
California 
Fair Political 
Practices Commission 

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

Dear Ms. Hudson: 

June 5, 1986 

Re: Your Request for Formal 
written Advice on Behalf of 
Madelyn Glickfeld, Coastal 
Commissioner Alternate; 
Our File No. A-86-113 

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 programs, 
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 to 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 coastal 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. 

ANALYSIS 

The Political Reform Act (the "Act").±! 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 
10-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 
87l03(a). It is also a source Qf income to her. section 
87l03(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 87l03(c). 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 87l03(d). 
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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 l2-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 
l8702.2(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 l8702.l(a) (1) & (2),(b). In this-rBgard, you are 
reminded that as to contractual relationships, section 1090, et 
~, 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. 
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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. 

REL:sm 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

~/i;//' t <::/~'~ . I" ! vtvL{+? "," (>C-57'~"'> ,,-, 
Robert E~ eidigh 
Counsel 
Legal Division 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH flOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

(415) 543,8555 

Mr. Bob Leidigh. Esq. 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
428 "J" Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Apri 1 22, 1986 

re: ~d~if~J1~~QMfst 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 inquiry 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 lone. (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 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 
prov; that MJG will inventory all past Conservancy lot consolidation 
programs, 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 to the Swanton 

Wavecrest areas, certain r geogra ic areas are 1 y to 
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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 
between MJG and the Conservancy. 

A second potential area of conflict concerns MJG's iness relationships 
th local governments in the coastal lone. MJG now proposes to contract with 

the County of San Luis Obispo to develop a transfer of development credit 
program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The County's LCP includes policies 
a 1 certifi ta 1 ng tra 

mos t sens it i ve 
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concluded 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, 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. 

In 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 Hill area; (3) 
any other matter in connection with which MJG has received or later 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) 
456-2211 if you have any questions or need additional materials. 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sincerely. 

ry 
Actin 
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GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor = 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH flOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
(415) 543-8555 

March 19, 1986 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
11 00 IIKII 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. 1I Her firm is involved in two contracts, 
about which she would like 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 8ay. 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 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 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/Lodge 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 15 through 18, 1986. 

Enclosure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sincerely. 

Counsel 
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631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
(415) 543~8555 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Attn: Staff Attorney 

March 25, 1986 

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. 1I Her firm is involved in two contracts, 
about which she would like 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 include 
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 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/Lodge 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. 

Enc 1 osure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 



STATIi OF CALIFORNIA 
STD. 2 IR£V. 6/1111 

APPROVEO BY THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

F,..... g CONTRACTOR 

E i" ,,~STATIi AGENCY 

o ~. OF GEN. SER. 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 31 st day of October ,Ie ..( ~ 
0.:::" 0 CON~R 

in the State of California, by and between State of California, through its duly elected or appointe llC'O-4." &..98$) 
qualified and acting '44 ~/~( (.. 0 

TITI.£ OF OFFICER ACTING FOR STATE AGENCY 

Executive Officer 
hereafter called the State, and 

M 
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 patel Contractor, time for performance or completion, and attach plan8 and specific4tion8, If any.) 

SCOPE Of AGREEMEIIT 

Pursuant to its authority under Section 31200 et seg. of the Public Resources 
Code, the State Coasta 1 Conservancy (hereafter ca 11 ed the "Conservancy") hereby I9G.R".5 

To -p~ y ..g.racti to MJG Incorporated (hereafter call ed the "Contractor") a sum not to 
exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,OOO). The funds are to be used to 
develop at least two model projects which demonstrate alternative methods of 
implementing the Conservancy's coastal restoration mandate, to complete an 
inventory and ranking of potential 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 

[N WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by the parties hereto, upon the date first above written. 
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Coastal Restoration Pro' 
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plion let forth In State Iodministratloe Manual Section 1209 Moe 
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MJG Incorporated 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

TASK 1: SWANTON ROAD PROGRAt~ 

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 t: 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 subdi~isions. 

3.2 Add information to the data base, as it is developed, on new subdivisions 
during the term of this agreement, to complete th€ 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 RECOMfv1ENDATIONS 

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 OF 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 PROOUCTS 

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 



/ 

MJG Incorporated 
Contract No. 85-025-85-069-A 
Page Four 

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 sole property of the 
Conservancy. 

APPROVALS 

No worK shall commence under this Agreement until all necessary approvals have 
been obtained from the Department of General Services, Legal Division. 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 
del ay. 

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 
ASREaENT-, 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 (S25,000). 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 

Service of Principal 290 hrs. @ S50/hr. 
N:Lo 

Subcontractors: fIA. Iw k 
O'hrs. @ SlS/hr. 

24 hrs. @ $75-100/hr. 

Expenses 
TOTAL: 

Amount 

S14,500 

2,400 
2,100 

6,000 
$25,000 



MJG Incorporated 
Contract No. 85-025-85-069-A 
Page Five 

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 8 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 
identified 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 
"Completion Date ll

), 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 in 
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 
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 ~ccounting 
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 se9.). The 
applicable regulations of the Fair Emplovment and HOUSing Commlssion 
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 

All 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. 

NATIONAl 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 unappealable 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 arls1ng 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 is 
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. 

INCORPORATION 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 appropriate, a resolution, motion 
or similar action has been duly adopted 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 
purposes 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. 

s. It will give the Conservancy, through any authorized representative, 
access to and the right to examine all records, books, papers, or do~uments 
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_ 

B. It will, where appropriate, comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

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



EXHIBIT 2 

INDEMNIFICATION AND STANDARD PROVISIONS 

1. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

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

5. Time is the essence of this Agreement. 

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

7. 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 

February 7, 1986 

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

Dear Mr. Grenell: 

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

Paul C. Crawford, AJCP 
Planning Director 

SUBJECT: FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL TDC PROGRAM 

The transfer of development credi ts 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 
conceptually approved by the county, and a number of public meetings have. 
been held. The final stage involves implementing the program with final 
economic, legal analysis, and ordinance preparation. The program has 
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the 
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants in seeking good citizen 
participation. 

Since the TDC program is 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 implement.ation work. We first 
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000. but 
reduced it to approximately $33,000 to gain 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 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 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 in the program. Secondary effects will also be 
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significant since momentum is 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 detail 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 like to take this opportuni ty to thank the conservancy for the 
excellent work done to date on the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should 
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Planner 
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator 

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land 
Conservancy 

Madeline Glickfield 

JH/drt/2203L 



San Lui$ Obispo County 
.Planning Department 

July 19, 1985 

Mr. Bill Van Beckum 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

Paul C. Crawford. AlCP 
Planning Director 

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 is necessary to fund 
critical portions of the Transfer of Development Credits Program required 
as part of our certified Land Use Plan. 

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

cc: John Ashbaugh 
Don Coppock 
Madaline Glickf1eld 

JH/jm/5997k 



San Luis Obispo County 
. Planning Department 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 
VIA: 

JUNE 10, 1985 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

JOHN HOFSCHROER, COASTAL SECTION 
PAUL CRAWFORD, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

.. 

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

Paul C. Crawford, Ale? 
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 pine forest and is 
overlayed by a substandard lot subdivis"1on of more than 5,100 lots. With 
less than 20% of the subdivision developed, there appeared to be a unique 
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 building size and a 
commitment by the County to establish an erosion control program and 
Transfer of Development Credits Program. 

The objective of the Transfer of Development Credits Program is to reduce 
potential buildout In sensitive areat::; 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 (TDe) 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 Hill Plan, there have been a 
number of efforts to develop the TOC Program. A local land conservancy has 
been formed and some funding has been obtained from the State Coastal 
Conservancy for preliminary studies. The County is working very closely 
with the State Coastal Conservancy and the San Luis Obispo Land Conservancy 
in developing a realistic program. 

The TOC Program is at an important stage in its development. Without 
funding for essential studies, economic analysis and ordinance preparation, 
the program could suffer major delay. We have received information that 
some 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 PROGRN~ 

BUeGET ALLOCATION 

Grant App Tf cant: __ S_A_N_L_U_I_S_O_B_I_S_PO_C_O_U_N_T_Y __ <_P_LA_N_N_I_NG_D_E_P_A_R_T_ME_N_T_) 

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 

_S_A_N_L_U_I_S_O_B_I_S_P_O_, _C_A _______ Zi p Code: __ 9_34_0_ij __ _ 

Project Title; PHASE III GRANT REQUEST 
----------------------~-------------------------

Grant Amount Requested: _S __ 3_3 ...... 1:..l13:.,..,4 ___ _ Grant Period: 7/85 - 7/86 

Personal Services 
Salaries and Wages 
Bene ffts ( 4 J . 2 %) 

Total Personal Services 

Operating Expenses 
Travel 
Professional and Consultant Services 
Indirect Charges (see over) (27.6\) 
Other (Itemize, use separate sheet If required) 

office supplies 
postage 
printing of,r.eports 

(it an overhead rate is charged. 
orovide basis and breakdown) 

Total Operating Expenses 

Total Budget 

Current Grant Reauest* 

$S , 964 .• QQ, 

S ____ ~S~.9~6~4~.~OO~ __ ___ 

27,170 ,OQ .• 

or 

$ __ -...2~7~,~1~70~.~O~O ____ _ 

$====3:3:,:1:34:,:0:0===== 

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



Rev. ll/RQ 

, LOCAL COAS7AL rROGrlAM 
APPLICATf OM FOQ FtJHO'( NG 

TOTAL WORK PROGR»4 

Hame of ADolfcant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Pro ect Dfrector: T1 tIe: ' AS 

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTEH, 

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA 9)401 Phane: 549-5600 

Fiscal Offfcer: STELLA STALLINGS T1 t 1 e : ACCOUNT TECHNICIAN 

Address: SAME AS ABOVE 

Phone: SAME AS ABOVE 

tate 
ressiona 1: 20th Senate: 14th 

tate 
Asserill 

Han th s Re u 1 red to Como I e te T ota 1 Work 

Total Cost of Pro ram: S 33,134 

List the Oates of Adootian or Status af Your General Plan Elements: 
Open 

Land Use Circulation Housinq Soace Conservation Noise Seismic Safet 

AL ELEMENTS RE UP TO 0 TE. 

