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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

San Luis Obispo County proposes to amend both itscertified Land Use Plan (LUP, or Coastal
Plan) and itscertified Implementation Plan (Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance, or CZLUO) to
include new stormwater and grading requirements. The amendment is to comply with the
County'sPhase II National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and
includes a new stormwater management section and a repeal/replacement ofthe existing grading
ordinance.
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The proposed LUP amendments are minor in scope and include changes to the Coastal Plan's
Coastal Watershed and Visual and Scenic Resources policies that update the references to the
implementing ordinances to reflect changes to section numbers and titles, as modified by the
proposed IP changes. The amendment also proposes to add a new standard to the North Coast
AreaPlan by clarifying thatall new development and redevelopment within the LodgeHill area
of Cambria is subject to the IP's proposed Stormwater Management ordinance. The LUP
amendments, as proposed, clarify and enhance theLCP's water quality protection policies and
are adequate to carry outapplicable Coastal Act policies. Therefore, Staffrecommends the
Commission certify the proposed LUPamendments, as submitted.

The proposed IP amendments also relate mostly to water quality protection, and generally
enhance the LCP's existing ordinances. The stormwater ordinance adds a new section to the
CZLUO to implement the Design Standards for the NPDES General Permit to control
stormwater runoff from new development projects. The ordinance also describes the typesof
development subject to the stormwater provisions, including single-family residences that
involve any site work on slopes of 10 percent or greater, gas stations, restaurants, and certain
parking lots. These developments are required to prepare aStormwater Quality Plan that includes
adescription of Best Management Practices (BMPs) in order to reduce pollutant loadings in
stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable. Additionally, projects subjectto the
stormwater ordinance would be required to prepare a Drainage Plan that incorporates BMPs to
match post-development stormwater discharge rates as closely as possible to the estimated pre-
development discharge rates, and an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan that includes both
construction and post-construction phase BMPs that eliminate the potential of slopes and
channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff, watercourses, ESHA, and/or ocean
waters. Additionally, any project subject to aGrading Permit, construction permit, or
subdivision, and which results in site disturbance of one acre ormore, is required to submit a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

The grading ordinance sets forth standards tocontrol all grading, excavations, and earthwork;
establishes atiered permitting/review system for compliance and implementation of those
standards; and defines what types of development are subject to the appropriate permit/review.
Unless exempt, all grading requires aGrading Permit. The Grading Permits are to be
accompanied byaGrading Plan, which includes general site information, work schedule
information, existing topography, volume of earth removed, finish elevations, site improvements
and locations of surface andsubsurface drainage, and description of soils. Some projects would
also be required to submit aDrainage Plan, an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and an Engineered Grading Plan. Some types of projects
are exempt from Grading Permits, including flood control maintenance, vegetation clearance for
fire safety, and restoration projects. Additionally, in non-appealable areas of the coastal zone, the
ordinance exempts from Grading Permits grading for ongoing food and crop production and
grazing on lands that have been cultivated in the past 10 years, as well as certain new agricultural
projects and associated agricultural infrastructure. Instead, these projects may be reviewed under
the Alternative Review Program, which allows the applicant to obtain an administrative CDP
from the County, as well as technical assistance, inspection, and sign-offby either the Natural
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Resources Conservation Service or the Resource Conservation District that the grading
performed meets sound land management standards.

In general, the stormwater and grading ordinances enhance the requirements of the certified IP to
ensure water quality and other coastal resources are protected consistent with LUP requirements.
However, certain modifications are necessary to remove inconsistencies with Coastal Act
permitting requirements, and to ensure LUP policies related to water quality, ESHA, agriculture,
hazards and visual resources are clearly and adequately carried out in all instances. Specifically,
Suggested Modification 1 addresses the County's current broad CDP exemption for crop
production and grazing, which is inconsistent with Coastal Act requirements, by limiting the
exemption to ongoing crop production and grazing. In addition, Suggested Modification 8
clarifies, as intended by the proposed amendment, that all grading, even if it is otherwise exempt
from the grading ordinance, requires CDP approval. Finally, various other modifications,
includingSuggested Modifications 3, 18, and 21, remove certain projects with high potential for
water quality and ESHA impacts from the ordinance's exemption list; while Suggested
Modifications 2, 16,and 17 expandthe ordinance'sapplicability to all projects in and adjacent to
sensitive coastal resources. The suggested modifications will ensure that the ordinance is
consistent with and adequate to carryout relevant policies of the Coastal Act and the County's
certified LUP policies.

Therefore, Staffrecommends denial of the IPamendment as submitted, andapproval with
modifications designed to ensureappropriate CDP requirements are implemented and to ensure
clearandadequate protections for coastal resources, including waterquality and ESHA. As
modified, theproposed amendment can befound consistent with and adequate to carry out the
LUP, and Staffrecommends thattheCommission approve the IPamendment with suggested
modifications.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion (1 of 3):

I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Major Amendment SLO-1-10
as submitted by the County ofSan Luis Obispo.

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of the motion will result in the certification of the land
use plan amendment and adoption of the following resolutionand findings. The motion to certify
with suggested modifications passes only upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the
appointed Commissioners.

Resolution:

Resolution to Certify LandUse Plan as Submitted. The Commission hereby
certifies LandUse Plan Major Amendment 1-10 as submitted by the County of
San LuisObispo and adopts the findings setforth belowon thegrounds that the
amendment conforms with thepolicies ofChapter 3 ofthe CoastalAct.
Certification ofthe LandUse Plan amendment complies with the California
Environmental Quality Act because either 1)feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated tosubstantially lessen anysignificant
adverse effects of the plan on the environment, or2) there are no further feasible
alternatives ormitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impacts which the Land Use Plan Amendment mayhave on the
environment.

Motion (2 of 3):

I move that the Commission reject Implementation Plan Major Amendment
Number 1-10as submitted by the County ofSan Luis Obispo.

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in
rejection ofthe amendment and the adoption ofthe following resolution and the findings in this
staff report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners
present.

Resolution:

Resolution to Deny. The Commission hereby denies certification of
Implementation Plan Major Amendment Number 1-10 as submitted by the County
ofSan Luis Obispo and adopts the findings setforth in this staffreport on the
grounds that, as submitted, theImplementation Plan amendment is not consistent
with and not adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of
the Implementation Plan amendment would not comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives ormitigation
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measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the
Implementation Plan Amendment mayhaveon theenvironment.

Motion (3 of 3):

/ move that the Commissioncertify Implementation Plan Major Amendment
Number 1-10 ifit is modified as suggested inthis staffreport.

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in
certification of the amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following
resolution and the findings in thisstaffreport. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a
majority ofthe Commissioners present.

Resolution:

Resolution to Certify with Suggested Modifications. The Commission hereby
certifies Implementation Plan Major Amendment Number 1-10 to the County of
San Luis Obispo Local Coastal Program ifmodified assuggested and adopts the
findings set forth in this staffreport on the grounds that, asmodified, the
Implementation Plan amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the
certified Land Use Plan. Certification ofthe Implementation Plan amendment if
modified assuggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act
because either: (1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects ofthe plan on
the environment; or (2) there are no further feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts which
the Implementation Plan Amendment may have on the environment.

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

The Commission hereby suggests the following modifications to the proposed LCP amendment,
which are necessary to make the requisite Implementation Plan consistency findings. Ifthe
County ofSan Luis Obispo accepts each of the suggested modifications within six months of
Commission action (i.e., by February 9,2013), by formal resolution ofthe Board ofSupervisors,
the modified amendment will become effective upon Commission concurrence with the
Executive Director's finding that this acceptance has been properly accomplished. Where
applicable, text in cross-out format denotes text to be deleted and text in underline format
denotes text to be added.

1. Modify subsection 23.03.040.d(9) [crop production exemption] as follows: (9) Ongoing
Gcrop production and grazing where designated allowable by Coastal Table 'O', Part Iofthe
Land Use Element, except where more than one-halfacre ofnative vegetation is proposed to
be mechanically removed. Ongoing crop production is limited to grading, planting, and
cultivation activities for crop production on land that has beenused for crop production.
including ata minimum planting or harvesting crops, within at least the previous five years,
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and may include preparing a field for crops, repair or restoration of existing fields, and
removal of vegetation. Ongoing grazing is limited to range management for livestock

production on land where livestock grazing has occurred within at least the previous five
years.

2. Add new subsection 23.04.450.b(9) as follows: All projects increasing impervious area bv
more than 2.500 square feet and located within 200 feet of ESHA.

3. Modify Section 23.04.450.C, as follows: This Section shall not apply to existing
development when there is an application for redevelopment that increases impervious
surface area by less than 50%,, that results in an increase of less than fifty percent (50%) of
the impervious surfaces ofa previously existing development if the existing development
was not subjectto this Section. In this circumstance, this Section shall apply only to the
addition, and not to the entire development. When 50% or more ofa structure is proposed to
be redeveloped, this ordinance shall apply to the entire structure.

4. Modify the Stormwater Ordinance, as follows:

Modify Section 23.04.450.g(l), as follows:
Stormwater Quality Plan (SWQP). In order to demonstrate compliance with this Section,
applicants shall complete an SWQP application. Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be
designed to achieve maximum water quality protection, including through LowImpact
Development (LID) measures in compliance with the Low Impact Dovnlnpmnnt (T ,Tn)
Handbook.

Modify subsection 23.04.450.g(3) as follows: Stormwater pollutants ofconcern. Stormwater
runofffrom a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids, metals,
gasoline, pesticides, trash, paint. an4 pathogens, eto^ to the stormwater conveyance system.
The development must be designed so as to minimize the introduction of pollutants that may
result in significant impacts, generated from site runoffof directly connected impervious
areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as approved bythe Building Official. In
meeting this specific requirement, "minimization ofthe pollutants of concern" will require
the incorporation ofa BMP or combination of BMPsbest suitedto maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings inthat runoffto the maximum extent practicable. Pollutants of concern
include, but are not limited to. those which consist of any pollutants that exhibit one or more
ofthe following characteristics:

(i) Current loadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial
uses of a receiving water.

(ii) Elevated levels of the pollutant are found in sediments of areceiving water and/or
havethe potential to bioaccumulate in organisms therein.

(iii) The detectable amounts of the pollutant are atconcentrations or loads considered
potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.
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Modify Section 23.04.450.g(4) as follows:
Drainage plan required. All projects subject to this Section shall require preparation of a
Drainage Plan, pursuant to Section 23.05.040 . Post development peak stormwater runoff
discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre development rate for developments where
the increasedpeak stormwater discharge rate will result in increased potential for
downstream erosion. Drainage Plans required under this Section shall incorporate site design
Best Management Practices (BMPs) and, if necessary, structural and/or treatment control
BMPs in order to match estimated post-development discharge rates as closely as possible to

the estimated pre-development discharge rates.

5. Modify Section 23.04.450.g(5) as follows: Erosion and sedimentation control plan required.
All projects subject to thisSection shall require thepreparation of an erosion and
sedimentation control plan pursuant to Section 23.05.042. Project plansshall include both
construction phase and long-term, i.e. post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs)
consistent with this Title to decrease eliminate the potential of slopes and/or channels from
eroding and impacting stormwater runoff, watercourses. ESHA and/or ocean waters.
including the following:

(i) Safely convey runoff away from the tops ofslopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

(ii) Maximize the use of uUse natural drainage systems, where appropriate.

(iii) Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

(iv) Vegetate slopes with native4 of drought tolerant vegetation.

(v) Design outlets/drains/etc such that erosion ofunlined channels, watercourses,
wetlands, bluffs or beaches is prevented. When energy dissipaters mustbe
utilized, followthe recommendations and specifications ofthe BMP Manual to
ensure erosion is minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Install energy
dissipaters (such as riprap) atthe outlets ofnow storm drains, culverts, conduits,
or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications tominimize erosion. Approval ofall agencies with jurisdiction
(e.g. U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, California Department ofFish and Game,
etc.) is required.

6. Modify Section 23.04.450.g(8)(iii) as follows: Limited exclusion. Regulated development,
restaurants and automobile service stations/gas stations, where the land area for development
or redevelopment is less than 5,000 square feet, are excluded from the numerical structural or
treatment control BMP design standard requirement only. Such development must still
comply with the remaining standards ofthis section, including the standards ofthe drainage
plan and erosion control and sedimentation plan.

