California
Fair Political
Practices Commission

June 5, 1986

Ms. Mary Hudson, Counsel
California Ccoastal Commission
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Your Request for Formal
Written Advice on Behalf of
Madelyn Glickfeld, Coastal
Commissioner Alternate:;

Our File No. A-86-113

Dear Ms. Hudson:

Your request for advice is a composite of three letters and
several telephone conversations with you and with Ms. Glickfeld
over a period of time, together with numerous other materials
submitted with your correspondence. Oral advice has been
previously provided regarding Ms. Glickfeld's participation as
to certain agenda items at the Coastal Commission's May 13-14
meeting. The purpose of this letter is to provide you and
Ms. Glickfeld with long-term guidance as to future decisions;
as such, it is rendered in a timely manner.

FACTS

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal
in the consulting firm, MJG Incorporated. Until very recently,
she has been MJG's only employee. In March 1986, MJG employed
a part-time clerical worker and had previously contracted with
another clerical worker to provide clerical services to MJG.
Since 1977, MJG has contracted with various state and local
governmental agencies to provide them with consulting and
planning services.

The first concern about potential conflicts of interest
under the Political Reform Act arises from Ms. Glickfeld's
business relationship with the State Coastal Conservancy, a
state agency which carries out resources protection,
restoration, and enhancement programs in the coastal zone.
(See Division 21, (commencing with Section 31000) Pub. Res.
Code.)
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In December 1985, MJG entered into a contract to provide
consulting services to the State Coastal Conservancy
("Conservancy") for $25,000. MJG will advise the Conservancy
on potential coastal restoration projects for areas along the
coast which are subdivided but mostly or entirely undeveloped.
Two specific subdivision restoration projects identified in the
contract are at Swanton Road in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest
in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides that MJG will
inventory all past Conservancy lot consolidation prograns,
review potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a
survey of restoration techniques for local governments. MJG
must also review draft programs and guidelines and develop two
model projects. At this time, Ms. Glickfeld knows with
reasonable certainty that, in addition toc the Swanton Road and
Wavecrest areas, certain other geographic areas are likely to
be involved in her work pursuant to this contract. The
possibility also exists that she may work on other areas not
yet identified. A copy of this contract was enclosed with your
March 25 letter.

In addition to the extant contract with the Conservancy,
Ms. Glickfeld hopes that MJG will enter into future contracts
for consulting services to the Conservancy. At this time it is
not possible to predict whether there will be any such
contracts or, if there are, what geographic areas will be
involved in the contract work. However, as further discussed
below, in some instances it may be possible for Ms. Glickfeld
to surmise that certain areas have the potential of providing
future work for MJG through Conservancy contracts.

As an alternate Coastal Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will
sit and act in the capacity of a coastal commissioner when the
principal appointee cannot attend a Coastal Commission
meeting. Among the Coastal Commission's responsibilities is
the review and approval of all ccastal restoration projects the
State Coastal Conservancy proposes to undertake. Future
projects to be reviewed by the Coastal Commission will include
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work under the extant
contract.

The Coastal Commission also reviews coastal permits and
local coastal programs (LCPs). Through these processes the
Coastal Commission sometimes identifies resource protection or
restoration projects which may be needed in problem areas such
as degraded wetlands or inappropriately located subdivisions.
Frequently these projects are undertaken by the Conservancy,
and it is possible that some of them may be the subject of
future MJG consulting contracts with the Conservancy. It may
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be important to note that virtually all such problem areas and
their need for correction have already been identified in
previous Coastal Commission actions - generally, either through
partial approvals of LCPs (with action on the problem areas
deferred for later solution) or through action approving the
work programs underlying the LCPs.

QUESTIONS

Based upon this information, you have requested that we
advise Ms. Glickfeld whether she must disqualify herself from
voting upon: (1) matters, such as the Coastal Conservancy's
Wavecrest Restoration Project, which she knows she will be -
working upon under her existing Coastal Conservancy contract;
(2) any matter which she might work upon pursuant to the
existing Coastal Conservancy contract; and (3) any matter which
she believes she might work upon pursuant to any future
contract between MJG and the Coastal Conservancy.

ANATLYSTS

The Political Reform Act (the "Act™)l/ requires that public
officials disqualify themselves from making, participating in
making, or using their official positions to influence
governmental decisions in which they have a financial
interest. Section 87100. What constitutes a financial
interest is set out in Section 87103, as follows:

An official has a financial interest in a
decision within the meaning of Section 87100 if
it is reasonably foreseeable that the decision
will have a material financial effect,
distinguishable from its effect on the public
generally, on the official or a member of his
or her immediate family or on:

(a) Any business entity in which the public
official has a direct or indirect investment
worth one thousand dollars ($1,000) or more.

1/ Government Code Sections 81000-91015. All statutory
references are to the Government Code unless otherwise
indicated. Because contracts are involved here, I have advised
you to seek advice from the Attorney General regarding possible
Section 1090 issues and you are in the process of doing that.
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(b) Any real property in which the public
official has a direct or indirect interest
worth one thousand dollars ($1,000) or more.

(c) Any source of income, other than gifts and
other than loans by a commercial lending
institution in the regular course of business
on terms available to the public without regard
to official status, aggregating two hundred
fifty dollars ($250) or more in value provided
to, received by or promised to the public
official within 12 months prior to the time
when the decision is made.

(d) Any business entity in which the public
official is a director, officer, partner,
trustee, employee, or holds any position of
management.

(e) Any donor of, or any intermediary or agent
for a donor of, a gift or gifts aggregating two
hundred fifty dollars ($250) or more in value
provided to, received by, or promised to the
public official within 12 months prior to the
time when the decision is made.

For purposes of this section, indirect
investment or interest means any investment or
interest owned by the spouse or dependent child
of a public official, by an agent on behalf of
a public official, or by a business entity or
trust in which the official, the official's
agents, spouse, and dependent children own
directly, indirectly, or beneficially a
l0-percent interest or greater.

Ms. Glickfeld and her husband are the 100% owners of the
business entity MJG, Incorporated. Section 82005. She
presumably has an investment in MJG of $1,000 or more. Section
87103 (a). It is also a source of income to her. Section
87103(c). In addition, sources of income to the business
entity will be treated as sources of income to her on a pro
rata basis. Sections 82030(a) and 87103(¢). In this instance,
as a 100% owner, 100% of the income of any customer/client of
MJG is attributed to her. Lastly, she is an officer in MJG
since she is the principal in the firm. Section 87103(d).

L T s s e e o e e, e e e
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As an alternate member of the California Coastal
Commission, Ms. Glickfeld is a public official and makes or
participates in making governmental decisions when she acts in
that capacity.

Thus, Ms. Glickfeld will be required to disqualify herself
as to any governmental decisions which will have a reasonably
foreseeable material financial effect upon MJG, or upon any
source of income to MJG in the amount of $250 or more during
the preceding l12-month period, if the effect upon her economic
interest will be distinguishable from the decisions' effect
upon the public generally.

It is clear that Ms. Glickfeld will be required to
disqualify herself from any decision which will result in an
increase or decrease in business to MJG of at least $10,000 in
annualized gross revenues. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section
18702.2(g) (1), copy enclosed; and Thorner Opinion, 1 FPPC
Opinions 198, No. 75-089, December 4, 1975, copy enclosed.
Also, disqualification would be required if MJG "appears"
before the Coastal Commission on any matter. See, 2 Cal. Adm.
Code Section 18702.1(a)(l) & (2),(b). In this regard, you are
reminded that as to contractual relationships, Section 1090, et
seqg., may result in an absolute bar rather than mere
disqualification. As noted earlier (fn. 1), you are pursuing
advice from the Attorney General on this issue.

With regard to Coastal Commission review of matters on
which Ms. Glickfeld has worked or is working, if her work
product is being considered/reviewed, disqualification would be
required on the basis of the "nexus" between the purpose of her
work and the governmental decision. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code
Section 18702(b) (3) (B).

Lastly, we turn to the issue of Coastal Commission
decisions which may affect local governmental entities which
have contracted with Ms. Glickfeld, but as to which decisions
there is no reasonably foreseeable material financial effect
upon her or upon MJG. In these instances the county, for
instance, would be a source of income to MJG and, therefore, to
Ms. Glickfeld within the past 12 months. However, decisions
affecting the county are considered to affect a significant
segment of the general public. In this case the people of the
state would constitute the general public. A county government
would represent a "significant segment" of the general
public.. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18703, and Taylor
Advice Letter, No. A-78-086 at page 4, copy enclosed.



Ms. Mary Hudson
June 5, 1986
Page 6

CONCLUSION

Ms. Glickfeld should continue to seek advice from the
Attorney General on the Section 1090 issues. She may
participate in Coastal Commission decisions which do not
involve review of her work product on projects which she is
working on or has worked on. She must disqualify herself as to
the any such review and as to any decisions which may
reasonably foreseeably result in increasing or decreasing her
consulting business in a material amount, as discussed above.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, I may
be reached at (916) 322-5901.
Sincerely,

i
(WIS L AN
Robert E. eldlgh
Counsel

Legal Division

REL:sm
Enclosures
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April 22, 1986

Mr. Bob Leidigh, Esq.

Fair Political Practices Commission
428 "J" Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95804

re: Advice Request For Coastal Commissioner Alternate Madelyn Glickfeld

Dear Mr. Leidigh:

On March 25, 1986, we requested that the FPPC respond to certain questions
about possible conflicts of interest regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, a recently
appointed coastal commissioner alternate. As you and I have discussed, your
office has not yet been able to provide Commissioner Glickfeld with a final
answer to the questions contained in that request. This letter expands upon
and supersedes our March 25 inguiry and replies to some of your questions to
us.

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the
consulting firm, MJG Incorporated. Until very recently, she has been MJG's
only employee. In March 1986, MJG employed a part-time clerical worker who
previously contracted to provide clerical services to MJG. Since 1977, MJG
has contracted with various state and local governmental agencies to provide
them with consulting and planning services.

The first concern about potential conflicts of interest arises from Ms.
Glickfeld's business relationship with the State Coastal Conservancy, a state
agency which carries out resources protection, restoration, and enhancement
programs in the coastal zone. (See Division 21, Cal. Gov. Code.)

In December 1985, MJG entered into a contract to provide consulting
services to the State Coastal Conservancy for $25,000. MJG will advise the
Conservancy on potential coastal restoration projects for areas along the
coast which are subhdivided but mostly or entirely undeveloped. Two specific
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are at Swanton
Road in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract
provides that MJG will inventory all past Conservancy lot consclidation
programs, review potential coastal restoraticn projects, and perform a survey
of restoration technigques for local governments. MJG must also review draft
programs and quideTines and develop two model projects. At this time, Ms.
Glickfeld knows with reasonable certainty that, in addition to the Swanton
Road and Wavecrest areas, certain other geographic areas are Tikely to be
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involved in her work pursuant to this contract. The possibility also exists
that she may work on other areas not yet identified. A copy of this contract
was enclosed with our March 25 letter.

In addition to the extant contract with the Conservancy, Ms. Glickfeld
hopes that MJG will enter into future contracts for consulting services to the
State Coastal Conservancy. At this time it is not possible to predict whether
there will be any such contracts or, if there are, what geographic areas will
be involved in the contract work. However, as further discussed below, in
some instances it may be possible for Ms. Glickfeld to surmise that certain
areas have the potential of providing future work for MJG through Conservancy
contracts.

As an alternate coastal commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in
the capacity of a coastal commissioner when the principal appointee cannot
attend a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the
review and approval of all coastal restoration projects the State Coastal
Conservancy proposes to undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the
Commission will include those developed as a consequence of MJG's work under
the extant contract. We have requested the Coastal Conservancy, through its
chief counsel Marcia Grimm, to respond to your requests for information
regarding the Coastal Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy
projects brought before the Coastal Commission.

The Commission also reviews coastal permits and local coastal programs
(LCPs). Through these processes the Commission sometimes identifies resource
protection or restoration projects which may be needed in problem areas such
as degraded wetlands or inappropriately located subdivisions. Frequently
these projects are undertaken by the Conservancy, and it is possible that some
of them may be the subject of future MJG consulting contracts with the
Conservancy. It may be important to note that virtually all such problem
areas and their need for correction have already been identified in previous
Commission actions - generally, either through partial approvals of LCPs (with
action on the problem areas deferred for later solution) or through action
approving the work programs underlying the LCPs.

Based upon this information, we request that you advise Ms. Glickfeld
whether she must disqualify herself from voting upon: (1) matters, such as
the Conservancy's Wavecrest Restoration Project, which she knows she will be
working upon under her existing Conservancy contract; (2) any matter which she
might work upon pursuant to the existing Conservancy contract; and (3) any
matter which she believes she might work upon pursuant to any future contract
hetween MJG and the Conservancy.

