent the report.
! is applicable, only if the user agrées fo be bound by the same confractual conditions as the
ariginal client, or contrachial conditions that may be applicuble at the tinre of the tepott's use.

i

! This docurhent, the data, conclusions, and recommendations confained herein #re the property of
Benth Systerns Pacific. This vepiort shall be used it its entirety, with no individval sections

] reproduced ur used out of context. Copies may be made only by Earth Systems Pacific, the

) client, arid the client’s authorized agents for use exelosively on the subject projest. Any other

i use is subject to federal copyright laws and e written approval of Barth Systems Pacific.
Thank you for this opporturity to have been of service. Iff you have any questions, please feel
fiee to sontact this offite af your convenience.

1

N End of text.

i

i

{
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Addfe Street, May 13, 2009
Pisma Beach, California
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Vicinity Map
Sife Msdp
Creek Bank Photopraph
Coastal Dune Photographs 1982-1990
Current Diune Photograph
FIRM Flood Zone Map
Tidal Daturn Elevations
Figure 79 from Coastal Pretection Design Mannal
Cross Section A-A’
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VICINITY MAP
140 ADDIE STREET
Pismo Beach, California
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CREEK BANK PHOTOGRAPH

140 ADDYE STREET
Fismo Beach, California
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CURRENT DUNE PHOTOGRAPH

140 ADDIE STREET
Fismo Beach, Califormia
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FIRM FLOOD ZONE MAP

140 ADDIE STREET
Pismo Beach, Californiz

Bi EARTH SYSTEMS PACIFIC (BO3) 544-3276 - (805) 544-1786

g5 4378 Old Santa Fe Road, San Luis Obisgo, CA 93401 www.earthsys.com - emaik: eso '5.c0m
2 May 2009 5L-15860-SA
Exhibit 7

A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 118 of 156
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140 ADDIE STREET
Pismo Beach, California
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FIGURE 79 FROM COASTAL PROTECTION DESIGN MANUAL
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) ‘ 4378 O)d Santa Fe Road’
Earth Systems Pacific San Luls Dbispo, CA 83401-8116

{805) 544-3276'« FAX (B0S) 544-1786
E-mali: escB@earthsys:com

'+

Aufist 11, 2010 | FILENO.; SL:15860-SB

Vaughn and Masy Arin Koligian
S660N. VanNess
Fresno, CA 937111207

PROJ'ECT KOLIGIAN RESIDENCE
140 ADDIE STREET
PISMO BEACH, CALIFORNIA.

SUBJECT: Reportof Findings and Recomimended Fourdation Type

REF; Proppsal for Phase:d Geotechnical Engincering Report, Kaligian
Residerice, 140 Addie Stret, Pisnio Beech, Califormia, by Farth Systems
Pacific, Dioc: No: 1007-056.FRP; dated Fuly 15,2010 .

Dear Mi: and Ms. Koligian,

Tn arderdehiee with ym.n' duthorization of the: referspced proppsal, we THave: complatad the figld
waork, laboratory testing, dod foundation analysis phases of our. soils engineering, report for your:
propased residence. This work is in addition to the Geologic Ceastal Smdy that we prepared in
May of 2009,

As part of: the soils engineering investigation, two borings weit drilled af the subject sité on Tuly'
26;.2010. A Mobile Drill Rig, Mode] B-53 equipped with an 8-inch owtside diamefer hollow
stem auger was used, with an aufomatic trip hammer for sempling; The bonngs were drilled tor
depths of 71.5'and 51.5 fest at the approximate lodations shown on the attached Boring Location,
Mzp. As the borings were drilled, soil samples were retrieved via a ring-lined barrel sampler,

and Standard Penetration Tests were conducied at selected depthis. Bulk soil samplés were also-
obtained from. the #iger ‘cuttiegs, Testing of selécted soil samples for waft bulk density,
maximum dry density versus. optimum meishure confent, and gradation: has also heen
accomplistied. Copigs of the boring’ la@ ag well sis g Boring log legend are attached.

Generally, alluviim consisting of 'poorly graded sand was éncountered from the siicfacs to depths
of 13.5 and 15 feet in the borings, This miaterial varied froin loose to. veiy dense. Beneath, the
poorly graded sand were layers of clayey sand, lean clay, sandy lean-clay, and well graded sand
with gravel In the deéper boring, poorly graded sand and poorly graded sand with gravel were:
found below a depth. of 60 feet. The clay seils were found to be medinm stiff to-very stiff while:
the send sofls beneath the clays were generally medium dense to dense. A layer of loose:
conditions was foutd in the well graded send with, gravel from 28 to 40 féet. Cobbles wers also
. present in this layer.
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‘Koligien Residence . 2 August 11,2010

The surface soils were generally moist with friée subsurface watef and wet conditions present
below-d.depth of 5-feef. .

Analysis indicated that theré is a significant potential for Hgnefaction 1 ocenr from the
subsirface water jevel {at a.depth of 5 feel dusing the field investigation) to a depth of about 15
feet, Above the water level, the lack of free water prevénts liguefaction and below 15 feet, the
soils are too derse, oo well grafed, too clayey, or a combination thereof, to. be prong to
Huefagtion. If Houafaction were to ccour in, the upper IS féet, it-is estiniated that the ground
surface-eonld settle about 3 to 5 inches.

Based upon the results of the liquefaction analysis, it appeared thet u driven pile foundation
beering below the liquefaction depth wetld be appropriate. We then anelyzed & 14-inch
diameter steel pipe pile foundation system. Our analysis indicated that aflowablé capacifies of
40 to 60 kips would be possible on such piles driver to depths of sbout 30 10 45 feat, Lateral
Tgeds oould be resisted by the: cemfileversd vertival. piles- or by batiered piles acting in
SOmpression.

The results of our apalyses indicate that a driven pile foundation is feasible and wold be the
Smdation type-that would cause the Ieast envitgnmeittal dimage. A foundafion of driven steel
pipe piles; filled with conictete af the archifect/engineer’s discrefion, is.our recommendation.
Please Iot me know if you have any qiestions or wish firther diseristion of this issue,

Sincerely,

Earth Systems Pacific

' Dennis Sheffenberger, G \

Principal Engineet

Adtschmerits:  Boring Location Ma =
Boring Log Legend,
Boring Logs

Dae. No.: 1008-055 LTRfr
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] SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
' Earth Systems Pacific| ohiieRs | Shecy TYFICAL DESCRIPTIONS b |
i ; WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURES, LITTLEOR FaloSad
_ 3 , GW_NDFINES B0a2E!
;9.1 Egg O [P Y R En G AVELS  CRAVELRAND WISTRES, i3 ;Q“
8 :
BORIN G EI iﬁﬁ oM [SRCRARS,  GRAVEL-SAND SILT MXTURES, NON-PLASTIC
L O G 2 Egg GG | GLYEY GRAVELS, GRAVELSAID-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIG
g 55 :
LE G E ND % Eﬁg - SW |wel GranED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, THE GRNGHNES
— (- ) u ,x_Eg poe Fﬁ;}oawsmsnsmns GRAVELLY SANDS, UTTLE OR O
& 5.9.: SM | SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES; NON-PLASTIC FINES
SAMPLE / SUBSURFAGE e | O SE ]CLAYEYSANDS, SANDCLAY MIXTURES, PLATIC FINES
WATER SYMBOLS SYRg) ~  NORGANIG BILTS AND VERY FINE SANDS. SILTY: CLAVEY:

— o ML { £iNE SANDS, CLAYEY SILTS WITH SLGHT PLASHCHY 1ElE:
 GAUFORNIAMODIFIED | | = el TNOBGANI CLAYS OF LOW TO MERIL 0L ASTIC™ ERAVELLY PN
STANDARD FENETRATION TEST 5PT)| @ Q3 Bpa | Ch | CLAYS, SANDY CLAYS. SILTY CLAYS, LEAN CLAYS '~ R‘\

TA ENETRATION IE5P 2P W8 | < 588 [ oL -gmﬁmmumamcmwmvs ome

SHELBY TUBE — | L Ess ,
2T ] e

— L 2 ;; CH | INORGANIC CLAYE OF ENii PLASTICITY; FAT CLAYS
SUBSURFACE WATER vy |©o QE e _
BURNG DRILING. T iw gm‘ OFf | Cpeaic GLAYS OF MEDIUM TG HIGH PLASTICITY, ORGANIS 2
R e ¥ | 7 | PT | rearANDOTER HIGHLY CRGANIC SOILE v

OBSERVED WOISTURE CONDITION '

DRV " v e . NDEL ] VERV.MOIET
LI TLENG MOISTURE JULEED GVERDP _ SATURATED
_ ' TYFICAL CONSISTENCY
COARSE GRAINED SOILS FINE GRAINED SOILS.
T BIOWerooT " BLCHSFOOT —

SFT CA SAVPLER. DESCRIPTIVE TERM | s = CAGANPLER | SESCHIFTIVE TERM,

=10 : 08 ... LOOSE: ° . 02 VERY SGFF

19-30 - 17-50 i —_MEDIUM DERSE 3-4 -7 i SOFT B -

31-50- 5188 DENSE- 5 " B3 . MEDIUM STIFE -

OVER S0 OVER 83 VERY DENSE 9.16 - . STIEE 1
) ] R i 25-50 VERY STIFF -
. COVER 30 DVER 50 . HARD
GRAIN SIZES
Us. STANDARD SERIES SIEVE | CLEAR SGUARE SIEVE OPENING
# 200 #40 #40 #a ai4~ 3" 12"
' SAND GRAVEL
SILT & CLAY i ——— m i - COBBLES' HOULDERS
FNE | MEDIM | coarse FINE | coARsE

] o TYPICAL ROCK HARDNESS _
MAJOR DIVISIONS TYPICAL DESCRIPTIONS

EXTREMELY HARD il %ﬁm v?‘uﬁ?n}u’?g E:m?i\\}sor BE SCRATCHEDWITH KNIFE OR SHARP PICK; CAN ONLY BE CHIFFED
VEhY H ARD . m&%};ﬁﬂimﬂHED WITH KNIFE OF SHARP PICK; CORE O'R FRAGMENTBREAKS WITH. HEF’EATED HEAVY
HARD ﬁ'é{% SESSRATCHED W KNFECR SHARE PICK WITH DIFFIGULTY. (HEAVY PRESSURE]; HEAVY HAVMMER BLOW
MDDENT‘E;L‘.Y HARD . SQNFEE gg}oﬁ%{gn 61NGH DLEEGET%FERD?L%WRP ;lGK‘wIEJA&ﬂSELEP TSES?JRF.!EEA‘W PRESSURE; GORE
SOFT SAEE Gﬁne%VREEDN?E ‘EICI“I:I&%% EAEEY TRITE R SHARE PICK WITH LIGHT PRESEURE, GAN BE SCRATGHED WITH
VERY SDF‘;,' G'AN EE UALYFIIRFBESWED BROOVED OR BGOUGED WFFH'FINGERNAIL. OR CARVED WITH KNIFE} EREM@ WITH
TYPICAL ROGK WEATHERING
MAJOR DIVISIONS | ' TYPIGAL DESGRIPTIONS

i INTENSELY WEATHERED

FRESH NG orscol_om-rmn NOTOXIDIZED
S SLIGHTI WEATHERED | CEiOhaRATION R CXDATISHTS, umrrEE T SURFACE OF, R SHORT DISTANGE FROM; SOME FRACTURES

DISCBLORATIBN ORCXIDATICN THRQUEHOHT FE| DEPAR AND Fe-ig MINERALS ARE AL ERED 70 CLAY

AR .CRYSTALS ARE DUL

DJSCDLDRATION OROX!DATION EXTENDS FROM FRACTURES, USUALLY THROUGHOUT. Fe-Mg MINERALS ARE
RUSTY"; FELDSPAR GRYSTALS ARE "CLO

FO SOME mENTOR CHEMICAL ALTERATIGN PRODUCES IN SITUDISAGGREGATION

DECOMPOSED

D1SGDLDRATJD OXIE!A'I‘ION THROYEHOUT, BUT ) S!STANT MINERALS SUGH AS OUARTZ MAY EE'UNAI.TERED

ELDSPAR AND Fia-Mg. MLN'ERALE ARE COMPLEFELY
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.' : Earth Systems Pacli" ic

| LOGBED BY: R, Gomern
DRILLRIG* Moblie Dﬂ!] Model B-53 wi Autohammer

Bormg No 1
PAGE1 OF 3

JOB NO.:SL-15850-5B

AUGER TYPE! £" Hollow Stem. Surface eley, +/~7.0 1t DATE: 07/26/10
in ] KOLIGIAN RESIDENGE ____SAMPLE DATA.
e 214 140 Addie Street P R
EE(2]2 Fismo Beach, Calfornia So | gw 2o g_ ‘é%
o= gla E@. ZF 884 | 8g :
. Py . A . (=] o
|7 SOIL DESCRIPTION 2 |PTig | &
- [8P{7::] POORLY..GRADED. SAND: fight brown, medium
v depige; maist, (ulluwum)
2
i : —
- loose .
. : . 3
= 5.0~6.5 | HE |104.1} 20.9 7
3 i i ; ; 3 g
- fight: gray, wet =
5.
it
B
. |
- ‘ . 0.
LU 18.0-115 1 @ T
- " 'l
i,
12
13
M |
- 3
1 [ i ———— o i e e it st e —— ) 15,0—16.5 | 5
« |'SC CLAYEY SAND miottled gray/brown, mediim : B
% dense, wet’
w
13
VAT TEAN T brown, mediom <01, wet | _ - .
2 20.0-21.5 | @ 3
- 4
2 ’
22
-
23
=
. ‘ 5 2
25 [N e e e e et i e e 25,0-26.5) @ 2
. e SANDY LEAN CLAY mntﬂed gruy/brnwn. 4
26 ] miedium stiff, wet
LEG‘;END -RlngSampIe OGrab Bample [J Shelhymba Sarnp]e @sPT

RATE: ‘]hls tog, of subdurdes eonditipns ik a mmpllf icotlon of oriuol vonditiors sncounlered. il dpplies ob Lhe {ocation and tme of criting.