(] T. Resolution luthorizing grant appt fcatian * 

[]] 2. Application ,form 

(] 3. Total Work Program (New) 

04. Products and Other Milestones Oescript1..on 

Q 5. Budget 

c:: 6. Statement of Assurances 

ER CONS IDE 

29th 

or 

REV. 

o 7. C1earinghause Form (sutmit CA 189 or 424 to Area Clear1nghoc.1se and copy 
of fODl to Coutal Coam:15sion for suhmission to State Cle&ri.Dghou.se for 
int:1tial. Pbue II ~ only. Clwtclc vith your loc:a.l area cl.a:rll2gbouse 
for Phase III ,nnt submittal. Trm.sx::tl.t verification of e1ea.:d..nt-
bowse review '\/fum conpleu.) 

SubaUt t\.to (2) copies of coarpleted application to Coastal Coa:miuion; one copy 
IZll.J.3t bear 0ricinal signatures on ite::!t3 1, 2 and 6 a.baVle. SUl:m1t C/IIlIt copy each 
to the reciooaJ. anc:t .tate CO"'Mi IIS10G off1t;: .tII. 



I TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT 
WORK PROORAM AND COST ESTIMATES 

A. GRANT REQUEST AGAINST PHASE III FUNDS 

'- I' 

Work program for development of a Transfer of Development Credits Program 
and Implementing Ordinances. 

TASK 101 GRANT ADMINISTRATION 

101.1 Support to Coastal Conservacy 
Grant: Base info support 

HJG NLD 
STAFF TIME/COST 

LB CONSULT COUNTY 
TOTAL 

321 

!;':::;::::: .. =·'....-::::::::::::::··=·:::;·1:-::0;:1:'2::.<:= .... ::::-:::c:-O=Un::::-~-t::!!!y==s~t·af~f~· · ........... :'Z:a::.::£::::i:-e~ii~di~n~ct::::ellCa~t:::z;tr=:=i - t::':;:::--:- . - ..' ~. - .. 

meetings 370 

101.3 Supplement to Coastal Conserv­
ancy to cover HJG augmentation 

TASK 102 ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT CONSULT COUNTY 
TOTAL 

102.1 Develop final receiving 
areas and establish f1na1 
exchange 

$1,600 6,800 $350 $8,750 

102.2 Clarify functions of LOP and 
LCP Ordinances and insure 
consistency. 

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

102.4 Review of Disincentives: 
make recommendations to 
remove them and assist 
county staff 1n implementing 
them. 

102.5 Develop of draft TOC Ord-
inance. 

102.6 Develop of draft amend-
ments needed to existing 
county general plan and 
ordinances to insure 
consistency. 
(a) All applicable General Plal 

Elements, LUE, LCP 
(b) Land Use Ordinance (LUO) 
(c) County Code. 

400 400 $ 86 

800 800 183 

400 $500 900 86 
1\ 

2,000 5,120 7,120 

200 100 300 1200 



PUBLIC MEETINGS AND 
TAS~ 103 llEQUIllBD PUBLIC HEARINGS 

103.1 

. 
Present draft: Ord1nancea 
to C1t1zema J' l.anclowner 
aroupe, Coas tal Conservancy J 

HiJG 1..8 

600 

, . );~'~i ~~~~~: :'!~t~; 
1,000, :', ,: 

,"': :. 

','1" •..•• , 

.. 

600 439 

=. :. ::,:.' ',', : =:::;:i:::;;z:::=:=--·~~LOJ ... ncLCDDJI~"sncy_ ... ~ .. ,.- -f''':.==:;::J1'"';:' ._- .'_'. =-=_'.' -_ -_--. 
:,;,~} , .' -1 r-ieetiillfsr;-- _. __ .•. _, -1- -~ 
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IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SA...~ LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

____ !~~e_ day ________ .J'1l_1.Y __ 2... ________ .19 ____ ll S 

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

ABSENT: None 

RESOLUTION NO. 85- 317 

RESOLUTION RELATIVE TO COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 
PLANNING ASSISTANcE 

The following Resolution is now offered and read: 

WHEREAS, the San Luis 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 improved coastal planning, 

decision making, and management capability related to community 

development and growth; and 

WHEREAS, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors has 

developed a Local Coastal Program to deal with these development 

problems and issues; and 

WHEREAS, certain 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 financial assistance under the 

authority of the Public Resources Code of the State of 

California, not to exceed the amount of $33,134. Such planning 

assistance is more particularly described in a project 

description that is 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 is hereby authorized and empowered to execute in the 

_ name of San Luis Obispo County all necessary applications. 

contracts, and agreements and amendments hereto to implement and 

carry out the purposes specified in this resolution. co·u 



Upon motion of Supervisor __ ~D~e~l~a~n~y ___________ , seconded by 

Supervisor ~H~y_se_n _____________ , and on the following roll call 

vote, to wit:" 

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

NOES: None \ 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAINING: None 

the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted. 

WILLIAM B. COY 

Chairman of the Board of supervisors 

ATTEST: 

FRANCIS M. COONEY 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

[SEAL] 

APPROVED AS TO FORM iND LEGAL EFFECT: 

JAMES B. LINDHOLM, JR. 
County Counsel 

BY~ DeputyOUiityOUI1Se 

Dated : _...,~c+-__ I<..f....Jl"--( q_~;....r ___ _ 

2848e 
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State or Califomla. George Deu.kmejian, Governor 

Califomia Coastal Commission 
SOUrrt CE;'<TRAL COAST DISTRICT 
7'35 Scate Street. (803) %3-5371 
Balboa Budding. Suice 232 
Santa Barbara. CA 93101 

PROPOSED REVISED FINDINGS 

December 20, 198A 

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PERSONS 

FROM: MICHAEL L. FISCHER, EXECUTIVE OIRECTOR; EDWARD BROWN AND OAN RAY, 
DISTRICT DIRECTOR AND COASTAL PROGRAM ANALYST III, SOUTH CENTRAL COAST 
AREA; JACK LIEBSTER AND MARGARET MACLEOD, LCP STAFF PLANNERS 

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE RESUBMITTED LOCAL COASTAL 
PROGRA~1!LAND USE PLAN FOR C,~:ABRIA/LODGE HILL (SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY), 
REVISED FINDINGS SCHEDULED FOR THE JANUARY 8-11, 1985, 9:00 A.M: HOLIOAY 
INN -- LAX. LOS ANGELES 

SYNOPSIS 

SU~lMARY 

Lodge Hill's problems of erosion, forest preservation, scenic protection, habitat 
maintenance and adequate public services are a11 interrelated. Solving the 
prob1ems depends on the adoption of a program to manage development of the area's 
sLlbstandard lots. The basic Lodge Hill lot is so sma11 (1750 sq,ft,) that even 
three lots combined do not equal a standard sized residential lot. The County 
general1y proposes to continue a system of lot coverage and Gross Structura1 Area 
(GSA) controls similar to those in the Commission's Interpretive Guidelines, 
',/hich have contro11ed development in recent years. To control '.'later run-off and 
erosion/sedimentation generated from development, the County has included in the 
resubmittal an areawide erosion control program as well as requiring the 
insta11ation of site specific erosion control measures. Moreover, to reduce full 
build-out and to decrease pubHc service demands, the County has included a 
vo1untary Transfer of De'le1opment Credit (TOC) program. I,~ith implemen~ation of 
these development contra IS, the adverse effects an coastal resources 'Hi 11 be 
mitigated. 

an November 28, 1984, the Commisison certified the Cambria/Lodge Hili resubmittal 
of the Land Use P1an as submitted by the County of San Luis Obispo, The staff 
recommends adoption of the attached findings in support of the Commission's action. 

For further infor.nation regarding the resubmittal and the staff recommendation, 
please contact Margaret Macleod at (805) 963-6871 or Jack Liebster (415) 
543-8555. 
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r. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, 1'.10TION ArlO RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY 

A. MOTION #1: I move that the Commission certify the Land Use Plan for the 
Cambria/Lodge Hill 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 affinnative vote by a majority of 
the appOinted Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

C. Commissioners voting: Yes: Hisserich, MacElvaine, Gotch, McEnnis, 
McMurray, McNeil, Shipp, Wornum, Wright, Nutter. No: None. Abstain: 
Bell erue. 

O. RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY: The Commission hereby certifies the resubmitted 
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 30S00(a) of the Coastal Act; that 
the resubmitted Land Use Plan is consistent with applicable decisions of 
the Commi ssi on that sha 11 gui de 1 oca 1 government acti ons 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 . ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HP-.s ITATS AND 8 IOLOG IC.~L PRODUCTIVITY 

PRC Section 30240 requires that (a) environmentally sensitive habitat be protected 
agains: significant habitat disruption and only resource 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 coastal 'l'Iaters, 
streams, and wetlands shal1 be maintained and, where feasible, restored through 
amana other means ... contra 11 i ng r"J n-off ... II 

PRC Section 30250 requires that "new development shalT be located ... where it win 
not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively on coasta 
resources ... 

PRe Sect; on 30253 requ ires tha t II new deve 1 opment s ha 11 ••• ne ither create no r 
contribute significantly to erosion ... " 

These pOlicies govern new development located in the Monterey Pine Forest and Santa 
Rosa Creek environmental1y sensitive habitats areas of Lodge HilT. The actions 
needed to protect these resources are discussed below. 
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Monterey Pine Forest 

The l\fonterey Pine Forest of Lodge Hi11 ~s significant for bath its habitat values 
and its rarity. However, it has been prev~ousTy subdivided into several thousand 
sma1T residential lots accompanied with public services. Mast of Lodge Hi11, 
(including East and West Lodge Hill and Tap of the World Subareas) is covered by a 
forest consisting of Monterey Pine (Pinus Radiata) mixed with some coast live oak 
(Quercus Agrifola). Althoug.h planted in ather areas of the State as a :J.ndscape 
tree, the I\~onterey Pine survives natura11y in only three stands in the 'Horld, one 
near Ana Nuevo Poi nt in San Mateo County, one at I"~cnterey, and the one at Cambri a, 
'",Mich marks the southern limit of t.'e Monterey Pine range (Enviccm, 1984 p. '1.26, 
G-S) . 

The Cambria stand cOl"!sists of t'HO major groupings at Cambria and at Pica Creek, ',vith 
small outliers. The smaller northern grave at Pica Creek encompasses 500 acres. 
The main forest occupies be~,veen 2,500 to 3,000 acres. The subdivisions at Lodge 
HilT cover much of the larger forest. 

