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To: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Dan Carl, District Manager 
Susan Craig, Coastal Planner 

Subject: Appeal A-3-SCO-09-019 (Appeal by Mary Ida and Marshal Compton of Santa Cruz County 
decision granting a coastal development permit with conditions to Robert Wayne Lloyd 
Trustees for a 1,491 square foot second story addition (including three new bedrooms and two 
new bathrooms) to an existing single-family residence located at 63 Geoffroy Drive above the 
Black’s Point portion of Twin Lakes State Beach in the unincorporated Live Oak beach area 
of Santa Cruz County. Appeal Filed: April 14, 2009; 49th Day: Waived  

Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which appeal A-3-SCO-09-019 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-SCO-09-019 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 March 11, 2009, Santa Cruz County approved a CDP authorizing construction of a 1,491 square foot 
second-story addition to an existing two-story single family residence at 63 Geoffroy Drive, which 
would result in a roughly 5,000 square foot residence. The addition includes three new bedrooms, two 
new bathrooms, closets, and a stairway (see County’s action in Exhibit A). Pursuant to Coastal Act 
Section 30603, this approval is appealable to the Commission because it is located between the sea and 
the first public road paralleling the sea, and within 300 feet of the coastal bluff. The Appellants contend 
that the County’s approval is inconsistent with Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
requirements protecting community character and beach viewsheds (see the full appeal document in 
Exhibit B). 

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

With respect to community character and view issues, the County found the project to be consistent with 
public view protection and also found the project to be sited and designed to be physically compatible 
and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood (see Exhibit A for County’s 
findings).2 The surrounding neighborhood is comprised of an eclectic mix of residential design themes 
and one and two-story homes, and the County noted that this expanded residence would not be atypical 
in that respect, and would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The County further noted 
that the addition provided adequate articulation to provide visual relief along the beach-facing elevation 
and thus it would not impact that viewshed/character. The style of the approved addition is similar to the 
Spanish/Mediterranean style of the existing residence. Once completed, the view of the project from 
Twin Lakes State Beach will be what is probably best described as a 2½-story house above the beach3 
(see Exhibit D for photographs of the project site, and see Exhibit A for proposed elevations and a 
photographic simulation of the proposed addition).  

At a maximum height of just over 26 feet, the design height of the second story addition is about two 
feet below the LCP’s maximum height limit, and it meets all other applicable residential siting and 
massing standards (coverage, setbacks, FAR4, etc.). With respect to views from the beach, the new 
addition should effectively blend into the background of existing residential development that 
prominently forms the backdrop for that viewshed. In other words, the view from the beach of Geoffroy 
Drive and the surrounding environs is primarily of residential development atop and along the bluff, and 
the County-approved addition would not be inconsistent with that framework. Even though the proposed 
project will incrementally add to the amount of development within the public viewshed, such increment 
is minor in relation to the nature of the existing built environment and the effect that it has on the public 
viewshed. In addition, the residence is located in a “cove” area behind a promontory that extends 
parallel to the shoreline, somewhat deemphasizing its visual prominence in the beach viewshed. Also, 
                                                 
1  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. 

2  Prior to taking final action, the County held multiple hearings on the project, and the project’s design was modified in response to 
neighbor and County concerns. 

3  The project includes an “under floor” area that contributes to its perceived mass (and which in part counts toward Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR)) but this “under floor” area does not qualify as a story (the LCP has a two-story limit on residential development) because it is 
the area between the natural grade and the floor framing. 

4  A portion of the “under floor” area exceeds 7 feet 6 inches in height – per LCP Section 13.10.700-U, all areas of an “under floor” area 
that are greater than 5 feet 0 inches must be counted toward FAR. This additional area (approximately 100 square feet) has been 
counted toward FAR, which totals 31% (maximum allowable FAR = 50%). 
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although there would be additional massing in the beach view, it would not significantly detract from 
the viewshed, including because the primary scenic value is found looking out toward the beach and 
ocean. The project would not alter the bluff itself, and no above-ground utilities would be extended. The 
Commission concurs that as sited and designed, the project would blend appropriately into the 
established community character of this area of Live Oak, and that the project adequately protects public 
beach views to the extent required by the LCP. 

In conclusion, the County has provided adequate factual and legal support for its decision that the 
approved development would be consistent with the certified LCP and, for the reasons stated above, the 
Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-SCO-09-019 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. 

The Commission notes that questions were raised during the County review process regarding an 
accessway that had historically provided unencumbered public access from Geoffroy Drive down the 
bluff and to the beach at Twin Lakes, but that sometime in the last decade or so this access was gated, 
locked, barb wired, and signed for the public to keep out. The accessway is particularly important 
because it provides (or rather provided when it was open) direct California Coastal Trail (CCT) lateral 
access along the shoreline from Twin Lakes State Beach to Geoffroy Drive (which then connects to 
Sunny Cove and Santa Maria Cliffs/Corcoran Lagoon beach further downcoast). When this accessway is 
not open, as is currently the case, the public must circumvent the entire residential neighborhood 
between 14th Avenue and Geoffroy Drive to get from Twin Lakes to Geoffroy Drive. This is a distance 
of about three-quarters of a mile. This CCT “gap” has significantly adversely impacted public 
recreational access for some time.  

The Commission is well aware of this accessway, and notes that its closure is the subject of an ongoing 
and pending Commission enforcement case (V-3-01-055) because the accessway was closed without 
CDP authorization. The enforcement case has been hindered to date by the lack of clear information 
with respect to which properties are associated with the accessway (and in particular which properties 
are associated with the locked gate and barbed wire)5 and a lack of information regarding who was or is 
responsible for blocking the accessway. In any case, the Commission and County regularly receive 
complaints about the blocked accessway, the enforcement case remains open, and Commission 
enforcement staff continues to pursue this matter, hoping to resolve these issues and restore historical 
access at this location. These accessway violation issues are separate from the appeal issues, and will 
continue to be addressed through the enforcement program. Thus, the Commission’s finding of no 
substantial issue with respect to the appeal contentions is not intended to apply to accessway issues, and 
is without prejudice to the Commission’s ability to continue to separately resolve the accessway 

                                                 
5  Lacking a clear survey, it is the Commission’s current understanding that the accessway extends across multiple properties, including 

the Lloyd property (at least with respect to the portion of the accessway that drops down from the blufftop to the beach below) and that 
the gate itself is located near the confluence of at least three properties (APNs 028-143-35, 028-143-34, and 028-143-44; the latter 
being the subject Lloyd property). 
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violation. 

Exhibits: 
Exhibit A: Santa Cruz County’s CDP decision (including project plans and visual simulation) 
Exhibit B: Appeal of Santa Cruz County’s CDP Decision 
Exhibit C: Applicable Santa Cruz County LCP Policies 
Exhibit D: Photographs of Project Site 
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