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California
Fair Political
Practices Commission

June 5, 19586

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

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

Our File No. A-86-113

Dear Ms. Hudson:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ms. Glickfeld and her husband are the 100% owners of the
business entity MJG, Incorporated. Section 82005. She
presumably has an investment in MJG of $1,000 or more. Section
87103(a). It is also a source of income to her. Section
87103(c). In addition, sources of income to the business
entity will be treated as sources of income to her on a pro
rata basis. Sections 82030(a) and 87103(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 87103(d4d).
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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
18702.2(g) (1), copy enclosed; and Thorner Opinion, 1 FPPC
Opinions 198, No. 75-089, December 4, 1975, copy enclosed.
Also, disqualification would be required if MJG "appears"
before the Coastal Commission on any matter. See, 2 Cal. Adm.
Code Section 18702.1(a)(l) & (2),(b). In this regard, you are
reminded that as to contractual relationships, Section 1090, et
seq., 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.
Ve

Slncerely,
// /
(928 {'/_/ >
Robert E. dlgh
Counsel
Legal Division

REL:sm
Enclosures
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April 22, 1986

Mr. Bob Leidigh, Esq.

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

re: Advice Request For Coastal Commissioner Alternate Madelyn Glickfeld

Dear Mr. Leidigh:

On March 25, 1986, we requested that the FPPC respond to certain questions
about possible conflicts of interest regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, a recently
appointed coastal commissioner alternate. As you and I have discussed, vour
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 zone. (See Division 21, Cal. Gov. Code.)

In December 1985, MJG entered into a contract to provide consulting
services to the State Coastal Conservancy for $25,000. MJG will advise the
Conservancy on potential coastal restoration projects for areas along the
coast which are 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
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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 ail 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 business relationships
with local governments in the coastal zone. MJG now proposes to contract with
the County of San Luis Obispo to develop a transfer of development credit
program for the Cambria/lLodge Hill area. The County's LCP includes policies
already certified by the Coastal Commission requiring a transfer of
development credit program to minimize the development in an environmentally
sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these policies, the County will
develop ordinances and implementation measures to transfer density off of the
most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the County and MJG have not yet
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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)
456-2217 if you have any gquestions or need additional materials.

Sincerely,

o LAy ’ ol «%ﬁgﬁ
ﬁﬁgry ;;f§ston ﬂ\\\%s““”

g;%f Actind Chief Counsel

AN

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

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

Sacramento, CA 95804

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

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

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

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

As an alternate Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will 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 MJIG
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/lLodge Hill area. The
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these
policies, the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract,
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff.
The County is funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December
of 1985. The County is seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy
regarding the Cambria/lLodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any
additional information you may need to complete your analysis.

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

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

Sincerely, ’

g”‘

Enclosure

cc:  Madelyn Glickfeld
Marcia Grimm
Peter Douglas
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March 25, 1986

John Keplinger, Executive Director
Attn: Staff Attorney

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

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld

Dear Mr. Keplinger:

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

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts,

about which she would like your advice.

As indicated in the attached 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.



John Keplinger, Executive Director

March 25, 1986
Page 2

A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJIG
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/lLodge Hi11 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 receijved 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/lLodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any
additional information you may need to complete your analysis.

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

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

for April 8 through 11, 1986.
Sincere]y. éé(f//
2§5§ > \
ary Hudson™
Acting Chief Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld
Marcia Grimm
Peter Douglas
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Executive Officer State Coastal Conservancy : §€~02@2251321ji

hereafter called the State, and . _ }
MJG Incorporated (CQN’T‘EHQBUR T D#KL5971

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 paid Contractor, time for performance or completion, and attach plans and specifications, if any.)

SCOPE OF AGREEMENT

Pursuant to its authority under Section 31200 et seq. of the Public Resources
, Code, the State Coastal Conservancy (hereafter called the "Conservancy") hereby acRrGES
To PAY -grants to MIG Incorporated (hereafter called the “Contractor") a sum not to

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

develop at least two model projects which demonstrate alternative methods of

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.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by the parties hereto, upon the date first above written.

STATE OF CAUFORNIA CONTRACTOR
GENCY CONTRACTOR Hr OTHER THAN AN SNEXVIDUAL. STATE WHETHER A CORPORATION,
. PARTNERSW, KTCJ
State £oasgal Consgrvancy MG Incarparated

97 Ui AN
~ Executiv’e/Ofﬁcer /WT JId & ﬁpaﬂ/

555 Lo Eled Jron D IV Jdido Ca $0265™

ONTINUED ON __ SHEETS, EACH BEARING NAME OF CONTRACTOR
‘ AMOUNT ENCUMBERED PROGRAM/CATEGORY (CODE ANC TITLE) FUND TITLE
Department of General Services | ¢ 25,000, 00 Support Conservancy Fund
dse.Only UNENCUMBERED BALANCE (OPTIONAL USE)
| roes | roricy | auoner Pre-project Feasibility
41t of Gordrdl Sovess D1, (NCREASING ENCUMBRANCE || ITEM CHARTER  |STATUTE FISCAL YEAR
P ﬁﬂ’%} 3760-001-565; ¢) 111 1985 85/36
R O v E Ij DJ. DECREASING ENCUMBRANCE|| CBJECT OF EXPENDITURE ICODE AND TITLE)
syl Coastal Restoration Project Assistance
JAN 8 1986 hereby certify upon my own personal knowledge that budgeted funds are TAA NO. B.8. NG.
- T P T cailable for the period and purpese of the expenditure stated above.
P SR i Y SIGNATURE OF ACGOUNTING OFFICER DATE
M s ’ O,'(,\ . C @w’&} /0__3/’ gf/
o U,){ereby ceﬁiﬁ;f ¢ all conditions for ption set forth in State Administrative Manual Section 1209 have
plied )Z% this mphit is exempt from review by the Department of Finance,

nd
,i’clmﬁ( o; BEH THE AGENCY DATE // /.2 N /9(____

Counsel
\ BIGNATURE
// >
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued)

TASK 1: SWANTON ROAD PROGRAM

1.1 Assist Conservancy staff in necessary technical analysis.

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

TASK 2: WAVECREST PROGRAM

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

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

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

TASK 3: COASTAL RESTORATION PROJECT INVENTORY

3.1 Computerize existing information on subdivisions.

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

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

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

The work products shall include:

Task 1.1 Swanton Road technical analysis memoranda

Task 2.2 Wavecrest subdivision implementation recommendation

Task 2.3 Wavecrest subdivision expert advise memos

Task 3.1 Computerized subdivision information

Task 3.2 Completed inventory of potential coastal restoration projects

Task 3.3 Local Government survey

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

Task 4.1 Model Project I: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation

Task 4.2 Model Project II: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation

Task 4.3 Additional Model Project analysis or recommendations

Task 5.1 Final report of recommendations

Upon submission, all work products shall become the sole property of the
Conservancy.

APPROYALS

No work shall commence under this Agreement until all necessary approvals have
been obtained from the Department of General Services, Legal 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
delay.

COST AND DISBURSEMENT

As compensation for the services rendered, and upon the Executive Officer's
determination of satisfactory completion of tasks set forth in the "SCOPE OF
AGREEMENT", and review of the products set forth in the "Work Products™
section, the Conservancy agrees to pay the Contractor a sum not to exceed
twenty-five thousand ($25,000). Upon completion of "“Conditions Precedent
to Payment" above, Contractor shall submit invoices for work completed under
tasks 1.1 - 5.3 as costs are incurred, and work products are completed.
Bi1lings should conform to the following budget:

Budget Item Rate Amount
Service of Principal 290 hrs. @ $50/hr. $14,500
M

Subcontractors: 0 oo s
0'hrs. @ $15/hr. 2,400
24 hrs. @ $75-100/hr. 2,100
Expenses 6,000

TOTAL:




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"), 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 accounting
system, provided such system meets minimum requirements established by the
State of California.

NONDISCRIMINATION

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

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

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

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS

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

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

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 anthority to apply for the grant, and to finance and
construct the proposed facilities; that where appropriate, a resclution, 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 gufficient 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 gsufficient 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 sgite
and facilities except as permitted by the Conservancy.

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

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

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

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

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



EXHIBIT 2

INDEMNIFICATION AND STANDARD PROVISIONS

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

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

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

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

Time is the essence of this Agreement.