7. Modify Section 23.04.450.h, as follows:
Standards for specific uses.

Part 1 - Exhibit A 

Page 8 of 44



LCP Major Amendment SLO-1-10 (Grading Ordinance)

(1) Outdoor material storage. Where proposed projects include outdoor storage areas
for storage of materials that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater
conveyance system, the following structural or treatment Best Management
Practices (BMPs) are required:

(i) Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater must be:

(a) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed or
similar structure that preventscontactwith runoff or spillageto the
stormwater system; or

(b) protected by secondarycontainment structures, such as berms,
dikes, or curbs.

(ii) The material storage area shall be sufficiently imperviousto contain leaks
and spills.

(iii) Where secondary containment is necessary, storage area shall havea roof
or awning, with gutters to control flows to the ground, to minimize
collection of stormwater or otherapproved method.

(iv) For storage areas involving the storage of motor vehicles, site design shall
comply with Section H.5.

(v) Trash storage areas shall complywith the requirements of Section
23.04.280.

(2) Regulated development. Regulated development, as defined by this Title,
includes, but isnot limited to, multi-family residential, commercial, institutional, and
light industrial developments. Regulated development with cumulative impervious square
footage of 100,000 square feet or more is subject to the following requirements:

(i) Loading/unloading dock areas. To minimize the potential for material
spills to betransported to the stormwater conveyance system, the
following is required:

(a) Loading dock areas shall be covered, or drainage shall be designed
to minimize run-on or runoff of stormwater.

(b) Connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck
wells) are prohibited. An approved structural source control
measure and/or treatment control measure shall be used to prevent
stormwater pollution.

(ii) Repair/maintenance bays. To minimize the potential for oil/grease, car
battery acid, coolant, and gasoline to betransported to the stormwater
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conveyance system, design plans for repair/maintenance bays shall include
the following:

(a) Repair/maintenance bays shall be indoors or designed in such a
way that does not allow stormwater run-on or runoff.

(b) The drainage system for the repair/maintenance bays shall be
designed to capture all washwater, leaks, and spills. Drainsshall
be connectedto a sumpfor collectionand disposal. Direct
connection to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, an Industrial Waste
Discharge Permit shall be obtained.

(iii) Vehicle/equipment wash areas. An area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment shall be included on the plans. To minimize the
potential for metals, oil/grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids
to be transported to thestormwater conveyance system, the areafor
washing/steam cleaning of vehicles and equipment shall be designed to
prevent anv wash waters from running offand entering thestorm drain
svstem(s) and to the following specifications:

(a) Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other
pre-treatmentfacility; and

(b) Properly connected toa sanitary sewer orother appropriately
permitteddisposal facility.

8. Clarify thatCDP authorization is required in addition to grading permit authorization,
as follows:

23.05.024. ...Agricultural grading, whether exempt orrequired to be permitted by the
Grading Ordinance, requires CDP authorization, but may be exempted from NPDES Phase II
requirements, pursuant to Section 23.05.044.b(3)....

23.05.028. ...In addition to the requirements of theGrading Ordinance, all grading activities
require CDP authorization, except those that are exempt from CDP requirements pursuant to
Section23.03.040(dV Where a gradingpermitapplication proposes a project that is not
otherwise subjectto landuse permitrequirements of Chapters 23.03 or 23.08 or other
applicable sections ofthis Title, grading permit approval certifies that the proposed project
will satisfy applicable provisions of this Title and thereby constitutes approval ofa Coastal
Development Permit. Where a grading permit or application for coverage under the
Alternative Review Program isappealable to the Coastal Commission pursuant to Section
23.01.043. Minor Use Permit approval is also required as set forth in Section 23.02.033.
Authorizationof an Alternative Review Form to permit Alternative Review grading, pursuant
to Section 23.05.034. shall occur only when the Director finds that the project is in
compliance with all applicable sections ofthis Title, the Local Coastal Program and the

10
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California Coastal Act. Such authorization shall constitute a CDP plot plan pursuant to

Section 23.02.030(f) and shall be appealable to the Coastal Commission, where applicable.
Grading activities are not exempt from grading permit requirements under Subsections
23.05.032.b and 23.05.032.C in the coastal zone, except under the following circumstances:
(i) A prior coastal development permit has been issued for the proposed activity: or (ii) The
activity is not considered development under Section 23.03.040.a. (iii) Activities which are
described in Subsections (i) and (ii) may be authorized through the Alternative Review

Process (Section 23.05.034). where authorization for alternative review constitutes issuance

of a coastal development permit...

23.05.032. Note: Whilethe activities under this section are exempted from a grading permit
for the purposes of this County's ordinance, they arenotexempted from coastal development
permit requirements. In addition, the owner and/or applicant should understand thatpermits
may be required by other regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, the California
Department of Fish and Game, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or the California Department of Forestry (Cal
Fire)...

23.05.032.a

(4) Grading activities are not exempt for any site work occurring within 100 feet of
mapped Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area...except under any ofthe
following circumstances:

(i) A prior land use permit and coastal development permit have been issued
for the proposedactivityand are still valid: or

(ii) The activity isnot considered development under Section 23.03.040.a of-is
needed to accommodate a use that is exempted from land use permits and
coastal development permits under Section23.03.010.d.

(5) Grading activities are not exempt from grading permit requirements under
Subsections band c in non-appealable areas, except under the following
circumstances:

(i) Aprior coastal development permit has been issued for the proposed
activity; or

(ii) The activity is not considered development under Section 23.03.040.a oris
needed to accommodate ause that is exempted from land use pormits and
coastal developmentpermits under Section 23.03.01Q.d.

(iii) Activities which are described in Subsections band c may be authorized
through the Alternative Review Process (Section 23.05.034), where
authorization for alternative review constitutes issuance of a coastal
development permit.

11
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23.05.032.b. Exempt grading. The followinggrading does not require a grading permit if it
meets the minimum requirements of Section 23.05.032.a...

23.05.032.C. This Subsection may applvies to agricultural grading.. .Exempt agricultural
grading must meet the minimum requirements to determine exempt status in 23.050.32.a...

23.05.034 Note: While the activities under this section are exempted from a grading permit
for the purposes of this County's ordinance, thev are not exempted from coastal development
permit requirements. In addition, the ownerand/orapplicant should understand that permits
may be required by other regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, the California
Department of Fishand Game, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service, or theCalifornia Department of Forestry (Cal
Fire)...

Authorization ofan Alternative Review Form shall occur only when the Director finds that
the project is incompliance with all applicable sections of this Title, the Local Coastal
Program and the California Coastal Act. Such authorization shall constitute a plot plan
pursuant toSection 23.02.030(f) and shall be appealable tothe Coastal Commission, where
applicable.

9. Modify the definition ofgrading in 23.05.030(a), as follows: Grading. For the purposes of
the Grading Ordinance, "grading" is defined as all new earthwork^ that which may involves
one or more of the following activities: excavations, cuts, fills, dams, reservoirs, levees,
impoundments, diking, dredging, borrow pits, stockpiling, compaction offill, or removal of
vegetation. Although thev mav constitute grading, cGultivation activities, including disking,
harrowing, raking or chiseling, planting, plowing, seeding, or other tilling are not considered
grading for purposes ofthis grading ordinance and are not regulated under this ordinance.
This exception for cultivation activities does not affect the LCP's definition ofgrading nor
does it apply to any other sections of theLCP. A grading permit is required inany of the
following cases, unless the project qualifies for an exemption or constitutes agricultural
grading as set forth in Section 23.05.032, or unless the project goes through the alternative
review process as set forth in Section 23.05.034^

(^ 50 cubic yards. The amount of material, measured cumulatively (adding together
all proposed earthwork) for any ofthe above mentioned activities exceeds 50
cubic yards.

(2) Work in awatercourse. The amount ofmaterial, measured cumulatively (adding
together all proposed earthwork) for any ofthe above mentioned operations
exceeds 20 cubic yards and involves altering orobstructing a drainage way or
watercourse.

{3} Removal ofvegetation. Projects which would involve more than one acre of
vegetation removal.

12
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Vegetation removal is calculated based on the total area of a site which will lack
soil cover (i.e. "bare soil") at any given time. Areas subject to previous
vegetation removal are not included in this calculation where permanent
rovogetation has already achieved a minimum of 70 percent coverage.

Note: The grading thresholds specified in Subsections a(l) and a(2) above are to be
measured cumulatively for each project. A project may not be broken down into smaller
components with the intention of avoiding a grading permit. Activities progressing
towards a common endeavor are considered a single project.

Add the following to 23.05.030.b(2):
Slopes. Grading shall be limited to slopes of less than 20 percent, except where any ofthe
following occur:

Modify section 23.05.030.b(iii):
Agricultural use. .. .While this-Subsection b(2)(iii) exempts the above agricultural uses...

10.Add the following subsection to 23.05.032.b (Exempt Grading):

(1) Projects involving minimal site disturbance. Small projects which adhere to all of
the following limitations:

(i) No more than 50 cubic yards. The amount of material, measured
cumulatively (adding together all proposed earthwork) for any of the
activities described in Section 23.05.030.a is less than or equal to 50 cubic
yards.

(ii) Work in a watercourse. If the project involves work which wouldalter or
obstruct a drainage way or watercourse, the amount of material, measured
cumulatively (adding together all proposed earthwork) for any of the
activities described inSection 23.05.030.a is less than or equal to 20 cubic
yards.

(iii) Removal ofvegetation. No more than one-halfacre ofvegetation removal
would occur.

Vegetation removal is calculated based on the total area ofa site which
will lack soil cover (i.e. "bare soil") at any given time. Areas subject to
previous vegetation removal are not included in this calculation where
permanent revegetation with native plants has already achieved a
minimum of 70 percent coverage.

Note: The grading thresholds specified in Subsections b(l)(i) and b(l)(ii) above
are to be measured cumulatively for each project. A project may not be broken
down into smaller components with the intention ofavoiding a grading permit.
Activities progressing towards a common endeavor are considered a single

13
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project.

11. Modify the definition of ongoing agriculture in Section 23.05.032.b(12), as follows:
Ongoing crop production and grazing. Grading for the ongoing production of food and fiber,
the growing of plants, and the management of rangeland shall be exempt when all of the
following are true:

(i) For grading activities related to crop production, the proposed grading is
limited to preparinga field for a crops, repair or restoration of existing
fields, removal ofvegetation, and associated drainage improvements on
land that has been previouslycultivated within the previous five te» years
or covered under a conservation plan prepared as part of the Conservation
Reserve Program. Previously cultivated land shall includeany land where
the following practices have occurred: disking, harrowing, rakingor
chiseling, planting, plowing, seeding, or other tilling. Activities covered
under this exemption are not limited to these cultivation practices.

(ii) Forgrading activities related to range management for livestock
production, the grading is limited tothe following activities: vegetation
management, such as reseeding, removal, or vegetation modification; or
livestock watering systems and associated drainage improvements other
than ponds or reservoirs. To qualify for this exemption, these activities
shall takeplace only on land where grazing hasoccurred within the
previous five te» years oron lands covered under a conservation plan
prepared as part of the Conservation Reserve Program.

(v) The grading does not involve construction oformodification todams,
ponds, reservoirs, orroads; however farm roads used for ongoing
agricultural operations located entirely within or ontheedge ofexisting
fields may be modified or re-oriented under this exemption.

12. Modify Section 23.05.032.c(2)(i), as follows: New crop production and grazing. Grading to
prepare new land for crop production or grazing purposes, including drainage improvements
and vegetation removal, on slopes with a natural gradient less than thirty percent and in areas
that are more than 100 feet from anv watercourse or ESHA...

13. Modify Section 23.05.034.a, as follows:
a. Alternative review program standards.

(2) Within 60 days ofCounty verification that the project qualifies for Alternative
Review, theNRCS or RCD shall provide written verification thatthe project can
meet Alternative Review requirements, including compliance with appropriate
Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG) management practices. Anextension of
this period may be approved upon applicant request and agreement by the

14
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Director and the NRCS/RCD. The NRCS/RCD's written determination shall be

made and considered by the Director prior to the authorizing a proposed project to
proceed under the Alternative Review Program.