The l\fonterey Pine is listed as II rare II by the California Native Plant SOCiety. The 
rarity of these natura 1 graves has enhanced the importance of preservi ng them as a 
source of geneeic diversity (for example, growers from New Zealand regularly return 
to Monterey to collect seeds). The Cambria Pines differ significant1y from ather 
stands and taxonomi sts have sometimes recogn.i zed thi s. stand as. cansti tuti ng a 
se~arate variety (P. radiata '1ar. macrocarpa) because of the unusuafly 1arge cones 
the trees in this stand bear. rn adaition to its intrinsic rarity value, the forest 
is critical as an agent of soiT protection and erosion contro1. 

The intact fores~ has aver prehistoric time developed on highly erosive soils and 
has created a. natural system of subsurface roots and surface cov:::r 'Hnich acts co 
bind the soil partic1es fn place. As discussed in the following sections, this 
forests' vaTue in sail protection and erosion control is critical to the protection 
of the anadramcus fishery habitat of Santa Rosa Creek. 

That the forest itSelf has high scenic value far both residerts and travelers is 
without ques~ion. Vast stretches of open land surround Cambria, but most of the 
development that has occurred has been located a1most exclusively within the forest, 
aetestina to its inherent attractivEness. Inceed historic marketinc of the area 
emphasized ~he foresl: environment, ',vith slogans such as "Cambria Pines by the Seal'. 
rt is ironic t"at this deveiopment now threatens to destr'JY the '/er-} fores-: chat 
attracted it. 

The forest generaiTy is mature and even aged. HistoricaiTy a fire or ather 
disturbance probably triggered a broad, rapid forest repraduct~on ever a short 
period of time. Overall, the forest is dominated by mature :rees with high canoey 
and ta 11, strai ght trunks. Most trees apoear to be ad'/anced in thei'" nor:Tla 1 i i fe 
~"an These ~~cas rc-ch ;U'1 1 S1'-c ;n °0 ~a lU~O yaa~s ·nd ;p.~ ~~cas ,- .• -a-c ·h-~ ~ ..... '1 ...... __ ,_a., , , "-_" \.,J "'... _, c:. ,_" ., __ le:::' •. 1l ,_ ;"/1<::'11 

.. -~ --. I h . I , - T J""!('I: - J.. I .....,...f - ""'" t ... 

.l.::::U years. j ne tre-:s reaC.1 ,e1gn-cs 01" .L.\J ree", 'linen ma",ure an .... may range rr:::m :::~ .... :J 

4B inches in di~:Tleter (d.b.h.). The tre~s at C~:Tlbria are appr~ximate1y :00 feet or 
• : • I, .' ,.. ... _~ rt ... ' ...... I .. > • • I '.... ' , ~ mare 1!1 l1e'!gnc; ",ne 7"Ore5 ... IS r..1'US age"" ',.;1...1'1 11<..-:le regeneration eVioen: U.ue :.:l :.,e 

heavy duff and shading of the faresl: ficor. '~here iignt is d'/d1iabTe and soil fs 
exposed, however, yaung trees are found 'Ii gorous1y growi ng. 



-4-

At present, the trees within the forest are generally healthy although some insect 
attack primari ly by the pi ne bark beetl e has been noted at Cambri a. The major 
health problem is attack by the gall rust Periderimum which causes galls on the 
tree. Attack of Pine Mistletoe Arceuthobium was also 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 so·i 1 as ash to ferti 1 i ze 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 I s important, rare, sceni c, habi tat and soi 1 
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 critical habitat for anadromous 
steel head 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 si nce it has been 
estimated to support a population of over 63,000 steelhead (Envicom, J-51). PRe 
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. 
Thi s soil provi des favorable conditi ons for the ,Monterey Pi ne 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 
accompan'in sedimentation of surface streams could be expected. Steep slopes 
render these up an soi IS nigh y susceptible to erosion (Sanger, p. 12 emphasis 
added) . 

This excessive sedimentation adversely affects fish by reducing spawning areas and 
food availability. The transportee sediment increases turbidity, reduces 
visibility, smothers eggs and deprives fry of necessary oxygen. There is a need to 
control such erosion and sedimentation by limiting the cumulative amount of 
development, by limiting disruption of the forest, and by providing specific on- and 
off-site erosion and sediment control mechanisms and techniques. 

LUP Consistency with Coatal Act Sensitive Habitats or Biological Productivity 
Requirements 

The solution of the resource protection problems of Lodge Hill require a combination 
of effective on-site, off-site and areawide deveiopment controls. At the JUlY 10, 
1984 public hearing, the Cc~mission certified, with suggested modifications, the 
County I s resubmi tta 1 of the Lodge Hi 11 segment of the LUP. In the suggested 
modifications, the Commission required the preparation of a Specific Plan either on 
an area-wide or block-by-block basis within the identified Specia1 Program Area #1. 
Of the suggested modifications, the County, and the vast majority of the interested 
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public, vigorousTy apposed the imp1ementation of the Specific Plan(s) as being too 
unwieTd1y and expensive to complete. The County, after several meetings, public 
forums and twa pubTic hearings, conc1uded th~t the same goal of protect~ng forest 
and in-stream resources could be accomplished '..vith implementation of stricter 
develooment and erasion control measures in Lodge Hill, especially within Special 
Proj ect Are~ ~l. 

The County, in response to the Cammi ss i on's suggested modi fi ca ti ons and pub 1 i c 
concerns, has adapted development standards that reduce structural footprint in bat 
Special Project areas as '",el1 as an the smal1 25' wide, steep hiTTside (3a~ or 
greater) and forested Tats. ~.dditional1y, property owners 'NiH be required to 
implement effective an-site drainage control measures as 'Hen as participating in 
the area-wide erosion control program that the County ',.;i11 be preparing. The 
County's resubmitta1 has not incTuded in the development standards the 15~-3G~ slope 
lot category as had been included in the suggested modifications. Accordin~ to the 
County, the 15%-30% slape iot category was superfluous. Approximately 90% (or =855 
bu i 1 dab 1 e parcels of Lodge Hi 11) is ei ther forested or steep sloped (or bath) and 
10% of eMe remaining unforested land (or :95 buildable parceTs) are either located 
in Special Project Area #2 or in the Marine Terrace area. Each area is subject to 
specific development standards. Therefore, very few, if any, lots 'HouTd have been 
within the 15:-30: sTope category. 

Additionaiiy in this resubmittai, the County has included a 10: increase or bonus of 
the faotpri nt and gross strJct:Jra 1 area (GSA). The County. feel s that such a bonus 
will pravide property owners design incentives that will result in the design of 
more environmentally sensitive strJctures .. As submitted the criteria for 
determining ',..hether a project proposal wouTd qualify for the bonus are vague and 
subjective. In addition, the bonus program may decrease the public incentive for 
participating in the voTuntary Transfer of Oeveiopment Credit (TDC) program. In 
response to these concerns the County has stated that the bonus cri teri a wou 1 d be 
fu17y outlined in the ordinance impiementing the poifcy (phase rII) and that 
allowing the bonus would only result in a 2: increase of imcervious surfaci~g on the 
parcel. The overall adVerse environmental impact 'Hould be negible and more 
environmental benefit (such as protecting existing trees) will be derived than lost. 

In summary, the proposed lUP resubmittal for the Cambria/L::Jdge Hfii segment prO'lides 
effective development standards, including minimiiing tree loss, mandatary tree 
replaCement of native stock (if available) or from general Monterey P~ne stock, 
on-site drainage pians, off-site or area-wide erosion cantioi programs as Hel1 as 
providing incentives, including the strJctural area bonus a.nd TDC programs, to 
encourage environment.a11y sensiti'/e ces~gns an parceis ',vhie.1 'NiT? mitigate the 
cumu1ative aaverse impacts of per.nitted deveiopment. 'Hith impiementation of t.1e 
County's program far Lodge Hi 11, the program is con sis tent ',.;i th PRC Secti ons 30240, 
protectfan of env1ronmental1y sensitive habitats; 30231, ma1ntenance of biological 
productivity; 30250, locJ.ting of new deveiopment, and 30253, prs'/enticn of erosio 
and sedimentation. 

3. SC~NrC AND VrS~AL RESOURCE oROTECT!ON 

PRC Sec~icn 30251 recu~res that: 

~The scenic and visual qualities af coastal areas 
shall be considered and protected as a resource of 
...... ""'!.;t4 .;,.,....,""'.".....~,.,,...~ rlo.,...,.,';.;-~~A AatJo7f"1-,.,mc"-1- <:>",.::11 J.,G:, 
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sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraaed areas." 

The tall trunks and high canopy of the Monterey Pine forest give the Lodge Hill area 
its di stinctive sceni c character. The dens ity of trees and roll i ng 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 PRe 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 undisturbed scenic 
portion of the forest. Special Project Area 2, known as "Top of the Wor1d", 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 

PRe Secti on 30253 states that IINew development shall mi nimi ze ri sks to 1 i fe and 
property in areas of high ... fire ... hazard." 

Before development of the area, fires were a natural part of the ecology of the 
Lodge Hi 11 • The danger of fi re is sti 11 great. The development of these 
substandard lots means that homes will be close together, potentially fueling fires 
that do start. This hazard is all the more serious because of the inadeauate 
internal road system of Lodge Hill. Steep, narrow, often winding and rutted roads, 
laid out in a confusing pattern, reduce the response time of emergency vehicles. 

property, 
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removed without a coastal develooment erm;t 'Noich in turn decreases the cossibnitv 
of fi re hazard in the Ladae Hi i area. Tnererore t ene LUP, as resubmi tted, is 
consistent with PRe Section 30253. 

D. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

PRC Section 30250(a) requires that new development: 

U ••• s hall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to existing developed areas able to accommodate 
it or, ,,.,oere such areas are nat abie to accommoda:e it, 
in ather areas wi th adequate pub 1 i c servi ces and 'Hoere it 
will nat have signiricant adverse effects, either 
individua11y or cumulatively, an coastal resources .•. 11 

PRC Section 30254 states that: 

New or expanded public works raci1ities sha11 be designed 
and limited to accommodate needs generated by development 
or uses permitted consistent with the provisions or this 
division; provided, however, that it is the intent or the 
Legislature that State Highway Route'l in rural areas of 
the Coastal zane remain a scenic twa-lane road ..• 

Where existing or phnned public ',;lorks facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, 
services and basic industries vital to the economic 
heaTth of the region, state, or nation, public recreation 
and vi si tor-servi ng 1 and uses sha 11 'not be prec: wded by 
other development. 