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

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



San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

County Government Center
San Luis Obispo
California 93408

-

(805) 548-5600
Paul C. Crawford, AICP
February 7, 1986 Planning Director

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

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

Program 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 1s 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 implemeptation 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 grapnt request on December 17, 1983, 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 concluslon
that unless we secure the additional $15,000 funding, there will be a
subgtantial delay in the program. Secondary effects will alsoc be
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gignificant since momentum 1is extremely important for the program
development, and a delay op behalf of the county will also effect upcoming
actions planped 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 opportunity 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 Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

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

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

Mr. Bill Van Beckum
California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street

San Franmcisco, CA 94105

Re: Transfer of Development Credits Program Grant Submittal

Dear Mr. Van Beckum:

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

ag 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.

Sincerely,

i

.../i
!.'

2

cc: John Ashbaugh
Don Coppock
Madaline Glickfield

JOHN HOFSC
Coastal Sec

JH/ jm/5997k




San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

County Government Center

San Luis Obispo

California 93408

(805) 549-5600

Paul C. Crawford, AICP

DATE: JUNE 10, 1985 " Planning Director

TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

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

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

SUMMARY

The Transfer of Development Credits Program for the community of Cambria is
at an important stage in 1its development. The attached gramt request to
the Coastal Commission will fund necessary economic analysis and ordinance
preparation. Approval by your board 1is a necessary step in securing grant
monies from the Coastal Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt and instruct the Chairman to sign the attached resolution and
l{ustruct 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 Iissues of the Cambria/Lodge H1ill area. The area has
special characteristics: steep terrain, a rare pine forest and is
overlayed by a substandard lot subdivigion 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
golution 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 1s to reduce
potential bulldout in sensitive areas and transfer the density to other
less—sensitive areas. The County agreed to work with the State Coastal
Conservancy to establish a pilot program to accomplish this goal. The
Transfer of Development Credits Program (TDC) coutinues 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 H1ill Plan, there have been a
number of efforts to develop the TDC Program. A local land conservancy has
been formed and some funding has been obtained from the State Coastal
Conservancy for preliminary atudies. The County 1is working very closely
with the State Coastal Conservancy and the San Luis Obispo Land Conservancy

in developing a realistic progranm.

The TDC Program is at an important stage in 1ts 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 is 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/h£/38671
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LOCAL COASTAL PRQOGRAM
BUOGET ALLOCATION

Grant Applicant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY (PLANNING DEPARTMEN’Il

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

Project Title: PHASE III GRANT REQUEST

Grant Amount Requested: S 33 134 ’ Grant Period: 7/85 - 7/86

Current Grant Request®*

Personal Services
Salaries and Wages $3.964.Q0,
Benefits (43.2%)

Total Personal Services $ 5,964,00

Operating Expenses
Travel -
Professional and Consultant Services 27,170,040
Indirect Charges (see aver) (77 43 — -
Other (Itemize, use separate sheet 1} required)

office supplies ' .
postage
printing of. reports

(1f an overhead rate is charged,
orovide basfs and breakdown)

$ 27,170.00

Total Operating Expenses
33,134,00

Total Budget $

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




‘Rev. 11/80
© LOCAL COASTAL FROGRAN
APPLICATION FOR FUNDING
TOTAL WORK PROGRAM

Name of Apolfcant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY (PLANNING DEPARTMENT)

Title: . ASSQCIATE PLANNER

Project Ofrector: jouy HOFSCHROER

L4

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER,

Phone: {805) 549-5600
ACCOUNT TECHNICIAN

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA 93401

Fiscal Off{cer: ’STELLA STALLINGS _ . Title:

Address: SAME AS ABOVE

SAME AS ABOVE

Phone :
) State State
Oistrict{s): Congressional: 20th  senate; l4th Assembly: 29th
Honths Required to Comolete Total Wark Program: 12
Grant Requested 533 124 - for

Grant Period:7/85 to 7/86

Total Cost of Program: § 33,134

List the Dates of Adootion or Status of Your General Plan Elements: - ‘
cenic

Open
Land Use Circulat1on Housing|Soace [Conservation|{Noise|Seismic Safaty] Safety|Highwav

ALL ELEMENTS RE UP|TO DATE. HOUSING UNPER CONSIDERATION FDR REV.
: 4

1. Resolution authorizing grant application «

x] 2. Application form
3. Total Work Pragram (New)
L] 4. Products and Other Milestones Description

(75, Budget
[ 76. Statement of Assurances

D 7. Clearinghouse Form (submit CA 189 or 424 to Area Clearinghouse and copy
of form to Coastal Comxdission for submission to State Clearinghouse for
local area clesringbcuse

intitial Phase II grants only. Check with your
for Phase III grant submittal. Transxit verification of clearing-

house review vhen complets.)
Submit two (2) copies of cowpleted application to Coastal Commission; one copy
st bear original gignatures on itexs 1, 2 and 6 above. Subxit cone copy each
to the regional and state commission offices.

LJune 1, 1985
Date

lQHN HOFSCHROER
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' TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT
WORK PROGRAM AND COST ESTIMATES

A. GRANT REQUEST AGAINST PHASE III FUNDS

Work program for development of a Tranafer of Development Credits Prograh

and Implementing Ordinances.

STAFF TIME/COST

Bt il cntrnte . coame ~.

TASK 101 GRANT ADMINISTRATION MIG NLD LB |CONSULT|COUNTY
TOTAL
101.1 Support to Coastal Conservacy
Grant: Base info support 321
: T IR goons B~ Joghy op AN N DR oot poncr-efs = et
101727 County staff attendance at
370

101.3

meetings

Supplement to Coastal Conserv-
ancy to cover MJIG augmentation.

TASK 102 ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT

TOTAL

CONSULT | COUNTY

102.1

102.2

102.3

102.4

102.5

102.6

Develop final receiving §
areas and establish fipal

exchange

Clarify functions of LUP and
LCP Ordinances and insure
consistency.

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

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

Develop of draft TDC Ord-
inance.

Develop of draft ameand-
ments needed to existing
county general plan and
ordinances to insure
consistency.

(a) All applicable General Plan

Elements, LUE, LCP
(b) Land Use Ordinance (LUO)

1,600

400

800

400

2,000

200

(c) County Code.

6,800 | £350(%8,750

400

800

$500 900

5,120| 7,120

100 300

$ 86

183

86

1200

e, 2o S SUE
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' PUBLIC HEETINGS AND
TASK 103 REQUIRED PUBLIC HEARINGS

103.1 Present draft Ordinances 600

to Citizens, landowner
groupa, Coastal Conservancy,
SLO_Laod_Conservancy ... |.

600

. . e -

e it s o

{2 meetings) .~ e

4 1Q3.2' Present TDR Ordinance and 600 |

Board of Supervigors for
approval (2 meetings).

103.3 Present LUE, LUO or other

" necessary related amendments

. to the Plamning Commisaion and
Board of sa‘ﬁérviaora (2 meetings)

“ments and’ !ﬂgyordtmcei’ =
CoaataI'Conninsion, aske
" changes where necesury :

- (2 meetings). .

" documents including a
Conaervntion Eagement
Agreement and a Deed of
Tranaferable Development

_Present applicabln amend-: . rl,ﬁﬁQ;h

Prepare model legal 600-

Rights. © A

600

1,300

1,600 2,200

439

354

439

400

) —— - — — s —

. -

TOTAL CONSULTANT
TOTAL COUNTY

GRAND TOTAL

#% Indirect Consultant Costs

Travel $1,200

Copy 400

Telephone - 400
(Over 6 months)

Word Processing 800

Other Mail -200

Total . 33:555

~=2 -

$27,170

£33.034

- c"‘““

I e AR B

$5,964




PRESENT: Supervisors

IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

- COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Tues_day July_2 ,19.___85

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

|

ABSENT: None }
H

i

RESOLUTION NO. 85- 317

RESQLUTION RELATIVE TO COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
PLANNING ASSISTANCE

The following Resolution is now offered and read:

WHEREAS, the San Luils 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 growéh; 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 plaqning
assistance 1s 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 authorilzed and empowered to execute in the
name of San Luisg Obispo County all necessary applications,

contracts, and agreements and amendments hereto to implement and

cose CATTY out the purposes specifled in this resclution.

A’%
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Upon motion of Supervisor _ Delany , seconded by

Supervisor Hysen , 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 1s hereby adopted.

