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Daniel Robinson, Coastal Planner 

Subject: Appeal A-3-SLO-11-064 (Lewis Residence). Appeal by Maria Jaqua, John Carsel, and Carol 
Baptiste, and John and Sue Black of San Luis Obispo County decision granting a coastal 
permit with conditions to Dr. Marshall Lewis for demolition of an existing 2,810 square-foot, 
one-story single-family dwelling (SFD) and construction of a new 4,555 square-foot, two-
story SFD with a 2,377 square-foot underground garage, and relocation of an historic water 
tank on site, at 709 Lucerne Road in the Cayucos area of San Luis Obispo County. Appeal 
Filed: September 19, 2011. 49th Day: Waived.  

1. Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which appeal A-3-SLO-11-064 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-11-064 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. 

2. Findings 
On August 9, 2011, San Luis Obispo County approved a CDP authorizing demolition of an existing 
2,810 square-foot, one-story SFD, relocation of an historic water tank, and construction of a new 4,555 
square-foot, two-story SFD with a 2,377 square foot underground garage at 709 Lucerne Road in the 
Cayucos area of San Luis Obispo County (see notice of County’s action in Exhibit 6). Pursuant to 
Coastal Act Section 30603 and Local Coastal Program (LCP) Section 23.01.043(c)(5), this approval is 
appealable to the Commission because the approved development is located both seaward of the first 
public road and within 300 feet of the blufftop edge. The Appellants contend that the County’s approval 
is inconsistent with San Luis Obispo County LCP policies and ordinances related to hazards (including 
tree removal), visual and scenic resources, and environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) (see the 
two full appeal documents in Exhibit 4). 
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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.1 Commission 
staff has analyzed the photos of the site and surrounding areas (Exhibit 2), the Applicant’s biologist’s 
recent biological assessment, Discussion of Groundwater report, and other supplemental information 
(exhibits 3, 4 and 8), the Appellants’ contentions (Exhibit 5), applicable and cited LCP policies (Exhibit 
6), and the County’s Final Local Action Notice for the development (Exhibit 7), and has visited the site 
to better understand and evaluate the County’s record in light of the appeal contentions (in December, 
2011). Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that this appeal raises no substantial 
issue with respect to the LCP for the following reasons: 

Hazards 
The Appellants contend that the County approved-project is inconsistent with LCP policies concerning 
bluff stability and erosion, primarily due to the Applicant’s proposal for an underground garage and the 
removal of 13 Monterey cypress trees from the property. The Appellants have cited several LCP Coastal 
Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO) policies in support of their contentions. Specifically, they have 
cited CZLUO Section 23.07.080 that describes the LCP’s Geologic Study Area (GSA) combining 
designation and indicates that it is applied to areas where geologic and soil conditions could present new 
developments and their users with potential hazards to life and property.2 The Appellants also cite 
CZLUO Section 23.07.084(c)(3), which requires geologic reports to include evaluation of the potential 
for active land sliding or slope failure. Finally, the Appellants also cite CZLUO Section 23.07.086(c) 
that requires new development to ensure structural stability while not creating or contributing to erosion 
(see Exhibit 5 for full appeal documents, and see Exhibit 6 for cited LCP policies). 

The County approved project is located between the road (Lucerne Road) and a roughly 40-foot high 
coastal bluff, and the property is subject to the LCP’s GSA designation. Any project located within a 
GSA designation or within a high liquefaction area is subject to the requirement to prepare a geologic 
and soils report per the County’s LCP (CZLUO Section 23.07.084). Such report is meant to evaluate 
geologic and soils issues that may affect the stability of a proposed project. In this case, the County and 
the Applicant have developed a significant geologic and soils framework for the project, including the 
LCP required reports and analyses regarding the potential for active land sliding and slope failure at the 
project site.3 These evaluations indicate that the site is geologically suitable for the County-approved 
                                                 
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
  As a general rule, the GSA standard is applied along the immediate shoreline to properties affected by coastal bluffs and cliffs greater 

than 10 feet in vertical relief. 
3
  Applicable reports include the County’s Mitigated Negative Declaration under CEQA (prepared June 2010), and the Applicant’s 

geologic reports (by Geo Solutions Inc., dated August 14, 2009 and January 15, 2010), geotechnical investigation (by Mid Coast 
Geotechnical, dated July 30, 2009), bluff stability and seepage report (by GeoSolutions Inc., dated January 26, 2011), and geologic and 
groundwater report (by GeoSolutions, dated January 18, 2012). 
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residential development, and that the new residential development is set back from the coastal blufftop 
edge an appropriate distance to adequately minimize hazards to life and property under the LCP. 
Specifically, the new residential development is set back 40 feet on the western side and 30 feet on the 
eastern side from the blufftop edge (see approved project plans in Exhibit 7, pages 68-78).4 These 
setback distances meet LCP requirements.5,6  