(5) For projects involving roads or ponds, the Agricultural Commissioner's office
shall make a written determination that the extent of the existing agricultural use
or a proposed agricultural use ofthe property justifies the need for the road or
pond. The Agricultural Commissioner may consider such features as length,
width, capacity, and extent of the proposed road or pond in determining whether it
is justified. The Agricultural Commissioner's written determination shall be made
and considered by the Director prior to the authorizing a proposed project to
proceed under the Alternative Review Program.

14. Modify 23.05.036.C, as follows:
(1) Correction to hazardous condition... Corrections, remedies, and repairs made

necessary by a hazardous situation may be made as required before permits are
applied for or issued, at the discretion ofthe Director and pursuant to the
procedures for emergency permitting as set forth in Section 23.03.045. Upon
receipt ofwritten notice from the Director, the owner or agent shall within the
period specified therein:

(ii) Comply with the requirements of this Code, which may entail preparation
of a grading plan, erosion and sedimentation control plan, Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan, and obtaining any necessary permits, including
emergency permits.

(2) Emergency work. Section 23.03.045 establishes the procedures for issuance of
emergency permits in situations that constitute an emergency. Corrections,
remedies and repairs made necessary by an emergency situation involving the
sudden, unexpected occurrence of a break, rupture, flooding or breach of an
existing facility which presents an immediate threat to life, health or property,
may be made as required before the grading permits are applied for or issued, in
compliance with the standards in Section 23.03.045.

(vi) If the engineer of record identifies a potentially hazardous condition as a
result of the unpermitted site work, the engineermay recommend pursuing
emergency permits for immediate remedial action subject to Subsection
c(l).

(vii) In the event that no grading permitor land use permit can be issued for
such operations, the site shall be restored to an acceptable condition as
determined by the Director under a restoration permit pursuant to
Subsection c(4).

(4) Denial of unpermitted grading and site restoration.
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15. Modify 23.05.036.e(2)(xii), as follows: Groundwater recharge measures if the project site is
known as a valuable groundwater recharge area.

16. Modify 23.05.040.a(8), as follows: Involves land disturbance or placement of structures
within 2004-00 feetof the top bank of any watercourse shown witha blue lineon the most
current USGS 7 Vi minute quadrangle map.

17. Modify 23.05.042.a(2)(iv), as follows: Within 4G0 200 feet ofany watercourse shown on the
most current 7 Vi minute USGS quadrangle map.

18. Modify 23.05.040.b, as follows: Exemptions. Preparation ofa drainage plan is not required
where grading isexclusively for an exempt agricultural accessory structure, crop production,
orgrazing. Drainage plans may also be waived where authorized by the Public Works
Director has determined that there is no potential for adverse impacts.

19. Modify 23.05.040.d, as follows: Drainage plan content. Drainage plans shall be legible and
accurately drawn, atan appropriate scale that will enable ready identification and recognition
of submitted information. Drainage plans shall be developed in conformance with the
drainage standards in section 23.05.048.b....

20. Modify Section 23.05.040.d(l)(vi), as follows: For projects where the Director orPublic
Works Director determines that increased discharge rates and durations could result in off-
site erosion orother impacts to beneficial uses, the project shall incorporate appropriate site
design Best Management Practices (BMPs) and, if necessary, structural and/or treatment
control BMPs in order to match estimated post-development discharge ratesas closely as
possible tothe estimated pre-development discharge rates hvdromodification measures as
identified inthe Low Impact Development (LID) Handbook. Such measures shall beclearly
depicted on the drainage plan.

21. Modify Section 23.05.042.a(2), as follows: Site disturbance activities. Any site disturbance
activities involving removal of one-half acre ormore ofnative vegetation...

22. Modify Section 23.05.042.d, as follows: Erosion and sedimentation control plan content.
...The plan shall be in conformance with the erosion and sedimentation standards in Section
23.04.048.C.

The plan shall consist ofgraphic and narrative information ofsufficient clarity to indicate the
nature, extent, location and placement recommendations (including installation procedures
and requirements) ofthe erosion and sedimentation control measures proposed and show in
detail that they will conform tothe provisions ofthe Grading Ordinance and the LCP.

(3) Estimates ofsediment yields before, during, and after construction ofthe project
for a three year period oruntil revegetation with native plants isestablished. (One
acceptable method is the "Universal Soil Loss Equation" developed by the USDA
Agricultural Research Service.)
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(8) Proposed methods, application technique, seed and fertilizer rate, sequence, and
description of final erosion control practices for native revegetation ofall surfaces
disturbed by vegetation removal, grading, haul roads, or other construction
activity, unless covered with impervious or other improved surfaces authorized by
the approved plans. A schedule for maintenance and upkeep of revegetated areas
shall be included. To the extent feasible, non-structural erosion techniques must

be trt&zed used to control run-off and reduce sedimentation. Erosion control

methods may include a combination of approved mechanical or vegetative
measures.

23. Modify Section 23.05.044.e, as follows: County SWPPP review. At the discretion of the
Director and/or Building Official, the County may review and request modifications or
amendments to the SWPPP in order to ensure compliance with the County Code and/or the
General Construction Permit requirements. At the Director's discretion, a SWPPP may be
required to be submitted as part ofany discretionary permit review, where a project will meet
the thresholds of Subsection a, and where such information is needed to ensure all
construction and post-construction measures are appropriately evaluated pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and consistent with the LCP.

24. Modify Section 23.05.048.a(4), as follows: Grading, vegetation removal, and other landform
alterations shall be minimized on sites locatedwithin areas determined by the Planning
Director to be a public view corridors from collector or arterial roads...

25. Modify Standards in 23.05.048, as follows:

Modify Section 23.05.048.b(23), as follows: Hydromodification control. If the Director or
Public Works Director has determined that the project could cause off-site erosion or adverse
impacts to beneficial uses as a resultof an increase in runoff rates and/or duration, the project
shall incorporate site design Best Management Practices (BMPs) and, if necessary, structural
and/or treatment control BMPs in order to match estimated post-development discharge rates
as closely as possible to the estimated pre-development discharge rates, hydromodification
control measures in compliance with Low Impact Development (LID) Handbook
requirements.

Modify Section 23.05.048.d(2)(iii)(a)(5), as follows: An implementation schedule for
corrective actions that describes the actions taken to eliminate or reduce the pollutants
causing or contributing to the exceedance.

26. Modify Section 23.05.050.a, as follows: Modifications to approved plans. No work based
upon any modifications to the approved plans shall proceed unless and until such
modifications have been approved by the Building Official, and where applicable, the County
Public Works Department, and any necessary permits or permit amendments have been
obtained. The proposed change shall not result ingreater environmental impacts than those
considered in the approved environmental document.
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27. Modify the definition of Excavation in Section 23.11.030, as follows: Excavation. Any
activity by which earth, sand, gravel, rockor any other similarmaterial is dug into, cut
quarried, uncovered, removed, displaced, relocated or bulldozed and shall include the
conditions resultingthereof. Excavation excludes activities associated with crop production,
such as cultivation, disking, harrowing, rakingor chiseling, planting, plowing, seeding, or
other tilling.

28. Add the definition of Maximum Extent Practicable to Section 23.11.030, as follows:
Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). A standard for water quality Best Management
Practices (BMPs) established as part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) that requires consideration of technical feasibility, cost, and benefit derived. The
burden of proof is on an applicant to demonstrate compliance with MEP bv showing that a
BMP is not technically feasible or that BMP costs would exceed any benefit to be derived.

29. Throughout the document, delete references to the LID Handbook, as shown on Exhibit
B and including deleting Sections23.04.450.g(9), 23.05.026.b, and 23.11.030, which
state:

23.04.450.g(9). Hydromodification control. Projects shall comply with the County's
hydromodification control requirements, once developed and established intheLow Impact
Development (LID) Handbook. Waiver oformodification to the hydromodification control
requirements may onlybe granted as specified in Subsection i.

23.05.026.b. Low Impact Development (LID) Handbook. Low Impact Development
requirements shall bo imposed, and updated from time to time, by resolution ofthe Board of
Supervisors after a noticed public hearing. Requirements imposed inthe LID Handbook
shall include any required LID Best Management Practices. Additionally, the LID Handbook
may bo used to implement other measures as required intheCounty's Stormwater
Management Program. Requirements ofthe LID Handbook when imposed, shall bea
condition of the issuance of permits for, or theapproval of, development projects.

23.11.030. Low Impact Development (LID) Handbook. The County of San Luis Obispo
Low Impact Development Handbook, which has boon adopted by resolution of the Board of
Supervisors after a duly noticed public hearing. Until such a time as the LID Handbook is
adopted, the reference manual(s) identified by the Director ofPlanning and Building may be
usedto guide Low ImpactDevelopment design.

30. Throughout the ordinance, require native plants where revegetation is required, as
shown on Exhibit D.

31. Throughout the ordinance, replace references to mapped ESHAwith references to all
ESHA, as shown on Exhibit D.

32. Throughout the ordinance, replace references to streams and blue line streams shown
on the latest USGS 7-1/2 minute topographicquadrangle with 'watercourse', as shown
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on Exhibit D.

33. Renumber sections throughout the document, as necessary, and as shown on Exhibit D.

34. Modify Section 23.05.054.a(2) as follows:
No relief shall be granted unless the relief requested is consistent with the purpose and intent
of the Grading Ordinance and does not diminish the environmental, coastal resource, and
health and safety benefits that would be obtained in the absence ofa grant of relief.

35. Throughout the document delete references to the "LED Handbook" and replace them
with the following:

BMPs designed to achieve maximum water quality protection, including through LID
measures

III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. Description of Proposed LCP Amendment

The amendment proposes changes to both the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation Plan
(IP, or Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance). Specifically, the LUP amendment proposes minor
changes to the Coastal Plan's Coastal Watershed and Visual and Scenic Resources policies by
changing the references to the implementing ordinances to reflectchanges to sectionnumbers
and titles, as modified by the proposed IP changes. The amendment also proposes to add a new
standard to the North CoastArea Plan byclarifying thatall new development and redevelopment
within the Lodge Hill area of Cambria is subject to the IP's proposed Stormwater Management
ordinance.

The amendment modifies the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance to provide additional
regulations for stormwater management andto update existing regulations for grading, drainage,
anderosion and sedimentation control, to comply with the County'sPhase II NPDES permit.
With regard to stormwater regulations, the amendment adds a new Stormwater Management
ordinance(See Section 23.04.450), and a requirement for a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) (See Sections 23.05.044 and23.04.048.d, within the Grading Ordinance) and it
repeals and replaces sections of the existing CZLUO thatprovide requirements fordrainage
plansand erosion and sedimentation control plans (See Sections23.05.040, 23.05.042,
23.05.048.b and 23.05.048xwithin the Grading Ordinance). With regard to grading, the
amendment repeals and replaces the existing grading ordinance witha new grading ordinance
(See Sections 23.05.020 through 23.05.058).

A brief description of the major sections of the ordinance are as follows:
Section

23.04.450

Title

Stormwater

Management

Description

In conformancewith the County's Phase II
NPDES permit requirements, requires
additional water quality protections for priority
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23.05.020-23.05.058

23.05.028

23.05.030

23.05.032.a

23.05.032.b

23.05.032.C

23.05.034.a.

23.05.034.b

23.05.036

Grading Ordinance

Grading Permit
Required
Grading

Exemptions from
Grading Permits -
Minimum

requirements to
determine exempt
status

Exemptions from
Grading Permits -
Exempt grading

Exemptions from
Grading Permits -
Agricultural grading

Alternative Review

Program -
Alternative review

program standards

Alternative Review

Program - Projects
allowed under the

alternative review

program

Review, Approval
and Permits

level projects.

Explainswhen a grading permit is required.

Defines grading for the purposes of the grading
ordinance; explains grading permit
requirements; restricts grading adjacent to
ESHA

Clarifies that although some grading is exempt
from gradingpermit requirements, it is not
exempt from CDP requirements unless it is not
considered development or is otherwise exempt
from CDP requirements pursuant to the
certified LCP.