WILLIAM B. COY

Chailrman of the Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

FRANCIS M. COONEY
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

[SEAL]

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL EFFECT:

JAMES B. LINDHOLM, JR.
County Counsel

By

‘Deputy Sounty Counsel

Dated: E?Vkﬂ /Lﬁ (985
v

2848e

l;
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COURTY CE 3aic i roismg: 59
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g of record in say calisa,
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of ihe Soant - f' ‘
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{0508, and now ramai. {

Witness, my hand Zr-d szzi of =g Board of Suger-

‘ mﬂmﬁm«.i,“_*_ s
~ dayot
s.f_a__

FRANCIS n. COONEY
County Ciuzk and Bx. Cificia Clerk of the

8oard of Supervisors
o Lieeld ) -ﬁtéﬁﬁhﬁ f
) Deputy Clerk }
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State of Califorria, Ceorge Deukmeijian, Covernor

California Coastal Commission
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
735 State Street. (803) 9635371
Balboa Buiiding, Suite 232

Santa Barbara. CA 23107

PROPOSED REVISED FINDINGS

Secember 20, 1684

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTEPESTED PERSONS

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

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE RESUBMITTED LCCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM/LAND USE PLAN FOR CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL (SAN LUIS CBISPQ COUNTY).
REVISED FINDINGS SCHEDULED FOR THE JANUARY 8-11, 1985, 9:00 A.M: HOLIDAY
IMN -= LAX, LOS ANGeLES

SYNQPSIS

SUMMARY

Lodge Hill's problems of erosion, forest preservation, scenic protection, habitat
maintenance and adequate public services are all interrelated. Solving the
problems depends on the adoption of a program to manage development of the area's
substandard lots. The basic Lodge Hill Tot is so small (1750 sqg.ft.) that even
thrae lots combined do not equal a standard sized residential lot. The County
generazlly proposes to continue a systam of Tot coverage and Gross Structural Area
(GSA) controls similar to those in the Commission's Interprative Guidelines,
which have controlled development in recent years. To control water run-off and
arosion/sedimentation generated fraom development, the County has included in *he
rasubmittal an areawide earosion control program as well as requiring the
instaliation of site specific erosion control measures. Morsover, to reduca full
build-ocut and to decrsasa public service demands, the County has included a
voluntary Transfer of Development Credit (TOC) program. With implementation of
these development controls, the adverse etfects on coastal resources will be
mitigated.

On Novemper 28, 1984, the Commisison certified the Cambria/Lodge Hill resubmittal
of the Land Use Plan 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 information regarding the resubmittal and the staff reccmmendaticn,
nlease contact Margaret Macleod at (8C5) 963-8371 or Jack Liebstar (4153)

£43-8538.
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I.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTION AND RESOLUTION TQ 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 affirmative vote by a majority of
the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion.

C. Commissioners voting: VYes: Hisserich, MacElvaine, Gotch, McEnnis,
McMurray, McNeil, Shipp, Wornum, Wright, Nutter. No: None. Abstain:
Bellerue.

D. RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY: The Commission hersby 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 30500(a) of the Coastal Act; that
the resubmitted Land Use Plan is consistent with applicable decisions of
the Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to
Section 30625(c) of the Coastal Act; and that the certification of the
resubmitted Land Use Plan meets the requirements of Section
21080.5(d)(2)(1) 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.

[T. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL AS RESUBMITTED

A. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS AND BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTIVITY

PRC Section 30240 requires that (a) environmentally sensitive habitat be protectad
against 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 waters,
streams, and wetiands shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through
among other means...controlling run-off..."

PRC Section 30250 requires that "new development shall be Tocated...where it will
not have signiticant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively on coastal
resources...

PRC Section 30253 requires that "new development shall...nejther create nor
contribute significantly to erosion...”

These policies govern new development located in the Monterey Pine Forest and Santa
Rosa Creek environmentally sensitive habitats areas of Lodge Hill. The actions
needed to protect these resourcas are discussed below.
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Mantaray Pine Forast

The Mantarsy Pine Forast of Ladge Hill is significant for both its habitat values
and its rarity. However, it has been previously subdivided into several thousand
small residential lots acccmpanied with public servicas. Mast of Lodge Hill,
(including East and Wes*: Lodge Hill and Top of the World Subareas) is cavered by a
forast cansisting of Manterey Pine (Pinus Radiata) mixed with same coast Tive ogak
(Quercus Agrifala). Although plantad in other areas of the State as a landscape
trse, the Mantarsy Pine survives naturally in anly three stands in the wor?d ane
near Anc Nueva Point in San Matsg County, one at Monteray, and the agne at Cqmnria,
which marks the southern limit of the Maonterey Pine range (Envicom, 1984 p. V.26,
G-%).

The Cambria stand consists of two major groupings at Cambria and at Pica Creek, with
small outliers. The smaller northern grove at Pico Creek encompasses 300 acres.
The mafin ferest accupies between 2,500 to 3,00C acres. The subdivisions at Lodge
Hi11 cover much of the Targer forest.

The Monterey Pine is listad as "rare" by the California Native Plant Society. T7
rarity of these natural groves has enhanced the impartancs aof preserving them as 2
sgurce of genetic diversity (for example, grawers from New Zzaland rﬂgular’/ raturn
ta Monterey to collect seeds). The Camnrfa Pines differ significantly from other
stands and taxonomists have sometimes racagnized this stand as copgstituting a
semarats variety (P. radiata var. macrocarpa) because aof the unusuaTT/ 1arge cgnes
the trees in this stand bear. [n adaition to its intrinsic rarity value, the forest
is eritical as an agent of sail protection and erasion control.

$ 1
T

The intact foresst has cover prehistoric time developed an highly erasive scils and
nas creatad 2z natural system of subsurface roots and surfacs covar wh’ noacts e
bind the scil par*ic’es in pTaca. As discussaed in the 'oslcwwng secticns, th
forasts' value in sail protectian :nd grasign control is critical to the grotact
of the anadromous Fisnery nhabitat of Santa Rosa Cresel

That the faorest itself has high scenic value for both rasids nts and traveiers is
without question. Yast stratches of acgen land suwrcund Camo ia, buf mgst of the
development that has occurrad has been iocated aimost exclusi e?/ within the forast,
attasting to its innherent attractiveness. Indeed historic mar&e:fng 0T the area
empnasized the forest snvirenment, with slogans such as "Cambria Pines by the Sez”
[t is ironic that this deveigpment ngw Gthreatans to destroy the very forsst that
attracted it. -

The forest generally is mature and even aged. Histarically & firs ar other
disturbanca probably trﬁggered 3 broad, rapi¢ Torest reproduction cver a shart
periad of time. Qverall, the forest is dominatad by mature trzes with high canooy
and ta?’, straignt ftrunks. Wost trses appear o Be advancad in their normal 117
gan. These *%rzes r=zach Tull size in 80 %£g 100 years and Taw traes las ‘
150 years. The ftraes reach heights af et when maturs and may rang
43 inches in diamezar (4.b. t C‘mnr*a idra appraximataly 100 fe
more in heignht; the foresst 's thus aged wwtn 1ittle rsgenerzzion avident due %
neavy duff¥ and shading of the Taorest {icar. hers ?.gnu is available and sgil
expasad, however, young trees are found vigorsusly grawing,

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

The Montarey 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 refurn nutrients
caught up in the understory to the soil as ash to fertilize the growth from the
seeds. As development has moved into the area, fire has been excluded, interrupting
the natural cycle of the forest, and weakening it. This has created a need for
active management if the forest's important, rare, scenic, habitat and soil
stabilizing values are to be maintained and protected.

Santa Rosa Creek

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

This excessive sedimentation adversely affects fish by reducing spawning areas and
food availability. The transported sediment increases turbidity, reduces
visibility, smothers eggs and deprives fry of necassary oxygen. There is a need to
control such erosion and sedimentation by limiting the cumulative amount of
development, by Timiting 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 Hi1l require a combination
f effective on-site, off-site and areawide development controls. At the July 10,
public hearing, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, the

County's resubmittal of the Lodge Hill segment of the LUP. In the suggestad

modifications, the Commissicn required the preparation of a Specific Plan either on

an area-wide or block-by-block basis within the identified Special Program Arsa #1.