A second potential area of conflict concerns MJG's business relationships
with local governments in the coastal zone. MJG now proposes to contract with
the County of San Luis Obispo to develop a transfer of development credit
program for the Cambria/lodge Hi1l area. The County's LCP includes policies
already certified by the Coastal Commission requiring a transfer of
development credit program to minimize the development in an environmentally
sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these policies, the County will
develop ordinances and implementation measures to transfer density off of the
most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the County and MJG have not yet
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concluded the contract, Ms. Glickfeld has received a Tetter of intent from
County professicnal staff. The County is funding this implementation program
through a grant of $18,000 from the Coastal Commission. The Commission
approved that grant in December of 1985, before Ms. Glickfeld's appointment as
a commissioner alternate. The County is seeking an additional $15,000 from
the State Coastal Conservancy to fund the work.

[n addition, Ms. Glickfeld believes MJG can reasonably expect to enter
into future contracts to provide planning services to other state and local
agencies. At this time she cannot predict which geographic areas may be
involved in any such contracts. However, as noted in connection with the
Conservancy projects, the problem areas have already been identified and are
generally known to Ms. Glickfeld. It is possible that some of the future MJG
contracts may be funded by grants which must be approved by the Coastal
Commission.

Based upon this information, please advise Ms. Glickfeld whether she must
disqualify herself from participating in any Commission decision involving (1)
any San Luis Obispo County LCP matter; (2) any project - whether a Conservancy
project, LCP amendment, or permit - involving the Cambria/Lodge Hil1l area; (3)
any other matter in connection with which MJG has received or Tlater may
receive income through a contract with local government; or (4) a grant to
local government which will or may be used to contract with MJG.

Since you and I have had the opportunity to discuss this matter several
times, I hope that it will be possible for the FPPC to get a reply to Ms.
Glickfeld before the Commission meeting days of May 13 and 14, when she plans
to participate on the Commission. Please call me or Ms. Glickfeld at (213)
456-22117 if you have any questions or need additional materials.

Sincerely,

P

~ " /j e
_Mary L/ Hudson
" Acting Chief Counsel

P,

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld
Marcia Grimm
Peter Douglas
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March 19, 1986

John Keplinger, Executive Director
Fair Political Practices Commission
1100 "K" Street

Sacramento, CA 95804

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld
Dear Mr. Keplinger:

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 1986.

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts,
about which she would 1ike your advice.

As indicated in the attached letter, MJG Incorporated has been retained by
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount is $25,000. Two specific
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road
in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and
guidelines, and develop two model projects.

As an alternate Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will inciude
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews
coastal permits and local coastal programs (LCPs), which may have indirect or
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal
Conservancy. I have requested Coastal Conservancy, through its counsel Marcia
Grimm, to respond to your reguests for information regarding the Coastal
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before
the Coastal Commission.
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A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/lLodge Hill area. The
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these
policies, the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the
County and MJIG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract,
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff.
The County is funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December
of 1985. The County is seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy
regqarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any
additional information you may need to complete your analysis.

Based upon these facts, we request that you advise us as to what degree
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission?

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms.
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled
for April 15 through 18, 1986.

Sincerely,

&

_~Mary bdﬂgon"
<" Actifg Chief Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld
Marcia Grimm
Peter Douglas
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§_TATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

(415) 5438555

GEORGE DEUKAMEIAN, Geovernor

March 25, 1986

John Keplinger, Executive Director
Attn: Staff Attorney

Fair Political Practices Commission
428 "J" Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95804

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld

Dear Mr. Keplinger:

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 1986.

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts,
about which she would like your advice.

As indicated in the attached Tetter, MJG Incorporated has been retained by
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount is $25,000. Two specific
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road
in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and
guidelines, and develop two model projects.

As an alternate Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will include
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews
coastal permits and Tocal coastal programs (LCPs}, which may have indirect or
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal
Conservancy. I have requested Coastal Conservancy, through its counsel Marcia
Grimm, to respond to your requests for information regarding the Coastal
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before
the Coastal Commission.
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A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/lLodge Hill area. The
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these
policies, the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract,
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff.
The County is funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December
of 1985. The County is seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy
regarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any
additional information you may need to complete your analysis.

Based upon these facts, we request that you advise us as to what degree
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission?

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms.
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled

for April 8 through 11, 1986.

Sincere]y,

P

7 Hilop

ary Hudson”
Acting Chief Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld
Marcia Grimm
Peter Douglas
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i THlS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 31st  dayof October , 1% 4%
in the State of California, by and between State of California, through its duly elected or appoint 004 9:9
quahfxed and acting /{ *'7'( 7
TITLE OF OFFICER ACTIN: FOR STATE AGENCY = , @%SER
Executive Qfficer State Coastal Conservancy J7%2p5-069-4

heveafter called the State, and

MJG Incorporated (Commmh I.D #.?577/,

hereafter called the Contractor.

WITNESSETH: That the Contractor for and in consideration of the covenants, conditions, agreements, and stipulations of the State
hereinafter expressed, does hereby agree to furnish to the State services and materials, as follows:
(Set forth service to be rendered by Contractor, amount to be patd Contractor, time for performance or completion, and attach plans and specifications. if any.)

SCOPE OF AGREEMEMNT

Pursuant to its authority under Section 31200 et seq. of the Public Resources

Code, the State Coastal Conservancy (hereafter called the "Conservancy") hereby mAcREES
To PAY -gnanxs-to MJG Incorporated (hereafter called the “Contractor”) a sum not to

exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000). The funds are to be used to

develop at least two model projects which demonstrate alternative methods of

1mp1ement1ng the Conservancy's coastal restoration mandate, to complete an

inventory and ranking of potentfal coastal restoration projects, and to

recommend new and improved approaches for redesigning antiquated subdivisions

on the California coast.

The Contractor shall perform the following tasks:

(continued next page)

The provisions on the reverse side hereof constitute a part of this agreement
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by the parties hereto, upon the date first above written.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CONTRACTOR
GENCY CONTRACTOR (# OTHER THAN AN SNDNVIOUAL, STATE WHETHER A CORPORATION,
BARTNMERSHE, KTC.)
State £oasgad Conservancy MIG Incarnorated

F

i 771 i R YIN
-/ WT, e Poe
5755 (40 Elrsa. e D [ kb ,(a 90225

Executive Officer

DNTINUED ON ___ SHEETS, EACH BEARING NAME OF CONTRACTOR
) AMOUNT ENCUMBERED PROGRAM/CATEGORY (CODE ANC TITLE) *UND TITLE
Department of General Services $ 25,000.00 Support Conservancy Fund
Lae Only UNENCUMBERED BALANCE (OPTIONAL USE
For grouicy_|_oue Pre-project Feasibility
e Gl‘l" 0J. INCREASING ENCLUMBRAMCE || ITEM CHARTER STATUTE FISCAL YEAR
g 3760-001-565; ¢) 111 11985 | 85/86

DJ. DECREASING ENCUMBRANCE||{ OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE |{CODE AND TITLE)

Coastal Restoration Project Assistance

hereby certify upon my own personal knowledge that budgeted funds are |72 N BA. NO.
cailable for the period and purpase of the expenditure stated above.
S GRATURE OF ACCOUNTING OFFICER DATE
> A g C Q?wg Co-2/ &
LLA’ereby cem[{ t all ions foﬁ:ifm set forth in State Administratice Manual Section 1209 have
been plied nd this myhit &t ezempt from review by the Department of Finance,,

SIGNATURE

>

‘%Zux THE AGENCY . DATE // /_2 2 /ﬁ,__—‘
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued)

TASK 1: SWANTON ROAD PROGRAM

1.1 Assist Conservancy staff in necessary technical analysis.

1.2 Train and assist local government, non-governmental project proponents
and landowners to implement the project.

TASK Z: WAVECREST PROGRAM

2.1 Participate in one strategy meeting to review existing information and
the City of Half Moon Bay's implementation grant proposal.

2.2 Evaluate the feasibility of several alternative implementation techniques
to achieve the objectives of the Wavecrest Restoration Plan.

2.3 Advise Conservancy staff as needed concerning ways to rapidly and
successfully implement the restoration project.

TASK 3: COASTAL RESTORATION PROJECT INVENTORY

3.1 Computerize existing information on subdivisions.

3.2 Add information to the data base, as it is developed, on new subdivisions
during the term of this agreement, to complete thé€ inventory of potential
restoration projects.

3.3 Develop and analyze a survey of local government to identify antiquated
subdivisions.

3.4 Assist Conservancy staff in reviewing program guidelines and project
priority criteria.

TASK 4: OTHER MODEL PROJECTS

4.1 Prepare preliminary analyses or draft staff reports on at least two other
Conservancy coastal restoration projects at the direction of the Executive
Officer. Prepare preliminary analysis or draft reports on additional
Conservancy Coastal restoration projects at the direction of the Executive
Officer to the extent possible within the budget of the "Cost and Disbursement
section of this Agreement.

TASK 5: REPORT OF RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Compile a report of Conservancy antiquated subdivision case studies,
document project costs, and assess advantages/disadvantages of selected
implementation techniques.
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued)

Task 5: REPORT DF RECOMMENDATION (continued)

5.2 Identify a working group of antiquated subdivision experts and interest
groups to review and comment on report.

5.3 Ask the working group to to review working papers on new approaches for
the Conservancy to take in the future for antiquated subdivision projects.

COORDINATION AND MEETINGS

The Contractor shall work with staff of the Conservancy, the County and other
involved entities, and shall participate in meetings and telephone
communications as detailed above in the SCOPE OF AGREEMENT. In addition,

the Contractor shall participate in additional informal meetings and
communications as necessary to insure close coordination of the work, within
the time commitment provided by the budget in the "Cost and Disbursement"
section of this Agreement.

WORK PRODUCTS

The Contractor shall submit all work products detailed below for the review and
approval of the Executive Officer of the Conservancy (hereinafter the
"Executive Officer").

The work products shall include:

Task 1.1 Swanton Road technical analysis memoranda

Task 2.2 Wavecrest subdivision implementation recommendation

Task 2.3 Wavecrest subdivision expert advise memos

Task 3.1 Computerized subdivision information

Task 3.2 Completed inventory of potential coastal restoration projects

Task 3.3 Local Government survey

Task 3.4 Review of draft program guidelines and criteria
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WORK PRODUCTS (continued)

Task 4.1 Model Project I: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation

Task 4.2 Model Project II: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation

Task 4.3 Additional Model Project analysis or recommendations

Task 5.1 Final report of recommendations

Upon submission, all work products shall become the so]é property of the
Conservancy.

APPROYALS

No work shall commence under this Agreement until all necessary approvals have
been obtained from the Department of General Services, Legal Bivision. The
Project Coordinator for the Conservancy shall notify the contractor in writing
when work may begin. The work schedule cannot be determined precisely in
advance. The Contractor and Conservancy staff shall at all times strive to

complete work, or facilitate completion of work, under this Agreement without
delay.

COST AND DISBURSEMENT

As compensation for the services rendered, and upon the Executive Officer's
determination of satisfactory completion of tasks set forth in the “SCOPE OF
AGREEMENT", and review of the products set forth in the "Work Products
section, the Conservancy agrees to pay the Contractor a sum not to exceed
twenty-five thousand ($25,000). Upon completion of "“Conditions Precedent
to Payment" above, Contractor shall submit invoices for work completed under
tasks 1.1 - 5.3 as costs are incurred, and work products are completed.
Billings should conform to the following budget:

Budget Item Rate Amount
Service of Principal 290 hrs. @  $50/hr. $14,500
Y& :
Subcontractors: é'[gctlga i
0'hrs. @  $15/hr. 2,400
24 hrs. @ $75-100/hr. 2,100
Expenses 6,000

TOTAL: $25,000

e e e s e A e
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COST AND DISBURSEMENT (continued)

The allocation of the total budget amount among the various categories as shown
above may vary by as much as ten percent (10%) without approval of the
Executive Officer. Any difference in the allocation among categories of over
ten percent must be approved in writing by the Executive Officer. The total
amount of this Agreement may not be increased except by amendment to this
Agreement, and any increase in the funding for any particular category shall
mean a decrease in the funding for one or more other categories unless there is
an amendment to this Agreement.

Disbursements shall be made on the basis of costs incurred up to the total
amount allocated in the budget. If payment is not made within sixty (60) days
of receipt of a complete invoice, the Contractor shall be entitled to interest
on any such_deliquent payment at the rate of six percent (6%) per annum.

Expenses allowable under this contract may include, but are not limited to: (1)
postage, (2) computer costs, (3) reproduction costs, (4) telephone charges, and
(5) necessary travel expenses at actual costs not to exceed the rates provided
in Title 2, Division 2, Chapter 1, Article B of the California Administrative
Code. The Contractor's designated headquarters for purposes of computing such
expenses is Malibu, CA; the designated headquarters of subcontractors shall be
jdentified in writing before funds are disbursed to pay their expenses.

The Contractor shall submit invoices as work products are completed. Each
invoice shall include the number of this Agreement, the name, address and
authorized signature of the Contractor, the date of the submittal, the amount
of the invoice, the period during which the work was actually done, and an
itemized description of all work done for which disbursement is requested
including time, materials, expenses incurred, work products completed, and
services rendered, and shall include supporting documentation (billings by
legal advisors, real estate consultants and subcontractors).