Specifies grading that is exempt from grading
permit requirements. Many of the itemsare
carried over from the existing certified grading
ordinance.
Defines agricultural grading that is exempt
from gradingpermit requirements. It includesa
section requiring agricultural management
measures and practices that prevent off-site
drainage and erosion and sedimentation
impacts, as well as effective erosion and
sedimentation control measures such as

revegetation.
Clarifies that projects must obtain any
necessaryCDPs, and that if the Alternative
Review process is the only approval required,
besides a CDP, then the Planning Director's
review and approval of the project functions as
a Plot Plan, and thereby constitutes approval of
a CDP and is appealable to the Coastal
Commission, where applicable.
Identifies projectsthat may be reviewed under
the Alternative Review Program. The
Alternative Review Program was developed in
coordination with the RCD/NRCS, and is
structured similar to the RCD/NRCS Partners in
Restoration program which has been
implemented in various coastal counties in
California through a Master CDP.
Outlinesthe process for review and approval of
grading permits and components ofgrading
permits, such as drainageand erosion control
and sedimentation plans.
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23.05.038 Grading Plan
Requirements

Identifies requirements for who can prepare a
grading plan, what the grading plan must
contain and when engineered grading plans are
required.

23.05.040 Drainage Plan
Required

Identifies when a drainage plan is required and
what the plan must contain.

23.05.042 Erosion and

Sedimentation

Control Plan

Required

Identifies when an erosion and sedimentation

control plan is required and what it must
contain.

23.05.044 Stormwater Pollution

Prevention Plan

(SWPPP) Required

Identifies when a SWPPP is required and what
it must contain.

23.05.046 Groundwater

Recharge
Requiresall projects that require a grading
permit to include groundwater recharge
elements to mitigate the impacts on recharge
caused by the reduction ofpermeability in soil
areas on the site.

23.05.048.a Standards - Grading
standards

Specifies standards that grading plans must
conform to.

23.05.048.b Standards - Drainage
standards

Specifies standards that drainage plans must
conform to.

23.05.048x Standards - Erosion

and sedimentation

control standards

Specifies standards that erosion and
sedimentation control plans must conform to.

23.05.048.d Standards-SWPPP

standards

Specifies standards that SWPPPs must conform
to.

23.05.050 Construction

procedures
Requires construction to be performed in
conformancewith the approved plans; limits
grading hours; requires air quality controls.

23.05.052-23.05.058 Inspections; Request
for relief from

Ordinance Provisions

and Standards;
Enforcement and

Interpretation;
Education and

Outreach; Fees

Provides details on inspection requirements;
allows grading ordinance requirements to be
waived in certain circumstances; provides an
enforcement mechanism; provides for a
program to educate the public about the
ordinance; and provides for permit and plan
review fees.

Stormwater Management
The proposed stormwater regulations have four components:

(1) The Stormwater Management ordinance addresses thewater quality impacts of
completed projects butapplies only to specific projects thathave a higher
potential to cause water quality impacts;
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(2) The Drainage Plan requirement addresses water quality impacts ofcompleted
projects and applies to almost allnew development projects;

(3) The Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan addresses the water quality impacts
ofconstruction and also applies to almostall new development projects;

(4) The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) requirement addresses the
waterquality impacts of large construction projects.

The Stormwater Management ordinance section identifies the types of projects that are subject to
priority review, including single-family residences onslopes of 10% orgreater, new
development with more than 100,000 square feet of impervious areas, residential subdivisions
with 10 ormore units, parking lots of 5,000 square feet orgreater, gas stations, and restaurants.
The ordinance requires these developments to comply with stricter and more specific standards
than would berequired for other types of development. For example, while it would continue to
require the Drainage Plans and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plans, described below, it
would also require additional stormwater standards for five types of development with particular
stormwater impacts. For example, outdoor material storage areas must have an enclosure to
ensure that materials cannotenterthe stormwater system, and areas for washing equipment in
restaurants must beequipped withgrease traps and connected to the sanitary sewer. This section
is in direct conformance with the requirements ofthe RWQCB's Phase II requirements.

The Drainage Plan requirement applies toalmost all new development projects, because it
applies to projects that would change the volume or velocity of runoff leaving the site. In
addition, the ordinance specifies that the Drainage Plan requirement applies to projects that
would disturb more than 20,000 square feet of land, projects on slopes of more than 10% grade,
projects that disturb land within 100 feet of the top bank of any watercourse, and projects in the
Flood Hazard combining designation, among others. The Drainage Plan standards require these
projects tomaximize groundwater recharge, to retain natural drainage patterns, to implement
BMPs to address polluted runoff, including minimizing impervious surfaces and managing
runoff onsite. Together, the BMPs for all Drainage Plans must bedesigned to treat and infiltrate
stormwater runoff up to and including the 85th percentile storm event, and must include measures
to minimize post-development loadings of total suspended solids. The Drainage Plan standards
also include arequirement for runoff conveyance systems tobecapable of carrying the runoff
volume of a25-year storm, and prohibits runoff from causing adverse impacts onsensitive
habitat and groundwater resources.

The requirement for an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan applies to all new projects that
require abuilding permit or grading permit, or projects that involve removal of more than one-
halfacre of native vegetation within geologically unstable areas, within 100 feet of any
watercourse, oron slopes in excess of 30 percent. The Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan
requires applicants to provide for BMPs tominimize erosion and sedimentation before
construction, during construction, and after construction. The ordinance also provides details for
appropriate revegetation, installation and maintenance ofBMPs, and arequirement that site
disturbance has been reduced to the maximum extent practicable.
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Finally, the ordinance requires SWPPPs for all projects that require a Grading Permit and/or
construction permit and that involve disturbance of one acre or more of land area. Section
23.05.048.d provides the standards for SWPPPs, which prohibit discharge of anymaterial except
for stormwater and require BMPs to be used to ensure the RWQCB's waterquality standards are
not exceeded.

Grading
The new grading ordinance would update theexisting grading ordinance to comply with NPDES
Phase II requirements. Theordinance prohibits all grading within 100 feet of ESHA, except
where a setback adjustment has been granted pursuant to therequirements of the LCP (Section
23.05.030.c). Inaddition, unless allowed to beauthorized under theAlternative Review Program
(ARP) in Section 23.05.034, all grading requires a Grading Permit. TheARP does not apply to
any projects within 100 feet of ESHA, regardless ofwhether or notan ESHA setback adjustment
has been granted pursuant to the requirements of the LCP (See 23.05.032(a)(4)). Full Grading
Permits are to be accompanied by a grading plan. Section 23.05.038(b)(l-8) describes the
content to be included in the grading plan, including general site information, work schedule
information, existing topography, volume ofearth removed, finish elevations, site improvements
and locations of surface and subsurface drainage, and description of soils. Some projects would
also be required to submit an Engineered Grading Plan, a Drainage Plan, an Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan, and/or a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

An Engineered Grading Plan is required forall projects subject to Grading Permits that meet one
of the standards listed in Section 23.05.038.c(l)(i-v), including projects that involve 5,000 cubic
yards ofmaterial, are onslopes greater than 20%, orwithin 100 feet of ESHA. These projects are
required to submit all Grading Plan requirements, plusadditional information in the form of a
site and drainage report, geotechnical report, and anengineering geology report. Section
23.05.040.a(l-l 1) describes the projects for which a Drainage Plan is required. The project list is
extensive, including projects that increase ordecrease runoff volume or velocity onany point of
the site, those that involve grading/land disturbance ofmore than 20,000 square feet, or those
that involve hillside development onslopes steeper than 10%. The Drainage Plan is to include
the location of all surface waters on the site, existing and proposed contours, the location of all
existing and proposed drainage facilities, and estimates of existing and future runofffrom the
projectand methods for reducing the velocity of such runoff.

An Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan isrequired for all projects requiring construction
and grading permits, aswell as for projects that remove one-halfacre ormore ofvegetation in
areas with slopes greater than 30percent, within 200 feet ofany watercourse, inhighly erodible
soils, or in geologically unstable areas. Section 23.05.042.d(l-17) lists the required content ofthe
plan, including anestimation of sediment yields before, during and after construction; a
description ofproposed pre-, during, and post-construction practices to prevent erosive surface
runoff; and adescription ofboth temporary and permanent erosion control BMPs. Finally, a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan isrequired pursuant toSection 23.05.044.a for all projects
thatrequire a grading, construction, and/or subdivision permit and that involve disturbance of
one acre or greater. Section 23.05.044.f(l-l 1) describes the required contents of the SWPPP,
including a description of potential sources ofpollution and proper BMP identification.
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Projects that are exempt from Grading Permits are still required to implement proper erosion and
stormwatermeasures. Section 23.05.032(c) exemptscertainnew agricultural projects and
associated agricultural infrastructure from Grading Permits. Instead, these projects, which
include grading to prepare new land for crop production/grazing on lands with slopes of less than
30%and in areas morethan 100feet from anywatercourse or ESHA may be reviewed under the
Alternative Review Program (ARP). Section 23.05.034(b)(l-10) lists the projects that may
qualify for this program, including grading for orchard/vineyard planting on slopes greater than
30% and grading for new rangeland management projects on slopes greater than 30%. The ARP
includes issuance of an administrative CDPby the County (which may be appealed to the
Commission) and allows theapplicant to obtain technical assistance, inspection, and sign-offby
either the Natural Resources Conservation Service or the Resource Conservation District for
assurance that the project willemploy sound management practices.

B. Consistency Analysis

1. Standard of Review
The proposed amendment affects the LUP and IP components ofthe County ofSan Luis Obispo
LCP. The standard of review for the LUP amendments is that they must be consistent with and
adequate tocarry out the Coastal Act; the standard ofreview for IPamendments is that they must
be consistent with and adequate to carryout the policies of the certified LUP.

2. LUP Amendment Consistency Analysis

a. Applicable Coastal Act Policies
The proposed amendments apply the new stormwater requirements toa specific geologic area.
Related Coastal Act policies include:

Coastal Act Section 30231

The biological productivity and the quality ofcoastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, andlakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations ofmarine
organisms andfor the protection ofhuman health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion
ofgroundwater supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration ofnatural streams.

Coastal Act Section 30240

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption ofhabitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resourcesshall be allowed within those areas, (b) Development in areas adjacent
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas andparks and recreation areas shall be
sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those
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areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance ofthose habitat and
recreation areas.

b. Consistency Analysis
The certified Land Use Plan policies reference the corresponding Implementation Plan
regulations. Thus, because the Implementation Plan's stormwater and grading regulations are
being updated, with new sections being added, any Land Use Plan policy that cites a particular
section in the IP must also be updated to ensure that policies and implementing regulations are
consistent. For example, Policy 7 ofthe LUP, which pertains to the siting of new development
by prohibiting grading on slopes greater than 20% or within 100 feet ofESHA (with few
exceptions), currently states that this policy will be implemented by Section 23.05.034, which is
the current IP's Grading Standards regulations. However, to reflect the section changes from the
proposed ordinance, Policy 7 now references Section 23.05.030.b(2), which is the proposed
ordinance's new section that implements the LUP policy. All of the proposed LUP changes are
for consistency purposes, like the example described above, except one proposed amendment
that is more substantive. The County proposes to add a new standard to the North Coast Area
Plan by requiring all new development and redevelopment in the Lodge Hill area within the
Cambria Urban Area to comply with the new Stormwater Management regulations of Section
23.04.450 ofthe IP. Specifically, the amendment calls for Chapter 7 of the North Coast Area
Plan to include a new standard, Standard 11, to ensure that all development within the
Residential Single-Family land use category ofLodge Hill be subject to the new Stormwater
Management ordinance. The Lodge Hill area is a neighborhood on the south side of Cambria that
contains mostly single-family residences. The proposed Stormwater Management ordinance is
only applicable to single-family residential units on hillsides of 10 percent slope or greater, as
well as residential subdivisions of 10 units or more (Section23.04.450.b(l and 6)). While many
residences would be subject to the ordinance because of the area's steep slopes, the proposed
LUP amendment clarifies that all new and redeveloped single-family residences in Lodge Hill
are subject to the stormwater requirements. As discussed previously, the stormwater
management ordinance requires applicable projects to prepare a Drainage Plan and an Erosion
and Sedimentation Control Plan to control the volume of runoff produced at the site by
implementing Best Management Practices, among other requirements. These measures are
necessary to ensure water quality and coastal resource protection from adverse impacts caused
by excessive grading, erosion, and impervioussurfaces. Therefore, clarifying that all residential
projects withinLodge Hill are subject to the stormwater ordinance requirements ensuresproper
consistency with the Coastal Act. Thus, the Commission finds the proposed LUP amendment is
consistent with the Coastal Act, as submitted.

