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The purpose of this addendum is to modify the staff recommendation for the above-referenced 
item. Specifically, in the time since the staff report was distributed, State Parks has provided 
additional information regarding the dunes that are located in the area where the LCP 
amendment identifies an equestrian facility, and the City has proposed additional dune 
restoration and protection measures to offset the impacts of equestrian facility development in 
the dunes (see attached). State Parks’ submittal includes additional assessment information from 
Ronnie Glick, a State Parks Senior Environmental Scientist, regarding his opinion of the habitat 
value of the dune area in question. In his assessment, Mr. Glick acknowledges the presence of 
native dune plants and dune topography, but concludes that the site is severely degraded, 
including due to extensive ice plant coverage, and that the loss of the almost 1-acre dune area 
would not threaten the function of the large and continuous foredune and dune scrub habitat at 
Pismo State Beach. Commission staff respectfully continue to disagree. 

The Commission’s Ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, has reviewed Mr. Glick’s assessment and 
performed additional review of the materials associated with the proposed LCP amendment and 
project that is to follow, including review of her site visit notes. Staff, including Dr. Engel, 
continue to believe that the proposed site of the equestrian parking and staging area is in an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA); that allowing non-resource dependent 
development in this dune ESHA area cannot be found consistent with the Coastal Act; and that 
introducing equestrian facility development would lead to a direct loss of ESHA that would 
significantly disrupt ESHA and lead to inappropriate ESHA impacts inconsistent with the 
Coastal Act. The roughly 1-acre dune ESHA area is part of a significant dune complex which is 
otherwise uninterrupted between West Grand Avenue and State Parks development more than a 
mile to the south. 

This addendum provides additional information relative to the dune area and staff’s 
recommendation that it be considered ESHA, including based on Dr. Engel’s recent review. The 
changes here refine and provide additional detail and further support for the determination that 
the subject dune area constitutes ESHA, but do not otherwise alter the base staff 
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recommendation, including the suggested modifications that would eliminate the proposed 
equestrian facility south of West Grand Avenue. The staff report is modified as shown below 
(where applicable, text in underline format indicates text to be added, and text in strikethrough 
format indicates text to be deleted).  

1. Modify text on page 33 of the staff report as follows: 
The area south of West Grand Avenue that would be designated under the proposed amendment 
for public facilities, and specifically called out for equestrian facilities, consists of a mix of 
somewhat disturbed dune habitat where portions of the area are dominated by nonnative and 
invasive ice plant, with native shrub cover increasing as one moves south through this area. 
Commission staff has visited the site on multiple occasions and notes that the dune areas south of 
West Grand Avenue are continuous for over a mile and, other than the public restroom facility 
near State Parks access ramp to ODSVRA, are undeveloped. In short, the roughly 1-acre dune 
area that would be designated for public facilities/equestrian facilities is a part of significant 
dune complex that is otherwise uninterrupted between West Grand Avenue and the State Parks 
development more than a mile to the south.  

Coastal sand dune habitat constitutes one of the rarest and most geographically constrained 
habitats in California. Dunes are a dynamic habitat subject to physical extremes in temperature, 
salinity, and desiccation, and support a unique suite of plants and animals specially adapted to 
this transition zone between land and sea. Dune formation and persistence depend on specific 
sand supply and wind and wave conditions. In addition to their habitat and aesthetic values, dune 
ecosystems are recognized for providing important protection to inland structures and lands from 
storm events .They only form in certain conditions of sand supply and wind energy and direction. 
Dunes are a dynamic habitat subject to extremes of physical disturbance, drying, and salt spray 
and support a unique suite of plant and animal species adapted to such harsh conditions. Many 
characteristic dune species are becoming increasingly uncommon. Even where degraded, the 
Coastal Commission has consistently found this important and vulnerable habitat to be ESHA 
due to the rarity of the physical habitat and its important ecosystem functions, including that of 
supporting sensitive species.  

The Commission’s Staff Ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, has reviewed the relevant biological reports 
and visited the site, and has confirmed that the dune area south of West Grand Avenue is ESHA. 
This area consists of central dune scrub which is identified as rare by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Central dune scrub has a conservation status of G2 
S2.2, which means that this habitat is globally and state imperiled with a high risk of extinction 
or elimination due to restricted range, few populations or occurrences, steep declines, severe 
threats, or other factors. Holland (1986)1 states that central dune scrub is a dense coastal scrub 
community restricted to the coast on stabilized back dune slopes, ridges, and flats and 
integrating toward the coast with central foredunes and away from the coast with coastal scrub 
maritime chaparral, or coastal sage-chaparral scrub. He describes central dune scrub as a 
community composed of scattered shrubs, subshrubs, and herbs, generally less than 1 meter tall 

                                                 
1  Holland, R.F. 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California. State of California, The 

Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 



    GRB-1-12 Part 1 (Grover Beach Lodge) Addendum 
 

 

3 

and often developing considerable cover. He characterizes central dune scrub as dominated by 
Ericameria ericoides, Lupinus chamissonis, and Artemisia pycnocephala. 

Dr. Engel visited the area proposed for equestrian parking on May 1, 2008. Dr. Engel surveyed 
the site and observed several signature central dune scrub species including mock heather 
(Ericameria ericoides) and dune lupine (Lupinus chamissonis). Other associated central dune 
scrub species that Dr. Engel observed included black sage (Salvia mellifera) and Blochman’s 
leafy daisy (Erigeron blochmaniae). Dr. Engel found that the site supported central dune scrub 
and designated the area ESHA because of its rarity and susceptibility to disturbance from human 
activities and development. The determination of this area as ESHA by Dr. Engel is supported by 
the CDFW CNDDB2 and CNPS3. 

Further, the EIR for the Lodge and Conference Center project found that the area that is 
proposed for the equestrian parking lot consists of central dune scrub habitat with occurrences 
of mock heather, black sage, dune lupine, Blochman’s leafy daisy (Erigeron blochmaniae) and 
chapparal nightshade (Solanum xanti). Though there is ice plant surrounding these dune scrub 
species in the central portion of the area, the EIR found that as you move south through the area 
native dune shrub cover increases. The northern boundary of the area proposed for the 
equestrian parking also includes arroyo willow riparian habitat that is associated with Meadow 
Creek. The EIR concluded that because central dune scrub is a sensitive community listed in the 
CNDDB and since the dune scrub habitat located in the area proposed for the equestrian 
parking and staging area supports rare plant species, that the area is “potentially considered to 
be an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) as determined by the CCC” and the 
California Coastal Act. 

The intent of the existing LCP Coastal Open Space designation on the site is to protect 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including dune habitats, as required by the Coastal Act. 
The proposed addition of the updated Figure 3 to the LCP would allow an intensive and non-
resource-dependent use in this environmentally sensitive dune area that would include vehicular 
traffic (vehicles and horse trailers) onto the site and parking. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act 
protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas and states that only resource-dependent 
development is allowed in environmentally sensitive habitat areas, such as the vegetated dunes 
in the area south of West Grand Avenue. Thus, the proposal to designate this dune ESHA for 
non-resource-dependent equestrian facilities cannot be found consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30240, and the amendment must be denied as submitted. 

  

                                                 
2  California Natural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Biogeographic Data Branch. September 

2010 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/natural_communities.asp (also see: http://www. natureserve.org/explorer/ 
ranking.htm) 

3  Sawyer, J.O., T. Keeler-Wolf & J.M. Evens. 2009. A Manual of California Vegetation, 2nd Ed.. California Native Plant 
Society, Sacramento CA. 1300 pgs.  
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The City of Grover Beach is proposing to amend its Local Coastal Program (LCP) in order to 
facilitate the development of a lodge and conference center project (the Grover Beach Lodge) at 
Pismo State Beach. The project that would be facilitated by the LCP amendment would 
significantly increase visitor-serving uses in the City’s coastal zone and would have two main 
components: 1) new lodge (135-150 rooms) and conference center facilities; and 2) 
improvements to existing State Park facilities that are located within the LCP amendment/project 
area. The property is owned by State Parks, and thus the project is a joint public-private venture 
with State Parks and their chosen concessionaire. The City has already taken an action to 
conceptually approve the lodge and conference center project, but because it is inconsistent with 
existing LCP provisions, the City cannot approve a final coastal development permit (CDP) for 
this project unless and until this LCP amendment is approved by the Commission and the new 
LCP text certified. 

