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To:

Commissioners and Interested Persons

From:

Susan Craig, District Manager
Kevin Kahn, District Supervisor

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for W20b (Warehousing)
The purpose of this addendum is to respond to public comments that have been received
regarding the proposed LCP amendment. This addendum does not change staff’s
recommendation, which is still approval of the LCP amendment as submitted by the County of
San Luis Obispo.
Response to comments
Public comments have asserted that the proposed amendment is overly broad, will result in
numerous existing warehousing facilities being deemed legal nonconforming, and will not help
provide additional affordable housing. Specifically, the commenter states that deleting
warehousing as an allowable land use within the Residential Multi-Family (RMF) designation
will render existing warehousing facilities legal nonconforming, resulting in those properties’
loss of value due to greater difficulties in securing financing. The commenter further states that
because of the potential loss of property value, a takings analysis should have been prepared to
ascertain the degree to which the proposed amendment would reduce such value and result in a
regulatory taking of private property. Furthermore, the commenter states that there is no
substantial evidence to substantiate the County’s claim that eliminating warehousing as an
allowed use will lessen competition for land in the RMF category. The commenter also suggests
that the agenda item was not properly noticed. Finally, the commenter suggests that the
Commission should consider incorporating language approved by the County Planning
Commission that retains warehousing as an allowable, Special Use subject to specific standards.
First, with respect to noticing, contrary to the commenter’s claim, the agenda item has been
properly noticed throughout the amendment process, including at the local level and for the
Commission’s hearing on the LCP amendment. As part of its application, the County provided
the Commission with an extensive mailing list and evidence that the local hearings were
published in the local newspaper and other media. The Commission properly sent notice to all of
the interested individuals and organizations who were known by the Executive Director to have a
particular interest in this LCP amendment. Therefore, the item has been duly noticed.
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Second, while the Planning Commission approved a tightening of existing Special Use standards
that warehousing facilities must meet, the Board of Supervisors decided against this approach
and instead voted to prohibit new warehousing uses altogether in the RMF designation.
Therefore, while both the Planning Commission and Board approaches could have accomplished
similar goals of prioritizing housing within the RMF designation, the Board ultimately decided to
eliminate the use, based upon findings that warehousing would still be allowed in Commercial
Service, Industrial, and Public Facilities land use designations (designations that are more
appropriate for such use rather than within a residential district); that doing so would eliminate
competition between industrial and residential use within a residential use district; and that onsite storage space within a particular multi-housing development would still be allowed for
residents to satisfy their potential storage needs. Essentially, the Board decided that eliminating
warehousing will help harmonize appropriate land uses within residential communities, and also
act as a tool in the prioritization and provision of housing.
When reviewing the proposed LCP amendment, the Commission must review the Land Use Plan
amendment, as it was submitted to the Commission by the Board, for its consistency with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. As stated on page 6 of the staff report, and acknowledged
by the commenter, the Coastal Act considers general industrial and general commercial uses, of
which warehousing and mini-storage facilities would be classified, as a very low priority land
use within the coastal zone. Therefore, the Board’s decision to eliminate warehousing eliminates
a low Coastal Act priority land use, and is therefore consistent with relevant Coastal Act policies.
Finally, with respect to the request that a takings analysis be prepared because of the proposed
amendment’s potential impact on property values, the Commission finds that such an analysis is
not required at this time. Even with the proposed amendment, properties with RMF designations
still have numerous allowed land uses, including a broad range of residential uses as principally
permitted, and a host of other uses potentially allowed if use-specific standards are met,
including Food and Beverage Retail Sales, Temporary Offices, and Crop Production and
Grazing. Furthermore, the proposed amendment specifically allows any existing warehousing
facilities in the RMF designation to retain their operation as legal nonconforming uses, which
will allow such facilities to continue to operate and be repaired and maintained. The
commenter’s claim that the amendment could result in the diminution in value of specific
properties is highly speculative, and in any case a diminution in value of property does not, by
itself, establish an unconstitutional taking.
Attachment 1: Comment Letter from Jeff Edwards
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Subject: San Luis Obispo County LCP Amendment Number LCP-3-SLO-15-0013-1 Part
D (Warehousing)

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
San Luis Obispo County proposes to amend the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation Plan
(IP) components of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) by deleting “warehousing” as an
allowable land use within the LCP’s Residential Multi-Family land use category. Specifically,
the amendment would modify Table O (the LCP’s table of allowed land uses for each of the
coastal zone’s thirteen land use designations 1) of the LUP’s Framework for Planning document
by deleting warehousing as a special use (i.e. a conditional/appealable use allowed in a particular
land use category subject to special standards) in Residential Multi-Family designations, and
would amend the IP by deleting a reference to the required standards that warehousing facilities
in the Residential Multi-Family land use designation must meet. The primary impetus behind the
amendment is to lessen the competition between housing and other uses for Residential MultiFamily-designated land and therefore to maximize housing opportunities in these areas, which
tend to be located within existing developed communities near services and transit where such
higher density residential development should be encouraged.
The Coastal Act considers general industrial and commercial uses, such as warehousing
facilities, a low-priority land use, and encourages the provision of affordable housing, which
generally is accommodated via multi-housing developments. Therefore, the proposed
amendment would remove a potential barrier to the provision of affordable housing by deleting a
low-priority Coastal Act general commercial/industrial use. Removing warehousing facilities
will also help ensure visual resource and community character protection of the coastal zone’s
higher density residential neighborhoods by eliminating the imposition of potentially visually
obtrusive warehousing facilities. The amendment will help ensure that such residential
development is sited within the coastal zone’s existing developed communities and in close
1