Of the suggested modifications, the County, and the vast majority of the interested

(¥}
[84]
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public, vigercusly opposed the implementation of the Specific Plan(s) as being tac
unwieldly and expensive *to complete. The County, after several meetings, public
forums and two public hearings, concluded that the same gcal of protecting forest
and in-stream rescurcas could be accomplisned with :np?amentatfon of strictar
development and ergsiagn control measuras in Lodge Hill, aspecially within Specia
Project Area #1.

-
i
i

The Cgunty, in response to the Commission's suggestad modifications and nublic
cencerns, has adopted development standards that reducs structural Tootprint in bath
Special Project areas as well as an the small 25' wide, steep nillside (30% cor
greatar) and forested lots. Additionally, property awners will be required ta
implement effactive on-site drazinage control measures as well as participating in
the area-wide erosion cantrol program that the County will be preparing. The
County's resubmittal has not included in the development standards the 13%-30% slop@
Tot category as had been included in the suggested modifications. According to the
County, the 15%-30% slope 1ot catagory was superfluous. Agproximataly S0% ?cr =852
buildable parcals of Lodge Hill) is either farested aor stzep sloped (ar bath) and
10% of the remaining unfarested land (ar =95 buildable parcals) ares sither laocatad
in Special Praject Arsa #2 aor in the Marine Terraces area. E£ach area is subject %a
specific development standards. Tnerefore, very few, if any, lots would have been
within the 19%-30% slope catsgory.

Additignalily in this resubmittal, the COURtj has included & 10% incrsasas or bonus of
the footprint and gross structural area (GSA). The County feels that such a banus
will pravide property cwners design incentives that will result in the design of
more environmentally sensitive structurses. ' As submitted the criteria for
detarmining whether & project proposal would qualify for the bonus ars vague and
subjective. In addition, the bonus program may decrsase the public incentive for
participating in the voluntary Transfer of Development Credit (T0C) program. In
rnsponse to these concerns fthe County has statad that the bonus criteria would be
fully outlined in the ardinances imp?emen ing the DO&[C/ (Phase III) and that
aaTowxng the bonus would anly result in a 2% increase of impervious surfacing an the
parcal. The cverall adverse environmental impact would be negibie and morse
envirormental beneiit {such as protacting existing trzes) will be derived *han lost.

In summary, the proposed LUP resubmittal for the Cambria/lLadge Hi1l segment provides
effactive development standards, including minimizing %rae Ioss, mandatary trze
raplacament of native stock (ff available) or from general Montarsy Pine stock,
on-site drainage plans, off-sits aor arsaz-wide erasian contraol programs as well as
praviding incentives, .ncTudlvg the st tructural arsz bonus and TOC grograms, to
encaurage aﬂvironmentaTTj sensitive designs an parcsls wnich wi?? mitigats the

cumulative adverse fﬂpa ts of permitted development. With implamentation of the
County's program far Lodge Rill, the program is consistant with P8C Secticons 30244,
grataction aof envfranmenta??y Sensftfve habitats; 30231, maintenance af biglagical
productivity; 30250, locating of new develcpment, and 30283, gravention af arasion
and sedimentzticn.

8. SCENIC AND YVISUAL RESCURCE PROTECTICN
PRC Section 30251 requires that:

ities of coastal areas
gtectad 25 3 rasourcs Qf
IS Y

Aaval Anmand chal]l Aa

"The scanic and visual qual
snall be cansidared and pr
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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 degraded areas."

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

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

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

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

C.  HAZARDS

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

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

The LUP includes an area-wide erosion-control program, including the requirsment of
payment of in-lieu fee, that will address erosion and sediment control for the Lodge
Hill area. An additional benefit of the program is that it may provide the
necessary methodology for improving streets and circulation. With street and
circulation improvements, emergency response time will also be improved.
Additionally, the County requires each property owner to be responsible for and to

participate in the weed abatement program for their own property. Previgusly, with

incorporation oT tne Specific Pilan(s) in Special Project Area #1, 80% of the Special

Project Area wcuid have remained in open space, with no clear party or agency

responsible for brush clearing or weed abatement. With this resubmittal, it is

clearly the responsidiiity of each property owner to clear the dense scrub

vegetation on the properiy, no Monterey Pine trees gf any age are to De




removed without a ccastal development permit which in turn decreasas the possibility
of fire hazard in the Lodge Hiil ar=a. TnersTtore, tne LUP, as resubmitted, 1s
consistent with PRC Sectian 3053,

0. PUBLIC SERVICES.

PRC Section 30250(2) requires that new davelopment:

"...shall be Tocated within, contigucus with, or in close
praximity to existing develaped areas able to accommadats
it ar, where such areas are not able to accommodate 1%,
in gther areas with adequate public servicas and wherz it
will nat have significant adverse effacts, either
indiyidually ar cumulatively, an coastal resourcss...”

BRC Section 30254 states that:

Mew ar expanded public warks facilities shall be designed
and limited to acccmmodate needs generatad by develaopment
Qr uses permitted cansistent with the pravisions af this
divisiaon; provided, hawever, that it is the intent of the
Legislature that Stats Highway Route 1 in rural arsas of
the Coastal zone remain a scanic two-lane road...

Where existing or planned public warks facilities can
accammadate only a limited amount of new develapment,
services and basic industries vital to the aconomic
health of the region, state, or nation, public recrsaticn
and visitar-serving Tand uses shall-not be prscluded by
cther develaopment.

Hatar and Sewer

Full development of the Lodge Hi1l arsa of Cambria cl=2arly cannaot meet the (Coasta
Act standard. Tne community aof Cambria has water and sewer capacitiss suf
only to sarve aporoximately 5200 dweliing units (within the saf ieid
groundwatar basin.) The Commissian has already feund that averdr
would have significant adverse affacts. The paotential buildout of
variously estimatad. It fs kncwn that thers a total of

entirea Camoriz ar=a. Thne Commissicnm used an estinat, ol
building sites in the CCSD permit {#iZB 10) and estimatad a total of g

sites when unsubdivided Tands within the Cgunty's Urban Servicas Line (USL) ars
countad at the densities ;efm1:ted by the County. These numbers sfi gn'f‘ cantly
excaed the 5200 awelling units that could be sugportad with existing supoliss.
District is alrzady using &0% of its capacity, and e=stimates that it can anly
accommadats appraximatzly 12 years of growth at the current rat 5 {
custcmers per year. ine ccmmunity d s wc: hava sdﬁfuate 3a
1 the Tots in Lo 2]

i feel

ce
development tg serve al dge #i11 withaut sever
water suppiies and sewage fraatment :a;acx:y.

The TQSU’mTZt‘d LUP has no specific pelicy %o rzducs davelgpment gotsanitial tc the
Tavel allowed by available services. In the County's prsvious resu"mtltaT Qf the
LUP, tHe Ccunty had raquestad “hat the annual residential construction Timit he
W:AL.AJ T emamme o D i s wmie T el S e gmem g ey e T Titmm 32 veammrime®™ (umit 14 a2
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amendment to both the LUP and coastal development permit #428-10 (Cambria Community
Services District) and cannot be addressed in the resubmittal for Cambria/Lodge
Hill.

The County's Resource Management System (RMS) a compcnent 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 subdivisions 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:

Pecause...larger supply projects are long term expensive
solutions to imminent service capacity needs, the extraction
of groundwater and diversion of stream flows are an expedient
short and long term method of meeting the water demands of new
development. Consequently, everywhere in the County coastal
zone groundwater extractions are jncreasing 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 Tevel of safe, or long term dependable yields. Continued
groundwater extractions and stream diversions without adeguate
protection of instream uses and groundwater resourcas will
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 1imits on growth
in recognition of the limits of the lands ability to supply
water for new develcpment. Under the RMS, the potential for
over exploitation of natural resources resulting in environ-
mental degradation is high and not Timited by mandatory
standards which would serve to protect the basic viability of
the resources. Ccastal resources such as streams, riparian
systems, wetlands and agriculture are particularly vulnerable
to degradation. As proposed, this system does not provide
any protection for these resources and is not consistent with
Coastal ?ct requirements. (Revised Findings, Oct 14 1983,

p. 12,13).