Subsirfoce condiliony moy differ af cthar facolions and {jmes,-
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AW, Earth Systems Pacific

A - Boring No. 1
LOGGEREBY; R, Gormen, ) . PAGE20F 3
DRILL RIG; Mobite Dvill, Mods! B-53 wi Autohammer JOB NO.; BL-15860-56
AUGER.'FYPE—: 2" Hollow Stem Surface glav, +~7.04: ~ DATE: 0?125?10
3 KOLIGIAN RESIDENCE " SAN .,;'-',5 DATA '
L[k 140 Addia Street v | E '
o Nt shokl . . ’ u
Eglale Pismo Beagh, Califomia g, |uglz_[E | 22
28 173 M — ' E&' %E 5% |52 35
A § N '-‘ o o
BE SEIL PESCRIPTION 27 (9 % :
_2: CL NN SAWDY LEAN CLAY: da obove T j
* Lo B VELL CRGED SIS W GRREL o)
20 loose, Wet
- . 2
. 30.0-31.5| & 3
i : 5
3
® PR eobbié fayer .
-
3
= . RTINS . 9 2
3_5 F— s _;:;I;FI;_EEI__-'_ 35.0-38.5 ' 3 5
a5
o |
5
»
w = e 40.0-4%5 | @ 7 ol
4% ' [
42
"
;&
- . 3
a5 45.0~465] @ B
- : ; 10
4 s
2
™
;5 .
- 4
_ D S LS —p————§ -1, Y, T3 I 5
P SANDY LEAN CLAY: gray, stiff, wet 50.0-515| @ 7
a5
2
51

LEGEND: KW Ring Sgmple () Gioh Sample [ Shelby Tube'Sampls @ SPT
NOTE: This Jog of subsurfoes eondilicns is @ simplicalion of aclun).condiliens ancourtersd. 1L opplies of thé loedlion and tima-of driliing.
Suhubrfeee conditigns moy Silfee al olher lacofides ard Umes,
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Earth Systems Pacific

LOGGED BY: R. Gormah

Bering No. 1

i B t _ PAGE30F 3
DRILL RiG} Mabile Dirll, Madel B-53 wi-Alitohammir JOB NO: SL-15880-SB-
AUGER TYPE: 8" Hollow Stem- Surfagcs glev, #~7.0 DATE: 07/26/10
w | KOLIGIAR RESIDENCE _SAMPLE DATA
1k 120 Aduie Street P w 1E | -
3 SUHEE ofest 5 2
2 ?f; Plsmo Begch, California EE g E EE i %;
5|3 HE [Fp{&é |bE P
: - > g o
5 SOIL DESCRIPTION 2 [@71g |8 £
oz SANDY. LEAN CLAYS ds Hbbve 4
g 5_5 i CLAYEY' SAND: gray, wvedium dense; wek T g
55
5
s
=
lm 5
80 ST T e e T T e e e e e f - 1
- POORLY: GRADED SAND: gray; madium dense, TTyE
5 wet )
=
-
B3
- 2 "
55 7
N 7
E&
&
;
-] ]
- 7
N FOORLY GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL: groy; o7
n dense, wet,
| | End of Boring @ 71.5"
i Subsurfode water encouiitered @ 5.0°
2 |
-
-
w
w
';B
_;'s
'B-B

LEGEND: | RingSampler () Grab Semple: ) Shelby Tube Sampie

HOTE:  This dogof subsurfoce conditions 35 o simpiifizotion of pelnsl conditisns eficduntargd, |t opplies ol the [eectidn ond time, of drilfing,.

‘Sbsurfobé condilions may diflét ol other losalions ond times.
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A\ Earth Systems Pacifi¢

) Beririg No. 2
LDGGE!) BY: R.Gorman . PAGE10QF2
DRILL RIG: Mobile Drill, Model B-53 wf Autohammer JOB NO:; SL-15880-CB
AUGER TYPE: 4" Hoﬂuwstem ) _Surfacs elev: -!-I-_?D*R. . _BATE: 07126110
KOLIGIAN RESIDENCE . SAMPLE DATA -
E" @ a1 . 440 Addie Street P | c y o
B§{C1E - 'Pismo Beach, California £ . gE g5, E
BB B I |iH|2T|EE| 32
s SOIL DESCRIPTION z E |S i
i “%s] PDORLY GRADED: SAND: yellgw brown, very -
1 <*1 dense, moiet {alluvitim) 2.0~40 [ O
2 A 1 '
“ 20-25 | w1121} 108 18
3 ' N 45-
. ) 5 _»
- 5.0-65 | mm |102.7| 23.9 11
- -} Thedium dense, ie¥
&
’
v oose
]
- 1
1 10.0-11.5{ @ - 1
- 1

-

[RRRSRREE FER

[ "SANDY LEAN CLAY. brown, medium SUIf, wet

L w |CL

150+~16.5 | @ | 6

ugulgnfnuéﬁ.g.gn;r;u

g
\

N\

N

N

\% 26,0~21.% 2 2
\\\_ °

\ .

N

N

\

N

N

LEGEND: W Ring Sampls () GrabSamgle [ Shemy Tube Sampla  {)SPT

NOTE: _This- Iog of £ubebf{ace conditions i5 & s‘(mfﬁﬁaullm of welwd! zanditivns Ficpuntered, 1L opgli=s.at the lueotion ond ‘Ume o driling.
Subsurface condilivhs moy difer ol other laeeticn! and Himés.
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, Boring No, 2
LOGGED'BY: R. Gommafl PAGEZOFZ
DRILLRIG: Wobile  Drill, Mode! B-53 w/ Aufohampier . JOBND. Sl-15860-58
AUBER TYPE. B HDIIOW 'Stem Surface elev.. +=-7.0 . DATE: 07126710

ol | KOLIGIAN RESIDENCE — _-SAM';‘-E-D@TA
z . 15(d| 140 Addie Street: a ‘ & w
EE| oD Pismo Beach, Califomia $o |dw|2. |5, 92
Ik 5L |3R|BE|EE| Ip
E F3 )—"-‘ 6.-' ‘?.S'I.IJ
_ . S@ﬂll. @ES@E‘%BWE.[NJ £ E |= a
T e 'SANDY: LEAN, CLAY: a3 qbave i
2 [ ‘s "WEIL GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL: browm, |
| i ] joose, wet
) 30.0--31.5 | @@ £
. - . . 3
2 ‘
»
- a
" |
=
-
k)l
;-a_ H
z 2o . ) 5
4—° -— %,-:‘*""_m_e_cﬁu}—n:i?n;e—_n 4;;'.)_.0.-.-41,.5. & 8 .
» i
"
"
N 1-5
.
“
-
“
- 2 ’ . -3
s R i —. ————— 4 50:0~515 | @) B
I Fe NN S,ANDY LEAN. CLAY: gray, very. stiff, wet ] - , 1
51 I N o
sz End of Baring ® 51.5°
;3 ‘Subsurface water sneountsred @ 5.0°

LEGEND: M Ring Sampie . Q Greb Samgle [ Shelby'Euhe Sampfa @ ser

NGTE:  Thix tog of awbsirfoce condillons 2 ¢ simpificotion. of ocloel condilons encourtered  H opplies af the logotion oad fime. of drlling,
‘Subsurlote coaditiohs' moy differ ot olbef [ototions ond fimés,
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sage inshiute:

April 23, 2010.

David: Féote

Firena Consultants

1034 Mill stréet:

San Luis Gbispo, €& 83401

LOE KNGELES AREA { CORPORATE
ZBDiTu»nsgafeﬂd Sutte 2i3
Wektlske villags, 0A 9138
thne‘ RS- &:57
Fax: £D5. 495 493“

CENTRAL EOWET

"7R3 €| cénilho Réa), #4135

A:asradarq, TR S 20
Phighe ma-qas,-m
Fak 8059835 836

SUBJECT: Wetland Determination and Biological Assessment for the 140 Addie Street, Koligian
Residence Project, Pistno Beach, Califorhia (APN: 005-163.029)

Dear D-évid::-'

Sage Institute, Inc. {SM} is Pleased to slibmit this'wetland déteriniation and blologscaiassessment forthe 140
AddieStreet, KoliganResidence Projedt, Pismo. Beach, Californla JAPN: 005-163-029). We have preparad this
lettef réportiat. your request based ori tha infofmation you piovided and ourfield siirveys as described balgw;
The purpose:of this'study isto provide & site spacific wetland determination and biological assessment te:
address agénty Coiviriiehts and inférration reaulrements submittéd as part ofthe City of Pisric Beatch
environmental review for the proposed project, It is:our understanding in conductmgthls analysisthat all
préject-relatéd disturbaiicé wolild be restricted to the parcel liniits-on the west, south, and éast, but would.
extend to Addie Street to the north as shown in theattached Figure 1.,

1.0 METHODS

&il reviewed available background information that included the 2008, proposed Mmgated Negative Deciaration

(MIND], agency ‘cotmment Tet

progect site datingback to. 1

Soh the MND, sité plans, and available sarial Bhétography: of the' propOsed
ystems Pacific May 13, 2009, Geobg:c Coastal Study Phase |

Koﬁg:an Residence, 140 Addie. Street Pfsmo Beoach Colifornia (Geglogit Coastof Studly), prépared for the project.
site was reviewed 1o assess the petentral tida |nf|uehce on the parcel. 5/ Principal Ecologist ahd wetland
stiéntist David Wolff-conduicted field siitveys-of the proposed projett site on.January 19, Febfuaty 18and 18,
and March 23,2010%q dpcument exlstlng pa rcel-specific conditions. The prlmary purposg’ of the fieid. surveys
was'td determine if ainyivetland habitat o) thier Watert of the U.S. that meetthe stiate arfederal technical
¢riterla occur on the'site, In addltlon, the Fieid surveys: evaluated the site s suitabie habitat for speclal-Status
plant or wildlife speties; SII evaluated the site for wetlands based-on observations of végetatian, sejl, dng
hydrology indicators of potential wetlands in-accardance with the: U:S, Army Corps of Engineers {Corps) three
patameter eriteria, The tidal datumi ahd analysis inthe Geoldgic Cagstul Study was used’ td determine the
potentialfor. tidal mﬂuence on the project site. Giventhe. propased project site iswithin the’ Coastal Zcme and
niear the RPismé Ciéek Iagoon, the orie parameter méthod was used in evaluating the potéiitial for-wetlands in
accordance with accepted California agencies" definitibn of wetlands.