TERM OF AGREEMENT

The term of this Agreement shall run from receipt of the notice of approval
from the Department of General Services to December 31, 1986 (hereinafter the
“Completicn Date"), unless otherwise terminated or amended.

Prior to the Completion Date, either party may terminate this Agreement for
any reason by providing the other party with thirty (30) days notice 1n
writing. In the event of termination by the Conservancy prior to the
Completion Date, the Contractor agrees to take all reasonable measures to
prevent further costs to the Conservancy under this Agreement, and the
Conservancy shall be responsible for any reasonable and non-cancellable
obligations incurred by the Contractor in the performance of the Agreement
until the date of the notice to terminate, but only up to the undisbursed
balance of funding authorized in this Agreement.
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TERM OF AGREEMENT (continued)

In the event that the Contractor terminates this Agreement prior to the
Completion Date, or fails to complete the project in accordance with this
Agreement, the Contractor shall be liable for repayment to the Conservancy of
all amounts disbursed by the Conservancy under this Agreement. The Conservancy
may, at its sole discretion, consider extenuating circumstances and not require
repayment for work partially completed.

AUDITS/ACCOUNTS /RECORDS

The Contractor shall maintain satisfactory financial accounts, documents, and i
records of services rendered under this Agreement, and shall make them |
available to Conservancy staff for auditing and inspection at reasonable time '
and intervals. Such accounts, documents, and records shall be retained by the

Contractor for three years following the date of final disbursement under this

Agreement, and shall be subject to examination and audit of the Auditor General

during this period. The Contractor may use any generally accepted accounting

system, provided such system meets minimum requirements established by the

State of California.

NONDISCRIMINATION

During the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor and its subcontractors
shall not unlawfully discriminate against any employee or applicant for
employment because of race, religion, color, national origin, ancestry,
physical handicap, mental condition, marital status, age or sex. The
Contractor and its subcontractors shall insure that the evaluation and
treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are free of such
discrimination. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall comply with the
provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Government Code Section
12900 et seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated thereunder
(California Administrative Code, Title 2, Section 7285.0 et seq.). The
applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commission
implementing Government Code Section 12900 et seq., set forth in Chapter 5 of
Division 4 of title 2 of the California Administrative Code, are incorporated
into this contract by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in

full. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their
obligations under this clause to labor organizations with which they have a
collective bargaining or other agreement. This nondiscrimination clause shall
be included in all subcontracts entered into by the Contractor to perform work
provided for under this Agreement.
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COORDINATOR

A1l actions and approvals required to be taken by the Conservancy under this
agreement shall be taken by the Executive Officer of the Conservancy or his
designee. Don Coppock is designated the Conservancy's Project Coordinator
and shall be consulted regarding any problems or questions which may arise
concerning the implementation of this agreement.

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS

The Contractor shall maintain its status as in Independent Contractor as
defined in Section 3353 of the California Labor Code. To this end, the
Contractor shall be under the control of the State, acting through its agent,
the Conservancy, but only as to the results of its work and not as to the means
by which the results are accomplished.

NATIDONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

By signing this Agreement, Contractor swears under penalty of perjury that,
during the two-year period immediately preceding the date of the Agreement, no
more than one, final unappealiable finding of contempt of court has been issued
against the Contractor for failure to comply with an order of the National
Labor Relations Board.

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES

In the event of any dispute arising out of this Agreement, Contractor shall
file a "Notice of Dispute" with the Executive Officer within ten (10) days of
discovery of the problem. Within ten (10) days of such notification, the
Executive Officer shall meet with the Contractor and Conservancy Project
Coordinator for the purpose of resolving the dispute. If the Executive Officer
is unable to resolve the dispute to the Contractor's satisfaction, Contractor
may proceed to process any claims arising therefrom against the Conservancy
pursuant to Government Code Sections 900 et seq.
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CONTRACTOR IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION

Within thirty (30) days of completion of the final task described in the “"Scope
of Agreement", the Contractor shall be evaluated by the Conservancy's Project
Coordinator. Until this evaluation of the Contractor's performance 1is
completed, the Contractor's final invoice shall not be paid. Upon completion
of the evaluation, the Conservancy shall pay the remaining amount owed under
this Agreement. The evaluation shall be kept with the contract records at the
Conservancy and a copy shall be sent to the Department of General Services,
Legal Office. The evaluation shall be made available to the Contractor upon
request.

INCORPCRATION OF EXHIBITS TO THIS AGREEMENT

The attachments to this Agreement, entitled "List of Assurances (Exhibit

1), and "Indemnification and Standard Provisions" (Exhibit 2), describe
additional rights and responsibilities of the Conservancy and the Contractor
arising out of this Agreement. Each of these Exhibits is an integral part of
this Agreement, and each is incorporated herein by this reference.

RESOLUTION

The signature of the Executive Officer on this Agreement certifies that at its
October 30, 1985 meeting, the Conservancy authorized expenditure for the
development of model TDC projects, the completion of an antiquated subdivision
inventory and the preparation of a report of recommendations.

This agreement is deemed to be entered into in the County of Alameda.



EXHIBIT 1

LIST OF ASSURANCES

The applicant hereby assures and certifies that it will comply with Conservancy
regulations, policies, guidelines and requirements as they relate to the
acceptance and use of Conservancy funds for this project. Also, the applicant
gives assurance and certifies with respect to the grant that:

1. It possesses legal authority to apply for the grant, and to finance and
construct the proposed facilities; that where apprcpriate, a resolution, motion
or similar action has been duly adcpted or passed as an official act of the
applicant's governing body, authorizing the filing of the application,
including all understandings and assurances contained therein, and directing
and authorizing the person identified as the official representative of the
applicant to act in connection with the application and to provide such
additional information as may be required.

2. It will have sufficient funds available to meet its own share of the cost
for projects. Sufficient funds will be available when the project is completed
to assure the effective operation and maintenance of the facility for the
purposeg constructed.

3. It holds sufficient title or interest in the property to enable it to
undertake lawful development and construction of the project. In the case
where the Grantee is acquiring an interest in the property as a part of the
project development such title documentaiton shall be reviewed by the Executive
Officer of the Conservancy.

4. It will not dispose of or encumber its title or other interests in the site
and facilities except as permitted by the Conservancy.

5. It will give the Conservancy, through any authorized representative,
access to and the right to examine all reccrds, books, papers, or documents
related to the grant.

6. It will cause work on the project to be commenced within a reasonable time
after receipt of notification from the Conservancy that funds have been
approved and that the project will be carried to completion with reasonable
diligence.

7. It will, where appropriate, comply with the requirements of the State's
Braithwaite Act (Chapter 1574, Statutes of 1971 and related statutes), which
provides for fair and equitable treatment of displaced persons.

8. It will, where appropriate, comply with the requirements of the Califormia
Environmental Quality Act.

9. It will comply with all requirements imposed by the Conservancy concerning
special provisions of law, and program reguirements.



EXHIBIT 2

INDEMNIFICATION AND STANDARD PROVISIONS

The Contractor agrees to indemnify, defend and save harmless the State,
its officers, agents and employees from any and all claims and losses
accruing or resulting-to any and all contractors, subcontractors,
materialmen, laborers and any other person, firm or corporation furnishing
or supplying work, services, materials or supplies in connection with the
performance of this contract, and from any and all claims and losses
accruing or resulting to any person, firm or corporation who may be
injured or damaged by the Contractor in the performance of this contract.

The Contractor, and the agents and employees of the Contractor, in the
performance of this Agreement, shall act in an independent capacity and
not as officers or employees or agents of the State of California.

The State may terminate this Agreement and be relieved of the payment of
any consideration to the Contractor should the Contractor fail to perform
the covenants herein contained at the time and in the manner herein
provided. In the event of such termination the State may proceed with the
work in any manner deemed proper by the State. The cost to the State
shall be deducted from any sum due the Contractor under this Agreement,
and the balance, if any, shall be paid the Contractor upon demand.

Without the written consent of the State, this Agreement is not assignable
by the Contractor either in whole or in part.

Time is the essence of this Agreement.

No alteration or variation of the terms of this contract shall be valid
unless made in writing and signed by the parties hereto, and no oral
understanding or agreement not incorporated herein, shall be binding on
any of the parties hereto.

The consideration to be paid the Contractor, as provided herein, shall be
in compensation for all of the Contractor's expenses incurred in the
perforemance hereof, including travel and per diem, unless otherwise
expressly so provided.



~ San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

County Government Center
San Luis Obispo
California 33408

(805) 549-5600

.

Paul C. Crawford, AiCP

February 7, 1986

Peter Gremell, Executive Director
California Coastal Conservamcy
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100
Cakland, Californmia 94611

Dear Mr., Grepell:
SUBJECT: FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL TDC PROGRAM
The transfer of development credits program for the Cambria-Lodge Hill

Program is at a critical stage. The local Coastal Plan has been amended to
enable such a program, the Restoration Plan has been completed and

Planning Director

conceptually approved by the county, and a pumber of public meetings have

been held. The final stage involves implementing the program with f£inal
economic, legal apalysis, and ordinance preparation. The program has
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants 1in seeking good citizen
participation.

Since the TDC program 1is mandatory upon the county, and the Coastal
Commission played a large role in requiring ir, we felt it was appropriate
to request funding from the commission for implementation work. We first
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000, but
reduced 1t to approximately $33,000 to gain Coastal Commission staff
‘support. This was the minimum azmount necessary to take the program to the
gstart-up phase,

The Coastal Commission heard the grant request on December 17, 1985, and to
our surprise, voted against the recommendation of their staff and reduced
our $33,000 request by approximately $15,000. While the county is in the
process of securing the $18,000 grant, the program will be substantially
delayed if other fundipg is not secured.

We have reviewed the coupty's alternatives and have come to the conclusion
that unless we secure the additional $15,000 funding, there will bte a
substantial delay 1o the program., Secondary effects will also be
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significant since momentum 1s extremely important for the program
development, and a delay on behalf of the county will also effect upcoming
actions planned by your agency (land acquisition) and the SLO County Land
Conservancy.

We are seeking $15,000 in funding for the tasks that the Coastal Commission
cut., I have asked MJG Inc. to detall specific tasks, purpose and costs, of
these portions of our work program that need funding. their letter 1is
attached.

The county would appreciate any comments that the conservancy has on our
situation and would ask that you consider our request for funding.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank the conservancy for the
excellent work donme to date on the Cambrian/lLodge Hill TDC Program, Should
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

JOHN HOFSCHRO¥R
Assoclate Planmner
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator

¢: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land
Conservancy
Madeline Glickfield

JH/drt/2203L



San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

County Govemment Center
San Luis Obispo
California 93408
(805) 549-5600

Paul C. Crawford, AICP
July 19, 1985 Planning Director

Mr. Bi1l Van Beckum
California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Transfer of Development Credits Program Grant Submittal

Dear Mr. Van Beckum:

Please accept the attached applications, work program and resolution as
grant request from San Luis Obispo County. The grant 1s necessary to fund
critical portions of the Transfer of Development Credits Program required

ag part of our certified Land Use Plan,

Should you have any questions or 1f there i1s any additional information we
may provide, don't hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

it

JOHN HOFSC
Coastal Sec

cc: John Ashbaugh
Don Coppock
Madaline Glickfield

JH/ 4m/5997k




San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

County Govemment Center

San Luis Obispo

California 93408

(805) 549-5600

Paul C. Crawford, AICP

DATE: JUNE 10, 1985 " Planning Director

TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

FROM: JOHN HOFSCHROER, COASTAL SECTION
VIA: PAUL CRAWFORD, PLANNING DIRECTOR

SUBJECT: SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSED GRANT FOR TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT
PROGRAM, CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL AREA

SUMMARY

The Transfer of Development Credits Program for the community of Cambria is
at an important stage in its development. The attached grant request to
the Coastal Commission will fund necessary economic analysis and ordinance
preparation. Approval by your board is a necessary step in securing grant
monies from the Coastal Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt and instruct the Chairman to sign the attached resolution and
instruct staff to complete the necessary actions to secure the grant.

DISCUSSION

The county and the State Coastal Commission spent several years resolving
the very difficult issues of the Cambria/lodge Hill area. The area has
special characteristics: steep terrain, a rare opine forest and 1is
overlayed by a substandard lot subdividion of more than 5,100 lots. With
less than 20T of the gubdivision developed, there appeared to be a umique
opportunity to preserve the endangered pine forest.

The plan for Lodge Hill has been recently certified and reflects
compromises by both the County and the Coastal Commission. The ultimate
solution rests with a number of regulations restricting bullding size and a
commitment by the County to establish an erosion control program and
Transfer of Development Credits Program.