In light of the uncertainty of future water supplies, it should be noted that even
with implementation of the development standards and erosion control measures, the
problem of providing adequate public services will not be solved. The reduction of
potential development to meet existing available resources can really 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
feasible nor acceptable to the County or the property cwners of the community.
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Even previous to the LCP planning process, the County acknowledged that there are

Tnsufficient pubiic servicas to sarve sXisting i0ts. {he County imoliementad a (gt

consaiidation grdinance where Twg adjacent [0ts ownad bv one gwner(s, wouid be

consaiidatad into one developabie parcal. 1nis arfactively reduced demand on pudlic

servicas by aporoximately gne-nalr. Also in recognition oF the service cgnstraints,

the Ccmmissfon, through coastal develigpment permit #423-10, implemented

a water ajiocation svstam for the currentiy available public services. Gnly

wa-~r and sewer permits are allgcatad per ysar for residential develgoment
througnout the community of Camoria. Tnis efrectively distributes, an an 2cuitable
basis the remaining puplic servicas untl! additignal sourcas or watar can be

found. Mgregver, tné Camoria Community Sarvices Uistrict can monitor water
resgurcas and corraglate those resqurcas to develgoment demand tnus ensuring that
potantial cevelopment will not exczed or adversely artect the available water
rasources. 1nirdly, through the certitied LUP, rssourcs protaction, compined with
ai,qcation of public services, will be achieved through the implementation of the
Resaurce Management Systam.

In this resubmittal, inclusion of the vaoluntary Transfer of Oevelopment Credit (TDC)
praogram will alsa reduce patential development through Tlot consolidation,
consequently decreasing demand on public services. Tne County anticipates that
thers will be enough public involvement 1n the TOC program to reduce demand cn the
Timited public services (water resources). The County anticipates that with besh
imolementation af these requlatory measures. Tor protection of resqurces, 3ke
Rasauree~aragemeni-Sysiam-nd- G- 3regram, potential development will not excsed
available public services and that mew development will not he permittad to excead
available water supply capacities. Tneretrore, the LUP as resubmittad, -is consistant
with PRC Section 30220. -

Highways and Roads

%Tchwa/ capacity poses an equally impartant constraint on germissibie develcpgment of
the Lodge HilT area. The Ccastal Act provides that whers areas ars nct zble o
accommodate development, it should be located in ather arsas with adEﬂuat, pubtic
servicas whers 1t would not adversely affact coastal resgurcas. It 37so stztas that
where servicas ars limitad visitor serving usas should nave oriority gver general
residential use (PRC 3025Q0). It alsc Timics Highway 1 %o a scanic two Tane rcad in
rural areas.
Present levels of servica {LOS) on Highway 1 in the visitar sesason ars
Tayel 0, an unstahle flaow conditicon that is the secand warst lavel of
cangestion. This traffic co ngeSuwon is combined with a relatively nigh accidant
at the intersections of Highway 1 at andsor Baulevard and 3urzon Orive. If thes
two factars ars takesn together "the existing level of sarv.c= aof Hignhway throug
)

-

Cambria during the peak summer months may be unaccsptable” (Envicom, p. V-6
Full buildout of the Lodge Hill area would exacsrbate this sizuation. It is
conservatively estimatad that there ars at least 6,300 building sitas in the lambria
area, with perhaps more than 4,200 currently vacant. I[f these build cut, more %than
32,000 additignal trips per day would he generzted, including almast 2,300 3% the
peak hour at t/pica’ *rip generation ratss {Znvicem, 7. 33). Mucﬁ af this trartfic
wauld ‘r=ve. an Hignway 1 or cross it tg get tg uhe commercial area ofF Cambria,
sariousi y congesting Highway 1 Tor significant parts of the year. ne installation
of traffic Tights at critical intarsections wou?d rcduca gue eff ive capacity of

e - ET, - - - -
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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
Hi1l itself. The roads of Lodge Hill are wholly and seriously inadequate to service
potential buildout of the area. Increasing the levels of traffic on the many
narrow, unpaved, unmarked, eroding roads with their poor sight distances will
exacerbate the traffic safety and circulation problems. It has been suggested that
collector roads, notably Burton Drive, would have to be widened to four lanes to
accommodate increased levels of buildout (Envicom. p. V-70). Additionally,
improvements to Highway 1 may be required to facilitate traffic circulation and
safety within the Cambria urban area.

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

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

£. 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 "whitshole" of Lodge Hill (see Attachment A). As
described in various sections above, the development standards and erosion control
measures mitigate some of the adverse effects created by the cumulative impacts
generated by full build-out of Lodge Hill. Methods to consclidate Tots and transfer
density credits are really the only way to effectively preserve the most sensitive
and critical portions of the Lodge Hill Pine Forest and landform. The goals of the
TOC program is to reduce potential build-out of Lodge Hill, to reduce demand on the
Timited public services and to transfer development to less environmentally
sensitive areas. The TOC program propcosed by the LUP would retire substandard Tots
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) (plus a water and sewer connection) through
the TCC program.
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2. Allowing the watar haookups associatad with such Tots to be sgld ta
develapers prasently outside the Services COistrict but within the Urban
Services Line in axchange far retiring the lot's development pctential.

3. Allowing a combination of these fTeatures to effactively raducs the
cost af retiring Tots.

Additionally, the Coastal Conservancy will identify preservation araas where faorest
resqources are most sensitive and can be best preserved.

Through implementation of this vaoluntary TOC program, it is anticipated tha
chjectives of the program (to decrease potantial build-out, demand an publi
servicas and locate development in the least environmentally damaging areas) wi
accomplished. The TOC program begins as a pilot program and aftsr two-vears, the
praogram and its objectives will be reviewed., I[f it is determined that the program
is not fulfilling its objectives, the County will have tg develop alternative and
pessible mere drastic planning solutions to achieve the same objectives. Any

proposad alternatives or change, ar deletion of the TOC program would be subject to
Commission review and cartification as it would constitute an amendment ta the LUP.

Thersfaore, the resubmitted LUP, as submittad, is caonsistant with PRC Sections 20290,
30253 and 30254 due to the implementation af the Transfer of Oevelopment Cradit
program. The objectives of the program is to decrsase the number of develgpable
parcals which in turn would reducs demand aon available public servicss and those
objectives are fully cansistent with the abave refsresncsd pglicies of the Coastal
Act. )

MaM/dl/rt
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PRESENT: Supervisors Bill Coy, Xurt P. Kupper, Ruth Brackett, Jeff

ARBSENT:

» IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

CO’JNTY Q¥ SAN LUI5 OBISPG, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Tues__ day Qctober 23 19 84,

. Chairman Jerry Dle:enr‘e‘.xe..

—/ATES T TR
(o ivanut
ROLETI RV I

None i

0CT3 01334

CALIFOSNIA
RESOLUTION NO. 84- 4 EOASTAL COMMISSION

SCUTH CENTRAL COAST GiSTRICT
GF THE LOCAL COASTAL PLAN

RESCLUTICN RESUBMITTING TH. R4
THE LL AREA OF CAMBRIA

PERTAINING T0O Ti

The following resolurion s now offered and read:

WFIE?:‘..‘ZAS' the San-{.zxis Ubispo Couuty Baard of Supccvisors approved a
Local Coastal Plaux {(lLaad Usz Plan) om Ocrober 13, 1931, and criginally
submitted this plan to the CzllfsoTnia Coastal Comalssinn on Deceabur 14,
19381; and

WHEREAS, the Californfa (oastal <omalssion held hearings fn Fetreary

and April, 1932, to datermine rhose pavzions of the sulminled plan that

ralsed Substantial Issue as to confersity with the policiles of Chapzar 3

WHEREAS, the Lodge U111 area of the comounity of Caabriz wns sne such
arca that was not aurrffied; and

WHIRZAS, the Czlifornfle Coastzl Comodssion considersd the County's
Cambrla~Lodge Hill portioz of the cousty land use plan om Joly 16, 1334,
and togk action o deny the ﬂrcpcsai, bur also rto apprave 1T ssib
suggested nmedifisations; and

WHEREAS, the San Luls Obispo County Board of Suparvisers on Seprtember
11, 1384, aud October 16, 1984, has considered the Cambria-lodge Hill
staundards and the Ceastal Commissicn suggestad zodifications; and

VHEREAS, the San Luls Cbispo County Board of Supervisars on (Octoder

16, 1984," took action te rezject the Coastal Coomission's suggeste

(&9

modiflcations and alss to approve alternative standards heraby referred to
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- HOW, THERIFQRE, BE IT RIZISQLVED that the San Luls Obispo County Based

of Supervisors heredby diracts staff s submit

for the lodge HLIL area contalsed in
Commigsica. (A copy of Zxzhihiz A i3

Clerk.)