Specifically, the lodge project requires LCP changes to increase maximum height limits, to allow 
for a different access to the project site, to expand the project area to allow for the existing horse 
parking facilities to be relocated south of West Grand Avenue into a dune area, and to 
redesignate the dune area from Coastal Open Space to Public Facilities to allow the horse parking 
facilities as an allowed use.  
 
As submitted, the proposed LCP amendment does not conform to Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act and the certified Land Use Plan (LUP). First, the amendment would increase the 
allowed mass and scale of the development at the site, and staff believes that to protect visual 
resources, modifications are necessary to limit maximum heights nearest the beach. 
Complementary modifications are included to address site design, landscaping, public access 
connectivity, and public use parameters, including for parking. Second, the proposed amendment 
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does not adequately protect existing low-cost visitor serving amenities in the area, and 
modifications are necessary to ensure such protection. Third, the amendment does not include 
provisions to avoid future shoreline armoring (and similar measures) and their associated 
impacts, and modifications are necessary to strengthen such policies. Finally, the amendment 
would allow development of an equestrian parking area in a dune environmentally sensitive 
habitat area (ESHA) when such development is not a resource-dependent use and as such is not 
consistent with the Coastal Act and LUP. Thus, modifications are necessary to eliminate changes 
that would facilitate such development in the dunes. Other minor modifications are also 
suggested to ensure consistency with the Coastal Act and LUP.  
 
Staff has worked closely with the City, State Parks, and State Parks’ concessionaire on the 
suggested modifications, and this staff recommendation is the culmination of several years of 
coordination among these parties. All parties are in agreement on the suggested modifications 
with the exception of staff’s recommendation that the horse facility not be allowed in the dune 
ESHA area, as it cannot be found Coastal Act and LUP consistent. Staff’s recommended 
modifications would not provide for such use, and thus any horse facilities would need to be 
located out of the dunes if they were to remain part of a future project.  

As modified, the proposed amendment would accommodate a large-scale visitor-serving 
development, while protecting visual resources, public access, dune habitat resources and water 
quality, and assuring hazards are avoided and minimized, as required by the Coastal Act and the 
certified LUP. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission approve the LCP amendment 
with the suggested modifications. The required motions and resolutions to implement this 
recommendation begin on page 4 of this staff report. 

 

 

Staff Note: LCP Amendment Action Deadline: This proposed LCP amendment was filed as 
complete on April 11, 2012. The proposed amendment affects both the LUP and the IP, and the 
original 90-day action deadline was July 10, 2012. On June 15, 2012, the Commission extended 
the action deadline by one year to July 10, 2013. Thus, the Commission has until July 10, 2013 to 
take a final action on this LCP amendment. 
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed LCP 
amendment only if modified. The Commission needs to make three motions in order to act on 
this recommendation.  

A. Denial of Land Use Plan Amendment Number GRB-1-12 Part 1 as Submitted 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion below. Failure of the motion will result in denial of 
the land use plan amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings. 
The motion passes only upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed 
Commissioners. 

Motion: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment GRB-1-12 Part 1 as 
submitted by the City of Grover Beach, and I recommend a no vote. 

Resolution: The Commission hereby denies certification of Land Use Plan Amendment GRB-
1-12 Part 1 as submitted by the City of Grover Beach and adopts the findings set forth below 
on the grounds that the amendment does not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment would not comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts that the Land Use 
Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 

B. Approval of Land Use Plan Amendment Number GRB-1-12 Part 1 if Modified 
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of the motion will result in the certification of the land 
use plan amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an affirmative 
vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners. 
 

Motion: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment GRB-1-12 Part 1 if 
it is modified as suggested in this staff report. I recommend a yes vote. 

Resolution: The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Amendment GRB-1-12 Part 1 
to the City of Grover Beach Local Coastal Program, if modified as suggested, and adopts the 
findings set forth below on the grounds that the Land Use Plan Amendment with suggested 
modifications will meet the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment, if modified as 
suggested, complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effects of the Land Use Plan Amendment on the environment, or 2) there 
are no further feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts which the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the 
environment. 
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C. Denial of Implementation Plan Amendment GRB-1-12 Part 1 As Submitted 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of the motion will result in rejection 
of the implementation plan amendment as submitted and the adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners 
present. 

Motion: I move that the Commission reject Implementation Plan Amendment Number GRB-
1-12 Part 1 as submitted by the City of Grover Beach, and I recommend a yes vote. 

Resolution: The Commission hereby denies certification of Implementation Plan Amendment 
Number GRB-1-12 Part 1 as submitted by the City of Grover Beach and adopts the findings 
set forth in this staff report on the grounds that, as submitted, the Implementation Plan 
Amendment is not consistent with and not adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan. 
Certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment would not comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
which could substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts which the Implementation 
Plan Amendment may have on the environment.  

 

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The Commission hereby suggests the following modifications to the proposed LCP amendment, 
which are necessary to make the requisite Coastal Act and Land Use Plan consistency findings. If 
the City of Grover Beach accepts each of the suggested modifications within six months of 
Commission action (i.e., by October 11, 2013), by formal resolution of the City Council, the 
modified amendment will become effective upon Commission concurrence with the Executive 
Director’s finding that this acceptance has been properly accomplished. Where applicable, text in 
cross-out format denotes text that the City proposes to delete and text in underline format denotes 
text that the City proposes to add. Text in double cross out format denotes text to be deleted 
through the Commission’s suggested modifications and text in double underline format denotes 
text to be added through the Commission’s suggested modifications.  

1.  Modify Public Access and Recreation Policy 5.0(F) as follows: 

F. Private Visitor-Serving and Recreational Facilities 

Ensure that private commercial visitor-serving and recreational uses are given priority over 
private residential, general industrial and general commercial development on lands suitable 
for visitor-serving commercial, public recreational access, and beach-related commercial 
uses.  

1. Policies 

a. The City should shall ensure that visitors to the Pismo State Beach are provided with 
easily accessible private visitor-serving commercial and public recreational access 
services, particularly those relating to provision of food and lodging and beach 
related uses, in any new development in the Coastal Planned Commercial area west 
of Highway 1. iIn the Coastal Visitor Services area along Grand Avenue east of the 



GRB-1-12 Part 1 (Grover Beach Lodge) 
 

6 
 

railroad tracks, the City shall ensure that visitors are provided with easily accessible 
visitor-serving commercial services, particularly those relating to provision of food 
and lodging. The area west of Highway 1 shall be developed with visitor serving uses, 
including a lodge and conference center A resort motel/conference center within the 
portion of Pismo State Beach on the combined 7 ½ acre state owned as shown in 
Figure 3 and the 15 acres of privately owned land fronting Highway 1 is strongly 
suggested by the City. Rooms per acre density south of Le Sage Drive shall be at a 
maximum of 20 rooms/acre while the room per acre density north of Le Sage Drive 
shall be at a maximum of 10 rooms/acre. The area south of Le Sage shall be Phase 1 
while the area north of Le Sage Drive shall be Phase II. Development nodes are 
encouraged to be located at the north and south ends of the site, with parking and 
auxiliary buildings between.  

In addition to other applicable LCP policies, Tthe lodge and conference center 
project visitor serving area west of Highway 1 proposed facility shall have be subject 
to the following general design requirements: 

(1)  Density. The project shall be limited to A a maximum room/acre density of 15 
rooms/acre. 

(2)  Height. 60%20% of the project will may be extend to at a maximum height of 40 
feet, and 40% of the project at may extend to a maximum height of 2830 feet., 
while the remaining 40% of the project shall be at a maximum height of 20 feet; 
however, through staggering and siting In the area seaward of the viewshed 
setback line, as illustrated in LCP Figure 3, the project shall be limited to a 
maximum of 24 feet in height, with an allowance for minor architectural 
projections and articulations (such as eaves, gables and cupolas) to extend to a 
maximum of 26 feet. All such height limits are maximums, and not entitlements, 
that must be understood in relation to the public viewshed context, and may be 
adjusted downwards as necessary to meet LCP public view requirements.  

(3)  View Corridors. Tthe project shall be sited and designed to protect the existing 
provide public view corridors from along Grand Avenue, Highway 1, and Le 
Sage Drive that will adequately break up project massing and provide views of 
and further will create one to three additional view corridors to the golf course 
and shoreline from Highway 1.  