2.0 RESULTS.

The MND provided an appropriate context forthe proposed project site consadenng its cloge proximity.tq the
Pisrio Creek-lagoon, dune, and beach habitats. “Spetial-status species occurrences are recorded th foughoutthe
adjacent upland, wetland, dune, beach, and ocean habitsts from Pisma Beach to the GUadaIupe dunes: The
MND adeqiately evaliatéd potential biological resdiirce imipacts dnd offered mitigation measyres ta reduge
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5'53199 instinLies 140 Addie Street; Kaligian Residence Project Wetland & Biological Assessment ~ Page 2 0f 5

potentially;significant indpacts to a less than significant level. Because of the content presented in the MND, the
‘California. Coastal Commission {GEE), California Department of Fish and Game {CDFG], and the U.S. Fish and’
Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided detailed comments to address spedies-and habitdtissues to avoid and
fhitigate: for potential significant impacts resulting from the proposed projett. The results of this study fitus on
evaluating the parcet-specific biological resources to provide-a.more refined and accurate. portrayal of the
existing conditions and potential significant project-related impacts on biclogic¢al resources.

2.1 ExisTING CONDITIONS OF PAREEL APN ; 005-163-023

The proposed project parcel is bordered hy Addie Street, beach parking and residential development on the
niorth, a regiderice on piers on the west leading ta thie beach, @ small refnant dune and Pismo Creek lagoon
immediately to the south, andvacant parcels dominated by ice plant (Carpobrotus sp.) and aresidence on the
east. The proposed projéct parcel does riot support a native dune- plant community.as it is composed mostly of
denise patches of ice plant and a narrow fringe of ruderal nan-native grassfand species. A compacted parking
area void of vegetation comprises approximately 40°percent of the parcel (see Figures 1 & 2): The area adjacent
to Addie Street-has a 100 percent cover of ice plant and the cénter of the parcel iscompacted ground lacking
vegetation as shown in Photos 1.and 2 in Figure 2, The sovithern edge of the parcel supports ruderal plant
commuriity composed of ica plant;, sweetclover (Melilotus sp.); ripgut brome {Bromas diandrus), rat tail fescue
(Vulnia sp.), and spikeweed {Hermizonia sp.). There are a few stems of marsh baccharis {Baccharis douglasii),
Beach bur {Ambirasi chdmissonis), and patches of salt grass (Distichfis spicata). located in the southern fiinge of
‘theparcel but combined constitute less than 5 percent cover In that area. tine small arroyo willow {5ulix
lasiviepis) shrub decurs next to the reidence to the west (see Photds 3 through 6.

2.2 WETLAND JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION

Field surveys conducted by 511 évaluated the proposed project parcel for evidence of wetland indicator plant
speies (hydrophytic plants], indicators of hydrig (wetland} soils; and wetland hydrology in-accordance with the
Corps methodology: Asdescribed in section 2.1 above, the vegetated areas of the proposed project parcel are
domiiated by ice plant and upldrd ruderal species, Two wetland indicator species ahiserved included marsh
baccharis {OBL):and salt grass {FACW); however,.combined they.com prised less. than five percent coverwithin a
small area of the parcel that does not satisfy the criteria for a wetland plant community. A minimum of 20
péréent. aerial cover would nééd to be presenit 6 be consideréd-a dominarit Species in & wetland détermination.
Gredter than 50 percent absolute aerial cover of dominant wetland indicators specigs would be Yequired to
meet the hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation criteria: Even obligate wetland plants have a 1% chance of occurring
in riop=wetlands as is the case here, The one siviall drfoyo willow shiub (FACW) next to the existing house also
does not comprise a dominant wetland plant community as there areiio other wetlaiid plants -argund.-it (snly
upland non-native grasses) and it is not contiguous-with a riparian setting.

The lack 6f 4 wetland plant community typically satisfies a nén-wetland détermination without.any further data
collecticn, However, to be certain, several 50l test pits were excavated to séarch farany evidente of hydric s0ils,
The soils test pits on the 140 Addie Street parcel revealed pure sandy soils with no hydric soil field indicators
éiteh as miottling or organic stréaking that might be expicted in sandy sofls that are sattirated enough to exhibit
wetland characteristics. The evaluation for wetland hydrology revealed no evidenice of an ordinary high water
mark (OWHM} or other primary or secandary indicatars of wetland hydrology representing any other physical
indication of saturation, inundation, flowiiig, or pording water. For comparison a sofls test pit was excavated in
the coastal salt marsh fringe o public lands adjacent to Pismo Creek to the sgutheast-of the project site (see:
Figure'1 and Photos: 7 & 8): The:sandy soil at that location did exhibit black organic streaking in the.sandy soils
that does represént a field indicator of hydrie soils. This offsite location also supported a greater thén 50 percent
aérial tover of silverweed (Potentilla-anserinas OBL)-and was|in a topographic low swalé area adjacent to the
creek: The correlation of hydric soil indicators with a dominance of wetland plants pravided an appropriate
-wetland refersnce site for comparison iith the rioh-wetlard determination on the 140 Addie Street parcel.
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g.-'s.age inslinires 140 Addje Street; Koligian Residence Project Wetland & Biological Assessment — Page 3:0f 5

P

Based on the lack of any.of the thrge wetland parameters on the 140 Addig Street parcel gs described above, it

is our determination that nowetlands:satisfying the Corps wetland definition.oecur on the proposed project

parcel. Given that no one wetlénd parametér. was dbserved, our non-wétland detéfriination éxtends tothe CCC

and COFG definitions that would bé satisfied If any ohe wetland paranieter were present,

‘Given the close proximity of the proposed project parcel to-the Pismo Creek i3goon and the Pacific®cean; the

site was.inspected for evidence of tidal influence that.would fall under the Jurisdiction of the Corps. The lateral.

. extent of Corps jurisdiction under Section 404 of the éan Water Act intidal‘areds extends to the high tide ling

that is defined i 33CFR Section'328:3 as-
d_ The-term "high tide line” means the line of intersection of the land with the watar's surface at the:
maximums Kefght reached by o fising tide. The high fidé line fiay be deterimiried, i the dbserice of actual
data; by d linie of oil or stum along shore ebjects, a more prless continsous deposit of fine shell of debris
on the foreshore ar berm, other physicaf markings-or characteristics, vegetation fines, tidat gages, or
other suitablé means that definéate the general heéight reached by-qrisifig tide. The lineé encompuassés
spring high'tides. and other high tides that occur with periodic freguency but.does not include storm:

: the tide {emphasis added)

surges inwhich there is-a depariure from the normal or predicted reach o
‘due to the ﬁ}'jihg' up of Wbtér'dgaiﬁst a<coast .by'st?oﬁg wirds such-os [‘hb'sé-'ﬁccorﬁpanyin‘g d hurricane o
ather intense storm. -

Review of January and February tide charts for Pismio Beach showed several high tides above six feet in' MLLW:
{meari-lows low watér) tidzl datuiv that repraserit come:of the highest tides for the area. Review 6f tHe entife
year of high tides:shggests the highest High tides reach around the 7-foot MLIW tidal elevation, There was no.
physical evidence of any tidal influenceon the proposed project parcel from depaosits-of drift material such as:
seéawéed, driftwadd, shell debyris, trash, or any other material indicatirig a high tida lifie. Thiére was. such
evidenze along the bank of the laggon welf away from the southern boundary of the groposed ‘project parcel.
The.Gealogic €oastal Studyincuded a tidal and flood analysis to determine the appropriate floor elevation for
‘the proposed building that would be above the 100year floed elevation. In dév,elq_pih’g the analysis, this study
shawed the observed highestwatir ori Januaty 18, 1973 in MLLW tidal diatur of 7.65 feet that included twg
feet of storm surge; Converted to land topographic datum NGVD?29 (National Geodetic Vertical Datum ) this
converts t6 the 4.64 topographit cofitaur. Using.the NOAA ¢oriverter, assuming the highest non stairmi
inflisenced high 1ide is approximately 7-foot MLLW, the fopographic contour or the fand would be
approximately the NGVD29-4.2 foot elevation. The lowest topegraphic contour on the site appears to be about
thie 7-foot contour that is well above tha non-influgnced high tide arid the recorded high-water éveri with thie
two-foot storm surge addid as converted to NGVD29 datajri.

Anecdotal reports.of site flooding under flood and-storin surge conditions are not sufficient to meet the wetland
criteria for frequent floading, and the onsite plant cornmunity, lacking sufficient density of wetland plants further
supports the'rion-wetland finding. This analysis arid observations of existing canditions supports our
determination that the:proposed project parcel does.not support wetlands or fall.below the high tide line within
the jurisdiction of the Corps as a watérs of the U.S:

The extent'of CDFG 1600 jurisdiction subject to the Streambed Alteration Agreement prograrn is typically
considered the top of a stream bank or the furthest extent of riparian habitat away from a stream or lake, As’
described above theré is no-riparian habitat on'thé site and there is no riparian habitat along the:banks of tha
Pismo Creek lagoon. As stich, it would be our detérmination that the extent of CDFG 1600 jurisdiction would be.
the top of bank‘along the Pismo Creek lagoon that is to the south of the proposed project. parcel and does not
extend onto. the prgject site (sée Photo 7).
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2.3  BioloGICALASSESSMENT

Thie MND and sgeficy commefit lettérs place the propésed project parcel i coritixtiith a host of special-
status species knpwn from the dune/beach; aquatie, and estuaring habitats'in thevicinity of the' project site. The
purpose-of this biological assessment is to refine the context of potential'special-status species issues to a
projact-specific review dnd-evaluation. As'dgseribed abbyve the propased project partel supports.a miostly
disturbed site dominated by bare ground, ie8 plant, and a rideral nop-native plant community. Noywitlands,
aquatic; or riparfan habitats accur on the siteand it is separated from the beach/dune community by an existing
residafice. No special-status plarit species Have been obietved ofi the firoposed project parcel. Furtheridre, the
site igJotated ina small triangle of land wedged between the lagoen and existing urban developmenit with
virtually ho terrestrial habifat:connectivity to the east except for a narrow strip of armored'creek bank-adjacent
to developed land. The adjacent iesidérnte-aind a small ice plant-dominated dupné sepafate the proposed project
parcel from the coastal strand and open beach, Assuch, theprapgsed project parcel site does riot reprasent an
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (FSHA) as defined by the CCC.

The proposed project parcel does hot suppost any- wetland, riparian, aquatic or estuarine habitat and has little
of o vegetated cover for aquatic species inclined for overland movement such s the California red-legged frog
or southwestern:pond turtle. As such, development of the proposed project parce) with the MND-required
finimurh 25-foot setback from the top of the-créek bank would not have a significant impact on or adversely
‘affegt any aquattic/estiarine species,

Special-status bird species such.as:the western showy plover, brown pelican, terns, shore birds; wading birds,
and water birds that have bean obiserved or are khown from the vicinity:of the proposed project parcel would
find little to no suitable upfand habitat on the projéct:site. Use is improbable; or infrequent and shiort.duration
resting at best, and the disturbed nature-of the site provides Jittle food resources to attract such species. The
western snowy plover has beertobserved nesting in its typical Iocatién along the wrack line of the beach beyond
the residence and intervening stall dune area to the west. it would not be expected to nest in the compacted
ground, ice plant, or ruderal vegetation that comprise the onsite habitats. As such, development.of the
piropaséd project paréel would not have a significant imgact on-or adversely affect any spetial-status bird
speciés,

3.0 _CaNC[uSI.ONSAN‘n RECOMMENDATIONS

Thesite-specific anjalysis of existingzonditions.within the proposed project parcel revealed the: site does not
support a native plant community and lacks-any wetland, aquatic, riparian habitat resources. The review and
analysis of tidal datum supports the determination that the site dees not fall withiri the Corps jurisdiction as a
waters.of the U.5. below the high tide ling; ‘While in close proximity to habitats that could support special-status
species, the site does not, and its position wedged hetween developed:areas makes-any significant use of the
site improbable at best. The praposed native species landseapirig around the proposed fesidence and MND
mitigation measure to enhance the setback area with native species plantings along-with invasive species
removal would enhance the habitat values over existing conditions that are dominated by iee:plant and other
nign-native plant spedies.

Iti addition to the Pre-construction nesting bird. surveys within 200 Feet of the propased project parcel, and
environmental monitoring during graund disturbing activities, it is recommended that at a minimum the
périmeter of the project site be defined with sift fence and orarige constfuction féncing to previrit offsite
sedirment transport into the lagoon and to avdid ercroachmiént into adjatent areas: This would contain afl
construction materials to the site and provide a-barrier for local wildlife from entering the construction site.
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g..sage instin ek 140 Addie Street, Koligian Residence Project Wetland & Bidlogical Assessment — Page 5 6F 5

‘Thisnk you for thie ppottinity to provide envirorinental consulting séivices fot this projact. Pledse contaet ma if
you have any questions or need any additional information. :

Very truly yours,.