The objective of the Tramsfer of Development Credits Program 1is to reduce
potential buildout in sensitive areas and transfer the density to other
less—sensitive areas. The County agreed to work with the State Coastal
Conservancy to establish a pilot program to accomplish this goal. The
Transfer of Development Credits Program (TDC) continues to be a significant
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part of the efforts to minimize impacts on the pine forest from the
ultimate buildout of the subdivision.

Since certification of the Cambria/Lodge H1ll Plan, there have been a
number of efforts to develop the TDC Program. A local land conservancy has
been formed and some funding has been obtained from the State Coastal
Conservancy for preliminary studies. The County 18 working very closely
with the State Coastal Conservancy and the San Luis Obispo Land Conservancy
in developing a realistic program.

The TDC Program 18 at an Iimportant stage 1in 1ts development. Without
funding for essential studies, economlc analysis and ordinance preparation,
the program could suffer major delay. We have received information that
gome grant funding may be available this summer.

Attached 1s a proposed work program that covers upcoming work. We intend
to request that the State Coastal Commission approve a grant for the amount
requested.

JH/hf/38671
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LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM
BUOGET ALLQCATION

Grant Applicant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY (PLANNING DEPARTMENT)

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA Zip Code: 93408

Project Title: PHASE III GRANT REQUEST

Grant Amount Raquested: % 33 134 " Grant Period: 7/85 - 7/86

Current Grant Request¥*

Personal Services
Salaries and Wages
Benefits (43.2%)

$5.964.00

S 5,964,00

Taotal Personal Services

Operating Expenses
Travel -
Professional and Consultant Services 27,170,00
Indirect Charges (see aver) (27. -

Other ([temize, use separate sheet 1% required)
office supplies .
pastage
printing of.reports

(1t an overhead rate {s charged,
oravide bas{s and breakdown)
s 27,170.00

Total Operating Expenses
$ 33,134.00

Total Budget

*Please round off all budget amounts to the nearest dollar.




" LOCAL COASTAL FROGAAM
APPLICATIQN FOR FUNOING
TQTAL WQRK PROGRAM

Name of Apolicant: SAN LUIS OBISPQO COUNTY (PLANNING DEPARTMENT)

Title: . ASSOCIATE PLANNER

Project Ofrector: jouny HOFSCHROER

-

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER,

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA 93401 Phgne: (805) 549-5600

Fiscal Offfcer: STELLA STALLINGS T{tle: ACCOUNT TECHNICIAN

Address: SAME AS ABOVE

SAME AS ABOVE

Phone .
i dtate State
District({s): Congressional: 20th  cepate: Ll4th Assembly: 29th
Months Required to Comolete Total Work Program: 12
(Grant Requested 533 174 - for

Total Cost of Program: $ 33,134 Grant Period:7/85 to 7/86
List the Dates of Adootion or Status of Your General Plan Elements:

Scenic

Open
Houysing|Soace|Canservation|{Noise|Seismic Safety

UG UNDER CONSIDERATION FPR REV.

Safety|Highwav

Land Use{Circulation

4

ALL ELEMENTS RRE UP|TO DATE. HOUSI!

1. Resolution autharizing grant application -4

(X] 2. Application form
J. Total Work Pragram (New)
L] 4. Products and Other Milestanes Description

(15. Budget
[ 16. Statement of Assurances

£J 7. Clearinghouse Form (submit CA 189 or 426 to Area Clearinghouse and copy
of form to Coastal Commission for submdssicn to State Clearinghouse for
intitial Phase II grants only. Check with your local area clasringhcuse
for Phase III grant submittal. Transoit verification of clearing-

bouse review vhen complete.)

Submit two (2) copies of cowplaeted application to Coastal Coumission; one copy
w3t bear original signatures on itexs 1, 2 and 6 above. Submit cne copy each

to the regicnal end state comdasion offices.

Lune 1. 1985
Oate

; 10FESCHROER
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' TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT
WORK PROGRAM AND COST ESTIMATES

A. GRANT REQUEST AGAINST PHASE III FUNDS

Work program for developmeat of a Transfer of Development Credits Prograh

and Implementing Ordinances.

STAPF TIME/COST

TASK 101 GRANT ADMINISTRATION

MJG

NLD

LB

CONSULT
TOTAL

COUNTY

101.1

Support to Coastal Conservacy
Grant: Base info support

[ 2> sty sy ~Si

10172 ounty staff attendance at

101.3

meetings

Supplement to Coastal Conserv-
ancy to cover MJG augmentation.

321

370

f pogeew 2

TASK 102 ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT

CONSULT
TOTAL

COUNTY

102.1

102.2

102.3

102.4

102.5

102.6

Develop final receiving
areas and establish final
exchange

Clarify functions of LUP and
LCP Ordinances and insure
consistency.

Review all related public
policy and regulatory document
that could affect TDC

Review of Disincentives:
make recommendations to
remove them and assist
county staff in implementing
them.

Develop of draft TDC Ord-
inance.

Develop of draft amend-

ments needed to existing

county general plan and

ordinances to insure

conaistency.

(a) All applicable General Plan
Elements, LUE, LCP

(b) Land Use Ordinance (LUO)

1,600

400

800

400

2,000

200

(¢) County Code.

6,800

$350

$500

5,120

100

$8,750

400

800

900

7,120

300

$ 86

183

86

1200

oy e
S s
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Hic .
.. " Lagal. Counlal/l’hnniu R LI PP
- Dapes -

""P;eu'ht rdt’c o u”u:; 1,000
make ch.lngal a8’ roquired

) PUBLICtHEETINGS.AND .
TASK 103 REQUIRED PUBLIC HERARINGS

103.1 Present draft Ordinances 600 600 439

to Citizens, landowner
groups, Coastal Conservancy,

4~

(2 meetings) .~

"% 103.2° Present TDR Ordinance and 600 | 600 354

Board of Supervisora for
approval (2 meetings).
103.3 Present LUE, LUO or other 439
- necessary related amendnents
. to the Planning Commisaion and
Board of . Siﬁiétviaors (2 meetings)

_ Present appncabln amend:= ;- 1,500 | 1,500
‘ments.and: !DEm:dﬁ.nnnce to~ B S S PR
Couta.f c«:—inion, uka - or
changeq where . neceuary :

(2 meetings). .

Prepare model legal 600- | 1,600 2,200
" documents including a :
L Conservation Eagement
F Agreenment and a Deed of
ek Tranaferable Developament
o Rights. = i

TOTAL CONSULTANT 327,170
TOTAL COUNTY §5,964

GRAND TOTAL $33,134

#% Indirect Consultant Costas

._

400

Travel $1,200

Copy 400

Telephoce 400
(Over 6 months)

Word Procassing 800

Other Mail -200

Total . 33,000

i D -
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PRESENT: Supervisors

IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Jerry Diefenderfer, Evelyn Delany, Ruth Brackett,
Carl Hysen and Chairman William B. Coy

ABSENT: None

CD-34

RESOLUTION NO. 85- 317

RESOLUTION RELATIVE TO COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
PLANNING ASSISTANCEL

The following Resolution is now offered and read:

WHEREAS, the San Luls Obispo County Board of Supervisors
recognizing the problems and issues identified in the attached
application for Coastal Zone Management Grant desires to provide
for a planning study contributing to lmproved coastal planning,
decislon making, and management capabllity related to community
development and growéh; and

WHEREAS, the San Luls Obispo County Board of Supervisors has
developed a Local Coastal Program to deal with these development
problems and issues; and

WHEREAS, certaln provisions of the Public Resources Code of
the State of California provide for planning and financial
assistance for such a program;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the San Luis Obispo
County Board of Supervisors hereby requests the Coastal
Commission to provide planning and flnanclal assistance under the
authority of the Public Resources Code of the State of
California, not to exceed the amount of $33,134. Such plaqning
assistance 1s more particularly described in a projact
description that 1s attached hereto and made a part of this
resolution as if fully set forth herein.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Chairman of the Board of
Supervisors 1s hereby authorized and empowered to execute in the
name of San Luls Obispo County all necessary applicationmns,
contracts, and agreements and amendments hereto to Ilmplement and

carry out the purposes speclfied in this resolution.

?\'34



Upon motion of Supervisor _ Delany , seconded by

and on the following roll call

Supervisor _Hysen »

vote, to wit:

AYES: Supervisors Delany, Hysen, Diefenderfer, Brackett,
Chairman Coy

NOES: None N

ABSENT: None

ABSTAINING: None

the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted.

WILLIAM B. COY

Chalrman of the Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

FRANCIS M. COONEY
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

[SEAL]

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL EFFECT:

JAMES B. LINDHOLM, JR.
County Counsel

By :
Deputy L(founty Counsel

Dated: /Df/‘*-g ‘q'; 985
U
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State of Califarria, Ceorge Deukmeijian, Caverror

California Coastal Commission
SQUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
733 State Straet. (8C3) 3639371
Balboa Buiiding, Suite 232

Santa Barbara. CA 331701

PROPOSED REVISED FINDINGS

December 20, 1584

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTEPESTED PERSCONS

FROM: MICHAEL L. FISCHER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; EDWARD 3ROWN AND DAM RAY,
DISTRICT DIRECTOR AND COASTAL PROGRAM ANALYST [II, SCUTH CENTRAL CCAST
AREA; JACK LIEBSTER AND MARGARET MACLEQD, LCP STAFF PLANNERS

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE RESUBMITTED LCCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM/LAND USE PLAN FOR CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL (SAM LUIS CBISPQ COUNTY).
REVISZD FINDINGS SCHEDULED FOR THE JANUARY 8-11, 1985, 9:00 A.M: HQLICAY
[NV -~ LAX, LCS ANGELES

SYNQPSIS

SUMMARY

Lodge Hill's problems of erosion, forest preservation, scenic protection, habitat
maintenance and adequate public services are all interrelated. Soiving the
problems depends on the adoption of a program to manage develaopment of the arsa's
substandard lots. The basic Lodge Hill Tot is so small (175C sg.ft.) that even
three Tots combined d¢ not equal a standard sized residential lot. The County
generzlly proposes to continue & system o7 Jot coverage and Gross Structural Area
(GSA) controls similar to those in the Commission's Interprative Guidelines,
which nave cantralled development in racaent years. 7o control water run-off and
srosion/sedimentation generated from development, the County has included in the
rasubmittal an areawide =rasion control program as well as requiring the
instaliation of site spacific erocsion cantrol measures. Marsaver, tao reduca full
build-out and to decrease public service demands, the County has included a
vaoluntary Transfer of Oevelopment Cradit (TOC) pregram. With implemenzation of
these development controls, the adverse etfects cn coastal resourcas will be
mitigated.

Cn November 28, 1984, the Commisisgn cartified the Cambria/Lodge Hill resutmittal
of the Land Use Plan as submitted by the County of San Luis Obispa. The staff
recammends adcption of the attached findings in support of the Commission's action.

For further infcrmation regarding the resubmittal and the starf reccmmendaticn,
nlease confact Margaret Macleod at (805 863-837: gor Jack Liebstar (415}
£43-355%,




I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTION AMD RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY

A. MOTION #1: I move that the Commission certify the Land Use Plan for the
Cambria/Lodge Hi1l portion of the County of San Luis Obispo as resubmitted.

B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends a YES vote and the adoption of the
following resolution and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of
the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion.

C. Commissiorers voting: Yes: Hisserich, MacElvaine, Gatch, McEnnis,
McMurray, McNeil, Shipp, Wornum, Wright, Nutter. No: None. Abstain:
Bellerue.

D. RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY: The Commission hersby certifies the resubmittad
Cambria/Lodge Hill Land Use Plan of the County of San Luis Obispo and finds
for the reasons discussed below that the resubmitted Land Use Plan meets
the requirements of and is in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent
necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of
the Coastal Act, that the resubmitted Land Use Plan contains a specific
access component as required by Section 30500(a) of the Coastal Act; that
the resubmitted Land Use Plan is consistent with applicable decisions of
the Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to
Section 30625(c) of the Coastal Act; and that the certification of the
resubmitted Land Use Plan meets the requirements of Section
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental Quality Act, as there are
no further feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives which
could substantially lessen significant adverse impacts on the environments.

II. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL AS RESUBMITTED

A. ENVIROMMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS AND BICLOGICAL PRODUCTIVITY

PRC Section 30240 requires that (a) environmentally sensitive habitat be protected
against significant habitat disruption and only rescurce dependent uses be allowed
in such areas and (b) adjacent development be sited and designed to prevent habitat
impacts.

PRC Section 30231 requires that "the biological productivity of coas<al waters,
streams, and wetlands shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through
among other means...controlling run-off..."

PRC Section 30250 requires that "new development shall be lccated...where it will
not have signiticant adverse effects, ejther individually or cumulatively on coasta’
resaurces...