(4)  Design. The project, including all architectural, landscape and design elements, 
shall be sited and designed to seamlessly blend into and complement the 
surrounding natural dune environment (including through the use of natural 
and natural appearing materials as much as possible). Structures shall be 
subservient to the natural dune landscape as much as possible, and shall 
employ measures to increase visual interest and to decrease perceived massing 
(e.g., low slung structures, areas of offsets and indents, upper stories pulled 
back from lower stories, landscaped berms, etc.). Lighting shall be limited as 
much as possible to avoid nighttime glares while still providing adequate 
lighting for public safety purposes.  
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(5)  Landscaping. Landscaping throughout the project site shall be limited to native 
dune species. In the areas designated as necessary for detention basins, native 
riparian species shall be allowed. All landscaping shall be kept in good 
growing condition. All areas not committed to structural development shall be 
landscaped to emulate a dune, riparian and/or back-beach environment. 

(6)  Ingress/Egress. Road aAccess to the proposal project shall be from Highway 1, 
and Le Sage Drive and not from Grand Avenue and shall be designed in such a 
way as to facilitate all forms of access to the project and to the beach area 
(including vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, etc.). 

(7)  Coverage. The project shall have a maximum site coverage (i.e., structures, 
pavement, paths, etc. – anything not landscaped) of 60%, the remaining 
minimum of 40% shall be in landscaped open areas. All paved areas shall be 
pervious to the extent feasible. All runoff shall be filtered and treated prior to 
discharge from the site, including that high pollutant generation areas shall 
require pollutant specific BMPs (e.g., restaurant wash down plumbed to 
sanitary sewer, etc.). 

(8)  Food Service. The project shall have within it both normal include restaurant 
facilities, including providing for as well as lower-cost eating establishments 
options, such as coffee shops and snack bars. 

(9)  The project's colors, materials, landscape treatment, and general architectural 
design shall be compatible and complimentary to the existing natural vegetation 
and landforms. 

(9) Parking. Public recreational access parking (including for day use of the 
pedestrian beach) shall be provided at a volume commensurate with such 
demand and free of charge on the project if identified as a significant impact in 
the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the project. 

(10) Public Availability. All project facilities shall be open to the general public, and 
shall include as many integrated and defined areas within which public access 
is provided free of charge (e.g., viewing decks, etc.) as possible while still 
addressing paying guest needs.  

(11)  Overnight Units. All overnight units shall be provided as traditional overnight 
units (e.g., traditional hotel accommodations). Timeshare residential uses and 
quasi-residential visitor-serving uses (including condominium hotels, private 
unit ownership, fractional ownership, and similar use and ownership 
structures) shall be prohibited.; no individual ownership or long term uses of 
units shall be allowed. Rooms may not be rented to any individual, family, or 
group for more than 29 days per year nor for more than 14 days between 
Memorial Day and Labor Day. 

(12)  Public access paths. The project shall provide continuous public access path 
connectivity from Highway One, Grand Avenue, and Le Sage Drive to the 
shoreline along the perimeter of and through the project site, including 
connections to the boardwalk to Pismo Beach. All such paths shall be sited and 
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designed to maximize their public utility and value (including for connectivity, 
views, etc.).  

(13) Public Access Management Plan. The project shall include a public access 
management plan that clearly describes the manner in which general public 
access associated with the project is to be managed and provided, with the 
objective of maximizing public access to the public access areas of the site 
(including all walkways, benches, boardwalks, stairs and all other public access 
amenities). 

b. Armoring (including but not limited to seawalls, revetments, retaining walls, etc.) and 
similar responses to coastal hazards intended to protect development in the area west 
of Highway 1 (as shown on Figure 3) from coastal hazards (including but not limited 
to hazards from episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high 
seas, ocean waves, storms, tsunami, tidal scour, flooding, and the interaction of 
same) shall be prohibited. All development in such area shall be conditioned to 
require that property owners expressly waive any future right to construct such 
armoring or similar hazard responses that may exist pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 30235 and the City of Grover Beach certified LCP. Prior to issuance of 
a coastal development permit, any private property owner shall execute and record a 
deed restriction against the property that ensures that no such armoring or similar 
hazard responses shall be proposed or constructed to protect the development, and 
which includes their waiver, on behalf of themselves and any successors or assigns, 
of a future right to such armoring. 

In addition, as a condition of approval of any development in the area west of 
Highway 1 (as shown on Figure 3) the property owner shall be required to 
acknowledge and assume all risks from coastal hazards (including but not limited to 
hazards from episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, 
ocean waves, storms, tsunami, tidal scour, flooding, and the interaction of same) 
associated with development at this location, waive any claims of damage or liability 
against the permitting agency, and agree to indemnify the permitting agency against 
any liability, claims, damages or expenses arising from any injury or damage due to 
such hazards. Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, any private property 
owner shall execute and record a deed restriction against the property that explicitly 
assumes these risks, on behalf of themselves and any successors or assigns.  

c. The area west of Highway 1 (as shown on Figure 3) is in the San Luis Obispo County 
Tsunami Inundation Area. Therefore, as a condition of approval of any development 
in the area west of Highway 1 (as shown on Figure 3), all property owners must 
submit a tsunami safety plan for review and approval. The tsunami safety plan shall 
clearly describe the manner in which hazards associated with tsunamis will be 
addressed, including that: the existence of threat from both distant and local source 
tsunamis will be communicated to all guests, information regarding personal safety 
measures to be undertaken in the event of a tsunami in the area will be made 
available, efforts will be provided to assist those physically less mobile in seeking 
evacuation during a tsunami event and that staff have been adequately trained to 
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carry out the safety plan. At a minimum, the plan shall be prepared in cooperation 
with the San Luis Obispo County Office of Emergency Services, and shall be in 
general conformance with any area-wide tsunami safety plan that has been prepared 
for this section of the coast; the plan shall detail the posting of placards, flyers, or 
other materials at conspicuous locations within each room, provided in an 
appropriate variety of languages and formats (e.g., embossed braille, tape 
recordings, etc.), explaining tsunami risks, the need for evacuation if strong 
earthquake motion is felt or alarms are sounded, and the location of evacuation 
routes; the plan shall detail the efforts to be undertaken by staff to assist the 
evacuation of physically less mobile persons during a tsunami event; and the plan 
shall detail the instruction to be provided to all employees to assure that the Tsunami 
Safety Plan is effectively implemented. 

d. The City should ensure that the appearance of private commercial structures within 
the Coastal Zone contribute to an attractive, beach-oriented, visual theme which 
enhances the quality of the recreational experience within the Coastal Zone. 

e. .As Public Resource Code Section 30213 does require the protection of lower cost 
visitor serving uses, the City designates the undeveloped portion of the San and Surf 
Recreational Vehicle Park located on Highway 1 as the area within the Coastal Zone 
to provide a replacement facility for the existing Le Sage recreational vehicles park 
that would be redeveloped as part of the resort motel/conference center. Lower-Cost 
Visitor and Recreational Facilities. Existing lower-cost visitor serving and 
recreational facilities shall be protected and enhanced, and new lower-cost visitor 
and recreational facilities shall be encouraged and provided in the City. … 

2. Proposed Figure 3 “Conceptual Coastal Commercial Plan” shall be modified as 
shown in Exhibit G. 

3. The area south of Grand Avenue proposed for Public Facilities (P-F) shall remain 
Coastal Open Space (C-O). 

4. Modify Public Access and Recreation Policy 5.7(A) as follows: 

A. Maximum Access 

… 

2. Actions 

… 

d. With the cooperation of the State Department of Parks and Recreation at a future date 
a pedestrian pier may should be constructed perpendicular to the coastline and as an 
extension of Grand Avenue. 
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III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT 
Overview  
The City of Grover Beach is proposing an amendment to the City’s LCP that would facilitate 
development of a lodge and conference center project (the Grover Beach Lodge). The project that 
would be facilitated by the LCP amendment would significantly increase visitor-serving uses in 
the City’s coastal zone and would have two main components: 1) new lodge (135-150 rooms) 
and conference center facilities; and 2) improvements to existing State Park facilities that are 
located within the LCP amendment/project area. The property is owned by State Parks, and thus 
the project is a joint public-private venture with State Parks and their chosen concessionaire. The 
City has already taken an action to conceptually approve the lodge and conference center project, 
but because it is inconsistent with existing LCP provisions, the City cannot approve a final 
coastal development permit (CDP) for this project unless and until this LCP amendment is 
approved by the Commission and the new LCP text certified. 
 
