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APPEAL STAFF REPORT - SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION
Appeal number...............A-3-GRB-07-051, Pacific Coast Hotel
Applicant.........................IGIT Inc. (Attn: Ron Perkins)
Appellant.........................Coastal Commissioners Patrick Kruer and April Vargas
Local government ..........City of Grover Beach
Local decision .................Approved with conditions (September 17, 2007).
Project location ..............105 West Grand Avenue, at the corner of Highway One and West Grand
Avenue adjacent to Meadow Creek, in the City Grover Beach (APN 060-201009).
Project description.........Construct a mixed-use 20 unit condominium hotel/commercial development
with a 37 space underground parking garage, including associated landscaping
and drainage improvements.
File documents................City of Grover Beach certified Local Coastal Program (LCP); City of Grover
Beach Final Local Action Notice and related information associated with City
of Grover Beach Application Number 05-025(including a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Resolution No. 07-85), a Specific Development Plan (Resolution
No. 07-86), the Coastal Development Permit (Resolution No. 07-87), Site and
Architectural Plans (Resolution No. 07-88), and the Tentative Tract Map
(Resolution No. 07-89)).
Staff recommendation ...Substantial Issue Exists
Summary of staff recommendation: The City of Grover Beach approved a coastal development permit
allowing construction of a mixed-use 20 unit condominium hotel/commercial development with a 37space underground parking garage, including associated landscaping and drainage improvements. The
project is located adjacent to Meadow Creek at the corner of Highway One and West Grand Avenue, in
the LCP’s Coastal Planned Commercial (C-P-C) Zoning District and designated Beach Neighborhood
area.
The Appellants contend that the City-approved project raises issues with respect to its consistency with
the certified LCP. The appeal contentions can be generally grouped into the following five LCP issue
areas: 1) Allowable Uses; 2) Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; 3) Marine and Coastal Water
Quality; 4) Scenic Resources and Community Character, and; 5) Public Services.
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Substantial issues are raised in all five of the LCP issue areas cited by the Appellants. First, mixed-use
developments that combine dwelling units with commercial uses are not permitted within the LCP’s CP-C Zoning District. Therefore, allowing the private ownership of condominium units (quasi-residential
dwellings) is inconsistent with the LCP and is not an appropriate use within the C-P-C Zoning District.
Second, the City approved project locates new development adjacent to an environmentally sensitive
habitat area (ESHA) and extends development into the LCP-required Meadow Creek buffer. Such
incursion does not appear to be allowed by the LCP. In addition, impacts to the Meadow Creek ESHA
and its riparian corridors have not clearly been avoided and/or mitigated where unavoidable. Third, it is
unclear if marine resources and coastal water quality protection measures included in the project are
sited and designed adequately to meet LCP standards, including because it is not clear to what degree
the units approved by the City are capable of appropriately filtering and treating runoff at this sensitive
location. Fourth, it appears that the mass, scale, and development intensity of the approved project is
too large, dense, and intense at this “gateway” location to the beach and along the shoreline, and as a
result cannot be rectified to the LCP’s viewshed and community character provisions. Finally, the City
approval is silent regarding the City’s public service capacities, and it does not contain any analysis of
the project’s anticipated demand on public services. Thus, it is not clear if adequate water and sewer
service is available to serve the project consistent with the LCP.
In sum, the City approved project appears to result in overdevelopment of a sensitive “gateway” site
adjacent to Meadow Creek ESHA along Highway One with a use that is not allowed under the LCP (and
one that it is not conducive to fostering public access and recreation through visitor-serving amenities,
including lower-cost visitor-serving amenities) inconsistent with the LCP and the access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act. The approved condominium-hotel project is inconsistent with the Coastal
Act and LCP use priorities designated for this location, and appears to significantly and adversely affect
community character, coastal views, and ESHA/creek resources.
For all of these reasons, staff recommends that the Commission find that a substantial issue exists
with respect to this project’s conformance with the City of Grover Beach certified LCP and take
jurisdiction over the coastal development permit for the project.
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1. Appeal of City of Grover Beach Decision
A. City of Grover Beach Action
The City of Grover Beach City Council approved the project subject to special conditions on September
17, 2007 (see Exhibit B for the City’s Final Local Action Notice, including adopted findings, conditions,
and staff report on the project). Notice of the City Council’s final action on the coastal development
permit was received in the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast District Office on September 21, 2007.
The Coastal Commission’s ten-working day appeal period for this action began on September 24, 2007
and concluded at 5pm on October 5, 2007. One valid appeal (see below) was received during the appeal
period.