Wa tel" and Sewer 

Full development of the Lodge H~ll area of Cambria clearly cannot ~eet the Coastal 
Act standard. The ccrmnuni ty of Cambri a has 'Na ter and se'Ner capaci ti es suffi ci ent 
only to serve approximate1y 5200 dwei1ing units (','1ithin the safe yield of its 
groundwater basin,) The Commission has a1ready found that overdrart~ng that basin 
~ould have significant adverse effec~s. The potential buildout or Cambria has been 
variOUSlY es~imated, rt is knc',vn that there a total of 12,958 pTotted lots in the 
entire Cambria area, The Commission used an estimate of 63CO already subdivided 
L. 'ld' 't .... ' cr-,n '" ("128 '0' ' ........ ...1 ' 1 - 8 1 "'0 b '~d' CJU1 1na S7 es 1n !..ne ....... u penn!.. \:;:t.;. -j. / ana eS<..'7macec a tota or j.::J 'Ul i HiC! 

sites when unsubdivided lands '.vithin the Caun:y1s Urban Services Line (USL) are­
counted at the densi:i es permi tted by the County, These numbers sf gni fi cantT y 
exceed the 5200 cf!,l/e1Ting units that couTd be supported 'ffith existing suppTies. ine 
District is already using 60~ of its capacity, ar;d esti~ates that it can onTy 
accommodate appraxin:ately 12 years of gro',.;t11 at the current rate of 125 resfdentia1 
custcmers oer year. The ccmmunf ty does net have adeeuate seiv; ces to SUDOl '/ 

development to ser'le al1 the lots in Lodae Hill '.vithout severel,/ overccn:mit~fr.g its 
'.vater supp Ii es and sewage :rea t:r:ent capaci:y. • 

The resubmi t~ed LUP has no soeci fi c 001 i C'l to reduce development ootenti a i to the 
level al10wed by avaiiabTe ser/ices.' !n "the County's previous resubmittaT of the 
LUP, the County had requested that the annua 1 res i denti a 1 construe:i orr i i mi t be 

"'t--. ____ .. ___ .: ___ ... ~ ... _ .... ..... ..:: ... ;...;,... _"",,~,,~JI'ft";"'''''''''!Li 
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amendment to both the LUP and coastal development permit #428-10 (Cambria Community 
Servi ces Oi stri ct) and cannot be addressed in the resubmi tta 1 for Cambri a/Lodge 
Hill. 

The County's Resource Management System (RMS) a component of the already certified 
Countywide LUP, would require a hearing when 80% of the service supply was 
committed. Such a system might be feasible in a situation of making choices about 
whether or not to approve new subdivisions. If new sources could not be made 
available within economic and environmental constraints, further subcivisions could 
simply be deferred. But in Cambria, where the subdivisions already exist, thousands 
of lots could face indefinite moratorium from development, or could create 
significant pressure for overdrafting groundwater supply. The Commission in 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; 

Because ... 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 long term dependable yields. Continued 
groundwater extractions and stream diversions without adequate 
protection of instream" uses and groundwater resources wi 11 
result in serious degradation of water supplies quantity and 
biological 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 limits on growth 
in recognition of the limits of the lands ability to supply 
water for new development. Under the RMS, the potential for 
over exploitation of natural resources resulting in environ­
mental degradation is high and not limited by mandatory 
standards which would serve to protect the basic viability of 
the resources. Coastal 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 Act requirements. (Revised Findings, Oct 14 1983, 
p. 12,13). 

In light of the uncertainty of future water supplies, it should be noted that even 
with implementation of the development standards and erosion control Toeasures, the 
problem of providing adequate public services will not be solved. The reduction of 
potential development to meet existing avai1able resources can rea11y only be 
achieved by applying more rigorous development controls (such as requiring lot 
consolidation) throughout Lodge Hill and Cambria. Such strong controls would not be 
feasib1e nor acceptable to the County or the property owners of the community. 
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Even prev; ous to the LCP rocess, the County acknowl edcred that there are 
insufficient eublic services to serve existinq iotS. Ihe ounty imc emented a at 
canso i ida ti on ordi nance 'Nne)'"e t'NO adj acent lots owned by one owner, s) 'NOU i C1 be 
consolidated into one develooable earcel. This effective1,! reduced demand on public 
services b'! accroximatet'! ene-half. Also in reca nition o~ the service constraints, 
the CommisSion, tnrou h coasta de'/elcoment permit #4 3-10, imclemented 
a water al ocation system for !he currentlY avai laD e public services. Only 125 
'Hater and sewer eermits are allocated per year for residential develooment 
thrauonout the community of Cambria. This effectively distributes, on an equitabie 
basis the remainincr public services until additional sources of 'Hater can be 
fauna. 1'4oreover, "en€! Camor;a Communit' Services Oistrict can monitor 'Hater 
resources ana. co rreo I ate those resources to ceve oement demana thus ensu Ii no that 
potenti a 1 deve 1 oement 'Hi 11 not exceed or aoverse 1 affect the a'lai 1 ab 1 e 'Na ter 
resources. Ihfrd y, through the certified LUP, resource protection, combined with 
al1ocation of public services~ wil1 be achieved through the implementation of the 
Resource Management System. 

In this resubmittal, incTusion of the voluntary Transfer of Development Credit (TOe) 
program ~ill also reduce potential development through lot consolidation, 
consequently decreasing demand on public services. The County anticipates that 
tht::r~ win be enough public involvement in the TOC program to reduce demand an the 
1imited pubTic services (water resources). The County anticipates that 'Nitn ge::~ 
imclementation of these regulatory measures for protection of resources, ~l=!e 
~ese~~Ee-~R~1€ffie~-Si5~~~~~~~", potential development w111 nat exceed 
available pub1ic services and that Rew deve10pment wi11 nat ~e permitted to exceed 
availabTe water supply capacities. Therefore, the LUP as resubmitted, ·is consistent 
with PRC Section 30250. -

Highways and Roads 

Highway capacity poses an equa11y important constraint on permissible deveiopment of 
the Lodge HilT ar~a. The Ccastal Act provides that where areas are na~ able to 
accommodate deve1opment, it should be located in other areas ',vith adeauate publTc 
services where it ~ould net adversely affect caastal resources. It also states tha: 
where ser'/ices are limited visitor ser'/ing uses shouTd na'/e priority over genera: 
resident~al use (PRC 30250). It also 1fmits Highway 1 to a scenic tliO lane read in 
rllra 1 areas. 

Present levels of service (LOS) an Highway 1 in the v1sn:or season are at service 
leve? 0, an unstable f10w condition that is. the second "Horst level of traffic 
congestion. This traffic ccnges~ion is combined with a relati'le1y high accident ra 
at the intersections of Highway 1 at Windsor Boulevard and 8urton Drive. If these 
toNO factors are taken together "the existing ieveT of service of Highway 1 through 
Cambria during the peak summer months may be unacceptabie" (£nviccm, p. V-53). 

Fun buiidou"t of the Lodge !-tin area 't'tou1d exacer-ba::e :his sf-;:uatian. I: is 
ccnser'/ati'le7y estimated that there are at least 0,300 bufldfng siteS in the Cambr-fd 
area, 'l'Ii-::h perhaps more than a.,500 current1y vacant. If these bu:ld cut, more t,1an 
32,000 additiona1 trips per day '.'fouTd be generatec, including a1mcst 2,800 at the 

I· ....... ~... ... • ... ( ,... ...... ,.' -". ~ - • peal< liour a,. i.yplcal :..rip genera(..:an ra\..es ,:.nV'Tcom, p. j..j. :"uC.'1 CT t:rns "tr;!iTiC 
WOUld :ra'le1 an Highway 1 or Cross it to ge: to the ccrr:merciai area af Cambria, 
sarious1y ccngesti~g Highway 1 for significant parts of the year. The instaT1atian 
oftraff!c _lights at criticaT ~ntersections would recuc~ the effecti'le capacity of 

- ~- ~~ ... _ ~~ _ .. _"----- ----' 
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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 
Hill 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 wi 11 be revi ewed and requ i red to be cons i stent 
with the resource policies of the County's Local Coastal Program and the Coastal 
Act, thereby ensuring that the improvements wi 11 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 of the TDC program, the level of 
development will be reduced which in turn will. reduce traffic levels. 

Therefore, through the resource protecti on pol i ci es of the LUP and wi th 
implementation of the TOC 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 STANDARDS AND TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 

The LUP proposes a system of lot development standards, including size limits, 
setbacks, and performance standards, combined with a Transfer of Development Credits 
(TDC) program to resolve the "whitehole ll 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 consolidate lots 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 landform. The goals of the 
TOC program is to reduce potential build-out of Lodge Hil1, to reduce demand on the 
limited public services and to transfer development to less environmentally 
sensitive areas. The TOC program proposed by the LUP WOUld retire substandard 70ts 
in three ways: 

1. Allowing owners of small and enVironmentally sensitive lots to 
increase their permitted coverage and gross structural area (GSA) 
by retiring other lot(s) (p1us a water and sewer connection) through 
the TOC program. 
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2. Allowing the water hookups associated with such lots to be sold to 
developers presently outside the Services Oistri.ct but '.vithin the Urban 
Services Line in exchange for retiring the 10t 1 s development potential. 

3. Allowing a combination of these features to effectively reduce the 
cost of retiring lots. 

Addi ti ana 11 y t the Coastal Conservancy 'Hi il i denti fy preser'lati on areas 'tlhere forest 
resources are most sensitive and can be best preserved. 

ihrough implementation of this voluntary iDC programt it is anticipated that t.1e 
objectives of the program (to decrease potential bui1d-out, demand on public 
services and locate development in the least environmentally damaging areas) will be 
accomplished. The TDC program begins as a pilot program and after ~tlo-years, the 
program and its objectives will be reviewed. rf it is determined that the program 
is not fulfilling its objectives, the County will have to develop alternative and 
possible more drastic planning solutions to achieve the same objectives. Any 
proposed alternatives or change, or deletion of the TOC program would be subject to 
COlTill1ission review a.nd certification as it would constitute an amendment to the LUP. 