The City considers this LCP amendment (and the project that would be facilitated by it) a vital 
part of its efforts to increase visitor-serving uses in coastal areas to enhance visitors’ experiences. 
The certified LCP currently allows for the development of a lodge with a hotel and convention 
center at this location, but the current LCP provisions require consideration of a much larger area 
(because they were put in place based on a prior project-driven LCP amendment designed to 
accommodate that larger project), and they also require changes if the currently conceptually 
approved project is to be found consistent with the LCP on other points. Specifically, the lodge 
project requires LCP changes to increase maximum height limits, to allow for a different access 
to the project site, to expand the project area to allow for the existing horse parking facilities to 
be relocated south of West Grand Avenue into a dune area, and to redesignate the dune area from 
Coastal Open Space to Public Facilities to allow the horse parking facilities as an allowed use.  
 
Background  
The proposed Grover Beach Lodge site is located in the City of Grover Beach in San Luis Obispo 
County. The project site is located within State Park’s Pismo State Beach unit at the terminus of 
West Grand Avenue where it meets the beach, in an area bounded by Le Sage Drive to the north, 
West Grand Avenue to the south, Meadow Creek to the east, and a back beach/dune area to the 
west. The area is bounded by Pismo State Beach to the west, the Pismo State Beach Restaurant 
and Golf Course to the north, the Le Sage RV Park to the east, and West Grand Avenue and 
Pismo State Beach dunes to the south. See Exhibit A for project location maps and Exhibit B for 
a photograph of the project site. 
 
Currently, although there are a significant number of overnight accommodations in the City, 
there are currently no overnight accommodations in the City’s coastal zone area. The City and 
State Parks have envisioned a lodge and conference center facility at this location for some time, 
including through its existing LCP, which was adopted in 1982, and updated in 2000 specific to 



GRB-1-12 Part 1 (Grover Beach Lodge) 

11 
 

this site.1 The 2000 LCP amendment envisioned a resort motel/conference center to be built on 
the combined 7.5 acres of state-owned and 15 acres of privately-owned land fronting Highway 1 
north of West Grand Avenue. The amendment required the room/acre density south of Le Sage 
Drive to be a maximum 20 rooms/acre, changed the room/acre density north of Le Sage from 30 
rooms/acre to 10 rooms/acre maximum and amended the overall density of the 22.5-acre area 
from 20 to 30 rooms/acre to a maximum of 15 rooms/acre. The 2000 amendment also called for 
the project to restore habitat in Meadow Creek, and required all facilities to be open to the 
general public with no long-term use or individual ownership of units allowed. The LCP was also 
adjusted to limit maximum site coverage to 60%, and required the remaining 40% to be 
landscaped. 
 
The 2000 LCP amendment contemplated that all 22.5 acres (including the 7.5-acre state-owned 
property and the 15-acre private property) would be included in the lodge/conference center 
development (see existing LCP Figure 3 in Exhibit G). The current amendment changes the LCP 
so that it no longer contemplates a 22.5-acre project, but rather limits the project to about 13.5 
acres in public ownership (the original 7.5-acre State Park site and an additional State Parks area 
of about 6 acres). The 15-acre site, currently home to the Le Sage RV Park, would remain 
designated for visitor-serving use, but would not be required to be developed as part of a larger 
project, thus freeing the City and State Parks to consider a smaller project on State Parks property 
alone.  
 
In 2006, a Joint Powers Agreement between the City and State Parks was created to pursue the 
lodge project, with the City acting as the lead agency. Together, State Parks and the City form the 
Joint Authority (JA) for the project. Pacifica Hosts, Inc. has entered into a concession contract 
with the JA to lease the property for 50 years and design and construct the lodge and conference 
center. In its conceptual approval of the proposed project, the City found that the proposed 
project site is being underutilized (the site is currently occupied primarily by a dirt parking lot, in 
addition to a restaurant, restrooms, paved parking area, and trails) and that the site has “great 
potential to serve as a public access point and visitor-serving location for beach users.” 
According to the City, the project would increase recreational potential and interest in the area, as 
well as lead to better use of the property through design and planning. 
 
As a part of a 2004 City-wide visioning effort for the project, participants, including Grover 
Beach residents and other stakeholders, agreed that the site should include development of a 
lodge and conference center on the site. The participants also agreed that the development should 
be a low-profile lodge and conference center, as opposed to a high-rise hotel, similar to the 
Asilomar Conference Center in Pacific Grove on the Monterey peninsula, and that the 
development should preserve and enhance the coastal experience and enhance public access to 
the dunes, beach and ocean. 
 
The conceptually approved project includes two main components: (1) new lodge (135-150 
rooms) and conference center facilities; and (2) improvements to existing State Park visitor 
facilities that are located within the project area. The currently proposed project area 

                                                 
1 Grover Beach Local Coastal Program Major Amendment, 1-98, January 12, 2000. 
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encompasses 13.4 acres, 5.1 of which would be used for State Park concession improvements 
(i.e., generally the area of the existing restaurant and golf course clubhouse), 0.8 acres of which 
would accommodate the proposed horse facility, and 7.5 acres of which would be under 
concession contract with the concessionaire. The original LCP had envisioned the lodge project 
only covering 7.5 acres of the state-owned property, but as the concept for the project evolved 
over time, it expanded to include 5.1 acres of State Park area that has existing improvements and 
an area just under 1 acre for the proposed equestrian parking area south of Grande Avenue (for a 
total of the now proposed 13.4 acres).  
 
The proposed State Park improvements in the 5.1-acre area would be to existing facilities, 
including the Fin’s restaurant complex, boardwalks, picnic areas, and the golf course clubhouse 
and parking areas. The proposed project would also include parking for the lodge, a path 
connection to the existing Grover/Pismo Beach Boardwalk, and other visitor-serving amenities 
such as public viewing areas, walkways, landscaped areas, gift shops, public restrooms and 
showers, beach access, beach concessions and beach equipment rentals. Signage throughout the 
project would include monument, interpretive, safety and directional signage and would be 
designed in conjunction with State Parks and the City, and would be of uniform design. The 
proposed project also includes relocating an existing RV dump station to another location within 
Pismo State Beach Park. The JA decided that the best way to accommodate a new dump station 
would be to expand the existing RV sewer dump station located in the North Beach 
Campground, approximately a half mile from the current project site. The location of this dump 
station is within the State Park and within the City of Pismo Beach limits. The City (and/or State 
Parks) will be coming forward for a separate CDP for the RV dump station expansion within 
Pismo Beach State Park. The proposed project is also expected to establish a 50-foot buffer to 
protect Meadow Creek and include plans to enhance the riparian area with restoration measures, 
as required by existing LCP Policy 2.1.5.B.9.  
 
Regarding the lodge, the concessionaire is proposing to build a lodge complex with four major 
buildings: Building 1 would consist of the lodge entry and lobby, check-in, gift shop, lodge 
maintenance facilities, offices, a restaurant with a bar and lounge and outdoor seating area, and a 
second story viewing area; Buildings 2 and 3 would contain all of the guest rooms for the hotel; 
Building 4 would contain a conference center, including a ballroom, restrooms, a prep kitchen, 
outdoor viewing area and staging areas for functions. The entrances to the facilities would be via 
West Grand Avenue and Le Sage Drive. The lodge and conference center would be located 
within the State Park and many components of the development are proposed to be accessible to 
the general public (including Building 1, which would include a restaurant, shops, lobby, and a 
public viewing area with a snack bar or lounge on the second level, and Building 4, which would 
include the conference center). Only use of the guest rooms and the swimming pool would be 
limited to lodge guests. 
 
The proposed building heights within the development do not exceed 40 feet. Building 1, the 
main lobby and central building, would be 3 stories and 38 feet 8 inches tall. Building 2, which 
would have guest rooms and front the dunes, would be 3 stories and 33 feet 4 inches tall. 
Building 3 would also have guest rooms and is also proposed to be 3 stories and 33 feet 4 inches 
tall. 50% of the building heights would be built to less than 20 feet tall, 28% of the project would 
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be less than 30 feet tall and finally 22% would be less than 40 feet tall per the conceptually 
approved project.  
 
The conceptually approved project also includes expanding the project footprint from that 
allowed in the existing LCP to allow for the relocation of an existing equestrian staging area (i.e., 
the existing dirt parking lot is used in this capacity now) to a new location, with various 
improvements, in a dune area on the south side of West Grand Avenue. As proposed, the 
equestrian parking and staging area would have pull-through parking spaces with sufficient room 
to unload horse trailers. This area would accommodate approximately 10-15 trailers and would 
be paved with permeable decomposed granite or similar paving materials.  
 
Description of Proposed LCP Amendment 
To accommodate the Grover Beach Lodge project, the City proposes to amend the LUP to 
modify existing standards that apply to the site, including the maximum height standards, to 
change the designated route for vehicular access to the site, and to expand the project footprint to 
allow for the relocated horse parking area. In addition, the City proposes to amend the IP to 
rezone the proposed horse parking area from open space to public facilities to allow horse trailer 
parking and parking. 
 