B. Appeal Procedures
Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal of approved coastal development permits in
jurisdictions with certified local coastal programs for development that is: (1) between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean
high tideline of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance; (2) on tidelands,
submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream, or within 300
feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff; (3) in a sensitive coastal resource area; (4) for
counties, not designated as the principal permitted use under the zoning ordinance or zoning district
map; and (5) any action on a major public works project or energy facility. This project is appealable
because it is located between the first public road and the sea; is within 100 feet of a coastal wetland and
stream; and is in a sensitive coastal resource area.
The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo coastal development
permit hearing on an appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial
issue” is raised by such allegations. Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts a de novo
hearing, the Commission must find that the proposed development is in conformity with the certified
local coastal program if the Commission were to approve the project. Section 30604(c) also requires an
additional specific finding that the development is in conformity with the public access and recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, if the project is located between the nearest public road and the

California Coastal Commission

F11c-11-2007
Page 4

sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and if the Commission were to
approve the project. This project is located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline
of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and thus this additional finding would need to be
made if the Commission were to approve the project following a de novo hearing.
The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are the
Applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their representatives),
and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted
in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo stage of an appeal.

C. Summary of Appellants’ Contentions
The Appellants contend that the City approved project raises issues with respect to its consistency with
LCP policies and ordinances related to allowable uses, ESHA, marine and coastal water quality, scenic
resources and community character, and public services. In sum, the Appellants contend that the City
approved project appears to result in overdevelopment of a sensitive “gateway” site adjacent to Meadow
Creek ESHA along Highway One with a use that is not allowed under the LCP. The Appellants contend
that the project appears to be inconsistent with the Coastal Act and LCP use priorities designated for this
location, and would appear to significantly and adversely affect coastal views, community character, and
ESHA/Meadow Creek resources.
See Exhibit C for the Appellants’ complete appeal document.

2. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of substantial issue would bring the project under the
jurisdiction of the Commission for hearing and action.
Motion. I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-GRB-07-051 raises
NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under
Section 30603 of the Coastal Act.
Staff Recommendation of Substantial Issue. Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this
motion will result in a de novo hearing on the application, and adoption of the following
resolution and findings. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue
and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative
vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners present.
Resolution to Find Substantial Issue. The Commission hereby finds that Appeal Number A-3GRB-07-051 presents 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 Local
Coastal Program and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.
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Recommended Findings and Declarations
The Commission finds and declares as follows:

3. Project Description
A. Project Location
The proposed development is located at the northwest corner of Highway One and West Grand Avenue,
in the LCP’s Coastal Planed Commercial (C-P-C) Zoning District and LCP designated Beach
Neighborhood area of Grover Beach. The site is located adjacent to the western branch of Meadow
Creek, and past that seaward are the back dunes of the City’s shoreline area. To the north, and also
adjacent to the site, is the La Sage Riviera Mobile Home Park. Historically, the site was developed and
operated as a service station. According to the City, the service station was demolished in 1991 and the
site is currently undeveloped and vacant. See Exhibit A for a location map and aerial photo of the site
and the surrounding area.

