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Subject: Appeal A-3-SLO-09-051 (Community Presbyterian Church of Cambria). Appeal by Lila 
Evans of San Luis Obispo County decision granting a coastal development permit with 
conditions to the Community Presbyterian Church of Cambria to construct a 320 square-foot 
storage shed on a site currently developed with a church and church facilities. The proposed 
project is located at 2250 Yorkshire Drive, in the community of Cambria, San Luis Obispo 
County (APN 023-441-009). Appeal Filed: September 14, 2009. 49th Day: November 2, 
2009. 

Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which appeal A-3-SLO-09-051 was filed. Staff recommends a YES vote on the following 
motion and resolution: 

Motion and Resolution. I move that the Commission determine and resolve that Appeal 
Number A-3-SLO-09-051 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on 
which the appeal has been filed under Coastal Act Section 30603 regarding consistency with the 
certified Local Coastal Program and/or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

Passage of this motion and resolution will result in a finding of no substantial issue and adoption of the 
following findings. By such action, the Coastal Commission declines to take jurisdiction over the coastal 
development permit (CDP) for this project, the County’s action becomes final and effective, and any 
terms and conditions of the County’s decision remain unchanged. The motion passes only by an 
affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners present. 

Findings 
On July 21, 2009, San Luis Obispo County approved a CDP authorizing construction of a 320 square-
foot storage shed on a site currently developed with a church and church facilities. The project will 
result in the disturbance of roughly 340 square feet of a 3.1-acre parcel located at 2250 Yorkshire Drive, 
in the community of Cambria, San Luis Obispo County (see notice of County’s action in Exhibit 1). 
Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603 and Local Coastal Program (LCP) Section 23.01.043(c)(3)(i), 
this approval is appealable to the Commission because it is located in an LCP designated Terrestrial 
Habitat (TH) Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA).  
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The Appellant contends that the County’s approval is inconsistent with San Luis Obispo County LCP 
standards addressing visual and scenic resources and community character within a Special Community 
and Small-Scale Neighborhood.1 The Appellant also raises various issues with the use, operation, 
management, and enforcement of the church facility (see full appeal document in Exhibit 2). Lastly, 
following the close of the appeal period, the Appellant supplemented her original appeal contentions 
with additional concerns citing LCP policies related to tree removal and TH ESHA protection. While 
not valid appeal contentions,2 and not currently in front of the Commission, these additional issues also 
warrant a brief discussion. 

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless it determines that no 
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.3 Commission 
staff has analyzed the County’s Final Local Action Notice for the development (Exhibit 1), the 
Appellants’ contentions (Exhibit 2), and the relevant requirements of the LCP (Exhibit 3). The appeal 
raises no substantial issue with respect to the LCP as follows: 

First, the Appellant contends that the new storage shed is not visually compatible with the existing 
characteristics of the residential neighborhood. The Appellant cites LCP Policy 6 for Visual and Scenic 
Resources in making this allegation, but does not include other applicable design standards related to 
development in the Residential Single-Family (RSF) land use category. As detailed in the County CDP 
approval, the project meets all of the planning area design standards in the LCP, including those related 
to the amount of allowable impermeable surfaces, site topography, drainage, and structural design 
(North Coast Area Plan Design Criteria). The County approval also includes various measures, such as 
exterior lighting and landscape screening requirements, to further reduce to possibility of any adverse 
visual and scenic resource impact from the project.  

The proposed project is located within an existing church facility adjacent to Highway One. The 
proposed storage shed is very small relative to surrounding structures (only 320 s.f.) and is grouped with 
existing church facilities. A review of photographs of the view from Highway One and the design details 
of the project in relation to the existing facilities show that the new structure will have minimal visual 
impact. In short, the County-approved project is consistent with the LCP with respect to its size, 

                                                 
1  The Appellant cites Land Use Plan (LUP) Policy 6 for Visual and Scenic Resources, and Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO) 

Sections 23.01.043(c)(3)(i) and 23.11.030 in making this allegation. However, the project site is not located in an LCP defined highly 
scenic Sensitive Resource Area (SRA) or Special Community and Small-Scale Neighborhood. 