With respect to the proposed changes in height standards, the LCP currently requires varying 
building heights for the project site, which, as described above, applies to a larger 22.5 acre area, 
encompassing the proposed lodge location and including the adjacent RV park. The existing LCP 
building height restrictions for this project area are as follows: 20% of the buildings can be up to 
a maximum of 40 feet in height, 40% of the buildings can be up to a maximum of 30 feet in 
height, and 40% of the buildings can be up to a maximum of 20 feet in height. The purpose of 
requiring varying building heights at various percentages is to provide visual interest and contrast 
for the building line so as to avoid monolithic buildings that would more significantly impact 
public views.  
 
The proposed amendment would change these height standards such that 60% of the buildings on 
the smaller site may have a maximum height of up to 40 feet, and the remaining 40% of the 
buildings on the site may have a maximum height of up to 28 feet (see page 7 of Exhibit C for 
this proposed change). The significance of the proposed height change is that it would allow a 
larger percentage of the buildings at the site to reach a maximum height of 40 feet (60% of the 
buildings, compared to 20% under the current LCP). The purpose of this change is to allow for 
additional height over a larger portion of the proposed project site, permitting a project of a 
similar mass and square footage as the current LCP maximums but with a potentially reduced 
building footprint area. The current LCP restricts the building footprint area to a maximum of 
60% site coverage.  
 
In addition, the LCP currently requires that access to the proposed lodge project be from 
Highway 1 and Le Sage Drive, and does not allow access to the site from West Grand Avenue. 
The proposed amendment would allow access to the site from both Le Sage Drive and West 
Grand Ave (see Exhibit A for location maps and Exhibit C for the proposed amendment 
language and zoning map change). According to the City, access from West Grand Avenue is 
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integral to the project because the only other direct access to the site is via Le Sage Drive, which 
is a two-lane street and as such is adequate for secondary access to the site but is not adequate to 
provide primary access to the site. West Grand Avenue, however, is a designated arterial street 
and is designed for heavier volumes of traffic.  
 
Finally, the current LCP states that the area south of Le Sage Drive would be Phase I 
development, while the area north of Le Sage would be Phase II development and that parking 
and auxiliary buildings be placed in between. However, under the proposed amendment, no new 
development is envisioned for the area north of Le Sage as part of the lodge and conference 
center, and therefore, the phasing requirement no longer applies. As an effect of this amendment, 
Phase II development would be eliminated from the LCP. The amendment also proposes a 
change to the existing map (Figure 3) of the project area in the LCP to denote the area where the 
proposed project, including the equestrian parking area, would be located and allowed.  

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
The proposed amendment affects the LUP and IP components of the City of Grover Beach LCP. 
The standard of review for the LUP amendments is that they must conform with the requirements 
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act; the standard of review for IP amendments is that they must 
conform with and be adequate to carry out the provisions of the certified LUP, as amended.  

C. VISUAL RESOURCES 

Applicable Policies 
Coastal Act Section 30251 requires that new development protect the scenic and visual areas of 
the coast as a resource of public importance.  

30251: The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Analysis of Proposed LUP changes 
Coastal Act Section 30251 requires visual resources to be protected, requires new development 
to be sited and designed to protect views, and requires new development in highly scenic areas to 
be subordinate to the character of its setting. The proposed project site is located in a highly 
scenic area along the immediate dune shoreline, and is visible from Highway 1 and other major 
public view corridors, including from the beach itself, Grand Avenue, and the dune boardwalk 
extending from the site to Pismo Beach upcoast. This site is also located at the major gateway 
into the City’s beach area, and is a prime visitor-serving area that provides public access to the 



GRB-1-12 Part 1 (Grover Beach Lodge) 

15 
 

beach and to State Parks’ Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area (ODSVRA).2 Further, 
the dunes surrounding the proposed project site on the southern and western edges are described 
in the City of Grover Beach LCP as “a unique visual resource” and “one of the few areas 
remaining along the California coast that still offers extensive unobstructed coastal vistas easily 
accessible to urbanized areas.” Section 30251 requires the visual resources in coastal areas, such 
as the project area, to be protected and requires new development to be sited and designed to 
protect views and to be subordinate with the character of the natural surroundings. 

The proposed amended height standards would allow a greater percentage of the heights of 
buildings allowed on the site to be the tallest allowable height (40 feet), and it would not require 
any of the buildings to be as low as 20 feet. Therefore, the proposed amendment would 
significantly increase the allowed mass and scale of the buildings at the site, leading to the 
potential for significant adverse impacts to views in the area, including impacts to views to and 
along the shoreline and from the existing dune boardwalk looking inland and from Highway 1 
looking seaward. The main way this would manifest itself would be through allowing taller 
buildings. The conceptually approved project provides a relevant example of the type of 
development that might follow should the LCP be amended as proposed (see visual simulations 
and plans in Exhibits D and F). In particular, the building area nearest the shoreline is particularly 
sensitive visually, including to users of the beach and the very popular boardwalk. Large 
structures located in this area nearest to the beach will degrade the character of the view in that 
area. In short, the proposed LCP amendment would lead to outcomes, such as this, that are 
inconsistent with Coastal Act visual protection policies. The amendment must therefore be 
denied as submitted. 

To achieve consistency with Coastal Act visual resource policies, Suggested Modification 1 
includes a series of requirements to protect views and require development at the site to be 
designed to blend with the surrounding environment. First, the modification establishes a 
viewshed setback line to ensure that the development that is most visible from the significant 
beach and dune views has a lower profile than the remainder of the development.  The viewshed 
setback line is perpendicular to West Grand Avenue and touches the westernmost corner of 
Building 1.  Development seaward of the setback line is restricted to a maximum of 24 feet, and 
can also be reduced further if necessary to meet the visual resource policies of the LCP. This 
restriction will help to soften the impact of the development on views from the beach and 
boardwalk, and will ensure visual resources are protected regardless of the specific design of the 
lodge project, thus avoiding and minimizing impacts to important coastal views, as required by 
the Coastal Act.  

In addition, Suggested Modification 1 requires the design of the development to blend visually 
with the surrounding natural environment, including through the use of natural materials, earth 
tones, and building articulation to decrease perceived massing, as well as limits on lighting to 
avoid nighttime glare. Further, Suggested Modification 1 requires that the entire project area in 

                                                 
2  The West Grand Avenue entrance is one of two current entrances into ODSVRA (the other is Pier Avenue to the south) where 

vehicles pay entrance fees and make their way onto the beach and further to the south where the ODSVRA riding areas are 
located. As the northernmost ODSVRA entrance, the area directly north of West Grand Avenue provides for typical beach 
recreational use without cars, but the area south provides for specialized vehicular recreation where cars are present. In other 
words, West Grand is the dividing line between these two types of uses. 
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this location be enhanced through landscaping with native dune restoration required to be kept in 
good growing condition. Finally, Suggested Modification 1 revises language in the view 
corridor and coverage subsections of the lodge and conference center requirements to ensure the 
requirements are clear and can be understood within the context of a future project proposal at 
the site. 

In conclusion, these modifications provide consistency of the proposed LUP changes with 
Coastal Act Section 30251 regarding protection of visual resources by ensuring the development 
will avoid significant view impacts to important coastal views and blend visually with the 
surrounding natural environment. 

D. PUBLIC RECREATIONAL ACCESS AND VISITOR-SERVING USES 
Applicable Policies 
Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, 30213 and 30221 protect public access and prioritize visitor-
serving uses in the coastal zone, including lower-cost visitor-serving facilities. In particular: 

30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the 
need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas 
from overuse. 

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

30213: Lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred. The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at 
an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar 
visitor-serving facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or 
approve any method for the identification of low or moderate income persons for the 
purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational 
use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is 
already adequately provided for in the area. 

Coastal Act Section 30240(b) also protects parks and recreation areas, such as the adjacent beach 
area. Section 30240(b) states: 

30240(b). Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 
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habitat and recreation areas. 

These overlapping policies protect the beach (and access to and along it) and offshore waters for 
public access and recreation purposes, including lower-cost access and recreational opportunities. 

Analysis of Proposed LUP Changes 
The Coastal Act includes strong protections for public access and recreation at the coast, and the 
City’s LCP must include policies to ensure that proposed development is consistent with these 
Coastal Act provisions.  