3. IP Amendment Consistency Analysis

Permit and Procedural Requirements
CDPs versus Grading Permits
The LCP is structured so that CDP requirements are sometimes implemented in conjunction with
other local permits, including potentially grading permits when grading is proposed. In some
cases, thegrading permit may actas theCDP, but inothers theCDP may be processed separately
from the grading permit. Thus, the proposed grading ordinance changes mustbe consistent with
theLCP's CDP process, as the grading permits will at times actas the CDP. The grading
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ordinance essentially defines the way inwhich CDPs will be issued when the proposed
development consists of grading. Because there is some overlap between grading and other
activities that are deemed development, it is also important to ensurethat these other activities
are not inappropriately subsumed inthe grading permit process ina manner that would exclude
these activities from CDPrequirements (e.g., defining grading to exclude activities that would
otherwise constitute development independently). The following analysis addresses these
potential problems and describes suggested modifications toensure that any development for
which a CDP is required will continue to besubject to CDP requirements in the grading
ordinance.

Grading Ordinance Permit Exemptions
Grading Ordinance Provisions
As described in the amendment description, the proposed grading ordinance defines grading and
sets forth various levelsof reviewfor grading projects, depending on the type ofproject
proposed. Section 23.05.030.a ofthe proposed ordinance defines grading asall new earthwork
that involves excavations, cuts, fills, dams, reservoirs, levees, impoundments, diking, dredging,
borrow pits, stockpiling, compaction of fill, and removal ofvegetation. The proposed grading
definition excludes cultivation activities, such as disking, harrowing, raking or chiseling,
planting, plowing, seeding and other tilling. In addition, the proposed definition would also
exclude grading under 50cubic yards, grading under 20 cubic yards ina watercourse, and
removal of under oneacreof vegetation from grading permit requirements, and no minimum
standards would apply to such grading. Thus, as proposed, bydefinition grading would not
include cultivation activities, and would not include smallvolumes of grading or vegetation
removal, all ofwhich would therefore not be subject to the grading ordinance, as proposed.1

For activities that meetthe definition of grading, the grading ordinance wouldapply, and the
ordinance provides for several review levels, ranging from exempt activities (with no review) to
a process providing for alternative review (including assistance by NRCS orthe RCD), tofull
grading permit review. Interms ofexemptions, proposed Sections 23.05.032.b and 23.05.032x
list several types of grading projects proposed to be exempt from grading permits, including
public works projects, vegetation clearance for fire safety and various agricultural projects,
including water supply projects and grading for crop production. Projects would not beexempt
from grading permits if they are within a geologic study and/or flood hazard combining
designation, orwithin 100 feet of ESHA. Further, asstated in proposed Section 23.05.032.a(4),
grading activities cannot beexempted from grading permit requirements in the coastal zone,
unless a prior land use permit and CDP have been issued for the development. Therefore, where
a CDP is required, and there is no prior CDP, all grading projects require grading permit
authorization and are subject to thegrading ordinance provisions, and cannot beexempt for the
other stated reasons intheproposed ordinance. Thus, inthe coastal zone all grading (asdefined
inthe proposed ordinance) is subject to the proposed ordinance provisions and CDP
authorization requirements.

The CDP process for such grading projects differs for development that isappealable to the
Commission versus not. Appealable grading project development must be processed through the

1They might be subject toother requirements, like CDP requirements, but would not be subject tothe grading
ordinance.
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standard CDP process. Non-appealable grading project development canbe processed through
the proposed Alternative Review Program (ARP). The ARP allows applicants to obtaintechnical
assistance, inspection, and sign-offby either the NRCS or the RCD. An Alternative Review
Form must be completed and submittedto the County to verify that the project qualifies for the
ARP, and authorization of the Alternative ReviewForm may only occur when the Planning
Director finds that the project is in compliance with all applicable sectionsofthe LCP andthe
Coastal Act. Proposed Section 23.05.034 describes the typesofgrading projects that may go
through the ARP process, and these projects include grading for orchard/vineyard planting,
grading on land with slopes of less than 30 percent, as well asnew agricultural roads and ponds.
However, grading projects may not be processed through the ARP if they are in a geologic study
and/or flood hazards combining designation, orwithin 100 feet of ESHA. Finally, all grading
projects thatdo not meet the standards for exemption from grading ordinance provisions or for
the ARP process must obtain full grading permits. As described more fully in the amendment
description, these projects would be required to submit grading plans prepared by qualified
professionals, and would need to meetany applicable standards ofthe drainage plan, erosion
control and sedimentation plan, and the SWPPP.

Analysis ofAgricultural Exemptions
The proposed ordinance can only protect coastal resources if development requiring aCDP is
actually approved through the proper permits. Under the current LCP(Section 23.03.042, not
proposed for amendment), site disturbance (including grading as defined by the grading
ordinance, and natural ground cover removal) is regulated through various permits which
constitute the CDP (i.e., where the LCP describes a plot plan, a minor use permit, ora
development plan, these types of instruments are all CDPs inthe coastal zone). And under the
current LCP and the proposed amendment, grading ordinance requirements are generally CDP
requirements, as described inthis finding. Thus, the CDP process should theoretically beable to
assure appropriate coastal resource protection, including through application of the new grading
ordinance provisions.

The projects that are exempted from the grading ordinance, however, or otherwise exempted
from CDP requirements, present achallenge to successful implementation of the grading
ordinance in thecoastal zone, as development requiring aCDP, particularly grading and
agricultural cultivation activities, might appear tobeexempted from such requirements. The LCP
requires CDPs for most new development, and itdefines development exactly as it is defined by
the Coastal Act(LCP Section 23.03.040). This definition includes all grading, any changes in the
intensity ofthe use of land orwater, and theremoval of major vegetation other than for
agricultural purposes. The LCP also includes exemptions from CDP requirements for certain
types of activities that are defined as development in the LCP, even though they do not meet the
statutory exemptions from the definition ofdevelopment (e.g., Section 30610, ascarried out
through Sections 13250 through 13253 of the Commission Regulations.)2 This has created
internal inconsistencies within the existing LCP, where various broad activities are exempted
from CDP requirements even though they are defined as development within the LCP and

2

Section 30610 also includes aprocess for categorical exclusions, in which local governments may exclude specific
categories ofdevelopment from CDP requirements, beyond those identified in 30610. This process is distinct from
the LCP amendment process and requires the approval ofarevocable categorical exclusion order requiring atwo-
thirds vote of the Commission.
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therefore require a permit.

These exemptions for activities that are "development" includeCZLUO Section 23.03.040.d(9),
which exempts cropproduction and grazing, as long asthey are an allowed use in the LCP's
tableofallowed uses (Table O) and no morethanone-halfacre ofvegetation is proposed to be
removed.3 This exemption may have been intended toaddress the fact that the definition of
development in the LCP, astaken from the Coastal Act, excludes the harvesting or removal of
major vegetation for agricultural purposes, thereby exempting some agricultural activities from
CDP requirements. However, as defined in Section 23.11.030 ofthe existing LCP, crop
production and grazing includes preparation for cultivation, including land-contouring, clearing,
and other preparation of soil for crops. Therefore, given the broad definitions ofcrop production
and grazing inthe LCP, theexemption, as written, includes grading and landform alteration for
newand expanded agricultural fields, which requires a permit because it results in a change in
intensity of theuseof land and water. This provision would have the effect ofexempting grading
for crop production and grazing from both the LCP's CDP requirements and the grading
ordinance, creating an internal inconsistency withthe LCP because, asexplained in detail below,
these activities are development requiringa CDP.

Certain agricultural uses and changes inthese uses intensify theuseofthe land, bringing them
within the definition ofdevelopment. These types of activities canhave significant impacts on
sensitive resources ifnot managed appropriately. Grazing can reduce the diversity and amount of
natural vegetation available to support native animal species, while also increasing soil erosion
and impacting water quality. The replacement of native lands orgrazing lands with more
intensive agricultural uses, such as vineyards or truck farms, may exacerbate impacts by further
reducing the natural ecological diversity of the land. Activities such as vineyards orother
intensive crop cultivation can also lead to significant landform alteration, including dramatic
impacts onnative oak woodlands. Landform alteration and a loss of vegetation increase the
potential for erosion, particularly inhilly areas, and can change storm runoff patterns. For
example, the change inagricultural land use from grazing on native vegetation or non-irrigated
crops to irrigated crops such as orchards and vineyards can also lead to water quality degradation
from the useof fertilizers, fumigants, and pesticides, aswell as increased use ofwater if the use
of agricultural land nowneeds irrigation. Most of the water in San Luis Obispo County
originates from groundwater aquifers or coastal streams. Inasmuch as anumber of groundwater
basins in the coastal zone are at or near overdraft, an increase in agricultural withdrawals can
further impact the integrity of an aquifer. Excessive water withdrawals from coastal streams will
have significant environmental effects, including impacting riparian habitat and altering stream
flows, thereby potentially affecting anadromous fish.4 Therefore, if the existing exemption were
tobeimplemented by the County, agricultural activities that are development, as defined in the
LCP, and that could cause significant impacts to coastal resources would be exempted from CDP

3The Commission notes thatthere areadditional CDP exemptions identified inthe LCP that arenotconsistent with
the governing Coastal Act and California Code ofRegulations provisions from which they derive their authority.
The Commission encourages theCounty to collaborate with Commission staffonan LCP amendment package
designed toaddress these inconsistencies. Until that time, and consistent with the statutory authority for such
exemptions, to the extent there are any conflicts between the current LCP exemptions and those associated with the
Coastal Act and theCommission's regulations, the Coastal Act and theCommission's regulation criteria apply.
4See SLO County LCP Periodic Review, Section C.4: Addressing Impacts from Intensification ofAgricultural Uses
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requirements.

The definition of development in the LCPandCoastal Act doesnot include harvesting or
removal ofmajor vegetation for agricultural purposes, so questions have arisen as to the extent of
permitting requirements in this context. TheCommission has grappled with this question
numerous times, and on March 19, 1981, the Commission issued a policy statement clarifying
that it had jurisdiction overexpansion of agricultural activities located in areascontaining major
vegetation. The Commission determined that expansion ofagricultural uses into areas of native
vegetation constitutes a "change in the intensity of the useof land" and is therefore development
underthe Coastal Act. The Commission's determination concerned vegetation removal that
changes the use of the land from openspace or another natural use to a cultivated agricultural
use. It included a decision tree to determine whether or not a permitwould be required for
various activities, which specified that the removal of major vegetation associated with the
expansion of agriculture, such as the removal of more than half an acre ofnatural vegetation,
would require a permit if the activity hadthe potential to cause adverse impacts on coastal
resources. TheCommission recommended various criteria to determine whether adverse impacts
are possible, including the steepness ofslopes, proximity to wetlands, streamsand other habitat,
andthe effectof the expanded operation on water resources andsupply. New and expanded
agriculture is also a change the intensity of the use of land andwaterfor a variety of additional
reasons, including because preparing land for new fields requires land clearing, and growing
crops and livestock requires a significant amount ofadditional water, unlike land in its natural
state. Therefore, removal of major vegetation inassociation with new and expanded agricultural
operations requires a CDP, so such activities cannot beexempted from CDP requirements inthe
grading ordinance.

Inaddition, because the Coastal Act and LCP definitions of development donot exclude grading
for agricultural purposes (as they do for theremoval of major vegetation for agricultural
purposes), all grading requiresa CDP, unless it is otherwise exemptor excluded. Thus,
cultivation activities for ongoing agricultural operations can be exempt from CDPs consistent
with theLCP'sdefinition of development, butcultivation activities for new and expanded
agricultural operations cannot be exempt from CDP requirements without creating an internal
LCP inconsistency because, as described above, they constitute a change inthe intensity of the
use of land and water. Thus, theLCP'scrop production and grazing CDP exemption must also
be modified to ensure that theIPAmendment isadequate tocarry out the LUP by not creating an
internal LCP inconsistency on this point.