The Appellants also specifically contend that the project’s underground garage would lead to further 
bluff instability and erosion, and that a nearby spring was not appropriately addressed in terms of 
geologic impacts. The Applicant’s geotechnical consultants prepared a report that addresses these 
issues, concluding that the basement does not negatively affect bluff stability and that potential impacts 
associated with the spring have been appropriately addressed.7 With respect to the latter, although 
groundwater was not found within the area of the garage (proposed to a depth of 11 feet below land 
surface), the presence of groundwater was modeled through a formal slope stability analysis at between 
2 and 4 feet above the Franciscan bedrock (encountered approximately 22 to 25.5 feet below the ground 
surface) as a conservative element incorporated into the stability modeling. This analysis was part of the 
information used to develop the above-described setbacks, and it appears to have adequately addressed 
the spring/groundwater issue (see Exhibit 4 and Exhibit 7 pages 120-131). In addition, the 
Commission’s senior geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson,8 has reviewed the relevant reports and concurred 
that it is likely that the majority of groundwater flow in this situation, as is commonly the case in this 
region, is through the marine terrace deposits lying on top of the bedrock layer. Plans show that the 
garage is not extending into the bedrock, leaving approximately 13 feet of marine terrace deposits intact, 
and thus that it is unlikely to affect groundwater flow, bluff stability and erosion at this location.9 In 
addition, the County attached conditions to appropriately address stability, excavation, and groundwater 
issues, including requirements for: a drainage plan (to be prepared by a registered civil engineer); a 
sedimentation and erosion plan; an on-site engineering geologist to monitor the site during excavation; 
and appropriate construction materials designed to retain earth and waterproof the development, all 
designed to help ensure bluff integrity throughout construction and after completion.  

                                                 
4
  The current SFD is closer to the bluff, approximately 12 feet at its closest point. The new setbacks for the new SFD move the 

development footprint away from the bluff, shifting it downcoast).  
5
  Per the LCP, setbacks must be adequate to ensure stability for a period of 100 years, with a minimum required setback of at least 25 feet 

in all cases. The Applicant’s geologic report determined that the average annual long-term bluff retreat rate at the site is 2 inches per 
year, equaling approximately 17 feet over 100 years. In addition, the Applicant’s geologic report also evaluated slope stability, and 
determined potential landslide scenarios that dictated setbacks of 23 feet and 13 feet (on the western and eastern sides of the site 
respectively). Together, setting back for slope stability and long-term erosion over 100 years dictate a setback of 40 feet on the western 
side and 30 feet on the eastern side. 

6
  Although the project’s gravel driveway was originally located in this setback area, the County’s final approval moved it so that it is 

located inland of the setback area. 
7
  Bluff stability and seepage report by GeoSolutions Inc., dated January 26, 2011, and follow-up report entitled “Discussion of 

Groundwater” dated January 18, 2012. 
8
  Dr. Johnson is the Commission’s long-time senior geologist and hydrogeologist with many years of experience in coastal geology, 

hydrogeology, and related matters.  
9
  Groundwater at the subject property is at a depth of approximately 24.5 feet, according to the Discussion of Groundwater report, dated 

January 18, 2012.  
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Finally, the Appellants also contend that the removal of the thirteen Monterey cypress trees, located in a 
row running parallel to the road in the area between the house and Lucerne Road (see photos in Exhibit 
2), could adversely impact the structural integrity of the bluff. The Appellants contend that the removal 
of these trees could lead to erosion of the bluff over time, since the roots of the trees will eventually die 
after the trees themselves are removed, which could potentially reduce their capacity to help hold the 
bluff together.10 However, it does not appear that the trees are the controlling factor for bluff stability at 
this location, and there is evidence that these trees are near the end of their lifetime, and some are dead 
or dying. The Applicant’s Arborist report indicates that “significant deadwood, poor structure, and 
crowded canopies contribute to 12 of the 13 trees being in poor to fair condition”, and only one tree of 
the lot as having a rating above 70%.11 For the three trees nearest the bluff edge (at the upcoast edge of 
the site) there is even the potential for the trees to destabilize the bluff if they topple over the bluff edge 
and take the bluff and root ball with them.12 Even if these same tree roots were helping to hold the bluff 
together, the removal of these closest trees would likely increase bluff integrity overall by reducing the 
potential for them falling in storms and taking with them large chunks of the bluff. In conjunction with 
the required 40-foot setbacks at this location (which will bring the County-approved development well 
away from the bluff and likely reduce stress on the bluff edge), it appears that the removal of the trees 
should not significantly reduce the capacity to help hold the bluff together, and together will likely 
increase the bluff’s integrity over time. 

In short, it is clear that the subject site is subject to geologic hazards by virtue of its blufftop location 
and geologic and landscape attributes. The County-approved project has appropriately evaluated and 
addressed the stability questions raised, including in terms of tree removal, the underground 
garage/basement, and spring/groundwater concerns. The approved SFD footprint moves residential 
development further away from the bluff, and the County’s construction and post-construction 
parameters should be adequate to address erosion and stability, including through the use of an on-site 
geologic monitor, drainage plans, and landscaping plans designed to best ensure bluff stability. As is 
required under the LCP’s Estero Area Plan, the County’s approval also prohibits future shoreline 
armoring. The County’s approval was based on appropriate evaluation and analysis of the relevant 
hazards issues presented, and its decision was supported by evidence in the file. In addition, Dr. 
Johnsson has evaluated the geologic and soils reports for the site, has coordinated with the County’s 
engineering geologist and the Applicant’s engineering geologist, and has performed a site visit. Dr. 
Johnsson concurs that the County-approved project appropriately addresses the relevant coastal hazard 
concerns, and has been sited and designed to minimize bluff stability and erosion hazards in the manner 
directed by the LCP. Thus, the Appellants’ hazards contentions do not raise a substantial LCP 
conformance issue. 