Cn =motion of Supervisor

Cav

o]

A
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aad oz the following roll <all vote, =a wiz:

NQES tlicne
ABSENT: Neone

ABSTAINDNG: Nane

:he foregoing resclutlisn 1is hershy adogce

FRANCIS M. Coonsy

Clerik ¢i the 3¢azd af Supervisacrs
[szan] .
ns/3104

the rcocomsendad amendzants

histc A zo che Callfornla Csazzal

offlca af the County

e in the

, seconded by Supervisor Jrachat

-
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z

JERRY DIEFENCERSEY
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) EXHIBIT "A”
: CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION OF com:rwaC 301934
LAND USE PLAN CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
SCUTH CEMTRAL COAST DISTRICT

Revise North Coaat Planninp Area, Page 45, Combining Deafsnation Prosraas
(Sensitive Regource Area Program 4), to add the following:

c. Erosion Control, Landscapiag, and Development Manual. A
manual will be prepared by the county as a part of Thase IV of
local Coastal Plan Development to address speclal developmant
issues pertaining to the Pine Forest. The w@anual 11l
emphasize techniques that may be used to prevent erosion,
enhance and preserve the landscape, and special regulations
affecting development.

N d. Erosion Control Propram. The courty wlll prepare a prograz as
part of Phase IV of Local Coastal Plan Bevelopment to reduce
erosion in the lodge Hill Pine Forast. The program may
include road system improvemants, stablishment of a
formalized drainage gystam, stabllization of qur banks or

other techniques tec reduce areawide eroslcu and sedicentaticn
problems. Siltatiom shall be countrolled and preovented frem
entering Santa Rosa Creek to the maximum extent feasible.
. Until implementation of the <certified program, an erosion
} control fee of 3400 per new unit shall be pald to a spocial
fund established by the county for us in the implemantacion
of an erosion control preogram for Lodga Hill

Add the following tec North Coast Planning Arsa, page 46, Coxbining
Designation Prograaz (Sensltive Resource Area):

7. Transfer of Development Credit Programs (TDC)

a. Program Objectives. The 7TDC Program shall have the
objective of reducing potential buildeut in the Cazbria
area, especlally the substandard lot areas of Lodge Hi1I1,
to be within the public service capacity of the area and,

i where possible, unew developmeant should be transforred

. from the more environmentally—sensitlve areas to areas
- where laess impact may accur.

. b. Establishment and Duration of Program. The County will
work with the State Coastal Couservancy to establish a

two-year pllot program for encouraging voluntary transfer

of development credits from designated preservation areas

in Lodge Hill. In conjunction with the Comservancy, the




EXHIBIT "AT
CAMBRIA/LODGT HILL PORTION CF COWNTY'S LAND USE PLAN
PACE 2

Councy chall prepaze aordlzances to igplament zhe Traunsfer
of Developmeat Credlcs program and ©o pernitc paymeats af a
fee <o cffset ascquisfzion «costs for locs Lo the

presaervation areas.

Establishment of Preservetian Arcas. . The TDC pregram shall

R
establish preservacicon areas that D2est reflect character-
istics af Lodpe HLlL daemed. wmcst geasitive, buz shall
include the steeper slopes, heavy Gtrece covered aceas,
Highway Gne view corridoaz aad areas with potential e
fumction as wildlife corridors.

Relation of Speclal Project Areas and Prescrvaticn dreas.
The Special Project Areas cTeprasaat  Ihe  test present
approxizmztion of the =mcst seasitive portica of the pocganzial
Praservacion Areas ©Odased on existing ifaformztlon. The
standaxds for the Special Project &reszs shall agpply te the
Precervation Arzas when | the latter are desiznated. The
Preservaticn Ars=as finally adeoted will need to be larger zo
achleve a reductian of buildout poteatlisl ts z lLevel that is
more couasisteat with avallable sezvice czpacicies.
-
Change of TDC Procoram fequires LCY Azmendmenl.  Azy changas ta
thie certiziea IEC oprogsam shall cozsctiiule az amandmens IS
the LCP.
Permitted Dovelosoment Arez for lodma Hill DProiacts Inwvolvinz
T0C's. Perzitted daevelopmezni arveas far nrojects invalvicg
TOC's shall he determfzed from Tadle 2 5v:
1) Taking the loc area of the sirze whera the developzen:
i3 to occur (che stbjsct lot) aud addiang =3 Lz the loz
area of the loc(s} to he retired (zhe TIC lsts), o
¢r2ate 2 sum, and
2) Detemminfzz ¢tk perzitted  foctprin zad  Gross

R
- To
Structural Areaz Iindicated for this sum for tha cazegory

=
af the subjecc lot as showm in Tzbdle. 2.

3 In ne case shall the permitcad Zsotprint and Gruss
Structural Arca be allowed o exceed respectively 453

- - = . 3
and 90T of the arcu of the subjiect loz as showa i

Table 2.

Cricteria for ragirement af leotas and eczinin

s 2
square facCage. is within Spgecial Project Areas
qualify for additlicaal fegtpriat arsz and Cross Ssructuza

-
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EXHIBIT "A”
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S LAND USZ PLAN
PACE 3

In no case shall a TDC be transferred to a2 building site

within a Speclal Project Arca from outside the area.

Eligible Purchasers of TDC's. Purchasers of 7TIDC's may

include the follawing:

1. Owners of small lots within Lodge Hill: through
retirement of another lot, a2 TDC could he gizcn that
would allow an Increase in the permitted coverage/grosc
structural area on the original parcel;

2. Owmners of properties within the Urban Resarve Line that
are not presently provided with sewer or walter service
by the Caambriz Community Services District: through
participatiocn 1in the retirement of lots on Leodge 11,
transfer of water and sewer credits thar would
otherwise have been developed on the original lots =ay
be appropriate.

3. Joint Retiremeat by owmers fn (1) and (2): =z portiocc
of the cost cf retirement could be borne by each group

« with the owners on Lodge HLll receiving peruissicn feor
additional resideunrtial square footage and the owners oI
unsarviced areas receiving water and sewer craditc.

Payment of Fees. Uander this program, a fes may be nild

the Couservancy or anotuer appropriate noanprofit organi
tion who would be responsible for purchase and vTetirzzant
tha lots. The fes aust be adequate to allecw for purchase
typiczl lots within the preservation areas, plus sew
assessnents and adainistrative costs.

Resale Provisions. With the concentration of purchzases
speciflic preservation areas, the program may proposz lo:
consollidation and eventual sale of portions of the preserved
area as estate—-slized ©parcels with appropriately siced
buildling sites. Using this approach, wmoney ccllec:cd from
the sale of the estate lots would allow fcr retirement
addit*onal lots.

Revise North Coast Planning Area, Page 65, Coomunitvwide Planning Arza

3.

Standard 5.

Permit Requirement - Communitywide. Site plan review is required

for all projects on slopes in excess cf 20 percent, exzept where
a higher level of review {s required by the land Use Ordinance or
Planning Area Standazd.



. EXHIBIT TA”
; ) CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTION QF COUNTY'S LAND USE PrLAN
PAGE 4

’

Revise Norch Coast Plaanins Arca, Page 73-74, Residential Sinmla=-tamily,
Standacds 9-11.

Subdivisions of 25' lota. The follewfag standazds apply o Leuge HLLL
as well as all other areas (such as Park {ILL1) that ars subdivided
into 25~foort lots.