The proposed amendment is intended to facilitate construction of a project at the site that is 
expected to include public access and recreation enhancements. First, it would provide overnight 
accommodations in the City of Grover Beach’s coastal zone, an area where such lodging is 
currently lacking. Additionally, the visitor-serving facilities of Pismo State Beach are currently in 
need of repair and enhancements, and the proposed lodge would add accommodations to serve 
Pismo State Beach. Second, it would provide amenities for the general public who are not guests 
at the hotel, as the entire lodge, with the exception of guest rooms and the pool, would be 
available to the public, including the conference center, the lobby, the hotel restaurant, the hotel 
shops and a public view deck with a snack bar and/or lounge on the second floor of the main 
building that can be accessed via a public elevator from the public boardwalk. Third, it would 
enhance the existing State Park amenities, including improvements to the Fin’s restaurant 
complex, the golf clubhouse and parking areas, and it would add boardwalks, public restrooms 
with changing areas and picnic areas. It would also maintain the existing number of free vehicle 
parking spaces that are open to the general public. In addition, the project would replace the 
existing horse parking area so that horse-riding access in the area would not be diminished. The 
Commission must ensure, however, that the proposed LUP amendment is consistent with the 
Coastal Act’s public recreational access and visitor-serving provisions, regardless of the 
parameters of the conceptually approved project. In that review, the proposed amendment is 
lacking on certain points. 

Lower-Cost Visitor Serving Amenities 
The Coastal Act includes protections for lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities. These 
Coastal Act policies have their genesis in the 1975 California Coastal Plan. Based on extensive 
public input in the early 1970s, the Coastal Plan found that few tourist facilities for persons of 
low and moderate income were being built in many parts of the coastal zone, and that many such 
facilities were being replaced by higher-cost apartments, condominiums, and hotels. The Coastal 
Act addressed these findings in part by including the specific sections prioritizing public 
recreational use and development in areas along the shoreline such as this one. Coastal Act 
Section 30210 requires that public recreational opportunities be maximized, and Section 30211 
further requires that development not interfere with existing public access. Section 30213 
mandates protection of lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities.  

Over the years, permit applicants have requested that the Coastal Commission and LCP-certified 
local governments approve high-end hotel complexes on land zoned for visitor-serving uses, and 
in some cases on land already containing lower-cost accommodations. Other applicants have 
proposed non-visitor-serving accommodation uses on sites of existing lower-cost 
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accommodations. One way that the Commission has implemented Section 30213 is by requiring 
that lower-cost accommodations be provided as part of a project or by requiring in-lieu fees to be 
paid for new lower-cost accommodations to be constructed elsewhere. 

The City’s lodging stock has historically consisted of budget class motels and the City’s LCP 
does not currently contain a policy that specifically implements Coastal Act Section 30213 with 
respect to requiring lower-cost visitor-serving uses, including lower-cost overnight 
accommodations. There are three existing hotels in Grover Beach. One (the Holiday Inn) has 78 
rooms of average or moderate cost.3 Two hotels (the Seaview and the Grover Beach Room, 
neither of which is rated by AAA) have a total of 68 rooms of lower cost. Thus, the current mix 
of hotel rooms in Grover Beach is about 53% average or moderate cost; 47% lower cost and 0% 
high cost. Two moderate cost hotels have been approved for the Grover Beach area (i.e. the 
Hilton Garden Inn (134 rooms) and the Pacific Coast Hotel (20 condo-hotel rooms), but neither 
has been constructed.  

As noted above, however, the trend in California is for new coastal visitor-serving developments 
to consist of high-end hotel complexes, reducing the stock of lower cost visitor-serving 
accommodations available in the coastal zone. While the project currently proposed for this site 
would protect lower-cost accommodations, there is no explicit mechanism in the LCP to ensure 
that private, lower-cost visitor-serving uses and amenities in the City’s coastal zone are protected 
or provided for generally. Therefore, even if the conceptually approved project is constructed in 
its current form, a future hotel operator could potentially convert the lodge and conference center 
to a higher cost facility, inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30213. And there is no explicit 
requirement in the LCP to protect lower-cost accommodations. Thus, the amendment as 
submitted may not adequately protect lower-cost accommodations, as required by the Coastal 
Act. The Commission therefore denies the amendment as submitted. 

In order to ensure protection of lower-cost visitor-serving accommodations in Grover Beach and 
specifically with respect to this project site, the Commission includes Suggested Modification 1, 
which requires the protection of existing lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities and 
encourages the development of more low cost visitor-serving or recreational accommodations. In 
addition, to ensure any project will provide lower-cost visitor amenities, as required by the 
Coastal Act, Suggested Modification 1 requires a project at this site to include restaurant 
facilities, including lower-cost eating options, parking for recreational use that is free of charge, 
and it also requires that all project facilities be publicly available, consistent with the needs of 
private guests. For example, private guest rooms and a pool would not be required to be open to 
the general public. With these changes and additions, the City’s LUP will include the necessary 
protections for lower-cost visitor-serving accommodations accessible to the public, and require 
low-cost amenities to be provided, consistent with Coastal Act section 30213.  

Public Access Improvements 

                                                 
3  When referring to any overnight visitor accommodations, the Commission has typically defined lower-cost overnight facilities 

as any facility with room rates that are below 75% of the Statewide average room rate, and higher-cost facilities as any facility 
with room rates that are 125% above the Statewide average room rate. The Statewide average daily room rate in California in 
2012 for the month of August was $130.69, and 75% of $130.60 is $98.01 according to Smith Travel Research done for 
visitcalifornia.com.  
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As described above, the proposed project that is driving this amendment would add considerable 
access opportunities, including pathways and boardwalks throughout the lodge and conference 
center that will provide access to the beach. Additional proposed and enhanced recreational 
facilities that would be publicly available include renovated picnic areas that would be adjacent 
to the dune areas, increased access to the Meadow Creek natural area, the addition of interpretive 
signage explaining habitat values in the area, and public drop off areas. These enhanced public 
recreational access amenities would provide low cost recreational opportunities, in addition to 
the new visitor-serving uses that the lodge and conference center itself would add.  

However, although the currently proposed project would provide for public recreational access 
enhancements, such enhancements are not explicitly part of the proposed LCP amendment. 
Although other access provisions would continue to apply, including Coastal Act access policies, 
given that the site is seaward of the first through public road, the LCP needs to explicitly protect 
public recreational access, consistent with the Coastal Act. Therefore, as proposed, the LCP 
amendment does not ensure the project would maximize public access, as required by the Coastal 
Act. Therefore, Suggested Modification 1 specifies requirements for public access that must be 
provided as part of the project. First, the modification requires the project to provide continuous 
public access paths that connect Highway One, Grand Avenue, and Le Sage Drive to the 
shoreline along the perimeter of and through the project site, including connections to the 
boardwalk to Pismo Beach. The provided paths are required to be sited and designed to 
maximize their public utility and value (including for connectivity, views, etc.). Second, the 
modification requires the project to include a public access management plan that clearly 
describes the manner in which general public access associated with the project is to be managed 
and provided, with the objective of maximizing public access to the public access areas of the 
site (including all walkways, benches, boardwalks, stairs and all other public access amenities). 
Finally, the suggested modification makes several changes to clarify existing LCP requirements, 
including deleting references to private recreational development, because the proposed project is 
a public project located on public land, and refining the existing requirement that overnight units 
are maintained as transient units, as opposed to quasi-residential or residential units. In addition, 
Suggested Modification 4 clarifies that the proposed pedestrian pier on LCP Figure 3 is not a 
required element, so much as a project that may come to fruition in the future.4 

In conclusion, the suggested modifications will ensure that public recreational access is provided 
throughout the project and will ensure that those access pathways link up to already existing 
publicly accessible paths to the shoreline that exist in the area. 

E. COASTAL HAZARDS 
Applicable Policies 
Coastal Act Section 30253 requires new development to be sited so that it minimizes the risks of 
                                                 
4  The existing LCP includes policies that imply the pier should be constructed at this location. However, no such project is 

currently contemplated, and it is not clear whether and how such a project could come to fruition at this beach location, and at 
the end of West Grand Avenue where vehicular access to ODSVRA is provided currently. The suggested modification simply 
changes the LCP language to indicate that the pier may be pursued at this location, but it is not an LCP directive so much as 
something that would need to be considered in light of LCP and Coastal Act policies that would apply to such a project.  
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coastal hazards to the development, assures the stability and structural integrity of the 
development and neither creates nor contributes to erosion, instability and/or destruction of the 
site or the surrounding areas. It states: 

30253: New Development shall: (a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high 
geologic, flood, and fire hazard. (b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither 
create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that 
would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

Analysis of Proposed LUP changes 
The coastal zone includes areas subject to significant hazards, such as flooding, tsunamis, erosion 
and seismic instability. Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that new development be designed 
and sited so as to minimize risks to life and property from these types of hazards. LCPs must 
therefore also ensure that development in the coastal zone is designed to minimize risks to life 
and property from coastal hazards and that new development will not have to rely on future 
shoreline or bluff protection devices which would substantially alter natural landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. 