David i wolff _

" . Principal Ecologist, Vice President

- -Gettified Professional Wetldnd Scientist
Attachmienits

" Figure T~ Habitat Map
« Figure 2 Representative Photographs
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Figure 2~140 Addie Street, Koligian Residence Project, Representative Photographs
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SE parcel corner {red dot) in uptand habitat. 3/23/2010

S_alt marsh grading intef upland ice plant. 3/23/20

10

At co

Figure 2 — 140 Addie Street, Koligian Residence Project, Representative Photographs
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sage instituie:

-August 13, 2010

Dayid Foote:
Firing Consultants
"187 Tank Farm Road, Suite. 23
San Luks Obil po;-CA 93401
SUBJECT; Responsé to California Coastal Coninission Corimerts ori the Wetlarid arid Biological
-Assessment for the T40'Addie Street, Koligian Residence Froject, City of Pisma Beach,
Califorriia (APN '005:163-029)

Dear David:

Sige Institute, Inc (SIII is-pleased-to subrhit this responseto. the Califoria Coastal Comiission (CCC)
August 5, 2010 comments regarding the SHlwetfand determinafion and biological assessment for the
140, Addle Straet; Kofigan Residénce. Project; Pi$mo Bétch, California (APN 005-163~ 029) ln summary, |
suggest that the:April 23, 2010:5f report includes-and presents all the necessary and-appropriate data
for 3 coastal zane wetfand delineation; | have provided the following for- clarification.

»  Thé reportdescribes and Figure 1.delineatas the rudefal vegétation’plant.comimunity within the
140'Addie Streget'parcel that was evaluated to.determine if:any wetiand habitat meetingfederal
and/or coastalzbhe definitions ackurs'on the partel: Thisares cdnstitutés the data observation
point and is.describedin depth it reportand should be.considered in the absence of 2 specific
mapped data’poiiit- Additionally; the test, Figure1, and repfeseritative photdgraphs 6, 7, and &
describe and.illustrate the dlsturbed;‘exotlc upland dune community.intervening batween the
‘140 Addie Streét'parcel and thé coastal salt marsh wetkind hiabitat. .

s The report'decaments the. Teview; evaluatian, afid deteriiniation of the three wetland
parameters based en the federal technical ériteria for hvdrophytlc vegetatlon, hvdrlc goils; and
wetland hydrology. None of the thiree wetland paraineters were meton the 140 Addie Street
part:ei A coastalzone wetland delineation would make a wetland determination based on
Théeeting any-oneof the three'wetland parameters: Sincé ione Were met; the:wetland
delineation in the report I§;accurate I dekineating on}v upland hakitat on the parcel and does
pravide the hecessaryinfarmatiof oh'each pararietes 1o make a coastalzone Wetlnd
determination;

The report describes the: exlstmg conditions of the southernmost vegetated areaof the ‘parcel as.
rudefal vegetat:on dominated by’ up]and species with fass than five patcant cover of two
wetland.indizator species. For elarification this determlnatlon was based oh relative cover of all
spegies tonsidéred. As described i text and shown i the répresenfative photographs the.
ruderal vegetation is a near100 percent relative and absolute cover of ite planit.and non-native,
grasses. As such; the Jess thah five percent relative-cover of wetiznd indicator species obéefved

Pubtic Podlcy Cansalting. Ervirapmental & Ticioglial Consultng
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TVPE THE DQCUMENT TITLE 3 2

would not aggregate in any fashion to.be considered a dominant species comprising at least 20
perceiitrelative cover. Therefore, the:canclusion that: the site does not supposta hydraphytic
{wetldnd) plant community where domirant wetland indicator spaties exteed 50 percent of the
dafiinant speties ik accurate.dnd appropriately detefmitied. The black andwhite dashied fitte ofi
Figure 1 delifiates the coastal salt marsh wetland hiabitat od adjoining property from the
upland edge of the upland dune community. The report establishes the non-storm influencad
high-high tide elevatign at approximately-the 4.2 foot elevation {NGVD29).that would be
eonsidered the upper limiits and tataral exterit of the-waters of the U.5. jurisdiction. The lowest
cantour on the 140 Addia street parcel is approximately the:7.0 foot elevation ([NGVD28) well
abgve the bighest reach of ngni-storm fnflyenced tides. Furthe r, the twa foat storm surge
influeficed elevation falls at the 4.64 fopogtaphic tontour {NVVD29) also weli bielow the 7,0 foot:
lowest elevafidn of the parcel, The hilack and white dashed line depicts the furthest adge
{highest elevation} of observed dominance by the wetland indicator siiverweed {Potentilla
gnserine) aheve the high-high tide ling on the land adjacent tg the 140:Addie Street parcel: This
line shawing the delineation betwesn upland and-wetland habitats can be used to-evaluate any
features of the proposed projeck refative to the nearest edge of wetland habitat.

» Thewetland dellneatiol is Based brt atceptid tide datufi identiying the physical limits of
predicted tides; aleng with observations of the soils, indicators of wetland hydrology; and the
surface expression of upland and wetland plants consistent with aceepted wetland delineation
practices: The-rapert acknowledges anecdetal evidenge that the site may be floaded under
some combination of tireumstances. Howaver, the obsgrved evidence of 5qils, hydrplagy, and
plants an the: 140 Addie Street parcel does not indicate a frequenty or duration of hydrology
sufficient to suppiart wetlahds under efther the federal of voastat definitions. In'contrast the
ﬁeid mdltatbrs of hvdrlcsoﬂs and Ekpression of wetiand |m:||cator p]ant specm did dehneate the
Therefore, based on the regulatory criteria for wet{and determmation_, the black and wh ite
dashed [ine on Figure 1 delineating the coastal saltmarsh From-the upland dune has been clearly
and accurately delineated.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this clarificatian of our technical biological and wetland study
for this project, Please contact me If you have any gquestions or nead any additional infarmation.

Mery truly yours,

David ¥ Wolff _
Principal Ecologist; Vice President
Certified Professional Watland Scientist

Fubilc Pasioy Consuliing Evirnmenta & Biolagical onsuftiag
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Initial Study Figure 2 — 140 Addie Street,
Koligian Residence Project, Representative Photographs

Photo 3 ~View north Frmﬂ-nearsl\l_\f;artel corner, 2/19/20

Photo 4~

Figure 2 - 140 Addie Street, Koligian Residence Project, Representativa Photographs
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Figure 2 — 140 Addie Street, Koligian Residence Project, Représeniative Photographs

Exhibit 7
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 142 of 156



Attachment 2

CITY OF PiSMO BEACH
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF August 24, 2010
PERMIT NO. 08-0163, CDP & CUP
LOCATION: 140 Addie Street APN: 005-163-029

The conditions set forth in this permit affect the title and possession of the real property
which is the subject of this permit and shall run with the real property or any portion
thereof. All the terms, covenants, conditions, and restrictions herein imposed shall be
binding upon and inure to the benefit of the owner (applicant, developer), his or her
heirs, administrators, executors, successors and assigns. Upon any sale, division or
lease of real property, all the conditions of this permit shall apply separately to each
portion of the real property and the owner (applicant, developer) and/or possessor of
any such portion shall succeed to and be bound by the obligations imposed on owner
(applicant, developer) by this permit, :

AUTHORIZATION: Subject to the conditions stated below, approval of Permit 08-163
grants planning permits for development of a duplex at 140 Addie Street as shown on
the approved plans with City of Pismo Beach stamp of August 24, 2010. The project
includes site preparation, demolition of a portion of the 136 Addie which extends on to
the 140 Addie Street property, utility and right of way improvements , construction of a
site access bridge structure and a 3,651 s.f. duplex structure on raised pilings, chain
link-fencing;-property-side-and-rear-permeterand (stricken by Planning Commission
8/24/2010) front yard fencing. Approval is only granted for the development and use as
herein stated and shown on the August 24, 2010 stamped plans; any proposed changes
shall require approval of amendments to these permits by the City of Pismo Beach.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This permit shall become effective upon the passage of 10 days
following the Planning Commission approval, provided that an appeal has not been filed
to the City Council within those 10 working days. The filing of an appeal shall stay the
effective date until an action is taken on the appeal.

EXPIRATION DATE: The applicant is granted two years for inauguration (i.e. building
permits issued and construction begun) of this permit. The permits will expire on
August 24, 2012 unless inaugurated prior to that date. Time extensions are permitted
pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.121.160 (2).

The property owner and the applicant (if different) shall sign these Conditions of
Approval within ten (10) working days of receipt; the permit is not valid until signed by
the property owner and applicant.

COMPLIANCE AGREEM'ENT: | have read and understood, and | will comply with all
applicable requirements of any law or agency of the State, City of Pismo Beach and any
other governmental entity at the time of construction. The duty of inquiry as to such
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requirements shall be my responsibility. | agree to defend, indemnify, and hold
harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from any claim, action, or
proceeding against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the City, or from any
claim to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval by the City of the project; or my
failure to comply with conditions of approval. This agreement shall be binding on ail
successors and assigns.

| HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD, AND { WILL COMPLY
WITH ALL ATTACHED STATED CONDITIONS OF THIS PERMIT
Approved by the Planning Commission on August 24, 2010.

M«ZM £/ /0

AZI;%) Date / /
A Ej )@Q &fler /10
Proper@»}qe{ ‘(<— Date

CONDITIONS, POLICIES, SELECTED CODE REQUIREMENTS, AND MITIGATION
MEASURES FOR PROJECT No. 08-0163; 140 Addie street

Cohditions as indicated below have been deemed to be of a substantive nature on the
basis of the Planning Commission’s decision. These conditions cannot be altered
without Planning Commission approval.

A. PROJECT MITIGATIONS

JRES

Mitigation Measure 1d. To reduce obtrusive glare impacts, all flood lighting and
other types of lights that illuminate areas off of the site, such as the creek or beach,
shall be prohibited. A lighting plan shall be required showing all exterior and
landscape lighting for the project to be low wattage, and downward directed so as to
avoid glare or spill of light to adjacent properties.

Mitigation implementation/Monitoring

1) - Performance Standard: prevent glare impacts

2} Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: Prior to construction

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review and project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 3b-c. To mitigate fugitive dust emissions related to project
construction, the following shall be implemented:

Prepare a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to be reviewed and approved by the
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City, which should include the following as applicable:

" Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.'Frequency should be
based on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure.

] Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (one-hour average
speeds of over 15 mph as measured at a height of approximately 10 feet above
ground level within areas scheduled for grading).

= ~ Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands
within construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days).

. Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut
and fill operations, and hydro-seed area.

. Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard.

. Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.

n Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as éoon as possible.

" Cover inactive storage piles.

n Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks.

. Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site

Construction-related vehicles and mobile equipment access routes shall be specified -
and roadway and parking lot (re)paving shall be sequeniced within the overall
construction schedule — so that such vehicles and equipment can make the maximum
practical use of paved internal roadways and parking lots, either existing or
improved/reconfigured as part of the project

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Implement Standard dust control measures
2} Contingency Measure: Determine in field

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 3b. To mitigate greenhouse gas related impacts the foliowing
measures shall be implemented:

1. Implement safe walking or bicycling connectivity to/from and on the site;

2. Implement green building techniques such as:

« Building positioning and engineering that eliminate or minimize the development’
active heating and cooling needs;

» |mplement solar systems to reduce energy needs;

» Increase the building energy efficiency rating by 20% above what is requ;red by Title
24 requirements.

« Plant native, drought resistant landscaping;

o Use locally or nearby produced building materials;
¢ Use renewable or reclaimed building materials;
» Install outdoor electrical outlets to encourage the use of electric appllances and tools
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Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Implement Standard GHG control measures
2) Contingency Measure: Determine at Plan Check

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 4a-c: To mitigate potential impacts on Estuary or Snowy Plover
habitats:

— No development shall be permitted in connection with the project that would
restrict water flow below the residential structure, other than the pilings that support
the structure.

—  Structures shall be setback a minimum of 25 feet from the top of the creek bank
or identified ESHA habitat, consistent with the LCP and Wetland and Biological
Assessment dated March 2010.

— In addition to proposed native landscaping, a pioneer dune restoration program is
required within the creek setback area to treat and remove any invasive species and
provide improved habitat quality along the creek. Restoration plan work shali be
monitored for three years by a biological monitor.

—  Prior to the nesting season for the Western Snowy Plover (from March 1% through
September 30") a qualified biologist shall review the area of potential Snowy Plover
habitat on the open sand dune within 200 feet of the Project site for nesting Plovers. If
nesting birds or nests are observed, the biologist shall notify the City, the California
Department of Fish and Game and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to consult on
avoidance measures such as monitoring and implement construction activity
minimization strategies Until after the nests are vacated.