PRC Section 30253 requires that "new develcpment shall...neither create nor
contribute significantly %o ercsicn..."

n the Monterey Pine Forast and Sarta
s areas of Lodge Hill. The actions
ed below,

These policies govern new deveiopment Tocated i
Rosa Creek environmentally sensitive nabitat
needed to protect these rescources are discuss



Maont2ray Pine Forast

The Mantaray Pine Forast of Ladge Hill is significant for baoth its habitat values
angd its rarity. Haowever, it has been pravicusiy subdivided into several thousand
small residential lots accompanied with public servicas. Mast of Ladge Hill,
(including East and Wes%t Lodge Hill and Tap of the Warld Subareas; is caoverad by a
Forast cansisting of Montaray Pine (Pinus Radiata) mixed with some coast live qak
(Quercus Agrifala). ﬂ?though plantad in qther areas of the State as a landscape
tree, the Manterey Pine survives naturally in agnly three stands in the warld, cne
near Ang Nuevg Point in San Mateg County, ane at Mgntersy, and the gne at Cambria,
which marks the southern limit of the Maonterey Pine range (Envicom, 1984 p. Y.2§,
G-5).

with

The Cambria stand consists of two major groupings at Cambria and at Pico Cresk, th
small qutliers. The smaller naorthern grave at Pico Creek encocmpasses 300 acres.
The main faorest occupies between 2,300 za 3,00C acres. The subdivisions at Ladge

Hi1T cover much of the Targer faorest.

The Maontarey Pine s listed as “rare" by the Califarnia Native Plant Sgcisty. The
rarity of these natural graves has ennanced the impartanca af praserving them as a
sgurce of genetic diversity (for example, grawaers from New Zz2aland rﬂgu1ar1y raturn
tg Montarey o collect seeds). The Camnr;a Pines differ significantly from ather
stands and taxoncmists have sometimes recagnized this stand as canstituting a
semarata variety (P. radiata var. macrocarga) heczuse of the unu;uaTTJ Targe cones
the trees in this stand bear. In aagition to its intrinsic rarity value, the faorast
is eritical as an agent of soil pratection and erasion contral.

The intact forasst has over prshistoric time develaped on highT/ =ros‘ve scils and
nas creatad 2 natural system gf subsurface roots and surfacs cover wnich acss to
bind the sofi par*ic’ns in pTac-. As discussad in the follewing secticns, tn‘s
forasts' value in sail praotacticn 2and erosion contral is critical to the grotactian
af the anadromeous Fisnery nabitat aof Santa Rosa Craek.

That the fcrest itself has nigh scenic value fTor bath rasidents and travaisrs i3
without guestion. VYast stretches of apen land surround Camoriz, LSut mest of the
develapmen: that has gccurrsd has gesn lacztad aimost exclusively within the farast,
attasting ta its innerant attractiveness. Indsed histaric markating aof the arsa

smcnaslzed the Taorest envircnment, with slaogans such as "Cambria Pines by %
[t is ircnic that this deve»upmen. now threatans to destroy the very forast that
attractad iz, :

The faorest generally is mature and even ag
disturbancs prodadly trig arnd a brcad, rapi
pceriad aof time. uvera’?, he Torast is domi

ed, Historically a2 fira ar cther
id tTorest reprcduc“on cver a saart
-ad n nigh can

and tall, siraight trunks. Most traes apoear 2o te acvanced in their normal Ti72
sgan. These *%raes rzach full size in 80 tg 1GQ years and faw frass 7ast mors han
15C years. The traes reach hefghts of 120 feet when maturs and may rangs from 24 o
13 incnes in dizmetar {(d4.5.h.). 7The trses at Cambria ars 2opraximataly 100 featf or
more in heignt; the forast is thus aged with little ragenaraticn zvident dus =2 the
neavy duf? and shading af the Tarest fiocor. Whners iignt is available and 301l is
axpasad, however, yaung s ars Tcound vigarsusly growing.



At present, the trees within the forest are generally healthy although some insect
attack primarily by the pine bark beetle has been noted at Cambria. The major
health problem is attack by the gall rust Periderimum which causes galls on the
tree. Attack of Pine Mistletoe Arceuthobium was alsoc observed in the field.
Occasional stands of coast live cak {Quercus agrifolia) are found invading the pine
forest.

The Monterey Pine is a fire adapted species. In its natural state it requires
periodic low intensity fires to stimulate the tree's cones to release their seeds,
to clear away the understory exposing the soil to the seeds, and to return nutrients
caught up in the understory to the soil as ash to fertilize the growth from the
seeds. As development has moved into the area, fire has been excluded, interrupting
the natural cycle of the forest, and weakening it. This has created a need for
active management if the forest's important, rare, scenic, habitat and soil
stabilizing values are to be maintained and protected.

Santa Rosa Creek

Santa Rosa Creek lies at the base of the Lodge Hill forests and provides a home for
a variety of wildlife in the Cambria area. It is c¢ritical habitat for anadromous
steelhead trout as well as the three spined stickleback and prickly sculpin. The
steelhead trout is one of the most important anadromous game fish in the State, but
is experiencing a decline statewide resulting from degradation of spawning sites.
Santa Rosa Creek is an important resource in this regard since it has been
estimated to support a population of over 63,000 steelhead (Envicom, J-51). PRC
Section 30231 specifically requires that such biological productivity be maintained
and where feasible restored. However development of small lots on steep forested
slopes in Cambria has increased sedimentation in Santa Rosa Creek (SLO Co. 1979, p.
44). Lodge Hill soils are characterized by the Nacimiento clayloam soil complex.
This soil provides favorable conditions for the -Monterey Pine forest, "whose
development and limited disruption to the present have mitigated the severe surface
erosion hazard characteristic of this soil-slope complex... However, with
development and disruption of the pine forest, considerable surface erosion and
accompanying sedimentation of surface streams could be expected. Steen slopes
rende; these upland soiis nighly susceptible to erosion (Sanger, p. 12 emphasis
added).

This excessive sedimentation adversely affects fish by reducing spawning areas and
foad availability. The transported sediment increases turbidity, reduces
visibility, smothers eggs and deprives fry of necessary oxygen. There is a need %o
control such erosion and sedimentation by Timiting the cumulative amount of
development, by Timiting disruption of the forest, and by providing spacific on- and
off-site erosicn and sediment control mechanisms and techniques.

LUP Consistency with Coatal Act Sensitive Habitats or Biological Productivity
Requirements

The sclution of the resource protection problems of Lodge Hill require a combination
f effactive on-site, off-site and areawide development controls. t the Jduly 1IC,
1984 public hearing, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, the
Ccunty's resubmittal of tne Lodge Hill segment of the LUP. In the suggested
modifications, the Commission required the preparation of a Specific Plan aither on
an area-wide or block-by-black basis within the identified Special Program Area #1.
0f the suggestad modifications, the County, and the vast majority of the interasted



public, vigercusly opposed the implementation of the Specific Plan(s) as being tao
unwieldly and expensive %to complete. The Cgunty, after severai meetings, pudbliic
forums and *wae public hearings, concluded that the same ccal of protacting faorest
and in-stream resourcas could be acc cmp?fshed with implamenztaticn o; strictar
development and ergsion zontrol measures in Lcodge “111, aspecially within Special
Project Area 31,

The Caounzy, in raspaonse to *the Commission's suggestad modifications and aublic
concerns, has adeopted devalapment standards that reducs structural Toatprint in bath
Special Project areas as well as on the small 25' wide, staep nillside (30% or
greatar) and fTorested Tots. Additionally, property awners Wwill ce raquired ta
implzment effective an-site drainage control measures as well 3s participating in
the area-wide ergsion control pragram that the County will be greparing. The
County's resubmittal has not included in the development standards the 153%-3C% sTope
Tot category as had been included in the suggestad mcdifications. Accarding to the
Caounty, the 15%-3C% sTcpe Tat cat tagary was superfluous. Approximately SC% (cr =852
buildabla parcals of Lodge Hill) is either farested or staeg sloped (aor bath) and
10% of the remaining unforested land (or =95 byildable parcels) aras afther located
in Special Project Area #2 or in the Marine Terracs area. £ach area is subject to
specific development standards. Therefore, very few, if any, lots would have Desrn
within the 15%-3C% slope categary.

AddftionaIiy in this rasubmittal, the County has included a 10% incrazsa ar banus of
the footprint and gross structural area (GSA]. The County feels that such a banus
will provide graoperty cwners design 1nc=n;1v=s that wiil result in the design of
more environmentally sen51t1ve structures. As submittaed the critsriz for
detarmining wnether & groject proposal would gqualify for the bonus are vague and
subjective. In additionm, the bonus program may decrease the public incentive far
participating in the voluntary Transfsr of Developmant Craait (TCC) araogram. In
response ta these concerns fthe Cqunty has statad that the bonus critaria wouid Se
fully outlined in the ardinance implementing the pclicy (Phasa III) and that
ailowing the dgnus would only result in a 2% increase of imcervious surfacing an the
parcal. The averall adversa anvironmental impact wouid be negiblza and mors
anvironmental benefit (such ds protacting exiszing traes) will be derived %han Tost.

[n summary, the graoposed LUP resubmittal for the Cambria/Laodgs Hi11 secment provides
aiTactive ceveTopment standa ds, including minimizing frz2e Tass, mandatary tras
raglacament of native stack (if available) or from general “onterey 7ine siock,
on-sits drainage alans, orr—:1;= ar ar=a-wide argsion controi prﬂgrnrs a5 well as
graviding incentives, including the structural arsz >Sanus and C jragrams, g
anccourage eavircnmenta TT/ sensitive designs on zarcels wnich will mitigata <he
cumulative adverss ifmpacts of permitisd develgpment. With .mp‘eﬂe._ab1cn cT th
Caounty's program *o* ?ﬂcce Ai17, the grogram is censistant with PEC Sectiens 20243,
grataction of environmen 1/ sensitive habitats; 30231, maintananca a7 Siological
productivity; JOZ”“, ch ting of new develepment, and 2302853, gravaniicn af ercsicn
and sedimentaiicn.

3. SCINIC AND VISUAL REICURCE 380TZLTICN
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sited and designed to protect views to and along the
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the
altaration of natural landforms, to be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas,
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual
quality in visually degraced areas."

The tall trunks and high canopy of the Monterey Pine forest give the Lodge Hill area
its distinctive scenic character. The density of trees and rolling topography
sloping toward the ocean creates a dense forest that, despite the development that
has occurred, still affords travelers along Highway 1 a dramatic visual experience.

Two areas in particular are highly visible and most critical to protecting the views
in this scenic coastal area as required by PRC Section 30251. These areas,
generally located in and around the Special Project Areas proposed in the LUP, are
especially visible by travelers on Highway 1. The more northerly area, Special
Project Area 1, provides views into a deep, lush and relatively undisturbad scenic
portion of the forest. Special Project Area 2, known as "Top of the World", is, as
might be surmised from this name, visually prominent in the area. This Area 2 is a

high slope of generally treeless open land visible from a long stretch of Highway 1.

The Coastal Act requires that the visual quality and scenic character of these areas
be protected. The LUP has included policies to decrease the height of the
structures within the Highway 1 visual corridor, provide design standards, and
require vegetative screening in order to decrease the visual impact of development
withtn the Highway 1 visual corridor. The LUP, as submitted, is therefore
consistent with the visual resource policies of the Coastal Act.

C.  HAZARDS

PRC Section 30253 states that "New development shall minimize risks to 1ife and
property in areas of high...fire...hazard."

Before development of the area, fires were a natural part of the ecology of the
Lodge Hill. The danger of fire is still great. The development of these
substandard lots means that homes will be close together, poteniially fueling fires
that do start. This hazard is all the more serious because of the inadequate
internal road system of Lodge Hill. Steep, narrow, often winding and rutted rcads,
laid out in a confusing pattern, reduce the response time of emergency vehicles.

The LUP includes an area-wide ergsion-control program, including the requirement of
payment of in-lieu fee, that will address erosion and sediment control for the Lodge
Hi11l area. An additional benefit of the program is that it may provide the
necessary methodology for improving streets and circulation. With street and
circulation improvements, emergency response time will also be improved.
Additionally, the Caunty requires each property cwner to be responsible for and to
participata in the weed abatement program for their own property. Previcusly, wit
incorporation of the Specirtic Plan(s) in Special Project Area 71, 0% at the Special
Project Area wculd have remained in open space, with no clear party or agency
responsible for Drush clearing or weed abataement. With this resubmittal, it is
clearly the responsibiiity of each property owner %o clear *he dense scrub
vegetation on the property, no Monterev Pine trass of any age are to bDe




removed withaout a ccastal develgpment permit which in turn decreiasas the oossibility
Qf tire hazard in trhe Lodge Hiil araa. .neretcore, tne LLUP, as rasubmitiad, 1is
ceonsistent with FRC Section 3CZ:3.

0. PUBLIC SERYICES.

PRC Section 3025C{2) requires that new davelapment:

“...shall be locatad within, contigucus with, or in clase
praximity to existing developed areas abie 20 accommaodata
it ar, where such areas are nat abla tag accemmcdaste iz,
in other areas with adequate pubiig servicas and wherza it
will nat have significant adverse effacts, eifther
individually ar cumulatively, on coastal resgurcses...”