Amending the LCP to allow for the development of the proposed lodge and conference center 
would enable the construction of a large-scale development slightly in and entirely adjacent to 
the 100-year floodplain (on inland side, associated with Meadow Creek) and an erodible dune 
feature (on seaward side), in the tsunami inundation zone and in an area subject to ground 
shaking and liquefaction.  
 
Although this is an LCP amendment, it is useful to consider the conceptually approved project to 
assess the type of development that could be approved if it were certified as submitted. As shown 
on Exhibit I, the floodplain covers part of the area on the eastern portion of the site, where the 
proposed parking lots and drop-off areas would be located. All of the currently proposed 
buildings are located outside of the 100-year floodplain. All told, almost 3 acres of the site (i.e., 
about 124,000 square feet) is located in the floodplain, these areas are proposed for parking, and 
flood elevations would be in the 8-foot range there.  
 
In the lower-lying areas of the site, grading is proposed to ensure all finished floor elevations are 
at least one foot above the base flood elevation, as required by the City’s flood hazard ordinance. 
The grading for the project is proposed to be a total of 11,470 cubic yards and would be balanced 
on site, with no imported fill, and the completed development would not be expected to 
exacerbate flooding in surrounding areas. In addition to buildings located outside of the 100-year 
floodplain, the currently proposed project would include several retention basins to further 
alleviate any inland flooding on the eastern portion of the site, and to mimic the existing, pre-
project drainage conditions, where appropriate.  
 
In addition to providing information about inland flooding, the City has provided information 
and analysis regarding the potential for coastal flooding, including a wave run-up analysis that 
utilized mean high water levels, added with maximum water levels and sea level rise (SLR) of up 
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to 4.6 feet.5 This analysis shows that the still water level, combined with the approximate level 
for storm run-up and SLR of 4.6 feet, would raise worst-case storm run-up levels to an elevation 
of 16.74 feet. The topography of the site shows that the dunes between the beach and the project 
site are at an average height of 20 feet, and therefore, the project site is expected to be protected 
from this worst-case scenario wave run-up. Although there are low points in the dune complex 
west of the project site, the approximate low elevation within the dunes is 18.2 feet,6 and 
therefore, this low spot is higher in elevation than the worst case estimate for coastal flooding 
elevations, and it is expected to be sufficient to deter wave run-up from entering the site.  

Although the regional dune erosion rate at Grover Beach is estimated to be about 1 meter/year, 
the City has provided an analysis showing that the dunes at this specific location are rather static 
in configuration, and have been for many years. To support this conclusion, the project 
proponents put together a series of photographs of the dunes over time and performed a 
qualitative analysis of the dune toe and crest in relation to NGVD datums to illustrate the dune’s 
rate of movement. Based on the findings of this report they concluded that (1) the dunes in this 
location “maintain long-term accretion with short-term erosion;” (2) “major denudation was not 
readily apparent in the images reviewed,” and; (3) the “greatest change in the dunes has been 
caused by human influence.” The Commission’s Senior Coastal Engineer, Lesley Ewing, 
reviewed this report and concurs that the qualitative analysis demonstrates overall site stability, 
with short periods of erosion. In addition, the analysis shows that human alteration of dunes can 
compromise dune stability, highlighting the importance of well-maintained dune walkways for 
long-term dune stability.  
 
While these historic trends are important when evaluating a proposal for a coastal development 
permit, the Commission is currently considering an LCP amendment, which includes the policies 
against which future development proposals will be assessed. The shoreline is a dynamic 
environment, and, as described above, the site subject to this LCP amendment is subject to 
numerous coastal hazards. The LCP must therefore ensure that new development will minimize 
risks to life and property from these hazards and will not require the construction of protective 
devices in the future, consistent with Section 30253, regardless of what project is currently being 
considered. The amendment, as submitted, does not include a policy that would ensure that new 
development at this location will not need a future protective device, especially if the existing 
dunes fail to protect any future development. Thus, the amendment does not conform to the 
requirements of Section 30253 and must be denied as submitted. Fortunately, this omission is 
easily corrected. 
 
Suggested Modification 1 adds this missing policy. It requires that no shoreline or bluff 
protection is permitted in the area west of Highway 1 (as shown on Figure 3, page 2 of Exhibit 
G). Additionally, this modification would require development to be conditioned to require 
private property owners to record a deed restriction against their property that ensures no future 
shoreline protection will be proposed or constructed in this area and that the owner will waive 
any future right to construct such devices. Finally, this modification requires property owners to 

                                                 
5  Final Environmental Impact Report, page 4-116.  
6  Final Environmental Impact Report, page 4-117.  
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acknowledge that the owner assumes the risks associated with wave action, erosion, flooding, 
landslides or other hazards associated with developing at the shoreline. The addition of these 
hazards-related policies to Suggested Modification 1 will ensure development will be consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30253. 
 
Finally, the project site is shown entirely within the San Luis Obispo County Tsunami Inundation 
Area.7 Even so, Grover Beach itself is protected by wide beaches and high coastal dunes, and 
although San Luis Obispo has experienced several tsunami events, none have caused major 
damage in Grover Beach.8 Though the wide beaches and dunes at Grover Beach can offer 
protection from tsunami events, modeling indicates that the proposed development site is within 
the inundation zone for worst-case tsunami conditions. Therefore, Suggested Modification 1 
adds a requirement that development in the area will be required to develop a tsunami 
preparedness plan that is coordinated with the San Luis Obispo Office of Emergency Services.  

In summary, as modified, the LCP adequately addresses the requirements of the Coastal Act with 
respect to coastal hazards as they affect this site, including prohibiting any future project at this 
site from installing shoreline or bluff protection in conformance with Coastal Act Section 30253. 
Thus, as modified, the proposed LUP amendments are consistent with Coastal Act policies 
requiring new development to be sited and designed to avoid and minimize impacts from 
hazards.  

F. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND ESHA 
 
Applicable Policies 
Coastal Act Sections 30231 and 30240 require that biological productivity and quality of coastal 
waters be maintained through minimizing effects of wastewater discharges and controlling 
runoff, and that new development be sited so that environmentally sensitive habitat areas are 
protected against significant disruptions. Further, these sections require that developments in 
areas adjacent to such environmentally sensitive habitat areas be sited and designed to prevent 
impacts that would significantly degrade these areas. Section 30231 and 30240 state: 

30231: The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters… shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground 
water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste 
water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

30240: (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall 
be allowed within those areas. (b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally 

                                                 
7  Final Environmental Impact Report, pages 4-109-110.  
8  Final Environmental Impact Report, page 4-110. 



GRB-1-12 Part 1 (Grover Beach Lodge) 

23 
 

sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible 
with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

Consistency Analysis 
Section 30240 (b) of the Coastal Act states that environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be 
protected and only uses dependent upon the sensitive habitat itself are allowed. Further, 30240 
states that development in areas adjacent to parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed 
to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade those areas or be incompatible with their 
continuance. 
 
The proposed amendment includes updating Figure 3 from Chapter 5 of the LCP. The new figure 
would denote the specific areas where the conceptually approved project could be constructed, 
including the equestrian parking area in an area south of West Grand Avenue, roughly across the 
street from the existing Fin’s restaurant.  
 
The area south of West Grand Avenue that would be designated under the proposed amendment 
for public facilities, and specifically called out for equestrian facilities, consists of a mix of 
somewhat disturbed dune habitat where portions of the area are dominated by nonnative and 
invasive ice plant, with native shrub cover increasing as one moves south through this area.  
 
Coastal sand dunes constitute one of the most geographically constrained habitats in California. 
They only form in certain conditions of sand supply and wind energy and direction. Dunes are a 
dynamic habitat subject to extremes of physical disturbance, drying, and salt spray and support a 
unique suite of plant and animal species adapted to such harsh conditions. Many characteristic 
dune species are becoming increasingly uncommon. Even where degraded, the Coastal 
Commission has consistently found this important and vulnerable habitat to be ESHA due to the 
rarity of the physical habitat and its important ecosystem functions, including that of supporting 
sensitive species. The Commission’s Staff Ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, has reviewed the relevant 
biological reports and visited the site, and has confirmed that the dune area south of West Grand 
Avenue is ESHA. 
 