B. City Approved Project
The City approved project includes construction of mixed-use condominium hotel and commercial
development on a roughly 1/2-acre parcel (approximately 26,270 square feet). The project includes 20
condominium hotel units (20,149 square feet of lodging space) and 2,855 square feet of commercial
retail space. The project is designed as a two and three-story structure with a 37-space underground
parking garage. The City approved project also includes landscaping and associated drainage
improvements. In addition to the coastal development permit (City Council Resolution No. 07-87), the
City approved a mitigated negative declaration under CEQA (Resolution No. 07-85), a specific
development plan (Resolution No. 07-86), site and architectural plans (Resolution No. 07-88), as well as
a tentative tract map to subdivide the parcel into twenty-eight condominium units and one common area
lot (Resolution No. 07-89), all to allow for the construction of the mixed-use commercial/condominium
hotel.
See Exhibit B for the City’s Final Local Action Notice, which includes the City Council resolutions,
adopted findings, and special conditions of approval for the project. See Exhibit D for the City-approved
site plans and project elevations.

4. Substantial Issue Findings
A. Policies Cited by Appeal
The appeal contentions can be generally grouped into the following five LCP issue areas: 1) Allowable
Uses; 2) Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; 3) Marine and Coastal Water Quality; 4) Scenic
Resources and Community Character, and; 5) Public Services. The following LCP policies and
ordinances have been cited in relevant part:
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Allowable Uses

The LCP provides a table showing uses permitted within the City’s commercial districts.
LCP Table 1 (Uses Permitted Within Commercial Districts). See attached as Exhibit F.
In addition to the permitted uses within commercial districts shown in Table 1 (attached), the LCP
includes a specific zoning ordinance related to allowable uses, which is aimed at fostering public access
opportunities in the C-P-C Zoning District, and states:
Zoning Ordinance Sections 9122.14: Development Standards (C-P-C). All development plans
and subsequent construction shall implement the following standards:
(M) That all development in this area be required to maintain or enhance public access to and
along the shoreline based on the development’s impact on public access.
New development in this area must also be found consistent with the Coastal Act Public Access and
Recreation policies. This includes maximizing public access and recreation opportunities through
visitor-serving amenities, including lower-cost visitor-serving amenities, as follows:
Coastal Act Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities; encouragement
and provision; overnight room rentals. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall
be protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred. …
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

LUP Policy 5: Meadow Creek (Western Branch). That there shall be a minimum of a 50 foot
buffer, or other appropriate buffer established by a habitat restoration plan approved by the
Department of Fish and Game, on both sides of the portion of Meadow Creek north of Grand
Avenue. The purpose of this buffer is to protect and enhance the habitat values and filtration
capabilities of Meadow Creek while recognizing that for most of its length north of Grand
Avenue there is existing development on both sides of the creek.
Zoning Ordinance Sections 9122.14: Development Standards (C-P-C). All development plans
and subsequent construction shall implement the following standards:
(E) That native plant material shall be the major theme in all landscape designs.
(F) That all roads, parking lots, and structures shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade the adjacent environmentally sensitive area.
(I) That areas of significant natural vegetation be protected and enhanced where feasible.
(J) That the existing habitat value of Meadow Creek be protected and enhanced by the use of
buffer zones, additional native landscaping, sediment/oil control devices and controlled and
limited pedestrian access to buffer zone areas.
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Marine and Coastal Water Quality

LUP Policy 2: Meadow Creek (Western Branch). Approval of developments in areas draining
into Meadow Creek shall be conditioned upon provision of on-site ponding basins or other
means of regulating runoff water. Retention facilities should be capable of retaining the first
two hours of a fifty-year frequency storm.
LUP Policy 3: Meadow Creek (Western Branch). The existing sediment filtering capabilities of
Meadow Creek as it passes through the Coastal Planned Commercial area shall be maintained
and where feasible it shall be enhanced through the use of “stilling devices” to filter out
additional oils and sediment.
LUP Policy 3: General. All new development shall include all applicable Best Management
Practices (BMPs) for control of polluted runoff, including, but not necessarily limited to, those
identified in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice handbooks (March 1993), in
order to prevent polluted runoff from reaching Meadow Creek and the ocean.
Zoning Ordinance Sections 9122.14: Development Standards (C-P-C). All development plans
and subsequent construction shall implement the following standards:
(C) That all development be sited and designed to protect and enhance where feasible the
filtration capabilities of Meadow Creek.
(H) That drainage systems be designed to insure that all silts and oils are removed prior to the
water entering a natural drainage.
Scenic Resources and Community Character