Therefore, the resubmitted LUP t as submitted,. is consistent with PRC Sections 30250, 
30253 and 30254- due to the impl ementati on of the Transfer of Development Credi t 
program. ine objectives of the prograr.i is to decrease the number of developabie 
parcels ',.,hich in turn would reduce demand on avai1a.ble public ser'tices and those 
obj ectives a.re fully consi stent 'Ni th the above referenced po 1 i ci es of the Coasta 7 
Act. 

~J~~I JL/rt 
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IN TfIE BOp.RD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY or·' SAN LUIS onrspo. ST.;\ TI'; OF C.\LIl"OHN'L\ 

PRESE!'T: S~pervisors Bill Coy, Kurt P. Ku?!,cr, Ruth nrackct~, .JeEf Jorgenscl 
Chairman Jerry Diefenderfer 

ABSE1'T: None 

RESOLUTION REStrE!HrrnC TiiAT PGF.:rrmr or THE: I.8CAL COAST,!.;. ?U·.:; 

The following resolution is no~ off~r~d and read: 

WH~"S. the San Lui!' Cbi::;po Cculil;y ntl.nrd of Supc:-viso.s ilp;::.r:,ovr:d a 

1.0<::11 Coast:ar ?':<l~l (!.Jr,;! l.:<:;~ Plan) on Gc:tohct" 13, 19:1 i. a:-.d c::-iei n::!.ly 

19131; and 

and took ac.tion ::0 den)T t'1e P'r.'?os<ll, ·.,ur. i!.l!tCl to aPtlr:;"'e i:: ast.:oj<:.c:: to 

susg~~ted modifi~tion~; and 

II, 1984, a.nd O.:::ober 16, 1984. has con~1:iercd the c.,:a:bria-Lorige- Hill 

standards and the Coastal Co~izs1on Su~&csted codifications; and 

\lHE.::AS. the San r.1I:t~ Obispo Count:y eoard of Supcrv!.so::'s Ot"'~ October 

16, 1954,' too:" acti.on co reject the Coas:::al COCllcission' s suzsested 

.odlflcatiQn~ and ~lso to appcove altern~tive standards herebr ~efer~cd eo 
_' __ 4 • 

AS Exhibit A. 
EXHIBIT NO. / 

1,'/1 I 
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Commission. (A cO~1 of ~~ibLe A ts on file in ~~e office of th~ Coun~y 

Cle::k. ) 

On J:1ot:ioa of Supcl."vlsol:' Co'! , seconded by Sur:c:: ...... ~SOl:' :3 t":: 6:e -: ---:;..;:;..------
attd Ott :h.e following ::oll call -Iot:e, :0 ',li::.: 

Am: Surervi=ors Co'!, Srackc':1:., i~:..:;::rt::.r, ':o=,;eZisen, 
~'air.=an Die!e~cc=:c~ 

NOES ~rone 

ABSENT: None 

A3S1'A .. !N'.mc: None 

A!"l'!S7~ 

FRANCts M_ CCD~~~'f 

(sz...U.l 

ns/.31Q4 
-'-
~------~~--~---~-.----~ ,. 0- r" I I· ... -.-.~ .. ~ • STMIE (" _ ....... I.J:'.!\-"' I :.s 

1 CC'J~(('( OF s::!~ L:":;~ C::':::;-':'; 
I"""'t~ '. ....""'r. .. -.'1 j ("'" .----- 'C:,.......:. ,J' .:. 'I. _lot_v 1.. F?.).l!~ ~h .. ~ ... ' _k.!":' ~'Y '... __ •• , •••• "'. _.- ;:t. __ 

--U!....A t"'''!.~. --.; :~-G~ .... "" C:;:-;\..:,: 'j'.~ :..:::~ '" 
1.:n.ul..';"'..i ....... n .. ,.-J. -- - -
i~~"'t t:'~~-d. c . ., ~.:::::; :':..~ .... / ':...: ;:~:::: 
t:l be 1 rWl .. tru.'! :n~ c:::::: ~~~!"1 (:J:r ~~:';:r 
~ t."t: C"'.,ir.:t.::s c! !:'"Jd ~.::r~ ci S:::~l~':';'S. !.~:! .~.:. 
~~ oi r:cnro :-:";:'.y ~~l~ . 

\"J7t.-::es.:s.. m"{ r..:.",~ .. ":1.:1 s:::i::;! i::i..l ~:: j oj Su;: 

OCT 2 G ~~.!.-,~, 
;~""1'S Uti.:s 'Y» -J ..-. 

'tS' ___ _ 

Frt':"'\:c!S ~t we:!:::'!' 
O;...~ C:'::x i.;i: :; •. ~~c:-: C:'::A :! ~3 

s.a.:mt at S:.:';<-"'fl,;.jes, 

3'{ ';:::;;;;ij/Y4~ 
~";"UK~ ~\ "\Y;:::"S 1"'._ ..... -~ t.J'"",il""t .w-'"\ f'J· • _.'\, -.,. _ ..... , I.e.~ 
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EXHIBIT -A" 
CAHBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTION Of 

LAND use PLAN 

. ~[)1@~rrW~ 
COUNTY'S OCT 3 01934 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl CO,. .. \}"ISS:OI-t 

SOUTH CEJ-HRAl COASl D!STRtO 

Revise North CO~lJt Planni.l1?, Ar~<l, P,19;C /.5, Combin1i!f~ D(!;:t~nattc->n Pro~r:'a:-J 
(Sensitiv~ RCGol.lrcc Arca PrOr;rnrll II) I to :ldd the follo wlng: 

c. Erosion Control! :L.lnd:;r::ani:1C, and DcvcloDmcnt M;lnoal. A 
manual will be prcp~red by the cou~ty U$ a part of Ph:lse IV of 
Local Coastal Plan Development to olddrl!S5 special developoent 
issues pertaining to t!1e Pine Fore::t. The C'lanual '.;ill 
emphasize techniques th<:!.t may be u:;;cd to pJ:evcnt erosion, 
enhance and preserve the landscape, and Gpccial rceu1<ltions 
affecting developm~nt. 

d. Erosion Control Pro~raC'l. The county will prepare a program as 
part of Phase LV of Local Coastal Plan Development to reduce 
erosion in the Lodee Hill PillC for::!s t. The prog-r"::l i.la y 
include rO<ld systeo. irnproveo.e::ts J e:::;tablishmcnt of a 
formalized drainaee system, stabili::ation of cut banks or 
other: techniques to reduce areawide ero:::icn and scaic.<=ntJ.tion 
problems. Sil::<ltioll sh41.11. be cOllt:rollec. and pr,:::v'!r!.ted frc~ 

entering Santa Rosa Creek to the maxicum extent fe41.~ible. 

Until implementation of the certified prof,ram, an ~rosion 

control fee!° of ~400 per ne.., unl t shall be p<!.ici to 41. spccial 
fund established by- the county for \Zs~ ill the iliIplcr.leon t,1 tion 
of <In erosion control pcograo. for Ledge Hill. 

Add the follo-dn?; co Uorth Coast Plannin>; A:.::a, pa;;e 46. CO::l':::iini:l1! 
Designation Prog:-am (Sen!;!..t::!.·,re ~esou=cc t\r-ea): 

,. 

7. Transfcr of Development Credit Programs (roc) 

il. Progract Object1yes. The! TDC Prog!:"am shall have. t:he 

b. 

objective of reducing potential buildout in the Co1obria 
area, especially the substandad lot areas of Lodge Hill, 
to be within the public service capacity of thc aren and, 
Yhere possible, new devclopo.c::lt should be. t-rn:1sfcrred 
from the more environ:nentally-sensitive 4l.reas to areas 
where less ic.pact: m:ly occur. 

Establishment and Duration of ?ro3'~. The County will 
work with the Scale CO<lstal Conservancy to est:a.blish a 
eYo-year pilot prograc. for encourasing ,oluu~.ry tr~nsfer 

of develoPQent credit$ froQ aesign<lted prcservation areas 
in lodge HilL In conjunction ..... ith the Con!:erv.:lncy t the 

.. 

\~ 
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. EXUIIHT "A­

CAHnRL\/r.oOCE HILL l?OEt!'rOn c:- cemerY's LAND USr: pr.i\.N· 
PACE. 2 

Clunt:7 ~hall pt'cP.l:;"c ocdl.a;anccs co it:lplcfCcnr.: che T::-.lltsrct" 
of Devcloprccnc Crcdic$ pco;rd~ a~ci CQ pc::"~ic pa~ene of a 
fee co off!::cc: acquisl.c:l.on coce:> foe lacs in ene 
presecv~c:ion areas. 

c. Establishmcnt: of P-:"C!1c~·,/':.!c1on .!..r.C(1S • • The DC pccs:-am !;h,1.Ll 
establish prcsc!:,",,facion aI:cas eh.:!.i: tlest: rcfl~cc. c::<t:-acccr­
iscics of LedCe !rill dcemed.· most: sensi:;f."~1 oue s!-:aJ.l 
include the stceper slopcS', hc.3.V"'j r::-ce c01,~eI:cd <lJ::'l'!rl~, 

Hlgh~ar One view cor:-ido: and areas with poce~cial co 
funct:ion <1!:: ~ildlifc coct'iciot"s. 

d. Rel<ttion of So~:::l.al Pt'ojecc Ai:"(:.1~ <me ?r:c;';cJ:"',I'a:icn (·.t"l!,l$. 

e. 

Tne Special ?:,ojecc Arr:a.s :'c?c·-:,sen C che oC!s:: yl,:C!;e~~c 

appro.:::iazation oe the c::::sC scns!.c!.',"c r.or~icn of t::hc pccc::.t:ial 
Pres erva. cion ArC!clS based on c:-:is::i.::g tn£oc:::aeion. 'I':i.C 
st:anda=ds Eor cl:e Special Pt'ojc:c~ A::-e.:l.s shal.l .:!.?plr r:o the 
P"re~c:;va.tion At'eas · .... hen .. :::he LJ.:::r:e.:- at'C! dC!si.8~a:(:d. The. 
P't'e~ervation Ar~a.s. finally ado?i:ec ..... ;.11 n~cc to ;:,e larl;<.:!r" ~o 

ac.l-t.!.e'ff! a. rcdllc:::iotl of buildol.!: ?o::e.o.t:1al co a lc·.el eCH.: is 
~ore consiste.n~ with ay~ila.ble ~e=.icc caaac!t:ie.s. - . 
O1an~e 0= TnC 
the cert:i~ieo. 

