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investment of over $200 million by public agencies, private foundations and property
owner donations. Most of this funding has come from out of the area, indicating to me
that it is widely recognized that the North Coast is uniquely worthy of protection. There
is good reason to believe that this broad interest in protecting this area will attract funding
in the future. California voters just approved Proposition 84 and other infrastructure
bonds that will fund over $5 billion dollars for resource protection statewide. And
national organizations have identified the North Coast as a landscape worthy of
investment.

Another effective, albeit interim, tool is Williamson Act agricultural preserve contracts
which give owners property tax breaks in exchange for agreeing not to convert to urban
uses during the terms of the contracts. Tens of thousands of acres in the North Coast are
subject to these voluntary agreements.

While land purchase and conservation easement have accomplished much, reasonable
land use regulations have an important part to play as well. Our rural areas are already
subdivided to an extent that most people don’t recognize. As we see pressure mount for
rural residential development, we are at risk of losing the character of those landscapes
that define the North Coast.

Zoning regulation is the traditional way to maintain rural character. Throughout the
North Coast, existing zoning provides, in most cases, a minimum lot size for new
subdivisions of 320 acres. Because of the existing parcel configuration, current zoning
will preclude significant additional parcels from being created. Zoning shouldn’t reduce
the allowable density of development on the thousands of existing rural parcels, but can
and should establish reasonable standards to ensure sensitive siting of that development.

Within the Coastal zone and other areas of the North Coast, such as Chorro and Los Osos
Valleys, siting criteria are already in place under existing zoning which help ensure that
rural development will be sensitively sited and screened. These regulations are an
important component in a successful greenbelt program. Similar siting regulations are
currently under consideration in the Cayucos rural area, where no such requirements
exist. I believe reasonable regulations can be crafted that both protect private property
rights and maintain the rural character of the area.

The North Coast is an area of breathtaking landscapes. Over the years, residents,
conservation groups and all levels of government have made the conservation of this land
a priority. While there is more to be done, I am confident that the vision established for
the North Coast will be a widely recognized model, where vibrant communities can exist
in harmony with productive agricultural land and scenic rural landscapes.

Roger Lyon is a North Coast rancher and land use attorney.
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‘North Coast

away-a little unhappy. -

North Coast that was drafted by a newly formed pr1-
vate property rights group.

The board voted 3-2 to accept that plan. In the

process ‘it rejected two: alfernatives, including a more
stringent proposal from-its own planning staff.

The board majority also rejected requeststo contin- :

ue the item: to allow more study of the proposals

~which deal with what kind of construction can occur' ,

ridgelines. :
. Supgerwsors Harry Ovitt and Jerry . Lenthall, Who

ed board Chairman Katcho Achadjian in approv-
Jggthe property rights plan, said the issue had already
gone on long enough. Plus, they said they believed

;
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isnta |

=nder one deﬁmtxon of a good compro- .
_mise, everybody is. supposed to. walk ,

§ " But that didn’t seem to happen st}
e’ Tuesday, when a divided:Board: of Super="'|
visors adopted a viewshed protection plan for the

this particular plan best represented the will of the
people.

" The chosen proposal might have reflected the Wﬂl‘ -
of a vocal group of supporters, but supervisors are - -
supposed to-act-in the best interests of all their con-
stituents — not just on behalf of those who can mnster
the biggest crowd and generate the most emails.

In this case, we don’t think the public was served -
by rushmg into adoption of a plan that had not. been E
carefully analyzed by county staff. '

The board should have continued the matter ’I‘hzrt .
would have given staff time to compare-and contrast
all three proposals:It-also would have given every-
one, including the general public, the opportunity-to-
determine exactly ' what the plan says — a plan we
hasten to add, that' quite possibly could be superior to
other proposals ,

But there was. 10 reason the superwsors couldn’t
have asked for a detailed companson of the three _

-plans.

We believe private property nghts are 1mportant,
government should not 1mpose arbﬂ:rary restmctlons
on development; : -

Butit's also nnpormnt to protect the scenic strefch-
es of open 1Jand and the rolling ] hﬂlsxdes that make our
county so deswable o ’

‘Elsewhere, we've done a poor job of balanmng the
two. Open space: along the Highway 101 corridor has
been paved over for storage units, condos and fast-
food franchises, with too:little attention paid to aes-
thetics.

Let'slearn from our mistakes, and take the tlme to
do this right. s

"‘The plan from the property rlghts group comes St
back to the board for review in June. We" urge supers
visors to use that as an oppormmty to re-examine this
critical issue and-craft a compromzse that balances
competmg interests. o
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Want to make a Central Coast rancher angry? Mention the words "property" and "government regulation” in the same
breath.

That happened earlier this month when dozens of irate North Coast and North County ranchers told county supervisors
they didn't want any part of a proposed ordinance that would regulate construction of new homes on their hilltops and

ridges.

Even though they may not want to build right now, they reasaned, they didn't want the option to be taken away
somewhere in the future. They argued that such an ordinance would decrease their property's value.

We disagree.

Adding an environmental review clause in order to be able to build on a ridgeline in some of the most beautiful land in
California doesn't seem excessive to us. In fact, by requiring a minoer use permit for building on ridges in what's calied
the "Cayucos Fringe" area, a rancher's property values may even increase over time as open space such as this becomes

increasingly rare.

Some background: The idea of regulating construction of what are called "skyline" homes in the Cayucos Fringe, a 53-
mile area east of Highway 1 from Morro Bay to Cambria, took root five years ago when a property owner sought to build

a 4,000-square-foot castlelike edifice on a ridge overlooking Whale Rock reservoir.

Although he eventually withdrew the plan when he ran into grading problems, the proposal moved some Cayucos

ranchers to ask for a skyline ordinance. Longtime Cayucos area ranchers like former Supervisor Bill Coy, Bob Blanchard
Jr. and Roger Lyon support a minor use permit for any project proposed for a ridgeline.

A minor use permit is the lowest level of discretionary review that the county demands for new construction. It means a
project must undergo an environmental review and have a public hearing; it also allows for a decision to be appealed. In

short, it's a hurdle, but not an onerous one.

Such a planning requirement isn't unique in the county. The Salinas, San Luis Obispo and Estero planning areas -- which
represent a sizeable amount of rural area within the county -- all require minor use permits for building on ridgelines.

So, would a minor use permit kill every ridgeline building permit request? No. But certaln environmental standards to do
so would have to be met. Would it interfere with ranching operations? No. Agriculture- -Felated -buildings-up-to-3,000.
square feet would be exempt from the ordinance. Would it reduce the value of the property? We answer that with this

question: How does some of the most beautiful property in California lose value? .

We understand the concerns of the 45 ranchers who spoke against a skyline ordinance Nov. 1: Government doesn't have
a track record of making Iife easier for them. But a minor use permit for ridgeiine construction isn't onerous and could

actually safeguard the value of their ranches down the road.

http://www.sanluisobispo.com/mld/sanluisobispo/news/editorial/13158085 . htm?template... 11/13/2005