~ The perimeter of the project site shall be defined with silt fence and orange
construction fencing to prevent offsite sediment transport into the lagoon and to avoid
encroachment into adjacent areas, consistent with measure 8e.

— The use of natural fiber, biodegradable meshes, and coir rolls shall only be
allowed for erosion control and landscape specifications.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Plan conformity to measure, field verification
2) Contingency Measure: determined by biological monitor

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector / biological monitor

Mitigation Measure 5b. Due to the project's location within the Archaeological
Resources overlay zone and the proximity to the coast the standard mitigation
measure shall be included which requires the cessation of on-site construction
activities if archaeological resources are discovered. At that point, a qualified

observer would be retained, and a mitigation plan developed to respond to the
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discovery and to protect the resources.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Implement standard archaeological resources
protections

2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 6a. To mitigate potential geological impacts, the applicant shall
obtain and submit a geotechnical and soils report, prepared by a qualified
professional, to be reviewed and approved by the City Building Official prior to the
issuance of building permits. The soils geotechnical and soils report shalt specifically
address the soil condition and seismic characteristics encountered at the project site,
and the appropriate engineering design criteria for responding to such concerns.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce geological impacts to a less
than significant level.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: mitigate potential geological |mpact
2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: City Building Official

4) Implementation Schedule: prior to building permit issuance
5) Monitoring Method: building permit review

Mitigation Measure 8e. As stated in General Plan Policy CO-10, Best Management
Practices (BMPs) shall be incorporated into the project design in the following
progression:

. Site Design BMPs (any project design feature that reduces the generation
of pollutants or reduces the alteration of the natural drainage features, such as
minimizing impervious surfaces or minimizing grading);

. Source Control BMPs (practices that prevent release of pollutants into
areas where they may be carried by runoff, such as covering work areas and trash
receptacles, practicing good housekeeping, and mlnlmlzmg use of irrigation and
garden chemicals);

. Treatment Control BMPs (a system designed to remove pollutants from
runoff including the use of gravity settling, filtration, biological uptake, media
adsorption or any other physical, biological, or chemical process).

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: mitigate potential water quality impact
2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: prior to building permit issuance

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review
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Mitigation Measure 8g. To mitigate potential impacts on the structure and
occupants in the event of a flood/storm surge event:

- The lowest structural member — except poles, piers and columns — must be no

lower than elevation 10.89.

- The space below the habitable area must be open or enclosed with breakaway
material.

- The structure must meet the anchoring and other structural requirements to
resist the various hydrostatic and hydrodynamic forces involved.

- The use of fill for structural support of buildings or man-made alteration of sand
dunes which would increase potential flood damage is prohibited.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: mitigate potential floodlstorm surge impacts
2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: prior to building permit submittal

5) Monitoring Method: building permit review and project site inspector

Mitigation Measure 11d. To mitigate construction noise impacts, construction
activities, such that the noise orvibration creates a disturbance across a'property line,
shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. and shall not be permitted on Sundays
or holidays. Neighbors within 100 feet _shall be notified as to when pile driving activities
will oceur.

Mitigation Implementation/Monitoring

1) Performance Standard: Implement construction noise control measures

2) Contingency Measure: none

3) Implementation Responsibility: project applicant

4) Implementation Schedule: During construction

5) Monitoring Method: Project site inspector
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B. CONDITIONS TO BE MET PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT

PLANNING DIVISION

1.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION. To apply for building permits submit five {5)

sets of construction plans ALONG WITH FIVE (5) COPIES OF THE CONDITIONS

OF APPROVAL NOTING HOW EACH CONDIT!ON HAS BEEN SATISFIED to the

Building DIVISIOI’I

COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL

Prior to the

issuance of a building permit, the Project Planner shall confirm that the construction
plot plan and building elevations are in compliance with the Planning Commission's

approval and conditions of approval.

in the table below:

item

Apbroved

Max bldg height

32.5' from site grade

Max Building Area (include | 3,651 sf,
garage)
*Lot coverage ratio 2,267 s.f.

Planting Area Ratio

30%, 1,735 s.f.

Garage setback from property
line

Front yard setback from property
line

18°. .

15’ from the property line.

5!
Side Setback (interior) 10"
Rear Setback 7
Minimum parking spaces 1. 4 spaces, two, 2 car garages,

each with a 20" x 20’ clearance maintained

and clearly shown from the interior
dimensions of each garage without
projections, i.e., FAU, water heater,

washers and dryers. Parking spaces shall
not be blocked by storage area
infringement.

Project shall comply with the standards noted
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3. COLORS AND MATERIALS. Colors and materials shall be consistent with those
shown on the color board as reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.
Said color board to be submitted to the Planning Division for approval.

2. 4. FEENCING. No solid fences, hedges or walls over 42 inches in helght shall be
permitted in the front yard setbacks. Additionally, no fences exceeding-8-feet-in
height-shall-be-permitted-within-the rear-yard-setback—Are permitted in the side
and rear yard setbacks or under the building platform. (added by Planning
Commission 8/25/2010)

5. LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION PLANS. Landscaping and irrigation plans
encompassing the entire site shall be submitted by the project applicant to the City
for review and approval by the project planner. Detailed calculations shall be
provided on the face of the plan indicating the provision of a minimum of 20%
landscape area. The Plans shall be consistent with Chapter 15.48 of the City Of
Pismo Beach Municipal Code. The landscape plan shall include the following
provisions:

a. Use of low-water-using irrigation systems. Drip irrigation shall be used

where feasible.

Landscape Design Plan (including plant list)

Irrigation Design Plan

Tree list, including mature height of all trees.

Street trees consistent with the requirements of section 16.40.190 of the

City Of Pismo Beach Municipal Code (Species of free for the project site

is Queen Palm, planted a minimum of 60’ on center). Given the location

of the driveway at the center of the project site, one queen palm shall be

planted on either side of the entryway to provide symmetry/balance.

f. Street trees shall be maintained consistent with Chapter 12.12 of the
Municipal Code.

®oaono

6. DEED RESTRICTION - 700 S.F. DWELLING UNIT.

A deed restriction shall be recorded specifying the use of the smaller 700 s.f. unit as a
vacation rental. Condition The Applicant shall secure a business license and register for
payment of Transient Occupancy tax for the use of the smaller unit as a vacation rental.

BUILDING:

7. The title sheet of the plans shall include:
- Street address, lot, block, track and Assessor Parcel number.
-  Description of use type of construction
- Height of the building
- Floor area of building (s)
- Vicinity map
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

" All construction shall conform to the 2001 California Building Code {1997 UBC and

California amendments), 2001 California Mechanical Code (2000 IAPMO, UMC
and California amendments), 2001 Plumbing Code (2000 [APMO UPC and
California amendments), 2004 California Electrical Code (2002 NEC and California
amendments), Accessibility Standards where applicable and all City codes as they
apply to this project.

Code adoption dates are subject to change. The code adoption year is established
by application date of plans submitted to Building Division for plan review, .

Permits -

A separate grading plans complying with Appendix Chapter 33, UBC, and Title
156 PMBC, may/shall be required. The applicant shall obtain a demolition permit
only for the subject property prior to issuance of a building permit, and
appropriate fire protection separation shall be maintained from the adjoining
property line.

Building permit plans shall be submitted by a California licensed architect or engineer
when required by the Business & Professions Code, except when otherwise approved
by the Chief Building Official.

The owner shall designate on the building permit application a registered design
professional who shall act as the registered design professional in responsible charge.
The registered design professional in responsible charge shall be responsibie for
reviewing and coordinating submittal documents prepared by others including phased
and daggered submittat items, for compatibility with design of the building.

The owner shall employ the engineer or architect responsible for the structural design,
or another engineer or architect designated by the engineer of record or architect
responsible for the structural design, to perform structural observation as defined in
Section 220. Observed deficiencies shall be reported in writing to the owner's
representative, special inspector, contractor and the building official. The structural
observer shall submit to the building official a written statement that the site visits have
been made and identify any reported deficiencies that, to the best of the structural
observer's knowledge, have not been resolved.

Mitigation measures for natural occurring asbestos require approval from San Luis
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District.

Projects shail comply with current City and State water conservation regulations.

Deferred submittals are no longer allowed, i.e. fire sprinkler plans and calculations,
spiral staircases, and truss calculations. , :
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17. A soils investigation performed by a qualified professional shall be required for this
project. All cut and fill slopes shall be provided with subsurface drainage as necessary
for stability; details shall be provided.

ENGINEERING DIVISION:

18.  The applicant shall prepare a site and public improvement plan consistent with
the City of Pismo Beach’s standard conditions, plans and specifications. The plan shall
also include two-way traffic on Addie Street with an 18-foot minimum curb-to-curb
dimension. The site plan shall be consistent with the site plan submitted and approved
by the Pismo Beach Planning Commission and include:
e Concrete curb gutter and sidewalk along the Addie Street frontage with
appropriate transitions
« All roof and surface improvements shall drain to Addie Street through an
appropriately sized curb drain and storm water treatment device
e Electrical utilities shall be placed underground

FIRE DEPARTMENT:

19. Address Numbers — Plans for address numbers on each structure shall meet the
following requirements:
- Numbers shall be plainly visible from the frontage street
- Numbers shall be five (5) inches in height
- Numbers shall contrast with their background

20. Waterlines and Hydrant Distribution — Prior to construction, plans for waterlines
and hydrant locations shall be submitted to the Fire Department for approval. No
construction shall be allowed until the required hydrants and waterlines are
installed. Water mains should be a minimum of 8" diameter in size. Hydrants
spacing must meet CFC Appendix HlI-B {minimum 400’ for residential).

21. Waterlines and hydrant distribution must be consistent with the City adopted Water
Master Plan.

22. Fire Hydrants — All fire hydrants shall conform to the Pismo Beach water
distribution system matenals list.
- Each hydrant shall have one 4.5” outlet and two 2.5" outlets Pismo Beach
Standard.
- Each hydrant shall be painted OSHA yellow
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

- Rolled curbs will not be allowed within 15” of a hydrant. Sidewalks shall be a
minimum of 40" wide behind hydrant center line '

- Curb shall be painted red 15” both sides of hydrant

- A blue reflective marker shall be installed 6” off center of street in line with
hydrant

Fire Flow — Required fire flow must meet the minimum requirements of the
California Fire Code Appendix Ill-A and the City adopted Water Master Plan. In all
cases the minimum acceptable residual pressure shall be 20 psi.

Utilities — If any part of the utility system, gas meters, electric utilities and the Fire
Water Protection System are subject to vehicular damage, impact protection shall
be provided.

Clearances — Driveways, common access roads and required fire lanes shall be
constructed to accommodate emergency vehicles. Dead end fire apparatus
access roads exceeding 150’ in length are not allowed. '

- A minimum of 13'6" overhead clearance is required

- A minimum of 24’ clear width is required for all fire access roads with no
parking. Parking requires and additional 8 feet for each side of the road with

- parking. No Parking signs will be required.

- The gradient for fire apparatus access roads shall not exceed the maximum,
16% unless approved by the Fire Chief

- All roads shall provide free access to existing roads without obstructions

Smoke Detectors — Smoke detectors shall be provided conforming to State Fire
Marshall Standard 12-72-2 and CFC and CBC.

- Detectors shall be installed in accordance with the approved manufacturer's
instructions

Refuse Areas — Dumpsters and containers with an individual capacity of 1.5 cubic
yards (40.5 cubic feet) or more:

- Refuse containers shall be stored away from buildings and combustible
construction a minimum of 5 feef.

- Permanent refuse areas within 5 feet of combustible construction shall have
automatic sprinklers installed

Automatic Fire Protection Sprinkier System —Automatic Fire Sprinkler System shall
be provided and monitored by an approved U.L. listed central station.

- This system shall comply with requirements of the Fire Department and NFPA
standards

- NFPA standard 13R for system installed in Muiti Family Dwellings

Four sets of plans and two sets of calculations shall be submitied and approved
prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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30.
| 31.
32.
33.
34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Residential fire service laterals and meters serving the propérty shall be sized to
meet the minimum demand for domestic and Fire Flow requirements.

Sprinklers shall be required in aftics, crawl spaces and other concealed spaces
that are intended for living purposes or storage.

Forced Air Unit(s) or other open flame appliances located in concealed areas (i.e.
attics, sub-floor areas) shall be protected by sprinklers.

Provide a minimum of six spare sprinklers and a wrench in the spare head box
located at or near the fire riser.

Sprinkler system design shall include provision for a reduction in available water of
10%.