In sum, the proposed IP changes would exemptactivities that meet the LCP definitionof
development from CDP requirements, creating an internal LCP inconsistency. The IP
Amendment must therefore be denied as submitted because by creating an internal inconsistency
it does not ensure thatthe LUP policies will beadequately carried out.

The IPamendment can nevertheless be approved ifmodified as follows. Suggested
Modification 1corrects the inconsistency in the LCP's existing CDP exemptions by exempting
only ongoing crop production and grazing. This ensures that grading for new orexpanded
agriculture will require a CDP, consistent with the definition ofdevelopment, and that the
removal ofmajor vegetation and changes in the use of land and water due tonew and expanded
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agricultural uses will also require a CDP. Suggested Modification 1 also defines ongoing crop
production and grazing and limits it to areas that have been farmed intheprevious five years.
The five-year period is appropriate because itallows for farmers to fallow their fields but is not
so long that significant changes inhabitat orother coastal resource values areexpected to occur.
In fact, as discussed below, the County'sAgricultural Commissioner's Officerecommended that
five years was an appropriate period for defining ongoing agriculture and said that inmost
situations in the County, fields arenotoutof production for more than five years. In addition, the
County's Planning Commission approved a five-year period for the definition of ongoing
agriculture within the grading ordinance. Further, nearby Ventura County, which isreviewing
LCP requirements for agriculture, has proposed a five-year period for its definition ofongoing
agriculture, and San Diego County also uses a five-year period. Therefore, Suggested
Modification 1 clarifies CDP requirements fornew and expanded agriculture, consistent with
theLCP's definition of development requiring a CDP, while allowing ongoing agricultural
operations to continue withoutnewCDPs.

Analysis ofGrading Exemptions
The County intends to require CDP authorization in addition to grading authorization through the
proposed ordinance, but given the complexity ofthe ordinance, the proposed amendment is not
entirely clear on this point. As explained in the description ofthe grading ordinance, there are
numerous exceptions to its application. Ifthese exceptions were interpreted to exempt grading
from CDP requirements, itwould create the same type ofLCP inconsistency described above,
where development that requires a CDP under one provision ofthe LCP would potentially be
exempted under another provision. Because ofthe potential for such internal inconsistencies, the
grading ordinance cannot be certified as submitted, as itwould not ensure that the LCP was
adequately carried out.

To remedy this potential inconsistency, Suggested Modification 8 isproposed toclarify that
CDP authorization is indeed required, even ifthe proposed project is otherwise exempt from a
grading permit. In order to avoid duplicative permitting requirements, Section 23.05.030.d
allows Grading Permit approval toact asCoastal Development Permit approval for projects not
otherwise subject to other land use permits. Additionally, for those projects that are innon
appealable areas ofthe coastal zone that are exempt from grading permits, Section
23.05.032.a(5) allows for review under the Alternative Review Program, where authorization
under such review constitutes issuance ofa CDP. Thus, as modified, the ordinance would clarify
what types ofpermits are applicable todifferent types ofgrading and development projects and
would ensure thatCDPs were required for allgrading meeting the definition of development in
the LCP.

Definition ofGrading
The proposed definition ofgrading provides the basis for determining which development
activities are subject to the proposed ordinance. Therefore, this definition iscritical in
determining what permits are required for specific development activities. Although the
definition includes a comprehensive list ofgrading activities, it isunclear what ismeant by 'new'
earthwork, and what theterm 'new' earthwork is intended to include orexclude. Inaddition, it is
possible that the proposed list ofgrading activities is not exhaustive, which could lead to some
grading being excluded from the definition, and potentially leading to activities that are included
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in the definition of development being inappropriately excluded from permitrequirements. Thus,
the proposed definition of grading could create an internal LCP consistency byexcluding
development requiring a CDP, so it cannot be certified as submitted.

Suggested Modification 9 is therefore imposed to remove the word 'new' from in front of the
word "earthwork" in the definition of grading, so thatall earthwork is included in the definition,
since allearthwork requires a CDP. The suggested modification also broadens thedefinition by
stating that grading may include one ofthe listed activities, not that it must include such
activities. This modification will ensure that the grading ordinance addresses all grading
requiring a CDP and protects coastal resources accordingly.

The LCP'sdefinition of grading also proposes to exclude cultivation activities, including
disking, harrowing, raking, planting, plowing, seeding, and tilling. However, although it may be
appropriate to exclude these activities from therequirements of the grading ordinance, some of
them are in fact grading, because they involve earthwork, so they require a CDP. By excluding
such activities from thedefinition ofgrading, itcould suggest thatthey are fully exempt from
complying with the grading ordinance, including the provisions requiring a CDP. Such work
should therefore not be excluded by definition. Thus, Suggested Modification 9 clarifiesthat
while cultivation activities may beexcluded from the County's Grading Permits, they may be
considered grading. Assuch, they are not exempt from CDPs, unless thecultivation activity is
for ongoing agriculture as defined by23.03.040.d(9) and Suggested Modification 1. Inaddition,
to beconsistent with this suggested modification, Suggested Modification 27 changes the
definition ofexcavation so that it no longer excludes allactivities related to crop production.

The definition of grading also excludes three categories ofdevelopment from grading permit
requirements, including grading under 50cubic yards, grading under 20 cubic yards ina
watercourse, and removal of less than oneacre of vegetation. By excluding theseactivities from
thedefinition of grading, it raises the same potential inconsistencies described above. Therefore,
Suggested Modification 9 removes these categories from this section. However, Suggested
Modification 10 moves them to theexempt grading section, where, although full grading
permits may not berequired, it isclear that CDP requirements and minimum standards do apply.
Suggested Modification 10 also reduces theone-acre threshold for removal of vegetation to
match othersections of the proposed ordinance and theexisting LCPto eliminate
inconsistencies.

Definition ofCropProduction and Grazing
The proposed ordinance also defines ongoing crop production and grazing. It is defined ascrop
production and grazing on land that has been used for such purposes within thepast 10 years or
on land that is held in theConservation Reserve Program. Forthe following reasons, the IP's
definition ofongoing crop production and grazing is inadequate to carry out the LUP. By letting
land lay fallow for upto 10 years and then allowing grading and other land alteration to re
establish agriculture without any type of review process, sensitive coastal resources may be
impaired. This would be inconsistent with Coastal Watershed Policy 9,which requires
appropriate structural and non-structural control measures to reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and Coastal Watershed Policy 12, which requires agricultural practices to minimize erosion and
sedimentation. As discussed above, the County's Planning Commission and Agricultural
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Commissioner's office determined that a five-year dormancy period was appropriate for the
definition of ongoing agriculture. This decision was based ontheAgricultural Commissioner's
office experience that it isuncommon for fields in the County to be left fallow for more than five
years, aswell as County staffs research ofother ordinances, including San Diego County's,
which also uses a five yearperiod. As mentioned above, Ventura County is alsocurrently
considering using a five-year period for its definition ofongoing agriculture. The County's initial
proposal for a five-year dormancy period is appropriate in this case because it allows farmers to
fallow their fields, but it is not so longthat significant changes in habitator other coastal
resource values areexpected to occur. Therefore, Suggested Modification 11 is imposed to
define land used for ongoing crop production and grazing as that land which has been used for
such purposes within the last 5 years.

In addition tothe proposed ten-year dormancy period, the proposed ordinance also includes lands
that are covered under the Conservation Reserve Program in the definition of ongoing
agriculture. The Conservation Reserve Program is administered by USDA's Farm Service
Agency and is a voluntary program that involves 10 to 15 year contracts whereby farmers are
compensated to allow fields to lie fallow. The program targets land that is highly erosive as well
as land thatcould be used forwater quality purposes, such as stream buffers on grazing land.
Making an exception for these lands in the definition ofongoing crop production and grazing is
not appropriate because they are located in areas that have been targeted as erosive or in areas
that serve important water quality functions. Ifthese lands are exempted from grading permit
requirements, then agricultural development on highly erosive and ecologically valuable lands
could be approved without adequate review, thereby compromising water quality. Many policies
in the LUP prohibit development within sensitive geologic and biologic areas, including Hazards
Policy 2 (new development shall not contribute toerosion orgeologic instability),
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policy 21 (development within or adjacent to coastal streams
shall prevent impacts toerosion and runoff), and Coastal Watershed Policy 12 (agricultural
practices shall minimize erosion and sedimentation). Thus, the IP amendment asproposed will
not beadequate to implement these LUP policies and must be denied as submitted.

Therefore, Suggested Modification 11 limits ongoing crop production and grazing to land that
has been in production in the previous five years and eliminates the exception for lands inthe
Conservation Reserve Program (except if they have been fallow for five years or less). In
addition, Suggested Modification 11 clarifies that farm roads used for ongoing agricultural
operations may be modified or re-oriented without a Grading Permit. These proposed
exemptions from the grading regulations are appropriate because only established agricultural
activities would beexempt, but notnew or expanded operations. Thus, with theaddition of
Suggested Modification 11, the definition ofongoing crop production and grazing is modified to
beconsistent with LUP water quality protection provisions and canbe certified as modified.

Finally, several suggested modifications make minor changes to theordinance to clarify the
intent of the ordinance and to strengthen several of the proposed processes. First, Suggested
Modification 13 strengthens theARP review process by requiring NRCS/RCD verification that
the proposed project can meet appropriate management practices to be considered by the County
before any approval isgranted. Second, Suggested Modification 26 specifies that any
modification to an approved plan must first be approved by the Building Official and/or Public
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Works Department, and also when all necessary permits or permit amendments have been
obtained. And finally, Suggested Modification 34, which relates to waiving requirements of the
ordinance that are found to be infeasible, requires the County to make findings that such waivers
may only be granted if they do not diminish the environmental and coastal resource benefits that
would have been obtained through full compliance with the ordinance.

In sum, as modified, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
CDP requirements ofthe Coastal Act and the Commission's regulations, and that the proposed
amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the permit requirements of the County's
certified LUP.

b. Coastal Resource Issues

Applicable LUP Policies
The LUP includes broad protections for water quality and for ESHA, including wetlands,
riparian habitat and coastal streams. The policies require development, including agriculture, to
protect the water quality of the ocean, wetlands and coastal streams, as well as groundwater, and
they prohibit development that would degrade ESHA and require buffers to be maintained
between development and ESHA. The LUP also addresses the visual resources impacts and
potential hazards associated with the landform alterationcaused by grading through various
policies, including:

Coastal Watershed Policy 7: Siting ofNew Development

Gradingfor thepurpose ofcreatinga sitefor a structure or other development
shall be limited to slopes ofless than 20 percent except:

Existing lots ofrecord in the Residential Single-Family category and where a
residence cannotbefeasibly sited on a slope less than 20 percent;

When gradingofan access road or driveway is necessaryto provide access to an
area ofless than20 percent slope wheredevelopment is intendedto occur, and
where there is no less environmentally damaging alternative;

The county may approvedgradingandsitingofdevelopment on slopes between 20
percent and 30 percent through Minor Use Permit, or Development Plan
approval, ifotherwise required by the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. Also in
review ofproposedlanddivisions, each new parcelshalllocate the building
envelope andaccess roadon slopes of less than 20percent. In allowing grading
on slopes between 20percent and30percent the county shall consider the specific
characteristicsofthe site and surrounding area that include but are not limited to:
the proximity ofnearby streams orwetlands, the erosion potential andslope
stability ofthe site, the amount ofgrading necessary, neighborhood drainage
characteristics andmeasures proposedby the applicant to reduce potential
erosion andsedimentation. The county may also consider approving grading on
slopes between20 percent and 30percentwhere it has beendemonstrated that
there is nootherfeasible method ofestablishing anallowable use on the site
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without grading. Grading anderosion control plansshallbeprepared by a
registered civil engineer andaccompany any request to allow grading on slopes
between 20 percent and30percent. It shallalso be demonstrated that the
proposedgrading is sensitive to the natural landform of the site andsurrounding
area.