?~~~:-~:n ~et4ui=~s Lett ~_-:cnd=en c. ~\;;..:r c:t~r:ge C::J 

~DC ?=og=~:!1 shall co=.sc:i::.:.:e a= dr:.~!!c.~~n: 

the Lep. 

IDC's. 
~y: 

1) Taking t.."e lor:: a:-e...:3. of the sit:.:: ;:he:-e. t..~e de'l'el.o?::.e~.:: 
1s to occu~ (the scbject: loc) a:d addi~g :::~ it: :he 10: 
area of ~he lac(s) ::'0 be ::ec:'=ed. (:::'e ::C lacs)) :0 

c=eate a su~, and 

2) 

3) 

Dete~1nia;~ the pe=:ir::::cd foot:pri~: 
Struc:ut'al A:-ea ind!.cat:ed fo:- :his su~ fo:­
of the suhjecc lor:: as sho~~ in Table. 2. 

ztnd G:,oss 
r:he C4lc:cgor-y 

foocp:-!.::.C a:'!ci G:-lJSS 

and 90= 0: t..l:e 
Table 2. 

be allowed :0 exceed 
a:-<:;.L of the s:.;:' j ec t: 

rc.s?~c:!\"t.!lf 

10 Co as s110~~ 

.. . 

square fooc~r.e. toes 
quallf] eot" Clddi::lonttl 

~i:~~~ Special ?:-ojcct: 
!oot:?t"!nt: a:-ea. and Cr-oss 

A:-C.l.:l ftt.l 'f 
S::=uc.:u:-ttl. 
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EXHln IT .• A­
CAHDRIA/LOOCE HILL PORTION" OF COUNTY' S LAND USE PU\l{ 

PAC!=: 3 

In no case shall a TOC be transferr.ed to a build !.n~ s i t::e 
~ithin a Special Project Area from outside the area. 

Eligihle Purchasers of TDC's. 
include the following: 

Purchasers of TDC'~ ~~y 

1. Owners of small lots within Lodge 
retirement of another lot I a TDC could 
would allow an inc:-ease in the pe:-mitted 
structural area on the original parcel; 

Hill: throueh 
be 81 "lCn th<1 t: 

I coveracc/2;:"o:;= 

2. Owners of properties within the Urbao Reserve Line tha t: 
are not presently provided with sewer or water scrv!cc 
by the Cambria Cor:::munity Services Dist;:-ict:: through 
particip.cr.t:ion in the retin~Clent of lots on Lodge: iiill, 
transfer of water and sewer credits that ~oulJ 

otherwise have been developed on the origi -r.al 10 t~ ::lay 
be appropri.ate. 

3. Joint:: r..ct:ire'Zlcnt by o ... -ners in (1) and (2): a portior! 
of the cost of retirement:: could be borne h; each ;~~~? 

• ~ith the o~ers on Lodge Hill receiving pc:-t.':issir:,n fr-r. 
additional resic.euti..:tl square foota8e and ;:he c~-;-.e:-s c: 
uns£!t"viced areaS recei 'ling ~a ter and sewer credo!;::;.;. 

1. Parment of Fees.· Under thi!:: pt"ogram, a fee may b~ [1.,1d t.:; 

the Conservanc.y or another appropr-iate nonpr-o£it o:-S·'\r:iz<!-

j. 

tion who would be responsible for purchase and reti~~~~nt of 
the lots. The fee =ust: be adequate to allow for purct~sc of 
typical lots within the preservation areas, plus se~er 
assessments and adainistrative costs. 

Resale Provisions. with the concentration of purchases 1:1 
$pecific preservation areas, the program may propose lot 
consolidation and eventual ~ale of portions of the preserved 
area as estate-sized parcels with appropriately s1 t.=.d 
building si tes. Using this approach.. money collected froct 
the sale of the estate lots would alloW' for retirecent of 
additional lots. 

Revise North Coast Plannin£: Area, ?ar.e 65, Communitvwide ?ltinn!n~ Area . 
Stancia ni 5 • 

. 
5. Permit Requirement: - Commun1trJidc. Site plan r~view is requir~d 

for all projects on slopes in excess of 20 percent, except where (\ 
.. higher level of revieW"" is required by the und Use Ordin.:1nce or \1\ 
Plann.t.ns Al"ell Stttnda::d. \ '\ 



EXIl!nIT -1\'. 
C/ .. I.fBRIA/toOCE HILr:. PORTION Of COCWTT S LA1CD U$2 PLAN 

rAeI-: 4 

Revise H'ot"ch CO.HC ?l":1nin:; Area, P.:l?c 73-74 I ;{cs!'dc!lc.L1~ Slr'\~L(:-::;:r:-::i Lv. 
SC:,'lncia "Cds 9-LL 

$ubdiV'i~i.(')ns of 25' 10c3. The follo· .. i.n~ ~t:,:'!1.d<l=1:: <lprly co 
as .... el1 as all oche:, a.rean (Gucn a::o P;J,:k tIil.l.) :h,lC ,'lre 
into 25-foot lacs. 

Lcd z:.'! :ttll 
subcU.''-i.dcd 

9. $i te Developrnen t: Stand<1 :-:is: ~k"". dcvelopr.:'!n c: 
subject to the fo11o~i~S ~:~~dards: 

a. Lot Conzolidacion. (1) A s!.n~lc lot ..... Len 4:. =ron::,:q:c r:>: ZS 
feet con~::icuC:!!S a sepa=at:e. building sicc 0:11; i.: it: is 
unde:: SCp<l:,a.t:c o'..'T!e:'shlp .e::cc <ldjacf!:l: lQC~ eSc!: Sec.:iG'1 
21.04.050 of: che Lznd Use Cdin.lncc); (2j ;:lr:.e1e o·.:-:\c:,·:-hi.:) 
of two 0:' core adjoining ';<leanc lot:;:; a::-c s·..!;'je<:: '':0 C::-~~ 

rcqu1.rc:x:cnt::: of Secc::!.on 22.04.050 - Loe: C..,~ ... :;o!.id;.:::lc.,:. c: :;:/.: 
Land Use Ordina.nce. 

b. ~ki~. Whc:-c physical' c.cn::c:.lLn::s of a ':It..:!.lci.:'.?, s.:!.tc 
pcecluc1c adc.'111<lti! on-sit::: parki.:lSr .:ll!:(!':l1.::.I::i.· .. es :;:.:ci: as 
parking b~ys locaccd in coaj~~c:ion ~ic~ nc.i;h~~~::'.~ ~= 
nea=by lots C<1c. be ut::!..li::ed. $ubjec:: co ap?::,c·J.:il ~. ,1:: 

adjus=:e::.t CL.:.c.d Use C=di:'!':':'!c= S·!cc:"on 22..01.04 J)., ?::c·:i::~ci 
the space l~ :lOC fu=~!-:~= t::a~ 100 fc~c ::-0: :c~c cu:'ldlr.t :~:... 

c. Pine 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Fo r-~s: 

No cree s::all be 
sttuc.ct..::ra1. J..::.::::.e 

, .. _ .. 
de' .... c.:.c;=c::: 

accord.<lc..ce with $~c,::'oc.. 22.05.060 of t!1e L.=;_rl use 
Ordi::la.::u:e. 

1'::-ces =ay onl.y be :-c:o'.fed ~,:: 

approved consulcanc: dec:e::::.ines 
pose a hazard. 

.Any :rec(s) 
g:-ea:e: 
replaced. 
Planning 

:c:::oved £roe 
on a t .. ...,o fo:-

t::e Coun.:y 
:hey are 

0::- a. cour:.Ci~ 

di.')c.::sec! ot' 

c= 
co be 

(4) Ii a.v.::i.Llble, repla.cer:en:: c-::ees sb..l tl be fi '/e ~a llon 
Mcnc:erc1 Pi:1eg, gro"''U :::=0= sc::::ds ohc.:zined f:-om t:-:c 
Camb:-ia sC3.nd.. 

(.5 ) Con~t::uc::ion pt'<'IC.ti.CCS :0 pc-o C'cc.e :!on:ct'~:r Pi:iCS :rom 
disturbftn~~ eh~11 ~_ • __ I ______ J ... 
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EXHlnIT "A" 
CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTIO~t OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN 

PACE 5 

include prote~tine tree trunks from construction 
equipment by .... rapping .... ith he,,",!), materials (e.r,., 
layers of burla.p); protectinG root systems tbrotl?,h the 
design of the foundation and careful use tind ~tora.Gc of 
construction equipment. 

(6) Undeveloped area of each building si te shall be 
maintained in native vegetation and natural character. 

d. Setbacks. Minimum setbacks shall be as follo .... s: 

(1) 25-Foot Lots: Front and rear setbacks must total 2S 
feet, "'ith a minimu::l of 10 feet: in the front:. and 10 
feet in the rear yard unless adjusted pursuant to L'lcd 
Use Ordinance Section 22. O/l.108a(3) (::;lopinC lo~ 
adjustment). Side se.tbacks shall be a rr:L1.i=:Ul:l of J 
feet; 5 feet 00. the street: side of a corner lot. 

(2) 50-Foot Lots: Front and r.ear setbacks sh·::tll total 25 
feet'~ith a cinimu::l of 10 feet in the front and 10 feet 
in the rear unless adjusted pursuant to !....l~c Use 

• Ordinance Section 22.04.108a(3). Side ya=d$ shall be "­
minimum of 5 feet; 10 feet on the street: side of J. 

corner lot. 

(3) Setback.s oar be averaged to .:I.110w for fle.'db~~ i. <.:.y ii: 
design and minor adjustoent tn.:l.Y allowed (nOl: tc ~:x;cccr: 
2 feet in the rear) to preserve trees on the site. 

(4) Front setback. oay be adjusted pursuant to LUO Scctio~ 
22.04.108a(3) for sloping lot adjustceo.t. 

(5) Zero sicic.yard sctb.:lcks may be permitted by devel0i'::le::::.t 
plan review where preservation of healthy trees is 
accomplished or whe:-e grading would be minioized) in 
accordance with Section 22.04.l10g of the Land Use 
Ordina.nce. 

Revise North Coast Plann1n~ Area, Pa9;es 74-75, Residential Sin,glc-:aoily, 
Stancia rds 11-17. 