Spark Arresters —~ Chimneys serving fireplaces, barbeques, incinerators, and or
decorative heating appliances in which solid or liquid fuel in being used, shall be
provided with spark arrester. Spark arresters shall be constructed of woven or
welded wire screening of 12 USA standards gauge wire having openings not
exceeding .5 inch.

Vents — Attic ventilation openings, foundations or under floor vents, or ventilation
openings in vertical exterior walls and vents through roofs shall not exceed 144
square inches each.

- Vents shall be covered with non-combustible corrosion-resistant mesh with
openings not to exceed .25”

- Under floor ventilation openings shall be located as close to grade as
practical -

Building/Tenant Improvements — All future building/tenant improvements shall be
forwarded to the Fire Department for review and approval prior to the issuance of a
building permit.

Fire Safety during Construction - Prior to construction, an operational water supply
system and established access roads must be installed. CFC Section 902 & 903.
During construction all applicable Public Resources Codes must be complied with
to prevent a wildfire. These will include spark arresters, clearance around welding
operations, smoking restrictions and extinguishers on site. The Industrial
Operations Fire Prevention Field Guide will assist the applicant.

Landscape —'All zone 3 landscapes shall be of level 3 A Fire Resistive Type

Fire Extinguishers — Fire Extinguishers shall be installed and maintained un U.F.C.

‘Standards #10-1.

- Portable fire extinguishers shall have a minimum rating of 2A-10BC.
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C. CONDITIONS TO BE MET DURING CONSTRUCTION:

BUILDING DIVISION:

1.

SITE MAINTENANCE. Puring construction, the site shall be maintained so as to
not infringe on neighboring property. The Building Official shall determine said
maintenance.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL MATERIALS.

In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected to be
of an archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall
cease in the immediate area, and the find left untouched unti! a qualified
professional archaeologist or paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is contacted
and called in to evaluate and make recommendations as tfo its disposition,
mitigation and/or salvage. The developer shall be liable for costs associated with
the professional investigation.

Certification of compliance with the soils report shall be submitted to the Building
Division prior to foundation approvals. A final report certifying compliance with the
soils report or grading plans shall be submitted to the Building Division prior to final
approvals. : :

A licensed surveyor or engineer shall verify pad elevations, setbacks, prior to
foundation inspection, and roof elevations, prior to roof sheeting inspection, when
determined necessary by the Planning Department.

CONDITIONS TO BE MET PRIOR TO REQUEST FOR A FRAMING
INSPECTION:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1.

ROOF HEIGHT. Prior to requesting a framing inspection, a licensed surveyor shall
measure and certify the height of the building including anticipated finishing
materials. Height to be certified as shown on approved plans.

CONDITIONS TO BE MET PRIOR TO FINAL INSPECTION AND CERTIFICATE
OF OCCUPANCY:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1.

COMPLETION OF LANDSCAPING. All landscaping and irrigation systems shown
on the approved plans shall be installed by the applicant and shall be subject to
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inspection and approval by the project planner prior to the issuance of a Certificate
of Occupancy.

F. CONDITIONS SUBJECT TO ONGOING COMPLIANCE:

1. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS. All applicable requirements of any law
or agency of the State, City of Pismo Beach and any other governmental entity at
the time of construction shall be met. The duty of inquiry as to such requirements
shall be upon the applicant.

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

G. MISCELLANEOUS/FEES:

1.  REQUIRED FEES. The applicant shall be responsible for the payment of all
applicable development and building fees including the following:
a. Al applicable development impact fees pursuant to Ordinance 93-01 and
Resolutions 93-12 and 93-33.
Water system improvement charge.
Water meter hook-up charge.
Sewer public facilities fee.
Park development and improvement fee.
School impact fees pursuant to the requirements of the applicable school
district,
Building and construction and plan check fees: building fee, grading and
paving fee, plan check fee, plumbing, electrical/mechanical fee, sewer
connection fee, lopez assessment, strong motion instrumentation,
encroachment fee, and other fees such as subdivision plan check and
inspection fees. . :
h. Other special fees:
i.  Assessment district charges.

~PaoDT

©

The property owner and the applicant (if different) shall sign these Conditions within ten
(10) working days of receipt, the permit is not valid until signed by the property owner
and applicant.

END
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESQURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4508

VOICE (831) 427-4863 FAX (B31) 427-4877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI. Appellant(s)

Name: Commissioner Sara Wan and Commissioner Mark Stone, California Coastal Commission
Mailing Address: 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

City:  San Francisco, CA Zip Code: 94105 Phone: 415 904-5200

SECTION IL.  Decision Being Appealed RECEI VED

1. Name of local/port government:

DEC 0 6 2010
City of Pismo Beach (Koligian) RNIA
2.  Brief description of development being appealed: COAS%Rl‘.JggMM‘Ss‘ON

AST AREA
Construction of a 3,651 square foot duplex residential structure suppo&e%lNomé‘s'eggﬁ\mgs, demolition of a portion

of the neighboring structure, which extends onto the project site, construction of a site access bridge, utility and right
of way improvements, and front yard fencing.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

140 Addie Street, Pismo Beach (San Luis Obispo County)

RECEIVED

DEC 0 g 2°°

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[0  Approval; no special conditions

Approval with special conditions: co As%ﬁt‘gg lw?\‘/}ﬁSSI ON
[1  Denial CENTRAL COAST AREA

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

[l  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
Xl City Council/Board of Supervisors
[0  Planning Commission
[0  Other
6. Date of local government's decision: 10/19/2010

7.  Local government’s file number (if any): PM08-0163

SECTION II1. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses Qf the fgllowing parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
a. Name and mailing address of pefmj% applicant:

Vaughn and Mary Ann Koligian
5660 N. Van Ness Boulevard )
Fresno, CA 93711 ‘

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

(1) San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper
EPI-Center

1013 Monterey Street, R
San Luis Obispo; CA 93401 * - 7+

2)

3

4)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION Y. Certification

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

/%w/w Ste——

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date:

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

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
-Page 3

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a pew

hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

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

SECTION V. Certification

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

' Agent Authorization: designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all
matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed:

Date:

{Document2)
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Attachment A: Appeal Reasons

The City of Pismo Beach approved a 3,651 square foot duplex residential structure supported by
raised pilings, demolition of a portion of the neighboring structure, which extends onto the
project site, construction of a site access bridge, utility and right of way improvements, and front
yard fencing, on a site adjacent to the mouth of Pismo Creek. The project approval is inconsistent
with the City’s LCP policies for protection of visual resources, avoidance of coastal hazards,
development in a floodplain, and protection of biological resources.

First, the height, size and bulk of the duplex present significant visual issues. The certified LCP
requires new development to be sited and designed to reflect the small scale character of the
City, and to protect and enhance views of the ocean, creek, and marsh. In conflict with these
requirements, the approved residence would be a large and bulky structure that would obstruct
public views of Pismo Creek, the lagoon, and the Pacific Ocean, including as seen from the
public street and various locations along the public recreation trail.

Second, the approved residence is located in an area of high geologic, flood and shoreline
hazards. The LCP requires that all new development be sited and designed to minimize risk from
such hazards by, among other means, avoiding the placement of development in high hazard
areas, or by identifying and establishing appropriate long-term development setbacks based upon
a geologic review of all existing and potential impacts. In addition, the LCP requires the
preparation of a geotechnical report by a qualified engineer to assess the nature of flood risks,
identify the boundary of the 100-year flood plain, and specify mitigation measures that will need
to be implemented to minimize potential loss of life and property. All critical facility
construction must be designed and engineered to withstand the force of an 8.5 magnitude
earthquake. In addition, new development may not be permitted where it is determined that
shoreline protection and/or other shoreline altering development will be necessary for protection
of the development now or at any time in the future based on at least a 100-year time frame
taking into account all relevant coastal hazards.

The project site is directly adjacent to the mouth of Pismo Creek, where it outlets to the Pacific
Ocean. The site is in FEMA’s VE zone, which indicates it is an area subject to the 100-year coastal
flood with wave velocity. In addition, coastal flooding at this location would be exacerbated in
the future due to sea level rise, and the site is subject to tsunami hazards and liquefaction. In its
approval, the City relied on a preliminary geological report and a portion of the proposed
geotechnical engineering report, but did not require the completion of the geotechnical report, as
required by the LCP, which is necessary in order to evaluate the project for consistency with the
hazards policies of the LCP. In addition, although the project was designed to avoid the risks of
sea level rise, the geological report estimated just two feet of sea level rise over the next 100
years, which is below current higher-end estimates. Given the proximity of the project site to Pismo
Creek and the Pacific Ocean and given the geologic conditions of the site, it is essential for the
City to have all of the necessary information to ensure the project is sited and designed to avoid
risk from hazards, and to minimize those that are unavoidable. Therefore, because the City did
not require all of the necessary geotechnical information, and because the geological report did
not adequately address the risks due to sea level rise, it is unclear whether the project has been
designed to minimize hazards and the project approval is inconsistent with the LCP.
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Finally, the duplex would be adjacent to, and potentially within, wetlands and other
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. The LCP requires a minimum setback of at least 25 feet
from the inland extent of such habitat areas. In its approval, the City did not have the necessary
information to evaluate the project for consistency with the LCP protecting biological resources.
To begin, the wetlands delineation that the City relied on does not provide the information
necessary for a coastal zone wetland delineation. In addition, the delineation does not include a
map of the adjacent wetlands, so setbacks cannot be determined, as required by the LCP.
Moreover, the habitat of sensitive species, such as California Red-Legged Frog, was not
surveyed using the necessary protocols, or mapped on a site plan, so the appropriate habitat
setbacks could not be determined. ’

In summary, the City did not have sufficient information to determine the project’s consistency
with the LCP. Based on the information available, it appears that the approved project is
inconsistent with LCP policies related to visual resources, hazards and biological resources.
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STA:I'E.OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY . ' ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govamor
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION -

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4508

VOICE (831) 427-4863  FAX (831) 427-4877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION L Appellant(s)

Name:  San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper
Mailing Address: ~ EPI-Center 1013 Monterey Street
City: San Luis Obispo ZipCode: 93401 Phone:  805-781-9932

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1.  Name of local/port government:

City of Pismo Beach
2.  Brief description of development being appealed:

Project No. 08-0163 (140 Addie Street, Pismo Beach CA). MND, CDP, & CUP for a 3,651 s.f. duplex on raised
pilings adjacent to Pismo Creek Lagoon.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

140 Addie Street, Pismo Beach, CA (APN: 005-163-029)

af
g

NOV 2 @ 2010

=D

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[0  Approval; no special conditions

X Approval with SpeCial conditions: c@ AS“-%&Q G i}af;«, :%Sg&:ﬁ :‘;«‘B
D DeDjal Gmm i awb 1 \u.-A‘

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

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEALNO:  A-3-PSB-10-Oled

DATE FILED:
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

[0  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors
[0  Planning Commission
[0  Other
6. Date of local government's decision: October 19, 2010

7.  Local government’s file number (if any): ~ 08-0163

SECTION II. Identification of Other Interested Persons

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

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Vaughn and Maryann Koligian
C/0 Steven Puglisi Architecture
583 Dana Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

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

(1) USFWS,

Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003

(2) California Department of Fish and Game
C/O David Hacker: DHACKER@dfg.ca.gov

(3) CA Department of Parks and Recreation
340 James Way, Suite 270
Pismo Beach, CA 93449

“4)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION 1IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

e  Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

e State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

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

San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper, a program of Environment in the Public Interest, has consistently
participated in the permit process regarding water pollution, environmental impact, and endangered
species via public comments throughout San Luis Obispo County. As such, SLO Coastkeeper has a
direct interest in the City of Pismo Beach approval of the Koligian Project proposed at 140 Addie Street
because members of the organization use Pismo Creek, lagoon/estuary, and beach for recreational,
scientific, economic, and aesthetic purposes.

SLO Coastkeeper believes the action of the City of Pismo Beach conflicts with the Certified General
Plan/Local Coastal Plan the Conservation and Open Space Element (section CO-21), Building and Site
Design Element (section D-2 paragraph a & c), and the Saftey Element (section s-9 paragraph 2 & 3). In
addition SLO Coastkeeper believes approval of this project conflicts with other State and Federal
regulations as well (California Environmental Quality Act; Coastal Act Section 30101; California
Endangered Species Act; and US Endangered Species Act).