The San Luis Obispo County LCP does not have zoning designations, but instead solely land use designations.
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proximity to services, both of which are Coastal Act objectives. Finally, because the LUP
amendment deletes Coastal Table O’s listing of warehousing as an allowable use within the
Residential Multi-Family land use designation, the proposed IP amendment’s deletion of the
required standards for such warehousing facilities within that land use designation is consistent
with and adequately carries out the LUP, as amended.
In conclusion, staff recommends that the Commission find the proposed amendment consistent
with and adequate to carry out the policies of the Coastal Act and Land Use Plan, and that the
Commission approve the amendment as submitted. The required motions and resolutions are on
page 3.
Staff Note: LCP Amendment Action Deadline
This proposed LCP amendment was filed as complete on June 16, 2015. The proposed
amendment affects the LCP’s LUP and IP, and the 90-day action deadline is September 14,
2015. Thus, unless the Commission extends the action deadline (it may be extended by up to one
year), the Commission has until September 14, 2015 to take a final action on this LCP
amendment.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed LCP
amendment as submitted. The Commission needs to make two motions in order to act on this
recommendation.
A. Certify the LUP Amendment as Submitted
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of the motion will result in
certification of the LUP amendment as submitted and the 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 LCP-3-SLO-150013-1 Part D as submitted by San Luis Obispo County, and I recommend a yes vote.
Resolution: The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Major Amendment LCP-3-SLO15-0013-1 Part D as submitted by San Luis Obispo County and adopts the findings set forth
below on the grounds that the amendment conforms with the policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment 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 plan 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.
B. Certify the IP Amendment as Submitted
Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion. Failure of this motion will result in the
certification of the IP amendment as submitted and 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 LCP-3-SLO15-0013-1 Part D as submitted by San Luis Obispo County. I recommend a no vote.
Resolution: The Commission hereby certifies Implementation Plan Amendment LCP-3-SLO15-0013-1 Part D as submitted by San Luis Obispo County and adopts the findings set forth
in this staff report that, as submitted, the Implementation Plan amendment is consistent with
and adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation
Plan amendment 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 plan on the environment, or 2) there are no
further feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any
significant adverse impacts which the Implementation Plan Amendment may have on the
environment.
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II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
A. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT
San Luis Obispo County proposes to amend the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation Plan
(IP) components of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) by deleting “warehousing” as an
allowable land use within the LCP’s Residential Multi-Family land use category. Currently,
warehousing is listed as an “S-19” use within the Residential Multi-Family designation, meaning
it is an allowable use if it meets specific criteria and if required findings are made. Coastal Table
O within the LUP’s Framework for Planning document lists thirteen land use categories 2, the
allowable uses within those categories, and the permitting status for each, including whether the
use is principally permitted (denoted with a “P”), allowed (denoted with an “A”), or special
(denoted with an “S”). The S-19 designation requires conformance with the special standards
listed in IP Section 23.08.400. This section describes requirements for “Wholesale Trade” uses,
with Section 23.08.402 applying to warehousing. For warehousing in the Residential MultiFamily designation, the IP limits such use solely to mini-storage facilities and only when such
facilities are found to be designed primarily to serve the needs of apartment residents.
The amendment would modify Table O by deleting warehousing as an S-19 use in the
Residential Multi-Family land use designation, and would amend the IP by deleting the special
standards identified in Section 23.08.400 that warehousing facilities in the Residential MultiFamily land use designation must meet. The primary impetus behind the amendment is to lessen
the competition between housing and other uses for Residential Multi-Family-designated land
and therefore to maximize housing opportunities in these areas, which tend to be located within
existing developed communities near services and transit where such higher density development
should be encouraged.
Please see Exhibit 1 for the proposed LUP and IP amendment language.

B. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
Standard of Review
The proposed amendment affects the LUP and IP components of the San Luis Obispo County
LCP. The standard of review for LUP amendments is that they must conform with the policies of
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and 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.
LUP Amendment Consistency Analysis
General industrial and general commercial developments are low-priority land uses under the
Coastal Act:
Section 30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority

2

The San Luis Obispo County LCP does not have zoning designations, but instead solely land use designations.
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over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.
The Coastal Act also contains strong requirements to ensure that development protects public
views of scenic coastal areas and is visually compatible with the character of surrounding
communities:
Section 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.
The Coastal Act requires new development to be located within existing developed communities
to reduce the dependence on private automobile trips:
Section 30250(a). (a) New residential, commercial or industrial development, except as
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not
able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not
have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources…
Section 30253(d). New development shall do all of the following:
Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled.
Finally, while not an applicable standard of review for an LUP amendment, it should be noted
that the Coastal Act encourages the provision of affordable housing:
Section 30604(f). The commission shall encourage housing opportunities for persons of low
and moderate income. In reviewing residential development applications for low-and
moderate-income housing, as defined in paragraph (3) of subdivision (h) of Section 65589.5
of the Government Code, the issuing agency or the commission, on appeal, may not require
measures that reduce residential densities below the density sought by an applicant if the
density sought is within the permitted density or range of density established by local zoning
plus the additional density permitted under Section 65915 of the Government Code, unless
the issuing agency or the commission on appeal makes a finding, based on substantial
evidence in the record, that the density sought by the applicant cannot feasibly be
accommodated on the site in a manner that is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing
with Section 30200) or the certified local coastal program.
Section 30604(g). The Legislature finds and declares that it is important for the commission
to encourage the protection of existing and the provision of new affordable housing
opportunities for persons of low and moderate income in the coastal zone.
The proposed amendment would prohibit mini-storage facilities (currently the only allowable
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type of warehousing facilities within Residential Multi-Family areas) within the coastal zone’s
higher density residential communities. As described above, the Coastal Act considers general
industrial and commercial uses, such as mini-storage facilities, a low-priority land use, and
encourages the provision of affordable housing, which generally is accommodated via multi-unit
housing developments. Therefore, the proposed amendment would remove a potential barrier to
the provision of affordable housing by deleting a low-priority Coastal Act general
commercial/industrial use. Removing mini-storage facilities will also help ensure visual resource
and community character protection of the coastal zone’s higher density residential
neighborhoods by eliminating the imposition of potentially visually obtrusive warehousing
facilities. Finally, the amendment will help ensure that such residential development is sited
within the coastal zone’s existing developed communities and in close proximity to services,
both of which are Coastal Act objectives.
For the reasons discussed above, the proposed LUP amendment can be found consistent with and
adequate to carry out the Coastal Act.
IP Amendment Consistency Analysis
Because the LUP amendment deletes Coastal Table O’s listing of warehousing as an allowable
use within the Residential Multi-Family land use designation, the proposed IP amendment’s
deletion of the required standards for such warehousing facilities within that land use designation
is consistent with and adequately carries out the LUP, as amended. Therefore, the proposed IP
amendment carries out the amended LUP.

C. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
The County, acting as lead CEQA agency, determined that the proposed LCP amendments were
categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA. This staff report has discussed the
relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal. All public comments received to date have
been addressed in the findings above. All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety
by reference.
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. Specifically, Section 21080.9 of the California Public
Resources Code – within CEQA – exempts local government from the requirement of preparing
an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its activities and approvals necessary
for the preparation and adoption of a local coastal program amendment. Therefore, local
governments are not required to prepare an EIR in support of their proposed LCP amendments,
although the Commission can and does use any environmental information that the local
government submits in support of its proposed LCP amendments. The Commission's LCP review
and approval program has been found by the Resources Agency to be the functional equivalent
of the environmental review required by CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.5. Therefore
the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each LCP amendment.
Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP amendment submittal, to find
that the approval of the proposed LCP, as amended, does conform with certain CEQA
6
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provisions, including the requirement in CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the amended LCP
will not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the
activity may have on the environment. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 13542(a), 13540(f), and
13555(b)).
The County’s LCP Amendment consists of a Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation Plan (IP)
amendment. The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act conformity into this
CEQA finding as if it is set forth in full. This report has discussed the relevant coastal resource
issues with the proposal, and has concluded that the proposed LCP amendment is not expected to
result in any significant adverse impact on the environment. Thus, it is unnecessary for the
Commission to suggest modifications to the proposed amendment to address adverse
environmental impacts because the proposed amendment, as submitted, will not result in any
significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures would be required.
Thus, the proposed amendment is consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).
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23.08.402 - Warehousing: The standards of this section apply to warehouse
uses in the Agriculture, and Rural Lands and Residential Multi-Family land use
categories.
a. Limitation on use.
(1) Agriculture and Rural Lands. Warehousing uses in the Agriculture
and Rural Lands categories are is limited to storage facilities that support
approved agricultural production or processing operations conducted on
the same site.
(2) Residential Multi-Family. Warehousing in the Residential MultiFamily land use category is limited to mini-storage facilities.
b. Permit requirement. Minor Use Permit approval when located in the
Residential Multi-Family category, provided that the applicable review
authority shall first find that the proposed storage facilities are designed
primarily to serve the needs of apartment residents in the same land use
category.
c. Development standards - Residential Multi-Family category. Warehouse
facilities in the Residential Multi-Family land use category are subject to the
same site design and site development standards in Chapters 23.04 and 23.05 of
this Title as Multi-Family Dwellings.
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