LUP Policy 1 (Area 3). As the Coastal Planned Commercial area west of Highway 1 redevelops
into consistent visitor serving uses, the allowed development shall be sited and designed to
protect the existing view corridors perpendicular to Highway One, along Grand Avenue and Le
Sage Drive, and create one to three additional view corridors perpendicular to Highway 1 north
of La Sage Drive. The development in this area shall be complimentary and subordinate to the
character of the shoreline and dune setting to the fullest extent feasible.
LUP Policy F.1.b (Private Visitor-Serving and Recreational Facilities). The City should
ensure that the appearance of private commercial structures within the Coastal Zone contribute
to an attractive, beach-oriented, visual theme which enhances the quality of the recreational
experience within the Coastal Zone.
Zoning Ordinance Sections 9122.14: Development Standards (C-P-C). All development plans
and subsequent construction shall implement the following standards:
(A) That all development in this area be sited and designed to protect existing view slots or
corridors from Highway 1 and upland areas to the dunes and shoreline.
(B) That all development in this area be sited and designed to enhance or create new view slots
from Highway 1 to the dunes and shoreline.
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(G) That the architectural theme of development in this area shall generally follow the criteria
set forth in the adopted Advisory Architectural Design Guidelines and additionally said
architectural them shall be compatible and complimentary to the existing natural vegetation
and land forms. The architecture and site design shall include the following characteristics,
in order to reduce massing and reduce the sense of verticalness of structures:
(1) Use of structural, architectural design elements, i.e., corridors, heavy beams, posts,
arches, columns, colonnades, canopies, cornices, etc.
(2) Strong textured look, using woods, tiles, pavers, stuccos, stones, blocks and bricks,
colors, plant material, recesses, etc.
(3) Strong feeling of overhead treatment such as roof overhangs, balconies, or dark facias.
(4) Earthen colors. Colors with warm, natural tones. Colors range from whites, yellows,
browns, clays, slates, etc.
(5) Wall relief (graphics, three dimensional design, landscaping, heavy textured stucco,
wood tiles, etc.)
(6) Strong window statement (treatment of frame, mullions, border, etc.)
(7) The minimum distance separating buildings shall be equal to the sum of the height of
any two adjacent buildings divided by two, but in no case less than 10 feet between
buildings.
Public Services

LUP Policy 2: Water Supply. Development throughout the City shall be phased and planned so
that at least 20 percent of the City’s total annual water supply capacity is reserved and available
to new and existing land uses within the City’s portion of the Coastal Zone. In compliance with
Section 30254 of the Coastal Act, the following annual allocations of the Coastal Zone share of
the City water capacity shall be made:
Recreation-oriented uses: 17 percent of Coastal Zone capacity
General Commercial uses: 1 percent of Coastal Zone capacity
Residential uses: 80 percent of Coastal Zone capacity
Industrial uses: 2 percent of Coastal Zone capacity
LUP Policy 2: Sewer Service. Development throughout the city shall be phased and planned so
that at least 20 percent of the City’s total average daily sewer treatment capacity and 20 percent
of the City’s total peak flow capacity are available to new and existing land uses within the
Coastal Zone. Of these amounts, the following allocations of average daily and peak flow
capacities shall be made:
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Use
Recreation-oriented
General Commercial
Residential
Industrial