2  Appellants are allowed to supplement their appeals following the close of an appeal period, but such supplementing must be in relation 
to appeal contentions received within the appeal period. For example, if an appellant raises an access issue but not an ESHA issue 
during the appeal period appeal, they are allowed to supplement their access contentions to better explain them, but they can’t make 
new ESHA contentions unrelated to the original appeal contentions.   

3  The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. In previous decisions on appeals, the 
Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial issue determinations: the degree of factual and 
legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 
government; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; the precedential value of the local government's decision 
for future interpretations of its LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide 
significance. 
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setback, and design character, and these contentions do not raise a substantial issue. 

Second, the Appellant contends that the project will exacerbate noise and traffic around the church and 
that inappropriate use and ongoing church operation and enforcement problems will persist. In making 
this claim, the Appellant cites numerous bad experiences that she has had with church operations in the 
past. The Appellant (and neighboring property owners) may have valid concerns in this respect, but the 
way in which the church has operated in the past is not before the Commission. Rather, the question 
before the Commission is whether the County’s decision on this CDP raises substantial LCP 
conformance issues. The project being analyzed under appeal is a very small storage shed within an 
existing facility, not an evaluation of church use in general or compliance of this particular church with 
the LCP. Again, these ongoing operational issues are not directly related to the proposed development, 
and issues pertaining thereto are more appropriately pursued through local enforcement, and potentially 
Commission enforcement.4 The County-approved storage shed project (as distinguished from potential 
alleged overall use issues) is consistent with LCP use requirements, and thus the contentions related to 
its improper use and/or inappropriate operations do not raise a substantial issue. 

Lastly, the Appellant raises issues regarding tree removal and impacts to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas (ESHAs). Even though these issues were not raised within the appeal period and are not 
valid appeal contentions, they warrant a brief discussion here. It is clear that the contentions are based 
on allegations of historic removal of Monterey pine trees from the property. Indeed, the project is 
located within the area mapped in the LCP as Monterey pine forest terrestrial habitat (TH), which is 
defined as ESHA under the LCP. In this case, one Monterey pine tree is proposed to be removed to 
accommodate the new storage shed. However, the mapped TH designation is not definitive, rather, it is 
resources on the ground that dictate presence or absence of ESHA. The TH mapping provides an 
indicator that directs that applications in this area need to be analyzed for this possibility, but it is not by 
itself sufficient to determine ESHA absent supporting case-specific resource data. In fact, nearly all of 
this area is mapped TH notwithstanding significant residential and commercial development that exists 
there today. In this case, the County appropriately found that the project would not create significant 
adverse effects on the natural features of the site, and that the project would preserve and protect such 
features through site design. Moreover, the County has conditioned the project to follow a 
comprehensive tree replacement and landscaping program, including using only native Monterey pine 
trees of local stock so as not to adversely impact any nearby ESHA areas. The goal of these County 
measures appear to be to buffer the church facility from adjacent residences, while at the same time 
protect and enhance the surrounding pine forest. The County appropriately addressed ESHA issues, and 
the ESHA contentions (while not valid) do not raise a substantial issue. 

Overall, the County has provided adequate factual and legal support for its decision that the approved 
development would be consistent with the applicable policies in the certified LCP (Exhibit 1). There are 
                                                 
4  In this case, a CDP for church expansion was issued by the Commission in 1999. Thus, certain allegations raised may related to 

consistency with that CDP. These issues have been forwarded to enforcement staff for further investigation on this point. Overall, 
though, the church has been in place and operational for many years, and those operational issues appear to be directly in the purview of 
San Luis Obispo County.  
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no significant coastal resources affected by the decision, and no adverse precedent will be set for future 
interpretations of the LCP. Finally, the appeal does not raise issues of regional or statewide significance. 
For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-SLO-09-051 does not 
present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section 
30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the certified LCP and/or the public access policies 
of the Coastal Act. 

Exhibits: 
Exhibit 1: San Luis Obispo County CDP decision 
Exhibit 2: Appeal of San Luis Obispo County’s CDP decision 
Exhibit 3:  San Luis Obispo County LCP Policies 
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