Our specific reasons follow on the attached 3 pages and exhibits A-D.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)
SECTION V. Certification

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

on ] el

Signature of Appellant(s) o#Authorized Agent
Date: 23 Wwsem é:/ YLD

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.
Section VI. Agent Authorization

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

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

Exhibit 9
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
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San | uis Obispo COASTKEEPER’APPEAL OF PISMO BEACH CITY COUNCIL DECISION APPROVING
Project no: 08-0163 / CDP. CUP, MND for Koligian at 140 Addie St., Pismo Beach California (APN: 005-163-029)

1. APPROVAL CONFLICTS WITH GP/LCP CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE
ELEMENT POLICIES:

The City’s Conservation and Open Space Element Principles speak directly to the essential
principles that guide City decisions. The principles that serve as the foundation for C&OS
policies protecting the unique resources that sustain the character of the City and the quality of
life enjoyed by residents and visitors to Pismo Beach. In contrast to the principles espoused in
the City’s GP/LCP to protect the shoreline and ocean resources in the City’s jurisdiction and the
specific intent of Policy CO-21 to protect Pismo Creek, the City’s approval allows a 3,651 ft*
building to be constructed in the Pismo Creek floodplain.

Recommending approval, the August 24 Staff Report (p. 20) indicates that the site does not
contain a native plant community or wetland and states it is “improbable to ever support such
habitat”. Unfortunately, this opinion is unsupported by the entirety of the record.

For instance, in 1994 a biological survey of the site was conducted demonstrating that the
presence of the one single willow remaining on the site “... indicates that the area may be capable
of supporting a riparian woodland in the floodplain if left undisturbed for a period of time.”
(Holland, December 1994, p13).

In addition, the July 15, 2010 Geotechnical Engineering Report conducted by Earth Systems
Pacific characterizes the soil on site as “alluvium” (i.e. sediment deposited by flowing water).
The Boring Logs provided by the geotechnical consultant indicate saturated soils at a depth of 5
feet across the entire site profile (see attached Exhibit A). Earth Systems Pacific, commenting on
the potential for liquefaction further emphasized this point stating: “The surface soils were
generally moist with free subsurface water and wet conditions below a depth of 5 feet.” (Dennis
Shallenberger, Registered Professional Engineer, August 11, 2010 letter to Vaughan and Mary
Ann Koligian).

However, while field investigations presented to the City Planning Commission and the City
Council identified both hydric soil and one facultative wetland plant (Salix lasiolepis), Staff and
consultant reports failed to disclose the presence of an additional wetland indicator plant
(Argentina anserine) on a portion of the building envelope (see attached Exhibit B).

While the site has for some time been significantly disturbed by a compacted driveway access
and parking lot for the existing rental on the adjacent lot, the presence of hydric soils and
wetland vegetation clearly supports a conclusion that the upland limit of on site wetland extends
far into the approved building envelope. This error renders the setbacks and buffers permitted by
the City in conflict with the Certified LCP.

Exhibit 9

A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
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San | uis Obispo COASTKEEPER’APPEAL OF PISMO BEACH CITY COUI\gJ DECISION APPROVING
Project no: 08-0163 / CDP. CUP, MND for Koligian at 140 Addie St., Pismo Beach California (APN: 005-163-029)

2. APPROVAL CONFLICTS WITH GP/LCP DESIGN ELEMENT BUILDING AND
SITE DESIGN CRITERIA D-2(c):

Design Element Policy D-2(c) of the City’s General Plan/Local Coastal Program states

Views to the ocean, creeks, marsh, and surrounding hills should be
preserved and enhanced whenever possible. The feeling of being
near the sea should be emphasized, even when it is not visible.

It is clear from the story pole exhibit (p.162 of 8/24/2010 PC Staff Report) that the requirements
of Policy D-2(a) and D-2(c) have not been met and the proposed structure presents a significant
conflict with requirements to protect and enhance public views of Pismo Creek, lagoon, and the
ocean (see attached Exhibit C).

David Foote, environmental consultant to the City of Pismo Beach for this project, confirms the
lack of visual resource protection in written comment to City Planning Commission Chair Mark
Burnes, stating: “... any residence built on this site in compliance with flood level protection
elevation would block views to the south and southwest from Addie Street to the ocean and
estuary...” (September 10, 2010, Pismo Beach Planning Commission Item 7.B Staff Report, p
70)

3. APPROVAL CONFLICTS WITH GP/LCP SAFTEY ELEMENT POLICIES S9(2&3):

Pismo Creek drains a 47 square mile (28,403 acre) watershed entering the Pacific Ocean through
the lagoon adjacent to the 140 Addie Street property. The City’s “Local Hazard Mitigation Plan”
(January 2007) identifies serious flood events in 1969, 1971, 1977-1978, 2001, and 2004 and
FEMA identifies the project site is a high flood hazard area. In addition, substantial evidence was
submitted at the August 24, 2010 Planning Commission hearing demonstrating that the 140
Addie Street property is occasionally inundated by flood waters (see attached Exhibit D).

Contrary to the requirements of GP/LCP Safety Element S9(2&3) and City Municipal Code
15.44.220 evaluation of measures to avoid or reduce flood hazard risks to the general public and
neighboring properties as well as the applicant is absent from the record. This is an especially
important consideration for this project as a visitor serving rental business is proposed.

Exhibit 9
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SHan | uis Obispo COASTKEEPER’APPEAL OF PISMO BEACH CITY COUI\g, DECISION APPROVING
Project no: 08-0163 / CDP. CUP, MND for Koligian at 140 Addie St., Pismo Beach California (APN: 005-163-029)

4. APPROVAL CONFLICTS WITH ADDITIONAL STATE REGULATIONS:

1. In addition to the GP/LCP inconsistencies noted above, a primary guiding principle of the
California Environmental Quality Act is direction to attempt to avoid adverse
environmental impacts before considering mitigation measures. There have been several
projects proposed for this property over the years, the latest attempt coming forward in
various forms since 2005.

In October 2008 the subject project was submitted as a Negative Declaration for a
Residence Project to the State Clearinghouse by the environmental consultant David
Foote on behalf of the City (SCH Number 2008091044). The IS as used for the August
24,2010 Planning Commission review had been routed to responsible agencies beginning
in 2008 and in response to comments changes were made and the environmental
document was changed to a Mitigated Negative Declaration, but the IS was not
recirculated and the new MND was not submitted to the State Clearinghouse. In 2010
both the State Department of Parks and Recreation and the California Coastal
Commission provided substantial comment requesting additional information needed to
make the IS adequate yet no additional changes were made. In light of the entire record, it
is likely the Mitigated Negative Declaration being used is legally deficient to support a
finding that the CDP is consistent with CEQA section 13096.

2. In the face of the full record, the City has failed to demonstrate that the proposed project
satisfies Coastal Act regulations regarding coastal-dependent development (Public
Resources Code 30101). The City of Pismo Beach currently has thousands of lots that
could be developed or re-developed and the record is silent on any consideration of an
alternatives analysis.
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4378 Oid Santa Fe Road
Earth Systems Pacific San Luls Obispo, CA 83401-8118
{805) 544-3276 » FAX (B0B) 644-1788
E-mall: esc@earthsys.com
August 11,2010 FILE NO.: SL-15860-SB
Vaughn aud Mary Ann Koligian
5660 N. Van Ness

Fresno, CA 93711-1207

PROJECT KOLIGIAN RESIDENCE
140 ADDIE STREET
PISMO BEACH, CALIFORNIA

SUBJECT: Report of Findings end Recommended Foundation Type

REF: Proposal for Phased Geotechnical Engineering Report, Koligiem
Rwidmce,MOAdd;eSueet.PmmnBeanh,Cnhfoum.byMSystems
Pacific, Doc. No. 1007-056 PRP, dated July 15, 2010

Dear Mr. and Ms, Koligtan,

In accordance with your anthorization of the referenced proposal, we have completed the field
work, laboratory testing, and foundation analysis phases of our soils engineering report for your
proposed residence. This work is in addition to the Geologic Coastal Study that we prepared in
May of 2009.

As part of the soils enginezring investigation, two borings were drilled at the subject site on Jnly
26, 2010. A Mobile Drill Rig, Model B-53 equipped with an 8-inch outside diameter hollow
stem auger was used, with an automatic trip hammer for sampling. The borings were drilled fo
depths of 71.5 and 51.5 feet at the approximate locations shown on the siteched Boring Location
Map. As the borings were drilled, soil samples were reirieved via a ring-lined barrel sampler,
and Standerd Penetration Tests were conducted at selected depths. Bulk soil samples were also
obtained from the auger cuttings. Testing of selected soil samples for umit bulk density,
maximum dry density versus optimum moisture content, end gradetion has also been
accomplished. Copies of the boring logs as well as a boring log legend ere attached.

Generally, alluvium consisting of poorly graded sand was encountered fiom the surface to depths
of 13.5 and 15 feet in the borings. This material varied from loose to very dense, Beneath the
pootly graded sand were layers of clayey sand, lean clay, sandy lean clay, and well graded sand
with gravel. In the deeper boring, poorly graded saud and poorly graded sand with gravel were
found below a depth of 60 feet. The clay soils were found to be medium stiff to very stiff while
the send soils beneath the clays were generally medium dense to demse. A layer of loose
conditions was found in the well graded sand with gravel from 28 to 40 feet. Cobbles were also

. present in this layer.

AGENDA ITEM: 7B xhibit 9
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@ Koligien Residence 2 August 11, 2010

The surface soils were generally moist with free subsurface water and wet conditions present
below a depth of 5 feet. .

Analysis indicated that there is a significant potential for liquefaction to ocour from the
subsurface water level (at a depth of 5 feet during the field investigation) to a depth of about 15
feet. Above the water Ievel, the lack of free water prevents liquefaction and below 15 fest, the
soils are too dense, too well graded, too clayey, or a combination thereof, to be prons to
liquefaction. If liquefaction were fo occur in the upper 15 feet, it is estimated that the ground
surface could settle about 3 to 5 inches.

Based upon the results of the liquefaction analysis, it appeared that a driven pile foundation
bearing below the liquefaction depth would be appropriate. We then analyzed a 14-inch
diameter steel pipe pile foundation system. Our analysis indicated that allowable capacities of
40 to 60 kips would be possible on such piles driven to depths of about 30 to 45 feet. Lateral
lozds ecould be resisted by the cantilevered vertical piles or by battered piles acling in
compression.

The results of our analyses indicate that a driven pile foundation is feasible and would be the
foundation type that would cause the least environmental damage. A foundation of driven steel
pipe piles, filled with concrete at the architect/engineer’s discretion, is our recommendation.

Please let me know if you have any questions or wish further discussion of this issue.

Doe. No.: 1008-055.LTRAr

AGENDA ITEM: 7.BExhibit 9
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Earth Systems Pacific
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Wetland Indicator Status | USDA PLANTS Page 1 of 1

o @
USDA Uiniled States Doparimonl of Agricullure @ N RCS ! ‘PL ANTS

Natural Resources Conservation Service

Wetland Indicator Status

Wetland Indicator Status for common name = Arroyo Willow
State Distribution = U.S. States (California)

Region = 0

1 records returned

Wetland pfants that are synonyms retain their wetland status, and are indented beneath the current PLANTS
accepted name,

o Symbol o Scientific Name Common Name _ Nat. Ind. RO L

SALAG Sallx laslolepis arroyo willow FACW FACW

Indicator Wetland Type Comment

Code

FACW Facultative Usually occurs in wetlands (estimated probability 67%-99%), but occasionally found in non-
Wetland wetlands.

Code Reglon Gaographic areas in ragion
0 Californla CA

Time Generated: 10/23/2010 06:08 PM MDT

Close Window |
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Conservation Plant Characteris’ﬁ for ScientificName (CommonName) WDA PLANTS Pagelof2

USDA united States Department of Agricuture

ﬁ Natural Resources Conservation Service

ONRCS | QPLANTS

Characteristics

Conservation Plant Characteristics

Argentina anserina (L.) Rydb.

silverweed cinquefoil
ARAN7

Summary
Duration
Growth Habit
Native Status

Morphology/Physiology

"Active Growth Period
After Harvest Regrowth Rate
Bloat

C:N Ratio

Coppice Potential

Fall Conspicuous

Fire Resistant

Flower Color

Flower Conspicuous
Foliage Color

Foliage Porosity Summer
Foliage Porosity Winter
Foliage Texture
Fruit/Seed Color

Growth Requirements

Adapted To Coarse Textured
Solls

Adapted To Medium Textured
Solls

Adapted To Fine Textured
Soils
Anaerobic Tolerance

CaCO3 Tolerance

Cold Stratification Required

http;s[/plants.usda. gov/java/ charProﬁle?smeol=ARAN7&format=grint

Perennial
Forb/herb

L48 (N), AK (N), CAN (N),
SPM (N)

Spring and Summer

None
Low
No

No

No
Yellow
Yes
Green
Porous
Porous
Fine

Brown

Yes
Yes
Yes
Medium
Medium

Yes

=

Federal T/E Status
National Wetland Indicator

Fruit/Seed Conspicuous
Growth Form

Growth Rate

Height at Base Age, Maximum
Height at Maturity
Known Allelopath

Leaf Retention

Lifespan

Low Growing Grass
Nitrogen Fixation
Resprout Ability

Shape and Orientation
Toxicity

Moisture Use
pH, Minimum
pH, Maximum

Planting Density Per Acre,
Minimum

Planting Density Per Acre,
Maximum

Precipitation, Minimum

No
Stoloniferous
Rapid

0.5

No

No

Short

No

None

No
Decumbent

None

High
7.0

8.0

11
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.