Average Daily
10 percent
2 percent
83 percent
5 percent

Peak Flow
12 percent
1 percent
83 percent
4 percent

B. Analysis of Consistency with Cited Policies
As detailed below, the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformance with
the certified LCP’s policies and ordinances related to all of the issue areas cited by the Appellants.
1. Allowable Uses/Public Access/Visitor-Serving Recreation
The proposed condominium hotel project is located in the LCP designated C-P-C Zoning District and
Beach Neighborhood. The LCP intends that these areas maintain and enhance public access to and
along the shoreline and provide for visitor-serving needs. The LCP zoning regulations description of the
C-P-C zoning district states:
The C-P-C District is intended to provide for the visitor-serving needs in a manner that is
sensitive to the environmental, visual and archaeological resources within and adjacent to the
boundaries of the District by sensitively siting and designing structures.
The LCP description of the Beach Neighborhood designation states:
The focus is on visitor-services and recreation uses, such as the golf course, state beach, and
multi-modal transportation facility.
LCP Zoning Regulations Table 1 (Uses Permitted Within Commercial Districts) provides additional
specificity as to the types of uses permitted within each zoning district. Within each commercial
district, uses are listed as “P” – Permitted; “UP” – Permitted subject to obtaining approval of a Use
Permit; “AUP” – Permitted subject to obtaining approval of an Administrative Use Permit; “TUP” –
Permitted subject to obtaining approval of a Temporary Use Permit; or, “NP” – Not Permitted.
The proposal for a condominium hotel raises important issues regarding the types of uses allowed in the
C-P-C zoning district and the Beach Neighborhood designation. Under LCP Table 1 mixed-use
developments that combine dwelling units with commercial uses are not permitted in the C-P-C Zoning
District (see Exhibit F, Table 1 – Uses Permitted Within Commercial Districts). Although the visitorserving elements of the project are considered a high priority for the underlying zoning district, the
inclusion of residential dwelling units (privately owned condominiums) is inconsistent with the certified
LCP. Allowing the private ownership of condominium units (quasi-residential dwellings) also
undermines the intent of the underlying zoning district and the Beach Neighborhood designation. In
sum, the proposed condominium hotel is not an allowed or appropriate use within the LCP’s C-P-C
Zoning District and designated Beach Neighborhood area.
In addition, the City approved project raises issues regarding consistency with the LCP and Coastal Act

California Coastal Commission

F11c-11-2007
Page 10

public access and recreation policies (including LCP zoning ordinance section 9122.14(M) and Coastal
Act Section 30213). The City’s LCP and Coastal Act both require that development in this area
maintain or enhance public access to and along the shoreline. The Coastal Act requires the protection,
encouragement, and where feasible, the provision of lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities. The
approval and development of the hotel condominium component does not adequately account for such
low-cost visitor-serving opportunities. Issues raised by the City’s approval include a lack of evaluation
and analysis of: competing demands for visitor-serving and seasonal residential land uses; protecting
and maximizing public access; providing for affordable overnight accommodations along the coastline;
and the long-term enforceability and oversight of condition compliance to maintain and preserve public
amenities. The City’s approval does not include an analysis of the feasibility of providing lower cost
visitor and recreation facilities at this site, nor does the City’s approval include adequate provisions to
ensure that such opportunities are provided with the project. Thus, the LCP and Coastal Act public
access and recreation policies and ordinances have not been adequately addressed in the City’s approval.
2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA)
The proposed project is located adjacent to the western branch of Meadow Creek, which is considered to
be ESHA per the LCP. The LCP requires the protection and enhancement of Meadow Creek and its
riparian corridor, including requiring minimum buffer distances. The City approved project locates new
development in close proximity to these sensitive habitat areas, and it appears that the City’s approval
lacks adequate measures to avoid impacts and significant disruptions to the resources as required by the
LCP (such as adequate buffers, native landscaping, water quality protection facilities, screening and
attenuation for noise, lights, and activities, etc.).
LCP Sections 9122.14(F), (I), and (J) require that all structures be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade the adjacent environmentally sensitive area. In addition to these
broad resource protection provisions, LCP Policy 5 prescribes a specific setback standard for projects
adjacent to the western branch of Meadow Creek. The LCP requires a minimum buffer distance of 50
feet (or other appropriate buffer established by a habitat restoration plan approved by the Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG)). The City approved the project based on a 50-foot creek setback measured
from the centerline of the creek; there is no evidence in the record of CDFG review. Nevertheless,
setbacks are meant to be measured from the resource being buffered, and in this case the top of
bank/edge of riparian vegetation defines the creek.
Creek buffers are a particularly important tool for ensuring that impacts from development (including
the noise, lights, and activities that would be associated with the mixed-use development proposed) do
not adversely impact creek resources. This is particularly important with respect to Meadow Creek at
this location given it flows directly into a larger and more significant habitat area across Grand Avenue,
and acts as a wet habitat corridor adjacent to the back dunes (located seaward of the site). The approved
project includes drainage apparatus within approximately 20 feet of top of bank and approximately 12
feet from the upland edge of riparian vegetation, and includes the main building itself within
approximately 35 feet of the top of bank and approximately 25 feet from the upland edge of riparian
vegetation. These setback distances are well less than the minimum required by the LCP. The approved
structures and development impinge on the creek setback area, and do not appear appropriately sited to
avoid significant degradation of the creek resource in this regard. It can be reasonably expected that the