In addition to the previous standards for 25~ lots, the followinB 
standards apply to Lodge lUll (see. Figure 2)! 

12. Perm! t ReQui:-c:!len ts and Aool ication Content. Hinar Usc Pct"T:li t: 
approval for d!!ve.lopmcnt on lots of 25Z or greater- siope an.d for \\ 
de.ve10paent within Special Project Arc41s. Plot: Plan approvnl for \ '{' 
other lots unless a. higher level of rev~c,;J !a rcquir<!d bY' the v\ \ 
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EXitIIHT "A­
CAHnltIA/LOOC~ HIT.r .. PORrrou Or comrry I s r.A!iD l.lS~ PL\.!I 

l'ACF- G 

Land Usc 
foot:pt'inc 
rC'l'ieW' • 

Ordin<lnce.. Conaiciera cion of a bonu:: fo r: <ldd LCiorl<ll 
or gross atruccur<ll <lreil requirc:: Hinor Usc ?ercie 

Applicil cLons s:-:a11 include info I:':lil t:ion on ~r:ad Lne > d::ain<lc:e <lnrL 
erosion and se~i~cncacion cont=ol in accordilnce ~i:h Chap~e= 
22.05 of the Land Usc Ordin~nce. 

'. 

13. Si te Dcvclooment:: S t::andards. 
follo~.tit13 s ::andilrds: 

Nc~ de'l'cloprucnc shall sa eLsEy t:hc 

a.. Erosion Control. 
rcquireaent~ of the 
a.lso be rue t:: 

In addit:ion. co 
wa.d Use Ordina.nce, 

ocher applicable 
t:he fo.llr.;·..;i.n~ shall 

1. All ru~off fror- l=~e~ious surfaces 5uch as roefs, 
drive<,{ays, • ... alks, pacios) dec.ks 1 shall be c.oll,;ct:cd and. 
detained on-site, or passed on t:hrough an e::c:.c::5. 'If;! 
erosion control device or d.rainage sys te!:I il9pr~'l'ed by 
the County Enginc~r. 

2 •• 

3. 

Per:tanen t: 
prior to 
act:i·ti ties. 

erosion cont:::ol devic.cS' 
or COo.cu::::.::ncli" 

. i' sna_...:.. 
oa.-sicc 

If g::adi.ne; -is Co OCCU7 beC::.;ecll Cccoo':!r 15 t;.o A;:::!.":' 
a sedi=eucacio~ and e~o~ic= cc~:=cl ?l~~ z~~ll 

s~bci::c1 pe~ Land Use Ord~=c~c.c Sec~:!.on 21.05.036. 

T c: 
--' . 

4. Grad:'ng I fill!.nz; or 5i:e d!.s t:u-:bacce 0 f. e:c.is ::ing so il 
and vcgc!:4tt:.ion sc.a:....l. oe lio.i.ce·i cc I:.."e u!.n.:!..::u::::. 3.rccs 
necess.;J.r"j. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

St:od:plles 
troa rain 

and ocher discu=bed soU shall ~e 

and ero:iotl. by plastic sheec::s 
?CO tec.t:.ed 
or acne:: 

III areo.s dist:urbcdby grading sh.J:l.l be ,:,.!vegec.:lt.:d 
.. i:h tc.apo:"J.:] 01: ?er:::a.=.ent c:"osion control dcv-!..ccs .!.Z1 

place. 

!:pcr"/iour. su~fac~s SU~~ as dri7evays ~d ~nl~~~ys 

shall be l.:!.=i:~d ~o t:he ~llcst func:~on.:ll si~e. 
t;ec'l...~1 /.-;fI::i!l!I / '6/:./ 1:~c:·A'-..v I :01 Idv'd!!~ / J:.t1:J:._~/ / did. / .5.J:f..:./:.1./ / n~:' 
.! • 1 ' , 1/...,,,,., / Lt.! . , ' . I ',J I • I J ' ! • , 'i ' • I 

---- r:;e.:;;;:e~ ... r.l .... " rer.l ... 'c_4':.'i11 .. 110 Cor C Jon:. 
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14. 

b. 

8. 

EXHIIHT "A­
CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTIOH OF COUNTY'S LAND USE rLA1I 

PACE 7 

Exterior decks r;hall be located t:o ,nofti tr-ec;.;. SO.U.d 
exterior decks shall be li~Ltcd t:a InZ af the o~r~!t:~ri 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~'----~---
footprint, while cic:::ks of pcrmcobJc cons:ructicn Ci.~, 
open \/ood 51<3 ts) shall be lit:litcd to 30;:: of PC ti:1i:: t:ed 
footprin t. 

Parkin;. Two off-strect: parking spacc9 arc requi~cd for 
least one space sildll be 
the other may be loca t~d 

eac.h singlc-family d',.;elling. . At: 
covered (gacage or carport), and 
within the front setback. 

Building Standards far Lodge Hill. The construction 0: 
residencc:s on lots in Lodge Hill in the Resid<:nti.:l.l Single :.::.::ilj: 
category (see Hgure 2 for area) shall be in accordance \· .. i en the 
height, footprint and gross structural area rcqu1.re:;1cots S(;o .... "":'! on 
Table 2. 

The standards of Table 2 do not include TrJ.<.:t 163, i:'c.:!ct 61., 
Cambr-i:l Pines Estates til, andthe t',:o marlr-,,~ te:-race O.!.CCr:;:; 

(Blocks 1 .and 2, Tract 97) south of Lampton Strt:::eC. .'''"-..... y parcel 
deemed by the county to be non-conforming because of ita size is 
subject to standards of Table 2. 

Table 2 is used by first: dete:-:nio.ir'6 the nU:::lhe-r 0: legal 
subdivided lots tha::: cO:4lprise t:heo<;.,-n(!rship (such as a si:1gl.e 
25' , double or triple configucatio:.) and select:~~.g thi:! 
appropriate category. Then select the correct type of }"-:;l (s:.!ch 
as Special Project Area 1, Forested, or Steep Lot) t.:s!.ng th::-: 
definitions in these standards. This ~~ll yield the ~axi~um 

allowable height, footprint and gross structural area. 



EXHIBIT "A­
CAHDRL\/r.ODCE HILl. ('ORTIer,: OF' COUNTY'S r ... \l;Q us;:.: PLAU 

Pl\cr-: 8 

TA.lH..E Z 
STAll'Dt1_R.DS FOR LODCE nILT.. L07S 

A. SINer.:: L07 C.".T:':CO:ZY 
2S' LOTS (1750 SQ.fT.) 

-----------------------------------------G~R~O~S~S~--

MAX. 
TIl'f OF LOT HT. FOOTPRINT 

1. . SPEC!.\!. ?R.OJECT$ AP-E:..!" 1 (Steep Canyon) 

a. 
b. 

0-25: !>lope 
25t plus 

2S'*" 
25'1:' 

sao :.>q.f::. 
400 sq. ft:. 

2. SPECIAL PROJECTS ,\.L'\.::A. Z (Vi!>ible Hillsi.de) 

a.. 
b. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

o. 

0-251: 
2St plus 

:ORES1'ED 

STEEP LOTS (30:: pI us) 

TYPIc..\L LOrS 

B. DOUEL:: UJr r:\7::CaR.Y 

28'*"* 

28'*"* 

2Z' 

28'1:-J: 

500 sq.fr::. 
400 sq. ft:. 

500 sq. ft:. 

4CO zq.ft. 

800 sq.ft:. 

STr'~ iJCTU!V ... L 
ARF.A 

900 sq.fr:: 
600 sq.ft:. 

900 sq.:c. 
700 sq.: t:, 

900 Sct.fc. 

700 

1,000 

900 

SO' LOTS (3500 SQ.:T) _____________________________________________________ ___ 

3. 

4. 

5. 

a.. 
b .. 

a.. 
b. 

0-25:: !>lcpe 
25: plus 

0-2.5": 
zs: p1~s 

(Ja: 

6. . !"'!1'!. c.\ r. taTS 

"""s) 1:"' ...... 

25"'· 
2.5' • 

28'** 

21~ 

750 sq.ft:. 
600 sq.'::. 

800 
Gsa 

sq.fc. 
S ,.., 1: .. 
. 'i .. .l. ..... 

90C sq.ft:. 

sq. ft. 

1 s::o~r, 1,600 gq.f:. 
2 story, lsJ;O sq.ft. 

1 sto~J, 1,600 :fq. ct:. 

1,350 sq.:t:. 
l,CaO sq .:r::. 

1,400 sq. _. 
1,100 sq.ft:. 

1.lCO 

1,600 sq. ~. 
2,OeO sq.fc. 
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EXHIBIT "A­
CAMBRIA/LODCe HILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S T...NW USE PLAN 

PAGE 9-

GROSS 
MAX. s:rn. U CTUR,\i. 

TYPE OF LOT ·AT. FOOTPRINT AREA 

TRIPLE LOT CATEGORY 
7S t 

1. 

a~ 

b. 

2. 

a. 
b. 

3.: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

28' 
2.5' 

,. 

LOTS (5250 SQ.FT.) 

SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 1 (Sceep Canyon) 

0-25% slope 25'* 1,000 sq. [t. 
25: plus 25'* 800 sq. ft. 

SPECIAl ... PROJECTS AREA 2 (Visible Hillsldcd 

0-25% 25'* 1,100 Gq. ft. 
25% plus 25' * 900 sq.ft. 

FORESTED 28'** 1,200 sq. ft. 

STEEP LOTS (30Z plus) 28'1<1:- 1,000 sq.ft. 

MARINE TERR..A...CE 1 fitory. 1.800 sq. ft. 
22' 2 story. 1,650 sq.ft. 

1'YPIC.U LOTS 1 story, 1,800 $q.ft. 
28'** 2 story, 1,300 sq.ft:. 

if the site is not visible from Highl.'J.y 1 
if vis.lble froo HighW'ay One. 

T.~I.,. '2 (0<7cnot~.. $t .. "4.&rci .. 1-3 1><:10'" .".11 l.< ued .,(tll T .. blC' 1 vf1 .. :C 
IncC'cpC'eC,,{ln& lot ai.as t~t cio "o{ conlor.: <''''Actl)" t., l;,,,.e den.Lcy or 
wf\cre: " l"'ooc.l"C'i"c. and C("oc. $(I:"1.I<".l:u('&1 Arc"" bonuc I. t'e~ .. .,..t<:';. 