=

Drought Tolerance
Fertility Reguirement

Fire Tolerance

Frost Free Days, Minimum

Hedge Tolerance

Reproduction

Bloom Period
Commercial Availability
Fruit/Seed Abundance
Fruit/Seed Period Begin
Frult/Seed Period End
Fruit/Seed Persistence
Propagated By Bare Root
Propagated By Bulbs
Propagated By Container
Propagated By Corms

Suitibility/Use
Berry/Nut/Seed Product
Christmas Tree Product
Fodder Product
Fuelwood Product
Lumber Product

Naval Store Product
Nursery Stock Product

Low
Low
Medium
200
Medium

Spring

Routinely Available
High

Summer

Fall

No

Yes

No

No

No

No
No
No

No
No
No

Precipitation, Maximum
Root Depth, Minimum
Salinity Tolerance

Shade Tolerance

Temperature, Minimum (°F)

Propagated By Cuttings
Propagated By Seed
Propagated By Sod
Propagated By Sprigs
Propagated By Tubers
Seed Per Pound

Seed Spread Rate
Seedling Vigor

Small Grain

Vegetative Spread Rate

Palatabie Browse Animal
Palatable Graze Animai
Palatable Human

Post Product

Proteln Potential
Pulpwood Product

Veneer Product

40

6

Low
Tolerant
-23

No

No

No

No

No
1200000
Rapid
High

No

Rapid *

Medium
Medium
No
No
Medium
No
No

Conservation Plant Characterisﬁ% for ScientificName (CommonName) BSDA PLANTS Page2of2

Time Generated: 10/27/2010 03:27 PM MDT
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= Watershed Sub-area Line

- Creek

[] pismo Creek watershed
.4 Surface Water Impoundments

e P R

SOURCE: Balance Hydrologlcs, Inc. 2008

0
Price Canyon Planning Area

Pismo Creek Watershed

EIR

Exhibit 9
A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 25 of 27



VO Uoeeg owsld jee4S eippy Oy
Buipooy4 eg61

)

Exhibit 9 -
Koligian

(,

062

10

-PSB-

3

< ®




VD yoeeg owsld 19848 eippY O}
Bulpood £861




EXHIBIT 3

Economic Feasibility Analysis
ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
140 ADDIE STREET, PISMO BEACH, CALIFORNIA
- September 01, 2009

The purpose of this report is to assess the feasibility of “visitor serving” development for
the property located at 140 Addie Street, Pismo Beach, California. It is anticipated that
these “visitor serving” uses are not economically feasible, but ordinance requires that
the property owner prepare a report to justify abandoning “visitor serving” development
in favor of residential development on any property designated visitor serving. Although
the report is predisposed to prejudice, we have attempted to be fair and accurate in our
accounting.

This report is prepared in four sections, as follows:

1. General Plan Designation, Zoning Designation, Site statistics
2. Development Constraints

3. Development Scenarios

4. Conclusion

This is not an appraisal of the property and should not be considered as such. This
report analyzes the development potential of the site based on the Pismo Beach 1983
Zoning Ordinance and the 1992 General Plan Local Coastal Plan. This document does
not consider development that would require variance, in-lieu parking fees, rezoning or
other esoteric and discretionary departures from current policies and ordinance in place
at the time of analysis preparation. Local Commercial Realtors were contacted for
confirmation of current land value which has been set at $500,000.

This Analysis reviews the development potential for visitor serving uses including hotel,
visitor-serving retail commercial, restaurant and vacation rental. Although restaurant is
not an allowed use in this zone, other that when coincident with hotel development, it is
understood that the City would consider such a use as appropriate given the visitor
serving focus for this property. Similarly, vacation rentals are not specified as an
allowed use. However, given their visitor-serving nature, it is understood that this zone
would accommodate them as well.

Please Note: italicized copy is directly extracted from 1992 GP/LCP and 1983 Zohing
Ordinance

1. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION, ZONING DESIGNATION, SITE STATISTICS

The property abuts Addie Street to the northwest and Pismo Creek to the southeast.
Similarly zoned R-4 parcels bracket the site on each interior side. The property is
located within the Downtown Core Planning Area K, Mixed Residential (MR) District LU-
K-3.1 “The Mixed Residential or MR District shall permit a mixture of hotels and motels
along with apartments, condominiums and.other similar residential uses. Restaurants

AGENDA ITEM: 7.B i
Page 154 of 19g=xhibit 10

A-3-PSB-10-062 (Koligian)
Page 1 of 5




may be permitted when secondary to onside hotel use. It is expected that the visitor-
serving uses will gravitate toward the beach and the major thoroughfares. Small
convenience markets that serve the daily needs of residents and visitors would be
allowed in this district.”

The property is designated R-4 Hotel-Motel and Visitor Serving Zone.
17.027.010 Purpose of Zone. The Hotel-Motel or R-4 zone is designated to
accommodate and cater to the needs of tourist serving lodging and other facilities.

17.027.020 Permitted Uses In the Hotel-Motel Zone the following uses are permitted
and are subject to the general provisions and exceptions set forth in Chapters 17.102
and 17.105 : '

Hotels;

Motels;

Bed and Breakfast Inns

Restaurants and cocktail lounges associated with restaurants;

Other visitor-serving commercial uses.

SIS N

17.027.030 Accessory Uses Permitted as an adjunct to a permitted use Small shops

for retail sale of clothing articles, jewelry, souvenirs, books, magazines, and uses that
are similar or accessory to permitted uses and cater primarily to guests of hotel, motel
or restaurant. Specifically, sale of groceries or frozen food stuffs is not permitted.

17.027.040. Uses Requiring a conditional use permit

1. Permitted uses in the R-1, R-2 and R-3 zones;*
2. Residential and /or non-visitor serving commercial uses.*

*  These residential and/or non-visitor serving uses may be allowed only if
the applicant can substantially show that the size, shape or location of the
parcel makes it infeasible for a visitor-serving use as stated pursuant to.
the Local Coastal Program land Use Plan and Chapter 17.099. Uses
prohibited specifically from the zone shall include office space for general
or medical businesses and non-retail commercial services.

ZONING ORDINANCE STANDARDS

Lot size (50 x 90) 4500 square feet
General Plan Designation Downtown Core (MR) Mixed Residential
Building Height 35 feet, 25 if residential
Yard Setbacks
Front 15 feet
Rear 10 feet
Side 5 feet
Zoning R-4 Hotel-Motel
Minimum Lot Area 20,000 square feet
Minimum Lot Width 75 feet
Maximum Lot Coverage 55% 2475 sq ft

Maximum Total Building Area 1256% 5625 square feet

AGENDA ITem: 7BXhibit 10
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2. DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

The limited size of this parcel, which is only 4500 square feet, is the flaw that must be
recognized. R-4 properties are intended to be developed as hotel-motel use. As
witness, the zoning ordinance requires these parcels to be a minimum of 20,000 square
feet with a minimum width of 75 feet. The property in question is less than 1/4 the
minimum required size. The minimum required lot width of 75 feet is not arbitrary. A
75-foot wide lot will allow for double loaded parking and 5 foot side yard setbacks.
Without this width, properties such as the one in question, are severely limited in their
ability to provide on-site parking.

Due to the diminished lot width of this parcel, a double loaded parking area cannot be
achieved. City ordinance requires 64 feet for 90 degree parking. Angled parking would
require one way drives which could not be achieved on this parcel. It should also be
noted that even with a single loaded parking area, a width of44 feet is required. This
width can be achieved at site grade but cannot be achieved on a raised platform as the
required side yard setbacks could not be provided. For this reason, our development
scenarios rely on “at grade” parking. The parking lot will be in the flood zone, which is
allowed. The elevator is another issue. It is believed that the elevator, which is
essential to successful multi-level commercial development, would be allowed in the
flood zone. The commercial uses, be they hotel, restaurant, commercial retail or
vacation rental, will be located above the parking lot on one or two levels dependent on
the amount of building area required for the particular development.

Parking would be configured as follows: anticipating two stairways and an elevator, the
90 foot depth of the lot would allow for 5 passenger vehicles. One of which would be for
an accessible van as required. The front setback would render 15 feet of the lot depth
unavailable for “at grade” parking . The stair and elevator component would usurp an
additional 18 feet minimum. Leaving 57 feet for parking. The HC van space will require
17 feet leaving 40 feet for the parking of 4 additional vehicles plus all structural
supports. Given the requirement for a vehicle rotation area of at least 3 feet at the back
of the parking area, 5 parking spaces may be unattainable.

3. DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS
SCENARIO 1

Hotel: 3 sleeping rooms. Assume 1 sleeping room per unit, 700 square feet per
unit. Floor area 2100 square feet plus 250 square feet for elevator and stairs @

$200/sf

COST
Land = 500,000
2350 square feet x $200 per square foot = 470,000
Parking and Podium deck = 225,000
FF&E $20,000 + elevator cost $1 3, 000 = 100,000
Soft Costs and Fees = 100,000
Approximate Total Costs $1,395,000
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INCOME

365 nights @ 60% occupancy@ 3 rooms@ $175 = 115,500
less operating costs @ 65% = 35% debt service = 75,075
8% Capitalization rate value = $938,437

Not economically feasible. Revenues inadequate to service debt.

SCENARIO 2

Restaurant: 5 x 75 sq. ft. customer use area. 375 square feet/15 equals 25
seats. Assume 60% customer use and 40% back of house. This building will
require a greater back of house percentage because of the limited customer use
area. Kitchen/bathrooms and storage will require at least 300 square feet.
Assume building size 625 square feet plus 250 square feet for elevator and stairs
@ $225 /sf. Premium construction cost due to limited size of structure.

COST

Land = 500,000
875 square feet x $300 per square foot = 262,500
Parking and Podium deck = 225,000
FF&E = 160,000
Soft Costs and Fees = 100,000
Approximate Total Costs $1,247,500

INCOME
$15 x 25 seats x 3 turns per day = 1,125
less operating costs @ 85% = 15% debt service = 169
350 days x 169 = 59,150
8% Capitalization rate value = $739,375

Not economically feasible. Revenues inadequate to service debt.

SCENARIO 3

Commercial Retail: 5 X 300 sq feet equals 1500 square feet of retail. Assume
1000 square feet of sales and 500 square feet of service area plus 250 square
feet for elevator and stairs @ $175/sf. Due to the remote location of this
property, the anticipated retail use rent must be discounted.

COST

Land = 500,000
1750 square feet x $200 per square foot = 350,000
Parking and Podium deck = 225,000
FF&E ‘inc. interiors, bathroom, elevator = 75,000
Soft Costs and Fees = 100,000
Approximate Total Costs $1,590,000

INCOME
$2.25 per square foot = 47,250
8% Capitalization rate value = $938,437
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Not economically feasible. Revenues inadequate to service debt.

SCENARIO 4 '
Vacation Rental: 5 sleeping rooms total. Assume two 2-bedroom units and One
1-bedroom unit. The size of the structure for this project will be 3,000 square feet
plus 250 square feet for elevator and stairs @$200/sf.

COST

Land = 500,000
3250 square feet x $200 per square foot = 650,000
Parking and Podium deck = 225,000
Interiors and elevator = 60,000
Soft Costs and Fees = 100,000
Approximate Total Costs $1,535,000

INCOME
155 x 5 (bedrooms) x 185 days = 143,375
less operating costs @40% = 60% debt service= 86,025
8% Capitalization rate value = $1,075,313

Not economically feasible. Revenues inadequate to service debt

4. CONCLUSION
Based on the assumptions and economic modeling used in the four development
scenarios, it is our opinion that none of the models are viable. It is therefore requested
that the City Planning Commission acknowledge that residential uses are appropriate
for this particular property.
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