California Coastal Commission

F11c-11-2007
Page 11

proposed development would lead to adverse impacts on the creek ESHA given such proximity,
inconsistent with the LCP protections that apply to this resource. The Meadow Creek buffer distance
(and method of measurement used by the City) appears to be inadequate to protect Meadow Creek
ESHA.
In sum, the City approved project locates new development within the LCP required Meadow
Creek/ESHA buffer area in such a way that degradation and disruption of this resource is expected,
inconsistent with the LCP.
3. Marine and Coastal Water Quality
The LCP requires that new development be sited and designed to protect and enhance water quality,
including that of Meadow Creek, and including requiring that drainage be filtered and treated to remove
urban pollutants prior to any discharge. In addition, retention basins must be capable of retaining the
first two hours of a fifty-year storm (LCP Policy 2, 3, and Action Standard #1 for the western branch of
Meadow Creek and Zoning Sections 9122.14(C) and (H)).
The City approved project includes a “Rainstore” brand stormwater detention facility located within the
50-foot creek buffer to handle runoff. In addition to surface runoff, the project plans show that the subsurface parking garage is also to be served by a pump system to convey any and all runoff into the
detention facility. Although preliminary detention facility details are included in the submittal, it is not
clear to what degree the units approved are capable of appropriately filtering and treating runoff in this
situation (including the mixing of rainwater with urban pollutants typically associated with parking
garages). These units are unlike typical water quality BMPs that have been applied in this area in the
Commission’s recent experience. Additional analysis of rainfall levels, the amount of impervious
surfacing, soil types, facility storage volumes, capabilities, and flow-through rates are needed to ensure
that site runoff can be adequately controlled, filtered, and treated. Given the sensitivity of receiving
water bodies (including Meadow Creek and downstream Oceano Lagoon), the most conservative
approach is warranted at this location. Thus, not only is such siting inconsistent with the LCP’s
Meadow Creek/ESHA buffer requirements (see preceding finding), but it is unclear if the methods and
units approved can protect marine resource and coastal water quality consistent with the LCP.
4. Scenic Resources and Community Character
The LCP requires that new development in this area be designed compatible and complimentary to the
existing natural vegetation and landforms, and that it contribute to an attractive, beach-oriented, visual
theme which enhances the quality of the recreational experience within the Coastal Zone (LCP Policy
F.1.b, and Zoning Sections 9122.14(A), (B), and (G)). Policy 1 for Area 3 requires that new
development in this area be complimentary and subordinate to the character of the shoreline and dune
setting to the fullest extent feasible.
The project is located in a visually sensitive area by virtue of its shoreline location, including the
shoreline dunes and Meadow Creek directly seaward, and its visibility from Highway 1 and other major
public view corridors. This site is located at the major gateway into the City’s beach area. The project
has both 2-story and 3-story elements and features a large 40-foot tower at the corner of the highly
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visible intersection. The structure as a whole (including both primary buildings, access ramps, landings,
and the paved interior courtyard), essentially fills the site with structures that block shoreline views, that
loom over public viewing areas and adjacent natural resources, and that intrude into and degrade the
shoreline viewshed at this location. In sum, the project will have a significant adverse impact on public
views to and along the shoreline, and will substantially negatively alter the visual character of the
surrounding beach community.
In previous meetings with the City, Commission staff has commented that the design of this project
should be coordinated with other developments envisioned for the C-P-C zoning district and Beach
Neighborhood, such as the City/State Parks Lodge and Conference Center that is being planned next to