9. " Si{te Development Standacds: How . developmen progposals  are
subject to the following ctandards:

a. Lot Consal Ld tion. (1) A single lot with a frontapge of 23
feeC comshictuCes a sepavacte bullding site only LI ic is
under scparate ewnershlp from adjacnat lacs (See Seciicn
22.04.050 qf cthe Lind Use Ccdinance); (2 single ownarship
ef two or more adjelalng wvacant lots are subdjisal to The
requlrezents of Section 22.04.050 - Lot Canacolidatlon ol the
Land Use Ordinance.

b.  Parking. |Where gphysical 'ccastralnts of a2 Bduilding site
praclude adequata om—sits parkliag, alrernziivas suzh as

. parking bays lecated in coajunczion wiIh aeizhboving ar
nearthby lots <caz hBe wutilized sudisct Co appreval <i anm
adjuszzezz (Lzzd Use COrdinzncs Saction 22.01.3843), gvevidad
the space L2 not further than 100 feer froo the zulldins Lot

c. Pine Foras a2
required o
(1) ¥No =tzae shall be rze2zoved wumlass L2 Ls withiz  the

structuzal lizme of n  aporaved devaelepzaz ta

& jo] a
accotdance with Sectice 22.05.08C of the Land Use

Ordiaancs.
(2) Trees =zay cnly‘ be removed L7 the Counly o- & <ouncty
. approved consultanc deczer=f{nes they ars disaased or
- pese & nazard.
(3) Any tree(s) wi:& a trunk diametar of 8§ inches or
grealer removed from a developmeni size ara e he
raplaced on a twe fu~ we baslgs, to the appraval of oh

Planning Departzment.

’ & — ; £, 1
{4} If avafladle, raplacement rTees shall be five gallen
Hentaray 2lass, rown ETom seeds goolalned from  cthe

Cambria s&anb.

(5) Constructiam practices ta procect Momtezey Plaes from
{sturhancers cRA!ll ha {aalcmaoaod ~ . .
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EXHIBIT “A”
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTIOM OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN

PAGE 35

include protecting tree trunks from coanstructlion
equipment by wrapping with heavy materials (e.g.,
layers of burlap); protecting root systems through the
design of the foundatioan and careful use and storage of
constructlon equipament.

Undeveloped area of each buildin site shall b=
maintaioed in native vegetation and natural character.

d. Setbacks. Minlmum setbacks shall be as follows:

&)

(2)

(3}

(4}

(5)

530-Foat lLors: Fraont aud rear setbacks shzll total

25-Foot Lots: Front and rear setbacks wmust total 25
feet, with a miniwum of 10 fect in the £froat and 10
feer in the rear yard unless adjusted pursuant to Land
Use Ordinance Sectiocn 22.04.108a(3) (sloping lort

- adjustment). Side setbacks shall be a =miaimum of 3

feet; 5 feet on the strszer side of z corner lot.

25
feet'with a minimum of 10 feet in the froar and 10 fzet
in the rear unless adjusted pursuant to Land Use
Ordinance Secticn 22.04.108a(3). Side yards shall bde 2
minimum of 5 feet; 10 feet on the streat gside of 2

corner lot.

Setbacks may be averaged to allow for f i
design and minor adjustment may allewed (no: to 2xceed
2 feet in the rear) to preserve trees oo the sita.

Front setback may be adjusted pursvant to LUQ Sectlieon
22.04.108a(3) for sloping lot adjustment.

Zero sideyard setbacks may be permitted by development
plan review where preservation of healthy trees is
accomplished or where grading would be wmininmized, iz
accordance with Section 22.04.110g of the Land Use
Ordinance.

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

Standards 12-17.

In addition to
standards apply to lodge Hi11l (see Figure 2):

12‘

the previous standards for 25" . lots, the following

Permit Requlrements and Application Confent. HMinoer Use Permic

approval for development on lots of 25X or greater slope and for

developacnt within Speclal Project Arecas. Plot Plan approval for

gther lota unless a higher level of review fs required By the \

%

\'x
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EIBIT “A7
CAMBRIA/LADCE HILL POR ICH QF COUNTY'S [AND USE PLAN
PAGE §

land Use Qrdinance. Congilderation of a bonus for addltianal
footprint or gross gtructural area requires Mliagr Use Perzic
review.

Applicarions shall include Laformaticn oa grading, drzlnage =
erosicn and sedizmentaction contrel 1o accordance with Chapter
22.05 of the Land Use Ordizance.

Site Devalaopmant Standards. New developmeat shall satisfy the
following staandards:

a. Erosfcn  Control. In additian ta cther appllecahle
requirements of the Land Use Qzdinance, the follewing shall
alsc be mar:

1. All rumgff from lmpervious surfaces such as vtoels

¢ >

drivewzays, walks, pactics, dacks, shall be collacted aud

detained cn—-site, or rpassed oa through az eflecuive

eragsloa control device or drzinage systez apponved by
Caurnty Zzgincar.

2. . Permaneat erosica coutzel devicas shzll be inszalled
prior ta eor comcurrsatly with  oz-sitc zrading
agtivitles.

3. If grading Ls to ceeur betwaen Gctobar 15 wo AzTil LS.
a sedizentaticc aund erosicz cormizel plzz shall  ws
submitcced per Land Use Qrdizznce Section 22.03.C36.

5. Grading, f£1llfing or sites distuthacce ¢f existing soil
aad vegetation shzll ne limited tco ghe miaizum areas

necessary.

5. Stockplles and other disturbed soll shall 3e profact
from rafn and erosion by plaszi
caovaring.

§. All areas disturbed by grading shall he rmevegstated
- —- - with tezmporzary or perzazant erosion ceatrsl devices In
place.
7. Izpervicus surfaCﬁS* such ag driveways and walkways
shal de¢ lizized te zhe s=allest funeileonal iz
/

L i a.

'}{.‘5//*’"1/ 'Lf..f’/bcu 'c*:i'n'.'{/ié/;’ NAVE | LEARAS (3D KA fhd
p) 2IE! .
L i 4

.
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.Building Standards for lLodge HL1l. The censtructica

EXHIBIT "A"
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION OF COUNTY'S LAND USE DPLANM.

PAGE 7

8. Exterior decks shall be located to avold trecs. Sell
exterior decks shall be limited to 10X of the permlczed

footprint, while decks of permeable constructicn (ie,
open wood slats) shall be limited to 30% of pcrmitced

footprint.

b. Parking. Two off-strect parkling spaces are required for
each single—-family dwelling. - At least one space suall be
covered (garage or carport), and the other may bLe located
within the frout setback.

residences on lots in Lodge Hill in the Residentizl Single Famd
category (see Figure 2 for area) shall be fin accordance with &}

height, footprint and gross structural area requlrements shown o
Table 2.

The standards of Table 2 do not include Tract 163, Trac:
Cambriai Pines Estates #1, and the <two wmavrine terrzce bic
{(Blocks 1 .and 2, Tract $7) south of Lampton Street. Aay pav

deemed by the county tc be non-conforming because of Lts size
subject to standards of Table 2.

Table 2 1is wused by first determining the nusher of leg
subdivided lots that coaprise the ‘ownership (such 3s & sinz
25", double or triple configuratica) and sel t
appropriate category. Thea select the correct type of Fou (s
as Special Project Area 1, Forested, or Steep Lot) u
definitions ia these standards. This «1ill yield the gaxicum
allowable height, footprint and gross structurzl area.

14

T



EXHIBIT "A7
CAMBRIA/IQDCE HILL PCRTICH OF COUNTY'S TAND USE PLAN

PACE 8
TARLE 2
STANDARDS FCR LODCE (iILL LOTS
A. SINCIE [OT CATZCCO2Y
25" LOTS (1730 SQ.FT.)
CROSS
MAY. STRUCTUZAL
TYPE OF LOT HT. FQOTPRINT ARFA

1. ' SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 1 (Steep Canyon)

a. 0—25% slape 25'* 500 sq.fct 900 sg.fxt.
b. 25% plus 25'* 400 sq.fx 600 sq.fz.

2. SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 2 (Visible Hillside)

a. 0-25Z . 25'* 500 sg.fc. 9C0 sg.fc.
b. 25X plus : 25'* 400 sq.frc. 70C sq.fc.
3.  FORESTED 28 *= 30Q sq.fc G0 sg.fc.
4, STEZP LOTS (30X plus) 28’ *% 480 sq.fc. ) 700 sq.f¢.
5. MARINE TIRRACE 22 ‘ 800 sg.fct 1,000 sq.fz
8. TYPICAL LOTS 28" == 630 sg.l:t ¢34 sg.fz.
3. DCURLE LOT CATZCORY
50" LQTS (3520 sQ.7T)
1. SPSCIAL PR0JECTS ARSA 1 (Steep Camyon)
a. 0—25% slope 25" =% 75Q sq.fcz. 1,350 sq.Zz.
B. 23X plus 5t €00 sg.:ic 1,00Q sq.7:.
2. SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 2 (Wisibla Hillside)
a. 0252 257= 800 sq.fz. : 1,400 sq.f:.
b. 25X plus 25'= .. 830 sg.fr. 1,100 sq.fc.
3. FCRESTED 28 &= 30C sqg.f=r. . 1,8CQ0 sg.fz
4. S§TZzZP LOTS (30X plus) 28t == 850 s=g.%c. 1,100 sq.fz
5. HARINE TIRRACE 1 story, 1,80C =q.f=. 1,800 sq.%=
22 2 story, 1,330 sg.fc. 2,000 sg.fz.