9RC Sectiaon 30234 states that:

New ar axpanded public warks facilities shall be designed
and limited to acccmmadate needs generatad by develaopment
ar uses permittaed cansistent with the pravisions af this
divisiaon; provided, however, that it is the intsnt of the
LegisTatura that Stactas Highway Routa’l in rural araas qf
the Cgastal zane remain & scanic two-lane road...

Where existing ar planned public warks facilities can
accammcdate anly a Timited amcunt of new develapment,
sarvices and basic industries vital to the acancmic
health of the region, state, cr natiagn, public recreaticn
and visitar-serving land uses shall-nct be preciuded by
gther davelgpment.

Hatar and Sewer

ACt standard. The community 9T Cambria has watar an

only ta sarve apgproximataly 3200 dwailiing units [wif

groundwatar basin.) Tne Ccmmissian has alraady found %nat cverdrasiid
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would havs signiticant adverse e7¥a2cis. The pataniial buiidout o7 C ]
variously astimatad. It is kncwn that thers a2 totzl or 12,928 plattad lats in zhe
antirs Campriz area. 7Tne Commissfon used an astimate ofFf 43CC alrsacy subdividad
building sitas in the CCSD permit (#428-10) and estimatad a total of 3120 huilding
sitas when unsubdivided Tands within the Ccunzy's Urbzan Servicas Line {(USL) ara
caurntad at the cdensitias permitiad by the Ccounty. These numbers significantl:
axcaad the 3200 dwelling units that couid He suppariad with 2xisting suppliss. The
Oistrict s alr=zady using £0% af iis carcacity, and e=stimates that it c¢an aonly
iccommadata aperoximatzly 12 years CF growth at the currans rate af 125 residantia)l
custcmers ger year, Tne community 4ces 1t have acdecuate servicas %tz supply
develapment ta serve all the T2ts in Lodge HITT without savarely cvarcommitiing s
Wwater suppiias and sewage trzziment cagacity.

Tne rasubmittad LUP has no sgecific poiicy to reducs develogpment ratantial iz the
Tavel allawed oy availadle servicess. In the County's grayicus resubmittz] ofF tne
LUP, the Cgunty had r=aquestad that *the z2nnual residentizl cgnstruczTionm Timit He
1o 1 TL . mmmean mia da mam mamds Al Bt e e e ) Titmm 3 wamiace™ wumn T4 ‘ma am



amencment to both the LUP and coastal development permit #428-10 (Cambria Community
Services District) and cannot be addressed in the resubmittal for Cambria/Lodge

Hill.

The County's Resource Management System (RMS) a companent of the already certified
Countywide LUP, would require a hearing when 30% of the service supply was
committed. Such a system might be feasible in a situation of making choices about
whether or not tc approve new subdivisions. [f new sources cculd not be made
available within economic and environmental constraints, further subdivisions could
simply be deferred. But in Cambria, where the subdivisions already exist, thcusands
of lots could face indefinite moratorium from development, or could create
significant pressure for overdrafting groundwater supply. The Commission 1in its
action on the County's full LUP, found that the potential for new water sources is
at best unclear and could produce adverse effects:

Pecause...larger supply projects are long term expensive
solutions to imminent service capacity needs, the extraction
of groundwater and diversion of stream flows are an expedient
short and long term method of meeting the water demands of new
development. Consequently, everywhere in the County coastal
zone groundwater extractions are increasing and numerous
applications to the Water Resources Board are being made to
divert stream flows for urban and agricultural uses. In many
of these areas, extractions of groundwater are approaching

the level of safe, or Tong term dependable yields. Continued
groundwater extractions and stream diversions without adequate
protection of instream uses and groundwater resources will
result in serious degradation of water supplies quantity and
bioTogical productivity.

Moreover, the RMS is oriented towards finding services

to support development and does not factor impacts on natural
systems into the search, nor does it propose 1imits on growth
in reccgnition of the limits of the Tands ability to supply
water for new develcpment. Under the RMS, the potential for
over exploitation of natural resources resulting in environ-
mental degradation is high and not 1imited by mandatory
standards which would serve to protect the basic viability of
the resources. Ccastal resources such as streams, riparian
systems, wetlands and agriculture are particularly vulnerable
to degradation. As proposed, this system does not provide
any protection for these resources and is not consistent with
Coastal ?ct requirements. (Revised Findings, Oct 14 1983,

p. 12,13).

In light of the uncer%ainty of future water supplies, it should be noted that even
with implementation of the development standards and ercsicn control measures, the
problem of providing adequate public services will not be sglved. The reduction of
potential develcpment to meet existing available resources can really only be
achiaved by applying mcre rigorous development contrals (such as reguiring lot
censolidation) throughout Lodge Hill and Cambria. Such sirong controls would not be
feasible nor acceptabie to the County or the property owners of the community.
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Even oravious ta the LCP planning praocass, the County acknowledged that there are
insufficient pubiic servicas o sarve existing i0ts. ine County implementad & (GT
consgiidatian grdinance where Twg adjacant [0ts ownad OV gne Gcwnerys;, would Dbe
cansalidatad intg cne develggabie parcal. 'his arractivelvy reducsd demand on pudifc
servicas by aporoximately cne-nair. Alsg in recognitian oF the service cgnstraints,
the Cemmissian, tnrough coastal cdevelicpment permit #423-1C, imolementad

a water aliocation svstam tor the currentiy available public sarvicas. Cnly

watar and sewer Dermics are allocated ger year tor residential deveiopment
througnout the cemmunity of Camaria. Tnis efractively distridutes, on an 2cuitable
Dasis the remaining oupiic sarvicas untill additignal squrcas OT watar can de

found. Maregver, tné Camgria Community Services Uistrict can monitor water
resgurcas and corrsglate those resources To develgpment demand tnus ensuring that
potantial ceveloomenT will notT exc2ed or adversely artect the avajiabls watsr
rasourcaes. 1nirdly, thraugh the certitied LUP, resourcs protectian, ccmpoined with
aiiocatian of public services, will he achieved through the impiementation af the
Resource Management System.

In this resubmittal, inclusion of the valuntary Transfer of Cevelagment Credit (TDC)
praogram will alsg reduce potential development thrgugh Tot consoligatiaon,
cansecuently decresasing demand on public services. The County anticicates that
there will be encugh public involvement in the TOC program to raduce dsmand con the
Timitad public services (water rssourcas)!. The County anticipates that with bezh
implementation of these raqulatory measurss for praotection of resourcss, 2he
Resaurpee~rafdgemens-SpsIam-and- UG- -3rogram, patential development will not exces
available public services and that rmew development will nat he permittad to excaad
available water supply capacities. Therestore, the LUP as rssubmitted, s consistent
with PRC Section 30250. -

Fighways and Roads

ghway caoacwt/ noses an equaliy impartant constraint on germissible development of
e Lodge Hill area. The Ccastal Act provides that whers arezs arz nct zble ta
commadate develapment, 1t shculd Se Tocated in other'ar:;s with adesgquate public
r s wnera it would nct adversely affect coastal resourcas. If also stztes thaw
E grvicas ara limitad visitar serving uses should have Dr iarity aqver ge
tial use (PRC 3028Q0). It alsc Timits Highway L 2o a scanic zwo Tane
r

[ Yo

RN

s

Present levels oF servica {L0S) cn Highway . in the visitor seison ars at

tavel 0, an unstable flow conditicn that is the SEfond warst Tsvyel aof tra
congesticn. Tnis traffic cangestion s combined with a relazively high ac nt rat
at the intersections of Highway 1 at Windsor Bouievard and 3urzcn Orive. ;é these
two factors are taksn together "the axisting Tavel cr sarvica of Highway 1 *thrcugh

[Cmys

Cambria during the peak summer months may be unaccantablie” (Envicom, p. V—63;.
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widen the Highway would increase, producing conflicts with protecting
environmentally sensitive areas and preserving the scenic quality of the area.

The cumulative impact of buildout also extends to the internal road system of Lodge
Hi11 itself. The roads of Lodge Hill are wholly and seriously inadequate to service
potential buildout of the area. Increasing the levels of traffic on the many
narrow, unpaved, unmarked, eroding roads with their poor sight distances will
exacerbate the traffic safety and circulation problems. It has been suggested that
collector roads, notably Burton Drive, would have to be widened to four lanes to
accommodate increased levels of buildout (Envicom. p. V-70). Additionally,
improvements to Highway 1 may be required to facilitate traffic circulation and
safety within the Cambria urban area.

These necessary road improvements will be reviewed and requirad to be consistent
with the resource policies of the County's Local Coastal Program and the Coastal
Act, thereby ensuring that the improvements will not adversely affect streams,
wetlands or coastal resources. In addition, because the level of development in
Cambria is regulated on an annual basis (limited to 125 residential units/year),
full buildout for the community and Lodge Hill is not anticipated to occur for many
years. Full build-out cannot occur until there are sufficient public services
provided for the community. Thus, circulation and roadway improvements can be
coordinated with the level of development occurring within the community. It is
also anticipated that with implementation c¢f the TOC program, the level of
development will be reduced which in turn will reduce traffic levels.

Therefore, through the resource protection policies of the LUP and with
implementation of the TDC program (as discussed below), potential development levels
will be curbed. The LUP resubmittal, as submitted, conforms to Sections 30250 and
30254 of the Coastal Act.

E. LOT DEVELOPMENT STANDARCS AND TRANSFER QF CEVELQPMENT

The LUP proposes a system of lot development standards, including size Timits,
setbacks, and performance standards, combined with a Transfer of Development Credits
(TDC) program to resolve the "whitshole" of Lodge Hill (see Attachment A). As
described in various sections above, the development standards and erosion control
measures mitigate some of the adverse effects created by the cumulative impacts
generated by full build-out of Lodge Hill. Methods to consclidate Tots and transfer
density credits are really the only way to effectively preserve the most sensitive
and critical portions of the Lodge Hill Pine Forest and Tandform. The goals of the
TOC program is to reduce potential build-out of Lodge Hill, to reduce demand cn the
Timited public services and to transfer development to Tess environmentally
sensitive areas. The TOC program proposed by the LUP would retire substandard Tots
in three ways:

1. Allcwing owners of small and environmentally sensitive lots to
increase their permitted coverage and gross scructural area (GSA)
by retiring other Tot{s) (plus a water and sewer connection! through
the TOC program.
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2. Allawing the watar haokups asscciatad with such iots to be soid ta
develapers presently cutside the Services Jistrict but within the Urban
Services Line in axchange for retiring the 1ot's development pcientiai.

[Ve)

Allowing a combination of these Taaturss ta effactively raducs the
cost af retiring lots.

Additionally, the Coastal Conservancy will identify preservation arzas whsre forest
resourcas are mast sensitive and can be best preserved.

Through implementation of this voluntary TDC program, it is anticipated that the
cbjectives of the program (to decrease potantial buiid-out, demand on pubiic
servicas and Tocats development in the Teast enviranmentzally damaging areas) will he
accomplished. The TOC prcgram begins as a pilot program and aftsr two-years, the
praogram and its objectives will be reviewed. I[f it is determined that the gragram
is not fulfiliing its objectives, the County will have %o develop altarnative and
pessible mcre drastic planning salutions ta achieve the same abjectives. Any
propasad alternatives or change, or deletion of the TOC program would be subjiect to
Commission review and certification as it would constitute an amendment ta the LUP.

Therefaore, the resubmitted LUP, as submittad, is consistant with PRC Sections 20290,
30253 and 30254 due to the implementation af the Transfer of (Oevelopment Credit
program. Thne objectives of the program is to decrzase the number oF developable
parcels which in turn would reducs demand on availabla public services and those
objectives ares fully cansistent with the abave refsrenczd policies of the Coastal
Act.

MaM/dl/rt
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A B ' _Tues__day ... Qctober 23 19 84
. t PRESENT: Supervisars B1ll Coy, Xurt P. Kupr Ruth Brackets, Jeff Jorgense:
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. - CAUFCSNIA
RESOLUTION NO. 84- 4 Z0ASTAL COMmIsSIoH
SCOUTH CENTRAL COAST CisTRiCT
OATION GF THE LOCAL COASTAL Play

RESQLUTIGN RESUBMITTING THAT PO
LOCZCE HILL ABEA OF CAMBRIA

n
PERTAINING 70 THE

The following resolutlon {5 now offared and read:

WHEREAS = the San luis Cblsoo Couniy Board of Supesvisors approved a

Local Coastal Plaua (Laad Usa Plan) om Getober 13, 1231, and cciginally

.