this project. In addition to creating a consistent beach oriented theme for the visitor-serving commercial
area, looking at the C-P-C zoning district as a whole rather than solely on this individual project, will
aid in implementing all LCP development standards. The City approved project did not include a
comprehensive visual analysis that considered the community character of the C-P-C Zoning District
and Beach Neighborhood, nor did it evaluate through photo simulations all views to and along the
shoreline from Highway One, Grand Avenue, the adjacent beach and dunes, and other important inland
public view corridors. From the limited visual analysis included in the City’s record, it is clear that the
mass, scale, and development intensity of the approved project is too large and intense at this “gateway”
location along the shoreline at Meadow Creek, and as a result cannot be rectified to the LCP’s viewshed
and community character provisions.
In addition, and in relation to such questions of appropriate mass and scale, the project appears to be
inconsistent with LCP density limits. In the C-P-C Zoning District, the LCP allows a maximum of 20
units per acre. Although the City has indicated that use of a gross lot size of about 1-acre would allow
for 20 units, this calculation includes land within the existing public right-of-way of Highway One and
Grand Avenue. In other words, the density calculations were based not just on the developable site area,
but also included about 19,300 square feet of street right-of-way area. Applying a net lot size of ½-acre
(the actual developable project area), the maximum number of units would be 10, or half of the number
approved by the City. The result of adding the road rights-of-way to the development site for density
calculation purposes is a project that appears too dense for the size of the actual developable area of the
parcel. At a minimum, it appears that the density is about twice as much as allowed by the LCP for this
location. It is not clear how or why the street areas were applied to this calculation by the City and
questions are raised as to whether this method of calculating allowable density can be legally applied
(including with respect to right-of-way ownership).
5. Public Services
The LCP places requirements on the manner in which public services are distributed within the City.
Specifically, the LCP requires that at least 20 percent of the City’s total annual water supply capacity
and 20 percent of the City’s total average daily sewer treatment capacity be reserved and available for
new and existing land uses within the City’s portion of the coastal zone. Within the City’s portion of the
coastal zone, additional sub-allocations are required for water supply based on the type of use proposed.
In addition, specific allocations of average daily and peak flow sewer capacities must be made
depending on the type of use proposed. The approved development does not include information on the
City’s public service capacities, nor does it contain any analysis of the project’s anticipated demand on
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public services. Without this information it is not possible to analyze the project for conformance with
public service requirements. Thus, it is not clear if adequate water and sewer service is available to
serve the project consistent with the LCP.

C. Substantial Issue Conclusion
The City approved project appears to result in overdevelopment of a sensitive “gateway” site adjacent to
Meadow Creek ESHA along Highway One with a use that is not allowed under the LCP (and one that it
is not conducive to fostering public access and recreation through visitor-serving amenities, including
lower-cost visitor-serving amenities) inconsistent with the LCP and the access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act. The approved condominium-hotel project is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and LCP
use priorities designated for this location, and appears to significantly and adversely affect community
character, coastal views, and ESHA/creek resources. Thus, the Commission finds that a substantial issue
exists with respect to the project’s conformance with the City of Grover Beach certified LCP and takes
jurisdiction over the coastal development permit for the project.
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