1. 

1 •. 

l 

luUd.tng: etc.c. &:reeCcc th." 5,2:50 ''1,[=, ."Y' be pooerwiC'ted 

.44Hio .... l. Footprint and Croce Scrucc.ur.l Are,. eq ... l ~o ehe ~t'"c:e:nt 

chAc c.he .tCe- ta ,rcetee' th.n ),250 ,q.(t. 

"'fld11't~ aLce. ),2:50 • ~ .Ie. ot' lot." • the poo= ..... 1ttcd "'.x i:: ....... 
roo<;ot'1n' ... <1. CSA ./WOll be cd.l'''C.e4 .c.CoUo"".: 

c. $%nc,lc lot. eatot&ory - 1! thor bu1:ci~n, dte 1 .. ,('e"c.et 1:1 ... " 
1.7~a .q.{t •• tn .. rootpdn(. .nd CSA ... ., ~ fnerc, ... e" bT th<: 
P"I'rce,.C thAt tt. .. lot .orcs 1.: ,(' .. .&tel" Ch:an 1.7~0 -'l.(t. 

". Do..ol .. !4( c: .. ~e,ory - l( tbe tot4 H'C ,ru(cl" tit." J,500 
sq.Cc.. tl\c root.;>t'lM .<04 CS"" .... y k In<,·c .. ,,<4 b)" thC' 
~rc.C'ftt th.at th .. loc I .. ,r ... ce(' en." ).jOO ''l.ft. 

\lhcre tf>,co ~. tooe.,!!' ot tb .. b<.tlldt .. 'C c1te 1 .. t.e ..... th .. n th .. boa .... 
U'IIi:. (l.1l0 "".(t. (oc .lnlOte loco aM 1.500 "'l.lL (or ';0"to1 .. to( 
c., .. ;o(1) ,h.. ~""'ttc" r ... qt,.t .. , an': CSJ. CA.!l .., 4cer ..... cd 
"c"'('a'ne l }, . 

r_<r"fftt ..... 1 C:s"J. :t........ """"t....", "911Uc_t c •• · c:h·.t'Ir 
" __ .CraC .. tl\ .. , .. c."'" .. ...J. I.,.....' ('0_ ...... 10 ... "'-_ .... ~ft •• 4~ 1'", 
.......... to ... _ " ... 1(n,. (r ....... t .. I ... '" .. &l~ .. dt'''''i>Clo",. ,,1. ..... 1 

1,800 Gq.ft. 
1,400 sq.ft. 

1,900 sq. ft:. 
1,500 sq.ft. 

2,400 sq.ft. 

1,GOO sq.ft. 

1,800 s- ;::f-'{. -.... 
2,450 sa..ft:. 

1,800 sq. ft. 
2,600 sq.ft:. 
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EXH!BIT "''\'" 
CAHRRIA/LQUCE: HII.r. ?ORTImr OF COUNTY' S t.\HD US?: Pf .. A!! 

PACE 10 

The follow.ine definL :ions sha 11 be u!;cd in the i.n te ~Pt'C t:.:l I: ion 0 f 
Table 2: 

fooCrn:"int: - r:::eans the arc.:::. of c:ne loc: covered uy :"csicknti.a,l -----aeces!;ot')' structures, c:tprc~:i...;d i:1. Sq:,H1CC fcet:, .1nd 
area, Car:::.(!CS and earpot't:~. !:: doc::: not: inc'!'u.dc 
balconies or ea','cs. 

inc.!.ud c;: lL 
nd 

b. Cross Strucc:ur<tl Arca l:leJ.n~ all intcC"ioc areas, c.:qn,-C!:.!:ed i.::l 
square feet: at flooc area, ~:it:hin the '>'(')lu.::e of t:hl! st:·u~t:tt;:"e. It: 
include::: UviaC are4tS, sc:ocace, &ar;:J.t:cc and C.,lCPC;:"t.S. Cross 
Structural Area is Oleasu:::'cd to ::hc c:.:c:.:r.ior lil:lit: of e:v:: buildtne, 

c. 

walls, Cross Struct:ural A;:"c~ docs aut: Lncl\,;de o:; .. ~t~ e;.:tc;:"i~C' s 
or intcz:ior lofts added. w!.chin the height: li:.:ic:a:ion::o n. 
additional square :oot:aec. 

Slooe - to be dct:~rmincd b] usinS on~ of enc 
tnethods in Cu.pCer 22.11 (Slooe, AvcJ:J?,c) 
Ordi.:l.ance. 

d. Soec1al l',,:,ojeccs t·.:-C<::.S - rercJ:'s Co SC!1£ii.:ive aC"<:as d.e.!.i.!"!~<!.=ed. 0:1 
figure :... 

.E. 

l:. 

h. 

t::ees • 

t:he: area loca ced 

S:eep Loc - a lac with of 30: 0:- C"-= ~ ;-n.,.. Q----_ .. 

T'rtlic~l Lac: - a lac: :,.:'al: has ao. a"-e;:~zc slope less 
co~tz~~s 0.0 ~onl:c:::,~y Pine crees, ~ci is COl: locaccd. ic 
!er=ace or Specla~ P;:ojeccs Area. 
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EXHIIHT "A­
CAMBRIA/r..oDCr: IfILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S I.AND USE rr .. Ml 

PACE 11 

15. Sherwood Drive - Setback and hci~ht rC(1ULrc:ment:>. Front ;.etbacks 
shall be a minimum of 5 feet:. Rear setback (bluff) is to be 
determined by a geologic report, and shall be -3t least 25 feet, and 
greater as needed to accoCl'Jnodate a 75 ye::J.r erosion r~tc. Othec 
setbacks shall be in accorrl.lnce with the I ... lnd Use Ordinance. The 
ma:dt::lUm heieht for structures between the ocean and Shcnlood 01:"i ve 
shall be 15 fe.et as measured from the centerlinc of Shel ....... ood Drive. 

16. Special Project Areas. There. ,HC two areas of Lodge Hill where 
special resource protection problcos exist. Special Projects Area 1 
1s sensitive because of the rare pine forest, steep slopcs, and 
potential to loose the forest habitat as small lots are developed. 
Special Projects Ar:ea 2 is hi~hly visible from Hizh·..ray One oec,1t!se. of 
its lack of vegetation and prominent location. Both area:> have steep 
slopes and high erosion potential. 

Hinor Use ?er:ni!; approval is required prior to development 1:1 these 
areas and is subject to the follo~ing standards: 

a. All dc.:vclopme.nt ',:i thin the viewshcd of Hibh'~'ay One shall be 
construc.ted and maintained in tl<l tural appea.ring ca !:eria is and 
earthen- or forest toned colot's (i.e.. natural • .. u.:!3.thcrcd \lood). 
Reflective materials shall be rninimized. 

b. lUI development within the 'liewshed of High:;.;ay One Sf:: U. be 
landscaped with native plant materials to complemet".t and scree:1 
the development from High<..lay One. 

c... Where feasible, utiliti e.s should be 10ca ted to cini:lizc visual 
impact:: • 

d. A l!1inic.um of two Monterey or Cambria pirtes sh",ll be pl:1:1ted in 
the yard areas on lots in Soecial Proiects Area 2 and =~i~cained 
in a satisfactory condition. 

17. tldCfrid I PJ...W 1-11 A!€tt{~{vt1 IUt.1.tl.1 t'f.c/ fdaYfdJ:i 11~.J:J /fir I,Stf:Ubt.L'l;~# /1.10. 
jl~ liJ:...fd:,,6f.:.~1 t.1lA.-1J.JW Iffr!ol.d liH.f,\{';l.t I bW h!i.iltJ! Nd I tf>1 / f.>.tb6\i.:I Irltirl / 1..-fe.Ui,t. 

f.i'f.U/ Itrfdddj 111t6.!d...f.MJ N.f.f.',:)li / ,w!f / I. f..hl ti.d.teil Ndddirirf I J::J.:..WiJ..:! / t~{'6 
1f.£rtl.l/'6ttid6tl£'f.l.t1/~ellglf~~t/I.D~Y~/int/aj~titelt!n{snid/iti~il 

18. WJi::Akk:! It~ttU.U 1-111rJ~ . .;t{;.W 1tJ.·M .. U· tW 1.f..Uf.rf.J..f./ /rfd!lg~ftl! £6/::/! stftlC!rttrfi 
'Oe t.J ~ U. / f'JJ..l:A.hhJ:hN:fJ ,hhtY / g!u. .. bU dJ./ DE: J../dd /.if"-.(y'l..Jl' N" I t. t/ / fJ:/ lrid i id rld.f Itt 6ci 
if~fiielf{rt{i~i~/itiiil 

19. Caobria Pines 
squa rl!' fee t::. 
ares. 

Estate Unit No. 1. Minimum parcel 
No addit:ion.:Jl subdi visions shall 

s!.z:~ shall be 15,000 
be approved in chis ~ 

:;\ 



EXHIBIT -A­
CAM13RL\/r.o·OCE HILL (,ORrrON Of COUNTY' S r~\;;D USC:: PLAN 

PAC~: 12 

20. Top of che Uot"ld. The pt"csencly unsuodtvickd p.1;:,cel u..P~:: 24-301-1J) l-:lay 
be subdivided. int:o no core Ch.1rt c· .... o p~i.ccl;;. The rC!:lllr.:t:le c· ... o P.J.:·cc,':s 
sh,J.l~ nor: be Eucc~et" subdivirled. 

jm/97/4181k 
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San Luis Obispo County 

Planning Department 

February 7, 1986 

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

Dear Mr. Grenell: 

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

Paul C. Crawford.AlCP 
Planning Director 

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 
conceptually approved by the county, and a number of public meetings have_ 
been held. The final stage involves implementing the program wi th final 
economic, legal analysis, and ordinance preparation. The program has 
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the 
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants in seeking good citizen 
participation. 

Since the TDC program is 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 implement.ation work. We first 
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000, but 
reduced it to approximately $33,000 to gain 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 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 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 in the program. Secondary effects will also be 
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significant since momentum is 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 detail 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 like to take this opportuni ty to thank the conservancy for the 
excellent work done to date on the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should 
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Planner 
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator 

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land 
Conservancy 

Madeline Glickfield 
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