§. °TYPICAL LOTS : 1 szary, 1,600 sq.fc. 1,600 sq.in\
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MAX.
TYPE OF LOT ‘HT. © FOOTPRINT

- C. TRIPLE LOT CATEGCORY

75" LOTS (5250 SQ.FT.)

1.

a..

b.

3.:

4.

5.

6.

PAGE &

GROSS
STRUCTURAL
AREA

SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 1 (Steep Canyon)

0-25Z slope 25" % 1,000 sq.ft.
25% plus 25 * 80Q sq. ft.

SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 2 (Visible Hillside)

0-25X 25'* 1,100 sq.ft.
25X plus 25'*% 9Q0 sq.ft.
FORESTED 28" x% 1,200 sq.fr.
STEEP LOTS (30% plus’ 28" x= 1,000 sq.ft.
MARINE TERRACE 1 story, 1,800 sq.fc.
22 2 story, 1,650 sq.frt.
TYPICAL LOTS - : 1 story, 1,300 sq.fr.
28'** 2 grory, 1,300 sq.f=:.

* 28" 1f the site is not visible from Highway 1
#%  25' 1f visible from Highway Cne.

Table 2 foatnotes. STandards l-] below shall be used ofth Table 2 wherse

fatecpretating Lot slies that do not coanform exactly o bece density or
vhere s Poolpcint and Croes Structucsl Arca boaus [z requested,

1. Sullding sites greaster thaa 5,250 «q.ft. way bde permi{cted
additional FoocCprint and Cross SCructucal Area equel to the percent
that the aite ts gresCer than 3,230 ¢q.ft.

Z.. Buf{lding sltes 5,250 sq.fe. ov less, the pecrultled zmaxizum
Tootprint snd CSA shall be sdjusted ac [ollows:

.. Sfagle lot categary ~ {f the bufldiang silte ls greater than
: 1.750 sq.fz., the Footprint and C3A ray be Incrersed by the
percent that the lot ares (& greater thaa 1,730 eq.{c.

L I8 Bowble lot cagegocry -~ 1f the lats are greater thaa 3,500
$q.ft., the TFoetpeint and CSA may be (ncveascd by the
percent that the Iot {a grester thea 3,300 eg (2.

Wnere the sq. foatage of the bullding «ite {s less than the Basce
aces {1,730 eq.ft. {or sliagle lot, and 3,500 eq.ft. foc double lot
eategory) the permilted 7ootprind and C3SA  chall be desressed
sccocdlagly. *

3 Pootprint  and CSA  Foous = Vhets an applicant can cleacly

dencustrate thet desizn aad layuwl concesalons have bdecn made o
srdet Lo sawve healthy Crees, wolaimize sile discupilon, vlauwal

1,800 sg.fc.
1,400 sq.fr.

1,900 sgq.
1,500 sq

2,400 sq.ft.
1,600 sg.ft.

1,800 sg.fc.
2,450 sq.fz.

1,800 sq.fc.
2,500 sq.ft.
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The following definlcions shall be used L1a the Interpretation of
Table 2:

Fostprint - means the arecz of the lot covered Ly resideantfal zaand
accessory structures, cxprocssed La square feet, and fncludes Livi
area, garages and carports. It does act include apea deck ares,
balconies or eaves.

[o

all finterior arecas, cxpresce
square fect of floar area, within the voluzz of tha
includes living arccas, starage, <
Structural Area 1s measured to the extuerior liaic of che
walls. GCross Structural Area daes uot Lnclude apan exter
or Iinterlor lofts added within the height Lizication o
additional squars Iootage.

o
-~
.5
[ g
N oy
O
S R N
Wi 0 v B

[os
O
n
[x %
2
s

Slope — to be datermined by using ocaz of the sl a L
metheds in Chapter 22.11 (Sloge, Averaze) of the Land Usse
Ordinance. .

Special Projects Arcas — refers Co sensitive arzas delineated on
Flguze 2.

-
H

Staeo

Typlczl 1ot = 2 laC that has an averzze slope less than 30%,
contzing no Montetey Pine tress, and Ls 2o locaced in the H3rcins

-

Terrace or Speclal Projects Arcea.
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15. Sherwood Drive - Setback and helght requlrements. Front sctbacks
shall be a wminimum of 5 (f{eet. Rear sethack (bluff) Ls to be

deterained by a gcologlc report, and shall be at least 25 feet, and
greater as needed to accommodate a 735 year erosion rate. Other
setbacks shall be 1in accordance with the land Use Ordinance. The
maxioum helight Ffor structures bhetween the ocean and Sherwood Drive
shall be 15 feet as measured from the centerline of Sherwood Urive.

16. Speclal Project Areas. There are two areas of ILodge H1ill where
special resource protection problems exist. Speclal Projects Area 1
is sensitive because of the rare pine forest, steep slopes, and
potential to loose the forest hablitat as small lots are developed.
Special Projects Area 2 is highly visible from Highway One because of
its lack of vegetation and prominent location. Both areas have steep
slopes and high erosion potential.

Minor Use Permit approval I1s required prior to development in these
areas and is subject to the following standards:

a. All development within the viewshed of Highway One shall be
coanstructed and maintained in gnatural appearing mazerials and

earthen -or forest toned colors (i.e. natural weathered wood).
Reflective materials shall be minimized.

L

b. A1l development thin the +viewshed of Highway Ous shall bhe
landscaped with nat*ve plant materials to complement and screen
the development from Highway Cue.

c.. Where feasiblz, utilities should be located to wminizize visual
impact.
d. A minfimum of two Monterey or Cambrlia pines shall be nlanted in

the yard arecas on lots in Special Projects Area 2 and calincained
in a satisfactory conditicn.

) 17. !/dd’g’;//f’uf i.J/-//,{iéfi,{{v&//Hﬂ s/ rxe/ﬁé%’w/ﬂz,igw/ww,é HEGERGAY [ L4
. : §/ MUY 120 [RL LG A 1 DAL [N 1M [ 281 1 BAGAAY [t [ cré;é
H%ﬁéﬂér‘//gv’a’da’///"&{iﬂb/ﬁl f"’/f%*’/:‘..rnéﬁnfés//‘/c’d’a’:r’e'd’/b{x.bid /f‘,{é

FLERLT/ELLLd 4L ERALI/BE/ 2RI £LELT4BEFE 1 LRE] dF4RA44] ELRLShed] {444

18. WA [RELLALAS [ 7 BALLRL TLL8 L] - TRAS (AL L8/ MY [ EAY 14 £ 4L Ed£L 4
¥ £dééd [ FAEALALALEN ARRY [SULASSIS/ D éiéé/&f—év’g‘b’/’d’e'/i.ﬁ[/if.‘a/;..da'su‘z’aii’/fz‘od
LALLM LLRLLHEL {7 dd e

. 19. Cambria Pincs Estate Unit No. 1. Minimum parcel size shall be lS,GOO
} square feet. No additionmal subdivislons shall be approved in this f\\
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20. Top of the World. The praseatly unsubddlvided parcel

14
1
be subdivided LnZo no more than ¢wo parcels. The resul

shall not be further subdivided.

40/97/4131k
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San Luis Obispo County
Planning Department

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

Paul C. Crawford, AICP

February 7, 1986 Planning Director

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

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

The transfer of development credits program for the Cambria-Lodge Hill
Program 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 ordipance preparation. The program has
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants 1in seeking good <citizen
participation.

Since the TDC program 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 implementation work. We first
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000, but
reduced 1t to approximately $33,000 to gain Coastal Commission staff
‘support. This was the minimum 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 surprlse, voted against the recommendation of their staff and reduced
our $33,000 request by approximately $15,000. While the county is in the
process of securing the $18,000 grant, the program will be substantially
delayed if other funding is not secured.

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



Peter Grenell, Executive Director
February 7, 1986
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significant since momentum 1is extremely 1important 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 MIG 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 1like to take this opportunity 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