The intent of the existing LCP Coastal Open Space designation on the site is to protect 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including dune habitats, as required by the Coastal Act. 
The proposed addition of the updated Figure 3 to the LCP would allow an intensive and non-
resource-dependent use in this environmentally sensitive dune area that would include vehicular 
traffic (vehicles and horse trailers) onto the site and parking. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act 
protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas and states that only resource-dependent 
development is allowed in environmentally sensitive habitat areas, such as the vegetated dunes in 
the area south of West Grand Avenue. Thus, the proposal to designate this dune ESHA for non-
resource-dependent equestrian facilities cannot be found consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30240, and the amendment must be denied as submitted. 
 
Because such non-resource-dependent and intensive use of this environmentally sensitive dune 
area is prohibited by the Coastal Act, Suggested Modification 2 is required. This modification 
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changes proposed Figure 3 to assure compliance with Coastal Act Section 30240 by deleting the 
equestrian parking area and maintaining the sensitive dune habitat south of Grand Avenue as a 
protected habitat area.  
 
With this change, the City and State Parks will need to look for a different way in which to 
accommodate equestrians, if that component of the project is to move forward. There is sufficient 
room on the overall lodge site to locate a horse parking area north of West Grand Avenue. In 
fact, the EIR for the proposed lodge and conference center identifies an alternative site (see 
Exhibit H) for the equestrian parking area which is not located on dune habitat and would meet 
the objective of safe equestrian access to nearby trails. This alternative would relocate the 
proposed equestrian parking area to the southeast corner of the lodge and conference center 
project site to a public parking area that does not consist of dune ESHA. This corner of the 
parking area could be reconfigured such that part of the lot could be constructed with 
decomposed granite or hard-packed base acceptable to horses, and could be designated for 
loading and unloading for equestrian use only. Obviously, this would not address the current 
issue of horses having to cross West Grand Avenue, but it would still represent an upgrade from 
what is currently provided for equestrians at the site.  
 
In addition, another option that has been discussed to address equestrian issues is to site an 
equestrian facility where the road is currently located, and then have the road loop to the north 
around the facility before reconnecting again nearer to the beach. In this way, an equestrian 
facility could be accommodated that would be located on the south side of a reconfigured 
roadway, with the lodge facilities all on the north side; all accounted for because the road is 
moved within the overall development area. Regardless of what alternatives are considered and 
selected by the City and project proponent for the coastal development permit for the proposed 
project, an LCP amendment that allows for non-resource dependent development in ESHA is 
inconsistent with section 30240 of the Coastal Act and must be denied as submitted for this 
reason. 
  
The proposed LCP amendment also effects ESHA and water quality because it would enable the 
development of the proposed lodge and conference center (or any other future proposed 
development) on a site in close proximity to Meadow Creek and the dunes and coastal waters of 
Pismo State Beach. Said development has the potential to include large, paved impervious areas 
which may channel runoff that could cause sediment and/or contaminant loading to Meadow 
Creek and the nearby coastal waters.  
 
The Coastal Act requires water quality to be protected by maintaining biological productivity and 
quality of wetlands, streams and coastal waters through minimizing effects of wastewater 
discharges and controlling runoff and that new development is sited so that environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas are protected against significant disruptions. Further, the Coastal Act 
requires that developments in areas adjacent to such environmentally sensitive habitat areas be 
sited and designed to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade these areas. 
 
Placing a large development in close proximity to the shoreline, dunes and Meadow Creek could 
result in adverse impacts to water quality inconsistent with Coastal Act requirements. Increasing 
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the coverage of impervious surfaces like a paved parking area has the potential to increase 
contaminated runoff to Meadow Creek, adversely affecting the water quality of the Creek 
inconsistent with Coastal Act requirements. 
 
Therefore, Suggested Modification 1 includes several requirements for development at the site 
to protect water quality. First, this modification requires that all paved areas shall be pervious to 
the extent feasible in order to prevent channeling runoff from paved areas to pervious areas. 
Second, the modification requires that all runoff from the site shall be filtered and treated prior to 
discharge to any wetland, stream and/or coastal waters to minimize contaminated runoff to 
Meadow Creek and the ocean. Finally, this suggested modification requires that areas of high 
pollutant generation include pollutant specific best management practices in order to ensure that 
no highly polluted contaminants enter the waters surrounding the site. As modified, the proposed 
amendment would ensure that new development at the project site is consistent with Coastal Act 
policies protecting water quality.  
 

G. IP AMENDMENT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
Applicable Policies 
Grover Beach LCP Section 2.15(A) (Sand Dunes) provides for the protection and enhancement 
of sand dunes and states:  

1. Policy: No development shall be allowed in the vegetated dune areas; development 
adjacent to vegetated dunes shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade the vegetated dunes. Retaining fences, walls, or other structures or 
earth moving activities shall be allowed only to protect existing structures.  

2. Action: With the cooperation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
special precautions shall be taken to ensure that the vegetated dunes are not further 
damaged through overuse, either by vehicles or pedestrians. Precautions shall include 
the posting of additional signs along Grand Avenue and the beach which notify visitors of 
the prohibition against vehicular use of the dunes as well as the penalty for violating this 
prohibition (Section 20240(a)). 

3. Action: To prevent overuse by walk-in visitors, provisions of support facilities and 
services in the dunes shall be prohibited. Nature trails which utilize existing paths could 
be developed with the cooperation of the Department of Parks and Recreation to 
encourage pedestrians to avoid trampling dune vegetation. 

Analysis of Proposed IP changes 
The proposed IP portion of the amendment is limited to rezoning land that consists of dune 
habitat from Coastal Open Space to Public Facilities (see pages 3 and 9 of Exhibit C) to 
accommodate the project’s proposed horse parking area south of West Grand Avenue. Parking is 
not an allowable use in the Coastal Open Space zoning district, but it is an allowable use in the 
Public Facilities district. The City’s stated objective for the proposed IP portion of the 
amendment is to allow parking for equestrian trailers in the dune area to provide equestrians safe 
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access to nearby equestrian trails without the riders and horses having to traverse across West 
Grand Avenue or other busy streets. 
 
As detailed in the preceding findings, the Commission considers the dunes south of West Grand 
Avenue to be ESHA. The intent of the existing LCP Coastal Open Space designation that applies 
to these dunes is to protect environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including dune habitats. The 
proposed rezoning of the site to Public Facilities to allow an intensive non-resource-dependent 
use in this dune ESHA area, including vehicular traffic (vehicles and horse trailers) and parking 
raises the same fatal consistency issues identified earlier. LUP Policy 2.1.5(A) states that no 
development is allowed in vegetated dune areas, and that precautions must be taken to ensure 
that further damage to the dunes does not occur. In addition, it specifies that even support 
facilities in dune areas are prohibited. Thus, redesignating the dune area to facilitate the 
development of a parking area for equestrian uses in dune ESHA is prohibited by the LUP. The 
IP amendment therefore does not conform with and is not adequate to carry out the certified 
LUP, and it must be denied as submitted. Suggested Modification 3 maintains the area as 
Coastal Open Space, and therefore, the amendment, as modified, is consistent with the certified 
LUP policies protecting dune habitats. 
 

H. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
The Coastal Commission’s review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has 
been certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of the 
environmental review required by CEQA. Local governments are not required to undertake 
environmental analysis of proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can and does 
use any environmental information that the local government has developed. CEQA requires that 
alternatives to the proposed action be reviewed and considered for their potential impact on the 
environment and that the least damaging feasible alternative be chosen as the alternative to 
undertake.  

The City, acting as lead CEQA agency, evaluated the project that is driving this LCP amendment 
under CEQA, and submitted an EIR document in support of the proposed LCP amendment. The 
City generally found that the significant environmental impacts could be reduced to 
insignificance with the mitigation proposed and incorporated into the design of the project.  

The Commission has reviewed the relevant coastal resource issues with the City’s proposed LCP 
amendment, and has recommended appropriate suggested modifications to avoid and/or lessen 
any potential for adverse impacts to said resources. All public comments received to date have 
been addressed in the findings above. All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety 
by reference. 

As such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which approval of 
the amendment, as modified, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. 
Thus, if so modified, the proposed amendment will not result in any significant environmental 
effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA 
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Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). 
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