In all cases, sitingof development andgrading shall notoccur within 100feet of
any environmentally sensitive habitat. In urban areas as defined by the Urban
Services Line, grading may encroach within the 100foot setback when locating or
siting aprincipally permitted development, ifapplication of the 100foot setback
renders the parcelphysically unusable for the principally permitted use. Secondly,
the 100foot setback shall only be reduced toapoint at which the principally
permitted use, as modified as much aspracticalfrom a design standpoint, can be
accomplished to nopoint less than the setback allowed by the planning area
standard or 50feet whichever is the greater distance. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO COASTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCE
SECTIONS: 23.05.034 (GRADING) AND23.04.021 (LAND DIVISIONS).]

Coastal Watershed Policy 8: Timing ofConstruction and Grading

Land clearing andgrading shall beavoided during the rainy season if there is a
potentialfor serious erosion andsedimentation problems. Allslope anderosion
controlmeasures shouldbe inplace before thestart ofthe rainy season. Soil
exposure should bekept to the smallest area and the shortestfeasible period.
[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED ASASTANDARD AND PURSUANT
TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.]

Coastal Watershed Policy 9: Techniques for Minimizing Sedimentation

Appropriate control measures (such assediment basins, terracing, hydro-
mulching, etc.) shallbe usedto minimize erosion andsedimentation. Measures
should be utilizedfrom the start ofsitepreparation. Selection ofappropriate
control measures shall be based on evaluationofthe development's design, site
conditions, predevelopment erosion rates, environmental sensitivity of the
adjacent areas and also consider costs ofon-going maintenance. Asite specific
erosion control planshall beprepared bya qualified soilscientist or other
qualifiedprofessional. To the extentfeasible, non-structural erosion techniques,
including the use ofnative species ofplants, shall be preferred to control run-off
and reduce increased sedimentation. [THIS POLICYSHALL BE IMPLEMENTED
ASA STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.]

Coastal Watershed Policy 10: Drainage Provisions

Site design shall ensure THAT drainage does not increase erosion. This may be
achieved either through on-site drainage retention, or conveyance to storm drains
or suitable watercourses. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED ASA
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STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.034 OF THE CZLUO.]

Coastal Watershed Policy 11: Preserving Groundwater Recharge

In suitable recharge areas, site designand layout shall retain runoffon-site to the
extentfeasible to maximize groundwater recharge andto maintain in-stream flows
and riparian habitats. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A
STANDARD.]

Coastal Watershed Policy 12: Agricultural Practices

Agriculturalpracticesshallminimize erosion andsedimentation through accepted
management practices that aid soil conservation. The Soil Conservation Service
shouldbe encouraged to continue education programs regarding soils
management. [THIS POLICY SHALL BEIMPLEMENTED ASA STANDARD.]

Coastal Watershed Policy 13: Vegetation Removal

Vegetation clearance on slopes greater than 30% in geologically unstable areas
or on soils rated as havingsevere erosionhazardsshall require an erosion and
sedimentation controlplan. Stream vegetation removal is discussedingreater
detail in the Sensitive Habitat chapter. [THIS POLICYSHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.]

Coastal Watershed Policy 14: Soil Conservation Techniques

Proper soil conservationtechniques andgrazingmethods shall to the maximum
extentfeasible be employed inaccordance with the 208 waterquality standards
adoptedby the California Water Quality Control Board. [THIS POLICY SHALL
BE IMPLEMENTED ASA STANDARD.]

Agriculture Policy 8: Agricultural Practices

Proper soilconservation techniques andgrazing methods should beencouraged
inaccordance with 208 Water Quality Standards adopted to meet the water
quality requirements ofthe California Regional Water Quality Control Board.
[THIS POLICY SHALL BEIMPLEMENTED ASA PROGRAM.]

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policy 1: Land Uses Within or Adjacent to
Environmentally Sensitive Habitats

New development within or adjacent to locations ofenvironmentally sensitive
habitats (within 100feet unless sites further removed would significantly disrupt
the habitat) shall not significantly disrupt the resource. Within an existing
resource, only those uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within the
area. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS
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23.07.170-178 OF THE COASTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCE (CZLUO).]

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policy 17: Wetland Buffer

In new development, a buffer strip shall berequired andmaintained innatural
condition along the periphery ofall wetlands. This shall be a minimum of100feet
in width measuredfrom the upland extent of the wetland unless a more detailed
requirement for a greater or lesser amount is included in the LUE or the LUO
would allow for adjustment to recognize the constraints which the minimum buffer
would impose upon existing subdivided lots. Ifaproject involves substantial
improvements or increased human impacts, necessitating a wide buffer area, it
shallbe limitedto utility lines, pipelines, drainage andflood controlfacilities,
bridges androadapproaches to bridges, and roads when it can bedemonstrated
that: a) alternative routes are infeasible ormore environmentally damaging, and
b) the adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extentfeasible.
Access paths and/orfences necessary toprotect habitats may also bepermitted.

The minimum buffer stripmay be adjusted by the county if the minimum setback
standard wouldrendertheparcelphysically unusable for the principalpermitted
use. To allow a reduction in the minimum standard set-back, it must be found that
the development cannot be designed toprovidefor the standard. When such
reductions arepermitted, the minimum standard shall bereduced to only the point
at which the principal permitted use (development), modified as much as is
practicalfrom a design standpoint, can be accommodated. Atno point shall this
buffer be less than 25feet. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED
PURSUANT TO SECTION23.07.172 OF THE CZLUO.]

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policy 20: Coastal Streams and Riparian Vegetation

Coastal streams andadjoining riparian vegetation areenvironmentally sensitive
habitat areasandthe natural hydrological system andecologicalfunction of
coastal streams shallbeprotectedandpreserved. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.174
OF THE CZLUO.]

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policy 21: Development inorAdjacent to aCoastal
Stream

Development adjacent to orwithin the watershed (thatportion within the coastal
zone) shall besitedanddesigned to prevent impacts which would significantly
degrade the coastal habitat and shall be compatible with the continuance ofsuch
habitat areas. This shall include evaluation oferosionand runoffconcerns. [THIS
POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED ASA STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO
SECTION23.07.174 OF THE CZLUO.]
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Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Policy 30: Protection ofNative Vegetation

Native trees and plant cover shall be protected wherever possible. Native plants
shall be used where vegetation is removed. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.176 OF THE CZLUO.]

Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 1: Protection of Visual and Scenic Resources

Unique and attractive features ofthe landscape, including but not limited to
unusual landforms, scenic vistas and sensitive habitats are to be preserved
protected, and in visually degraded areas restored where feasible. [THIS POLICY
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED ASA STANDARD.]

Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 5: Landform Alterations

Grading, earthmoving, major vegetation removal and other landform alterations
withinpublic view corridors are to be minimized. Where feasible, contours ofthe
finished surface are to blend with adjacent natural terrain to achieve a consistent
grade and natural appearance. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTEDAS A
STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.034 OF THECZLUO.]

Hazards Policy 2: Erosion and Geologic Stability

New development shall ensure structural stability while not creating or
contributing to erosion or geological instability. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.086
OF THE CZLUO.]

Hazards Policy 3: Development Review in Hazard Areas

The county shall requirea detailedreview ofdevelopment proposed within the
geologic study area andflood hazardcombining designations as indicated on the
Land Use Element mapsfor the coastal zone. The review shallbeperformed by a
qualified registered and/or certified engineering geologist andshallbe adequately
detailed toprovide recommendations andconclusions consistent with this plan.
Residential, commercial and industrial development shallbeprohibitedwithin the
100 yearfloodplain (1% chance ofinundation inanyyear) as delineatedin the
Flood Hazard combiningdesignation exceptfor thoseareas withinan urban
reserve line. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO
SECTIONS23.07.082, 23.07.084, 23.07.062 AND 23.07.066 OFTHE CZLUO.]

Consistency Analysis
TheCoastal Watershed policies of theLUP protect water quality in a variety of ways. For
example, to reduce erosion, Policy 7 prohibits most development onslopes over 20%, and Policy
13 regulates the removal of vegetation onsteep slopes. Policy 8 limits grading and construction
to the dry season. Policy 9 requires BMPs to reduce erosion. Policies 10 and 11 require site
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design to reduce erosion, control drainage and recharge groundwater. Policies 12and 14require
agricultural practices to use BMPsto reduce erosion and sedimentation. In addition, The LUP
also protects biological resources and water quality from adverse impacts caused by agricultural
uses, including through Agriculture Policy 8, whichencourages soil conservation and proper
grazing management to meet waterquality objectives.

The ESHA protection policies of the LUP require buffers to be maintained between development
and ESHA. Policy 1 requires buffers from all typesofESHA and prohibits development adjacent
to ESHAthat would disrupt biological resources. Policy 17 requires a minimum 100 foot buffer
from all wetlands, except in specific circumstances where the necessary buffermay be reduced if
it would render the parcel unusable for its principally permitted use. When a less than 100 foot
buffer from wetlands is allowed, mitigation measures are required pursuant to Policy 18,
including landscaping with native vegetation and drainage controls. Policy 21 specifically
addresses development adjacent to coastal streams, prohibiting development thatwould degrade
stream resources and requiring anevaluation of erosion and runoffconcerns. And Policy 28
requires a 100 foot buffer from the upland edge of riparian habitat. As for wetlands, this policy
allows the buffer to be reduced in circumstances where it would render the parcel unusable for its
principally permitted use.

As described in the amendmentdescription, the proposed stormwater management ordinance
would apply to both small and large projects by addressing both construction and post-
construction water quality impacts. Section 23.04.450.b describes the typesofdevelopment
subject to the stormwater provisions, including single-family residences that involve any site
work on slopes of 10 percent orgreater, gas stations, restaurants, and certain parking lots. All
applicable developments are required to prepare aStormwater Quality Plan (SWQP), aDrainage
Plan (described in Section 23.05.040), and an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan
(described in Section 23.05.042). Finally, any project subject toaGrading Permit, construction
permit, or subdivision, and which results in site disturbance of one acre or more, isrequired to
submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The grading ordinance sets forth
standards to control all grading, excavations, and earthwork; establishes a tiered
permitting/review system for compliance and implementation of those standards; and defines
what types of development are subject to the appropriate permit/review. As described in more
detail above, unless a project is exempt or isnotclassified as development (as defined inthe
LCP), all grading requires aGrading Permit, which consists of aGrading Plan, and may also
require, where applicable, an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, a Drainage Plan, and a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

In addition, the proposed ordinance provides acomprehensive approach to addressing many of
the adverse impacts ofagricultural uses oncoastal resources, and in many ways represents an
improvement over the existing LCP. First, any agricultural grading that requires a full Grading
Permit mustcomply with the standards ofthe Drainage Plan and Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Plan requirements, including providing BMPs totreat and infiltrate stormwater runoff up
toand including the 85th percentile storm event, and through the use of sediment basins and
revegetation of exposed slopes. In addition, the ordinance provides a process for the RCD/NRCS
to review other agricultural grading projects not subject to full Grading Permit review. This type
of reviewwas envisioned in the Commission's findings from the SLO County LCP Periodic
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Review of2001, and allows for a more hands-on approach to implementing soil conservation
and other water quality and biological resource protection measures. The ordinance also protects
ESHA by prohibiting grading within 100 feet of mapped ESHA, except where such development
is allowed by the existing LCP, where the 100-foot buffer would render the parcel unusable for
its principally-permitted use.

For these reasons, the proposed ordinance generally enhances the LCP's ability to protect water
quality and ESHA by updating and adding to the existing grading and stormwater regulations.
However, certain modifications are necessary to clarify the types ofexempt projects and the
standards and requirements needed to implement coastal resource protection policies.

Exemptions
The proposed stormwater and grading ordinance provides for some types of projects to be
exempt from various individual requirements of the stormwater and grading regulations. For
example, a Drainage Plan is not required where grading is exclusively for crop production or
grazing, an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan is not required for projects exempt from
Grading Permits and those that are reviewed under the Alternative Review Program, and projects
with valid waivers from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board may be
exempted from preparing a SWPPP. Although it is generallyappropriate to have such potential
exemptions, some of the proposed exemptions are not consistent with the LUP policies
protecting water quality and ESHA. For example, the stormwater ordinance exempts
redevelopmentprojects that increase impervious surface area by less than fifty percent. This
standard would, however, exempt potentially large projects with significant stormwater impacts
from permitting requirements, such as a largeprojects that increased impervious surface area by
forty percent. By exempting these types of projects, the IP Amendment, as submitted, is not
adequate to carry out the policies of the LUP protecting water quality. To address this issue,
Suggested Modification 3 changes this exemption to ensure that the stormwater ordinance
applies to any redevelopment on an applicable development type listed above, regardless of size.
The ordinance would still only apply to the portion of the property being redeveloped and not the
entire pre-existing property. As modified, this exemption is consistent with LUP water quality
policies because it ensures that new development in a redevelopment project would be covered
by the stormwater ordinance.