SPRUPUN. > DI

submitzted this plan to the Callfgocnla Coastal Comaissina on Deceshur 14

1981; and

’
. ————r -

\ .
- ool (' K WHEREAS, the Claliflarnfa (oastal Temalssifon held hearinzs o Fetreary
- R X and April, 198Z, to detetmine those pavilions of the sgulzinted plan hat
€. .34 _
; ralsed Substantlial Issue as to conferzity with the poelizies of Chaptar 3
‘; of the Coastal Aci; and
!
. o VHERXAS, the Ladgn L1l zraeza of the comaunity of Casbriz w=s one such
- -1
St
- ! arca that wvzs nolf curtffied; and
. B
{ . WAEREAS, the California Caoastzl Cooodssion considered the Countv's
- { -
- Cambria-lodge H{)l partioz of the councy land use plan oo Joly LG, 13234,
: ‘; and toak action ta deny the preposal, bur alsa rfa apprave it esthiciz o
-1
o N -
: B suggesraed modifications; and
- }
3
'r WHEREAS, the San luis Obispo County 2card of Suparvicsors oo Septemier
1 11, 1384, aud October 18, 15984, has considezad the Cambria-lodge HLLD
)
= ] . staundards and the Ccastal Commissicn suggestad zodificzacions: and
. ki {9
e T . WHERZAS, the San Luls Oblcpo County Board of Supervisazs en (ctaoder
L I 16, 1984, took action to rejeet the Coastal Comcission’s suggested
. - ; _
- Lo mod{flcations and also to approve alrernative standards hersby zeferred o
= ‘ - -~ .
. - as Exhibit A. ‘

AL '~ [EXHIBIT NO.
' ‘ - ‘ ‘ ; APPLICATION NQ.

mem/zxéc L)
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- ROW, THERETQREZ, BE IT RESQLVED zhat the Sax Luls Ohlspo County Rascrd

of Supervisors hereby dirsetfs staff r3 subml(t the rccamzendad amendzents

for the Lodg= %L1l area coatalzed in

Cammissiom. (A capy of Zzhihlir A ts om fllc
Clerk.)
Gn =motiom of Supervisor Cavy
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ABSZINT: None

ABSTAINTNG: Naone
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i EXHIBIT "A” .
: CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION 0F counTy'sGCT 3 01934
LAND USE PLAN CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMIAISSION
SGUTHK CERTRAL COAST CISTRICT

Revise North Coast Plannlinpy Arca, Page 45, Combining Desfipnation Prograa
(Sensitive Resource Area Procram 4), to add the following:

c. Erosfon Control, Léndncaning, and Develonment Manual. A
manual w{ll be prapared by the county as a part of Phage IV of
local Cozastal Plan Development to address specifal developmant
issues pertalining to the Pins Forest. The w@anual «ill
emphasize taechnlques that may be wused to prevent arosion,
enhance and preserve the landscape, and specilal regulations
affecting developaent.

d. Erosfign Control Propram. The county wi1ll prepare a prograz a2
part of Phase IV of Local Coastal Plun Levelopment te raduce
erosfcn In the Lodge H1ll Plae Fores:. The program may
include rcad systen  lmprovemaats, establishment of a

formalized drainage systam, stabllization of cut bhanks or
other techniques to reduce areawilde erosicu and sedimentaticn
problcas. Siltatiom shall be cortrolled and pravenmted frez
entering Santa KRosa Creek ‘to the maximum oxtent feasibla.
Until iImplementation of the certified program, an erosion
control fee of 3400 per mew unit shall be paid to a spoclal
fund esrablished by the councty for use in the lmplemantactlion

<
of an erosion control program for Ladga HIll.

43d rhe follewlinz tc MNorth Coazst Planning Ar=sa, cwasze 46, Cozbininz
Designation Prograa (Sensltive ResouTce Area):

7. Transfer of Develonment Credit Pragrams (TCC)

5

a. Program Objectives. The 7TPC Prograz shall have the
objective of reducing potential bdulldeut iz the Cazbria
arez, especlally the substandard lot areas of Laodpge HLLI,
to be within the publlie service capacity of the zrea and,
where passible, new developzezt should be transforred

. from the wmore environmentally-sensitlve areas to areas

- where less impact may occur.

. b. Establishment and Duration of Proeraz. The County will
work with the State Coastal Coaservancy to establish a
two-year pilot program for encouraging voluntary transfer
of developzent credits from designated preservation areas
in Lodge HI1l. In comjunctiocn with the Comservancy, the

. AN
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EXHIBIT TA”
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PCRTICN CF CCUNTY'S LAND USH DPLAN
PAGE 2

Councy shall praeparte grdlzanczs fo izplemeat the Transier
of Developmeaz Credlts program and 20 permit cay=meaz af a
fee ta affset acguisition <costs Zor lots Ln  the

preservatlon areas.

" istics af Lodge

Establishmens of Presarvesian Areas. . The T2C program ¢
establish preservaticon aczzas zhat 2est reflect charace

211l daemed . wmest sensiilive, But s
include the steeper slopes, heavy Irece covered acn
Highway GCne view corrcida 1
fuaction as wildlife corridaers.

Relatlioa of Sgaeclzl Proiect Aveas and Preservasicn: Arveas.
The Special Praject Areas rTeocprasaat  Ihe sest presant
approxization of the =cst seasitive porrtica ¢f the petconcial
Praservatlioa Areas odased cn exiscing Lafaormzzion. The
standazds for the Special 2roject Are2as shall agply tz the
Precervation Areas when | zhe latter are deslignzted The
Preservatlicn Aresas f£inzlly adapced will need o bJe larger cao
achleve a reductiae of Guildoul joZemiizl te z level thaz is

mora cousisteat with avallable gezvice caracities.

Change af TRC Prs

1
n cry ———— . - ’ Ty - - - - -
thie certiliec TIDC progzaa sniall cooscizule az

the LCP.

Permistad Deovelsoment Araza Izt Todesa EiLlL Preiacts Involvwing
TDC's. 2Peraitted develgpzenl zveas a7 avsjects ifnwvelwizg
TSC's shall be deterzized fzom Table 2 5y:

1) Taking the lat azea af the sifs whara tRe develoszan:l
s to occur (the subiacrz loz) aud addiang &3 4% the 122
arez of the lot(s} =2 he =zatized (zhe 7TIC leots), =3
¢Teata 3 sum, 3ad

2) Deter=iafzog the per=icted faagcprincs zad Gross
Structural Arez Indicazed Ifoz cthis suz fo- the categorcy

- T - 1 = i -
3) In no case shall che perzitsad faotsoriaz amd  Gouss
b : - - bl PR
Zo exceed raospecziveily 33

Cricgeris for razizezent aof lets and eclnfaz addicloral
square fastage, lols within Special Project Arsas ma

-
qualify far addicloaal faegtprint arca and Crass Strouczural, )
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Ravise North

EXIIBIT "A”
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN

PACE 3

In no case shall a TDC be transferred to a bulldinpg site
withian a Speclal Project Arca from outside the area.

Eligible Purchasers of TDC's. Purchasers of TIDC's mnmay
include the follawing:

1. Owners of small lots within Lodge HILll: througn
retircaent of another lot, 2z TIDC could be givcn tht
would allow an laocrease In the permitted coverage/gros
structural area on the original parcel;

2. Ovmers of properties within the Ucban Resarve Line that
are not presently provided with sewer or walter service
by the Cambria Cocmunity Services Districe: throush
participation in tha retirement of lots on Lodge Lill,
transfer of water and sewer creditsz that would
otherwise have been developed ou the original lets =ay
be appropriate

3. Joint Retiremeat by owmers fn (1) and (2): =z portiono
of the cost cf retirement could be borne by each group,
« with the owmers on Lodge Hill receiving peruissirn for
additional resideutial square footage and the cwmers ci

4

4

unserviced areas receiving water and sewer crad

Payment of Fees. Uader this program, a fee may bhe pild to>
the Conaservancy or another appropriate noaprofit orpaniza

tion who would be respousible for purchase and retirszant o
tha lots. The fees zust be adequate to allow for purchase ¢
typlezl lots within the preservation areas, plus sewar
assessaents and adainistrative costs.

Resale Provisions. Hith the concentration of purchases

{
specific preservation areas, the program =may propos: lo
consolidation and eveatual sale of portions of the pres
area as estate-sized ©parcels with appropriately
bulldi{nz sites. Using this approach, money collecced oo
the sale cf the estate lgts would zllow for retirezent of
additional lots.

mm

Coast Planniug Area, Pare 65, Comaunitwveide Planning Area

Standard 5.

S. Permir Requiremeat - Communitywide. Site plan review is required

for all projects on slopes {n excess of 20 percent, exzept where
a higher level of rveview {3 required by the land Use Ordinance or
Planning Areaz Standarzd.



EXHIDIT "A”
C/MBRIA/LOCCE HILL 2CRTION AQF CQUNTY'S LAND USE PIrAN
PAGE 4

Revise North Coast Planainz Arca,
Stardacds 9-11.
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Subdivisions of 25' Zota. The follaowlng ctan
as well as all ozher areas (such as Pack i
iate 25-fogt lots.

9. " Sice Jevelaopment Standaczd few . developmenI pronozals  ara
subjecC to the followlag scandards:

9]

a. Lot Consolidazion. (1) A siagle lot with & fromzapge oI 25
fecet consnizuces 2 separate bdullding site onmly L5 Lo is
under scpaTate ownersilp from adjaceaz lacts {See Saciica
22.04.050 af che Lznd Use Ccdilmancel; (2 single ownershin
of two or maore adjolalng wvacanc lots are subjeaz to The
requlrezents of Seacctian 22.04.050 - Lot Canmolidacice of zhw
Land Use O-dinance.

b. Parking. Where paysical ceeacscrziafs 2f =2 siie
preclude adequata anm—sics parklag, alrernaunivas suih as

. pactking bays Ilocated {n cocivnctlion wiIn aeizhbaring sz
neashy lots caz be wutdlized sudbiazt o appreval I anm
ad juszzecr (l2zd Use Czdinznc= Sacgicn 22.C01.843), 2vewidad
the gpace L2 not furcher than 100 feerz S7ac the Sulldlins Lot

c. Pine ForasI Presarvatiaon Waw  comscructien zhall za
Taqulised Io praserve the Caxbriaz 2ine Forast as Sclla=u:

(1) ¥o =zzea shall bhe =zT2zoved uenlass Lz Ls wizthin  =ha
st*uc' zal liae of an  aporoved  dawvaelogzmancs fa
accotdance with Secxfon 22.05.080 of e Land Uss

(2) Trees zay cnly 3c rezoved 1f cha ”ouﬂ-y' o & <coundy
aporoved coasultax decer=inas they ar dlisazased or
pase 2 hazard.

(3) Any =tzea(s) wizh a truak dizmetar of 8 Inches er
greater removed fram a devalopmenI slte are tc he
replaced cn a two for ome baslszs, te the apgraval of che
Planniag Degarsizen:s.

rl - - . . [ = LR

{4} If awvailable, tzplacemens ctTees shall be filve gallex
Hentarey Flnag, gzgT2wn Irza seeds agdZzlned from  the
Cambria stand.

(5) Constructian prac=zices Za prsotec: Yoaterey Plics Srom
dilgturhanecr k1’1 ha fmalawa—e.s & ——
ilazurhancrs ehall ha {matwo---d
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EXHIBIT “A~"
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL FORTION OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAM

PAGE

Include protecting tree <trunks from construction
equipment by wrapping with heavy materials (e.g.
layers of burlap); protecting root systems through t“n
desizn of the foundatiom and careful use and storage of
constructlon equipment.

(6) Undeveloped area of each building site shall be
- maintaioed l1a native vegetation and natural character.

d. Setbacks. Miaimum setbacks shall be as follows:

(1) 25-Fcot lLots: Front and rear setbacks must total 25
feet, with a minimum of 10 fect 1a the front and 10
feer in the rear yard unless adjusted pursuanrc to Land
Use Ordinance Sectiom 22.04.108a(3} (sloping lort

. adjustment). Side setbacks shall be a miaizum of 3

feet; 5 fecet on the strszet side of z corner lot.

(2) S0-Foot lLots: Froar and rear setbacks shzll total 25
feet'with a miniamum of 10 feet in the froar and 10 fze:
in the rear unless adjusted pursuant to Land Usa

. Ordinance Secticn 22.04.108a(3). Side yards shall bde 2z
minimum of S feet; 10 Efeet on the srreet side of 2
corner lot.

(3) Setbacks may be averaged to allew for flexibllity in

owed (not =n axceed

design and minor adjustaent may 2l
2 feet in the rear) to preserve tra

(4) Front setback zay be adjusted pursuant to LUC
22.04.108a(3) for sloping lot adjustzent.

(5) Zero sideyard setbacks may be permitted by developaent
- plan review where preservation of healthy trees s
accomplished ar where grading would be wmininized, o

accordance with Section 22.04.110g of the Land Use
Qrdinance.

Revise North Coast Planning Area, Pages 74-75, Residential Single-Faoily,

Standards 12-17.

In addition to the previous standards for 25" lots, the following
standards apply to lodge Hi1ll (see Figure 2):

12, Perzmit Regulrements and Application Content. Minor Use Permit
approval for developzent on lots of 252 or greater slope and for
developaent within Special Project Arcas. Plot Plan approval for .

other lotz unless a higher level of review s vequired by Chc\‘
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14.