Next, Section 23.05.040.b states that Drainage Plans are not required where grading is
exclusively for an exempt agricultural accessory structure. However, this exemption is not
appropriate because it is not possible to anticipate the potential impactsof such grading. For
example, if the accessory structure is on steep slopes, or within or directly adjacent to ESHA,
grading for the purpose of the construction of the structure has an increased potential to cause
adverse impacts on waterquality and ESHA, andthus, the ordinance as proposed is inadequate
to implement thoseLUP policies. Suggested Modification 18 deletes this exemption, and
instead adds that if a non-exempt project is proposed that has no potential to cause adverse
sedimentation and/or erosion impacts, it may beexempt from Drainage Plan requirements by
authorization ofthe Public Works Director, pursuant to Section 23.05.040.b. This modification
ensures that the requirements of the Drainage Plan apply to grading of an agricultural accessory
structure unless the project has no potential for adverse impacts .
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Finally, Section 23.05.042.a describes what types ofprojects require an Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan, but only includes projects where more than half an acre ofnative
vegetation is removed. However, thetype of vegetation that is to be removed does not
significantly affect the potential for adverse impacts due to erosion and sedimentation. Therefore,
Suggested Modification 21 requires projects removing more than halfanacre of any type of
vegetation to comply with the requirements ofthe Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. As
modified, theexemption inthe Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan isconsistent with the
County's LUP.

Proximity to ESHA
Asdiscussed above, the requirements of the proposed ordinance provide fora detailed review of
project impacts and require an array ofmeasures tobe taken toensure resource protection.
However, although the proposed IPA generally carries outthepolicy requirements of theLUP,
several changes are necessary to ensure that all projects with the potential to impair water quality
and ESHAare covered under the ordinance. First, Suggested Modification 12 clarifies that
grading for new crop production and grazing must be in areas more than 100 feet from any
watercourse or ESHA in order to be exemptfrom full grading permit requirements.

Second, because there arerarely development projects allowed within 100 feet of ESHA and
hence directly affecting the sensitive resource, impacts tend to occur offsite and arepotentially
carried to sensitive habitats through runoffand other drainage. To address this problem, the
Commission has recently required similar stormwater and grading restrictions to apply within
200 feet of a watercourse, not within 100 feet. Therefore, Suggested Modification 16 increases
the requirement for Drainage Plans from all projects within 100 feet ofa watercourse toall
projects within 200 feet ofa watercourse (Section 23.05.040.a(8)), and Suggested Modification
17 increases the requirement for an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan from projects within
100 feet ofa watercourse to 200 feet (Section 23.05.042.a(2)(iv)).

Third, the County relied ontherequirements ofthe RWQCB's stormwater permit to determine
which regulations should apply to different types ofdevelopment. For example, the Stormwater
Management regulations in Section 23.04.450 ofthe amendment apply only to certain types of
projects, such as single-family residences on slopes greater than 10 percent, gas stations, and
certain developments over 100,000 square feet of impervious surface area. However, as
proposed, only very large projects would be subject to the new stormwater ordinance. The
stormwater ordinance is important because it requires more protective BMPs and stricter
implementation ofthose BMPs, as well as standards that are specific to various uses, such as
restaurants and automobile service stations.Although it may be appropriate to have these
regulations apply only tovery large projects in some areas, excluding development in areas
where there arewatercourses nearby thatwould increase themagnitude of anywater quality
impacts by carrying sediments and contaminants to larger streams and out tothe ocean, or
directly impacting nearby ESHA, isnot consistent with LUP policies protecting ESHA and water
quality. Therefore, to ensure protection ofwater quality and ESHA consistent with the LCP,
Suggested Modification 2 applies the requirements ofthe stormwater ordinance toall new
projects that increase impervious area by more than 2,500 square feet and that are within 200 feet
of ESHA.
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Water Quality BMPs
Water quality impacts caused by newdevelopment are commonly addressed through BMPs to
not only avoid and minimize the water quality impactscaused by construction, but also to avoid
and minimize thewater quality impacts caused bycompleted development through changes in
runoff. The proposed amendment references three BMP handbooks that provide a variety of
BMPs that can be chosen by applicants to suit the needs of the project, in order to achieve
specific water quality standards, such as standards for newdevelopment to treat the volume of
runoff produced by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff volume event. Although the Commission
generally rejects proposals to include cross references to documents that are not partof the
certified LCP, cross references to BMP manuals have been certified and successfully used by
various local governments within the coastal zone. However, in thiscase, the County is
proposing to cross reference one BMPmanual, the LowImpact Development (LID) Handbook,
which has notyetbeen developed. Although this document is expected to be developed inthe
near future as part of a joint effort between various municipalities to meet the requirements of the
RWQCB, it is not appropriate to certify as part of an LCP a cross reference to a document that
does not yet exist. Therefore, Suggested Modification 29 would remove the references to this
document. Whenthe document is finalized, the County maythen return for an LCP amendment
to integrate its requirements into the LCP. Finally, Suggested Modification 20and Suggested
Modification 25 would remove references to hydromodification measures thatareexpected to
be included in the LID handbook butdo notyet exist andwould replace them with references to
appropriate BMPs that could be used to avoid thewater quality impacts of a project.

The proposed amendmentalso identifiesspecificBMPsthat must be used in certain
circumstances to protect water quality. These specific BMPs generally protect water quality and
ESHA consistent with the policies ofthe LUP, but there are several sections that need to be
strengthened to ensure theamendment is adequate to implement theLUP. Suggested
Modification 4 would strengthen Section 23.04.450.g(3), which discusses stormwater pollutants
ofconcern, by broadening what isconsidered a pollutant ofconcern; Suggested Modification 5
would strengthen language in Section 23.04.450.g(5), which requires development subject to the
stormwater ordinance to complete an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, including by
replacing a requirement for energy dissipaters, such as rip-rap, with a requirement that outlets are
designed so that erosion is prevented, and to minimize erosion to the maximum extent
practicable when energy dissipaters must be used; Similarly, Suggested Modification 22
replaces a reference to mechanical erosion control methods with a requirement for non-structural
erosion control techniques; And finally, Suggested Modification 15 would allow Grading
Permits to be conditioned with groundwater recharge measures, regardless ofwhether the project
is located in a valuable groundwater recharge area.

Native Vegetation
The proposed ordinance would require construction sites to be promptly revegetated to reduce
potential erosion; however, it is silent onwhether such vegetation needs to be native. The LUP's
ESHA Policy 30 requires native plants to be used where vegetation is removed. Therefore,
Suggested Modification 30 would require native plants wherever revegetation isrequired. In
addition, Suggested Modifications 31 and 32 replace references to mapped ESHA and mapped
blue line streams, with references to allESHA and all watercourses, because the LUP does not
define these resources based ontheir appearance on a map, but rather, based onthe actual
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resources that are present at a given location.

Minor Clarifications to Water Quality Requirements
Inaddition, theproposed ordinances arenot always clear about which standards apply to each
type of development, and insome cases, it isnecessary to strengthen the language to ensure
consistency with theLUP policies. First, Section 23.04.450.g(8)(iii) includes an exclusion from
justthe volumetric or flow based treatment controls required in the stormwater ordinance, but
not from the remaining sections of the ordinance. Suggested Modification 6 clarifies thatthe
remaining standards apply. Suggested Modification 7 makes similar clarifications, including
stating that trash areas must comply with the proposed waste collection area standards and that
the stormwater ordinance regulates multi-family residential development. Also, Suggested
Modification 19 clarifies that Drainage Plans must bedeveloped in conformance with the
drainage standards ofSection 23.05.048.b and Suggested Modification 22 clarifies that the
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan must conform to the erosion and sedimentation
standards of Section 23.04.048.C. Finally, Suggested Modification 23 clarifiesthat SWPPPs
mustbe consistent with the LCP, and SuggestedModification 22 requires erosionand
sedimentation control plans to be consistent with the LCP.

Finally, the proposed amendment uses the term 'maximum extent practicable' (MEP)
throughout. This term isessentially synonymous with 'maximum extent feasible' which is used
in the Coastal Act. The term MEP is used in this case because it is used by the RWQCB and this
ordinance implements their requirements. To clarify the exact meaning of the term, Suggested
Modification 28 adds its definition.

Hazards
The LUP seeksto avoid hazardous development by ensuring that all development adheresto
proper structural stability standards and that all development proposed within sensitive areas,
such as geologic study areas and flood hazard areas, are given thorough review by qualified
professionals todetermine suitability and safety. The proposed stormwater and grading
ordinance implements these policies by requiring full Grading Permits for any work proposed
within a Geologic Study Area and/or a Flood Hazard Area (Section 23.05.032.a(l)). The
ordinance also requires progressively stronger grading and stormwater standards for larger
projects and/or for projects within geologically sensitive areas. For example, in addition tothe
requirement for the preparation ofa full Grading Plan, projects that involve 5,000 cubic yards of
grading, are within aGeologic Study Area, or are on slopes ofgreater than 20%, are required to
prepare an Engineered Grading Plan as well (Section 23.05.038.c). This plan requires, among
other items, conclusions and recommendations from qualified professionals as to proper designs
for permanent soil stabilization, as well as a recommendation as to the adequacy, from a geologic
engineering perspective, of the site to support the proposed use.

However, while theordinance addresses "special circumstance" grading, such as when grading
becomes a hazard to life and limb, or where grading commences withoutthe properpermits, a
few changes are necessary toclarify the proper procedures to address and correct issues that arise
in these contexts. Suggested Modification 14 ensures that all corrective grading to remedy
unexpected hazards conforms to the emergency permit procedures under Section 23.03.045. By
ensuring that corrective grading tofix hazards follows proper emergency grading procedures,
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and by requiring any grading activity within geologically sensitive areas to undergo a full
Grading Permit with progressively stricter analysis required for projects on steep slopes and/or
that entail large quantities ofearth movement, the Commission finds the grading ordinance, as
modified, effectively carries out the LUP's Hazards policies.

Visual Resources

The LUP's Visual and Scenic Resources policies seek to preserve, protect, and restore scenic
vistas and sensitive habitats by minimizing their grading and landform alteration. The LCPA
implements these policies by, for example, prohibiting grading within 100 feet of ESHA (with
few exceptions) and requiring Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plans for development within
200 feet ofa watercourse. However, in order to fully implement LUP Visual and Scenic
Resources Policy 5, which seeks to minimize grading and earthwork within public view
corridors, Suggested Modification 24 broadens the standard to ensure that grading is minimized
within all public view corridors, not just those that are identified by the Planning Director and
are seen from collector and arterial roads. By ensuring that grading is minimized within all
public view corridors, as modified, the Commission finds the ordinance adequate to carry out the
LUP's Visual and Scenic Resources policies.

In conclusion, the suggested modifications above ensure that the ordinance is consistent with
LUP policies requiring protection of water quality, ESHA, hazards, and visual resources. The
Commission finds the ordinance, as modified, is consistent with and adequate to carry out the
certified LUP.

C. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

The Coastal Commission's review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has
been certified by the Secretary ofResources as being the functional equivalent of the
environmental review required by CEQA.Localgovernments are not required to undertake
environmental analysis of proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can and does
use any environmental information that the local government has developed. CEQA requires that
alternatives to the proposed action be reviewed and considered for their potential impacton the
environment and that the least damaging feasible alternative be chosen as the alternative to
undertake.

The County, acting as lead CEQA agency, determined that the proposed LCP amendments were
categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA. This staff report has discussed the
relevant coastal resource issueswith the proposal, and has recommended appropriate suggested
modifications to avoid and/or lessen any potential for adverse impacts to said resources. All
publiccomments received to date have been addressed in the findings above. All aboveCoastal
Act findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.

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