EXHIBIT "A”
CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S LAND USFE PrAx

PAGE 7

8. Exterior decks shall be located to avoild trees. §
exterior decks shall be limited to 10Z of the permf
footprint, while decks of permeable constructicn
open wood slats) shall he limtted to 30X of permi
footnrint.

b. Farking. Two off-strect parking spaces are required for

- each single-family dwelling. At Lleast one space shall be

covered (garage or carport), and the other may be located
within the frout setbacx.

'Building_ Standards for Ladge HIll. The censtructisa of
1

residences on locts in Lodge Hill in the Residential Singlic Fanmi
category (see Figure 2 for area) shall be in accardance with th
height, footpriat and gross structural arca requlrements siown on
Table 2.

The standards of Table 2 do not fnclude Tract 163, Tract &I
I

)
Cacbria Pines Estates #1, and the two marine terrzce bicchs
(Blocks 1 .and 2, Tract §7) south of Lampton Street. Any parcel
deemed by the county to be non—coaforming becausa of Itz size fs
subject to standards of Table 2. —
Table 2 1is used by firstc deter=fafrg the nuaher of legal
subdivided lots that coamprise the ocwnership (such as 2 sinzle
25", double or triple «configuratioa) and selecting the

appropriate category. Thea select the carrect type of st (suzch
as Speclal Project Area 1, TForested, or Steep Lot) Lsirg the
definitions in these standards. This il vyield rthe gzaximum
allowable height, footprint and gross structurzl area.
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EXNIBIT TA”
CAMBRIA/IQDCE HILL PORTICHN OF COSUNTY'S [AND USE PLAY
PACE 8

TASLE

2
FOR LODGEz HILL LOTS

STANDARDS

SINGIE LOT CATZCCRY
25"

LoTS (1750 SQ.FT.)

GR3OSS

MAX. STRUCTUZAL
TYPE QF LOT HT. FCQTTRINT ARZA

1. ~SPSCIAL PROJZICTS AZZA L (Steep Canyen)

25"«
25'*

a. 0—25% slope
b. 25% plus

500 sq.
400 sq.

mon
rn

2. SPECIAL PROJECTS ARZA 2 (Vigcible Hillside)
a. =252

b.  25% plus

.25 *
25'*

500 sq.
400 sgq.

n
gt

900 s=sg3.
630 sq.

9CO sq.
700 sgq.

norn

R

r
o
PR

3.  TCRESTED 28 %= 500 sq.fct 300 sg.fc.
4. STESP LOTS (30% plus) 28" *x 400 sq.ft. 700 sq.ft.
S. MARINE TRRIANCE 22’ 800 sqg.fc. 1,000 sq.fz.
8 TYPICN, LOTS 28" == 600 sg.:: Q8 sg.iz.
3 DCURLIZ LOT CATZGCAY
50" LOTS (333CQ 5Q.7T)
1. SPECIAL PLOJECTS ARSA 1 (Steep Camyon)
3

a. 0—25% slaope 25 = 75Q sq.fz. 1,358 sq.2=.

b. 25X plus 25 * €00 sg.iz. 1,800 sg.7=.
2. SPECIAL PROJECTS ARTA 2 (Visible HillsizZe)

a. 0252 257=* 8C0 sg.fc. 1,400 sq.72z.

b. 25X plus 25'* 50 sg.fz. 1,100 sq.1cz
3. FORISTED 28 =% 30C sq.fz 1,800 sg.iz
4. 8TTZP LCTS (30X plus 28 =x 850 s3q.2¢ 1,180 sq.%z

22 Z stozy, 1,320 sg.fc. Z,0C0 sq.fz.

6.

“TITPICAL LOTS

-

R
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' EXHIBIT “A"
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN

ﬁl

Table 2 foatnotee. SCandards (-2 below shall Y used with Teble 2 wvnese
Iacecprecating lat slzes thet do not coalocrz exsctly 2o dace densitly or
wvhere s Toolpcint and Croeas Structural Area bonus (¢ requested,

1. Building sicee grescec thaa 5,250 4q.ft. way be permiCted
additional Foorprint and Cross SCructucral Acea equel to the peccent
that the aite Is grestecr than 5,230 aq.fc.

Z.. Suilding sites 5,230 sg.fc. or leds, the permitied aazi{zum
Tootpeing and C3A shall be sdjusied a¢ . [agllowe:

a. $tagle lat categary -~ {f the building clite {& greater than
: 1.730 sq.fe2., the Footprint and CSA nay be lacreened by the
perccnl thal the lot ares i greater than 1,730 «q.fc.

L I8 Double lot cstegory - 10 the lats sre greacer thaa 3,500
sq.ft., the Toolprlal and CSA may be (acrcaccd by che
percent that the lot Is greater than 1 300 cg.fr.

\here the sq. {ocatage ol the bulldlag clite {2 less than the bBase
acea {1,730 aq.flt. [oc slngle lat, and 3,500 15.fz. foc double loc
gategary) the perwilted 7Joatpring end C3A chall be desressed
accordlingly. N

3 Footprint  and CSA  Toouse = Vherw o npp“:mz csa. cleacly
demonetrate thet design aad lapowl coacrsalone hawve been made [a
otdet Llo save healthy (Creen, alaimize alte disrupliion, wlanal

PAGE ¢
GRQSS
MAX. STRUCTURAL
TYPE OF 10T "HT. ’ FOOTPRINT AREA
TRIPIE LOT CATEGORY
75’ LOTS (5250 SQ.FT.)
1. SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 1 (Steep Canyon)
a:  0-25Z slope 25' % 1,000 sq.ft. 1,800 sg.fc.
b. 25% plus 25°* 80Q sq. fr. 1,400 sq.ft.
2.  SPECIAL PR0OJECTS AREA 2 (Visible Hillstde)
a. 0-25% 25'* 1,100 sq.ft. 1,800 sq.f¢
b. 25X plus 25'*% 300 sq.frc. 1,500 sq.f¢
3. FORESTED 281 xx 1,200 sq.ft. 2,400 sq.ft
4.  STEEP LOTS (30X plus) 28 = 1,000 sq.f¢t. 1,600 sq.ft
5. MARINE TERRACE 1 story, 1,800 sq.ft. 1,800 sg.f¢
22 2 story, 1,650 sq.fct. 2,450 =q.f&
6. TYPICAL LOTS 1 story, 1,300 sq.fr. 1,800 sqg.ft
28'** 2 story, 1,300 sq.f:r. 2,800 sqg.ft
28' {f the site i{s not visible from Highway 1
1£ visible from Highway Cne.

=



Slope — o be daterainaed by using oanz of che sl
A ————

metheds in Chapiter 22.11 (Sleoge, Avaeraze) o
Qrdiaance.

ECIIRBIT “A™
CAMBRIA/LOCCE MILL PORTION OF CIUNTY'S LMD USE Prad
PAGE 1Q

The following definizions shall be used fa cthe Interpretation of
Table 2:

Footprint - means the arez of the lout cavered Ly rwesidentzfal :ad
accessory structures, cxprocsed L3 square feef, and fLacludes Llving
area, garages and carports. Ir does aot loclude apen deck area,

balcanlaes or eaves.

Gross Structural Are2a - zeans all fnterior areas, cxpresced iz
square fcet af floor area, within the voluszz of tha : It

o
igcludes living arccas, storage

walls. Groass Structural Arcea daes uct lnelude apan ex
or lnterior lafts added wizhin the height li=zfcactlion
addiciarnal squarcs Zaozage.

, f£aragzs an carpeTis. Gross
Structural Arca is measurad to the exterior liaic of the dullding
' terfiosr deocls

c

™

ecial Projects Arezs - refers to senglilve arzas delinezzad cn

Yarina Tarrzce =~ the area locatad heowaen Yarlbeooaugh Lanz and
Sherwcod Drive.

teeg Lot - 2 leot with the averaze slope of 207 ¢r graazar.
Tyolczl [0t = a IaC that has aoc avarzge slope lass =han 307,
gutaling oo MonZevey Fize tzeas, and is 2c:z lacacad iz the Hsrizs
Terrzce oz Speclal 2rgjscts Acez.
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- EXHIBIT TA”
CAMBRIA/TGODGE HILL PCRTION QOF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN

PACE 11
Sherwood Drive - Setback and helight requircmeats. Front sctbacks
shall be a woinimum of 5 ({eect. Rear sethack (bluff) s to be

determined by a geologlc report, and shall be at least 25 fcer, and
greater as needed to accommodate a 75 year erosion rate. QOther
setbacks shall be {n accordance with the land Use Ordinance. The
maxizum helpght for structures hetween the ocean and Sherwood Drive
shall be 15 feet as measured from the centerline of Sherwood Drive.
Special Project Areas. There are two arcas of Ladge HIll where
special resource protection problems exist. Speclal Projects Area 1
is sensitive because of the rare pilne forest, steep slopes, and
potential to loose the forest hablitat as small lots are devcloped.
Special Projects Area 2 is highly visible from Highway Cna because of
its lack of vegetation and prominent location. Both areas have steep
slopes and high eroslon potentlal.

Minar Use Permit approval is required prior to developament in these
areas and is subject to the followlng standards:

a. All development «ichin the viewshed of Highwsy Ons shall be
coustructed and mairtzined ia gatural appearing zacerials and

earthen.or forest toned colors (i.e. natural weathored wood).
Reflective materials shall be ninimized.

b. All developmen: within the «vilewshed of Highway Ous shall he
laandscaped with native plant materials to complenment and screen
the development from Highway Cume.

¢.. Where feasible, utilities should be located to wmiafzaize visual
impact.
d. A nminimum of two Moaterecy cr Cambria pines shall be planted

(8}
' *»
J
i
Y]
[
81
D {h-
jo %

the yard areas on lots in Special Projects Areca 2 and c©

in a satisfactory coanditiocn.

r/ddfg/f/m.w/vf/muw/a.'.ﬁ $ TRES Habdvedd [ TAGRES [73¢ [ Bbbbbiidy [ L4

CRLAEALG] MAARARAY [TF0H [HL UG4S [ BRET [ [4d ] 251 ] Bt [ed [ 5562444
Yﬁzgﬁéf{//gaddcm/r«.é.\im/ ML ] TR [ AEAE4A é’/No’di/:’c‘d/bu““// Y
FLARLL ) EAL2Ld82/ ERILT/BE/ 28/ E&EETEBFE/ L/ dFaR444 ) £LAL4%ed] E24d4¢L

WA /2EELALRS [ FRAGRES [LLRLE ] TRES (LR L3R/ Mgy / AL [ 448 £d2d4
Ve Féd érd [ FbbALEEALEN MRY [SULEdSd [ BELL AL SENANT (94 [ 228 1 i) Hddshiddd ] £1é4
LALLM LLRA L[ i ddd ]

Cambria Pines Estate Uniz No. 1. Minlmum parcel size shall be 15,000

square feet. No additlonal subdivisions shall be approved in this
arca. ‘

R
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FIGURE 2
MBRIA LOCATION MAP
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San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

County Government Center
San Luis Obispo
California 93408
(805) 549-5600

Paul C. Crawford, AICP
Planning Director

February 7, 1986

Peter Grenell, Executive Director
California Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100
Oakland, California 94611

Dear Mr. Grenell:
SUBJECT: FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL TDC PROGRAM

The transfer of development credits program for the Cambria-Lodge Hill
Program 1s at a critical stage. The Local Coastal Plan has been amended to
enable such a program, the Restoration Plan has been completed and
conceptually approved by the county, and a number of public meetings have
been held. The final stage 1involves implementing the program with final
economic, 1legal analysis, and ordinance preparation, The program has
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants 1in seeking good citizen
participation.

Since the TDC program 1is mandatory upon the county, and the Coastal
Commission played a large role in requiring it, we felt it was appropriate
to request funding from the commission for implementation work. We first
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000, but
reduced 1t to approximately $33,000 to gailn Coastal Commission staff

‘support. This was the minimum amount necessary to take the program to the
start-up phase.

The Coastal Commission heard the grant request om December 17, 1985, and to
our surprise, voted against the recommendation of their staff and reduced
our $33,000 request by approximately $15,000. While the county is in the
process of securing the $18,000 grant, the program will be substantially
delayed if other funding is not secured.

We have reviewed the county's alternatives and have come to the conclusion
that unless we secure the additional $15,000 funding, there will be a
substantial delay 1in the program. Secondary effects will also be




Peter Grenmell, Executive Director
February 7, 1986
Page 2

significant since momentum 1is extremely important for the program
development, and a delay on behalf of the county will also effect upcoming
actions planned by your agency (land acquisition) and the SLO County Land
Conservancy.

We are seeking $15,000 in funding for the tasks that the Coastal Commission
cut. I have asked MJG Inc. to detall specific tasks, purpose and costs, of
these portions of our work program that need funding. their letter is
attached.

The county would appreciate any comments that the conservancy has on our
situation and would ask that you consider our request for funding.

We would 1like to take this opportunity to thank the conservancy for the
excellent work done to date om the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Associlate Planner
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land
Conservancy
Madeline Glickfield

JH/drt/2203L