                                                 
10

  The Appellants’ certified arborist, Robert Schreiber, has stated that the roots of these trees are helping hold the bluff together and that 
disturbing or cutting roots on the side where most of them are growing will affect the structural integrity of the bluff (see exhibit 7, 
pages 341-345). 

11
  Construction Site Tree Inventory and Tree Protection Plan (Davey Resource Group, August 2010)(see exhibit 7, pages 314-340). 

12
  Roots are currently exposed over and in the bluff edge for the two trees nearest the upcoast edge of the site.  
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Visual and Scenic Resources 
The Appellants contend that the approved project is inconsistent with the LCP’s visual and scenic 
resource protection policies (Coastal Plan Policies 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, CZLUO Sections 23.05.034(d) and 
23.05.064(d) and (e), and Estero Area Plan Section I-c). Specifically, the Appellants contend that the 
proposed project is situated at a prominent gateway location at the north end of Cayucos and is highly 
visible from Ocean Avenue and Highway 1 and will be visible from Estero Bluffs State Park, which is a 
popular destination for hikers, surfers, fishermen and sightseers (located upcoast of the site and upcoast 
of the intersection of Ocean Avenue and Highway 1). The Appellants primarily rely on LCP Policy 2 
(permitted development shall be sited so as to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal 
areas) and Policy 4 (new development shall be sited to minimize its visibility from public view 
corridors) in making their contentions.13 In addition, the Appellants also cite LCP Policy 1 (unique and 
attractive features of the landscape, including, but not limited to unusual landforms, scenic vistas and 
sensitive habitats are to be preserved and protected), Policy 5 (major vegetation removal within view 
corridors (areas visible from collector or arterial roads such as Highway 1) are to be minimized), and 
Policy 7 (the location and design of new development shall minimize the need for tree removal). Cited 
CZLUO Sections 23.05.034(d) and 23.05.064(d) and (e) also refer to minimizing major vegetation 
removal within view corridors and requiring new development to incorporate design techniques and 
methods that minimize the need for tree removal. Finally, the Estero Area Plan’s section on shoreline 
development states that new development located on a coastal bluff be, to the maximum extent feasible, 
compatible with the character of the surrounding neighborhood (Section I-c). In summary, the 
Appellants contend that the County-approved SFD and allowed tree removal does not adequately protect 
public views and community character, including in relation to the scale and design of the house, and 
the removal of the trees themselves (see Exhibit 5 for full appeal documents, and Exhibit 6 for cited 
LCP policies).  

The project site is located at the north end of Estero Bay at the upcoast outskirts of Cayucos. The site is 
located along a frontage road (Lucerne Road) accessed from another frontage road (Ocean Avenue), 
both of which are located seaward of and below (i.e., at a lower elevation) Highway 1 (see Exhibit 1 and 
2). From the Highway exit, Ocean Avenue loops toward the bluffs and is developed with several SFDs 
on the bluff side. Just prior to the intersection of Ocean and Lucerne, there is a roughly 250-foot section 
of the street without any houses. The project site is the first site on Lucerne past the intersection, and the 
remainder of Lucerne is developed with SFDs on its seaward side. See Exhibit 2 for photos of the site 
and surrounding areas.  

In terms of the view of the site from Highway 1, this view is limited due to the Highway being at a 
higher elevation than the site. Northbound Highway travelers cannot see the site, and travelers passing 
along southbound Highway 1 can only catch a glimpse of the project site for a short duration given the 
grade separation. Even then, what are visible are the tops of a fairly solid mass of cypress trees. It is not 
until travelers exit Highway 1 and take the frontage roads that a full view of the site is possible. Thus, 
the main public view affected by the proposed project is from the frontage roads, and not from Highway 

                                                 
13

  They also cite Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253, but these are not valid standards of review for an appeal case like this one. 
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One. With respect to views from Estero Bluffs State Park, the site is visible form the hiking trails 
located there (again, upcoast of the Ocean Avenue and Highway 1 intersection). However, there are 
already a series of residential structures in a developed residential neighborhood in this view looking 
back towards Cayucos from Estero Bluffs, and the effect of the project on this view will be insignificant.  

In terms of blocking or impairing the through public view on these local streets, the approved project 
should not result in a significantly different through view than is available now. Currently, the cypress 
along the street frontage and the existing house together present visually as a fairly solid mass in the 
viewshed. The approved project would eliminate the trees and replace them in this view with the new 
house, generally shifted downcoast (i.e., away from the upcoast opening and towards the string of SFDs 
extending towards Cayucos proper). In terms of the through view, this change is likely to open up some 
blue water and through views at the site, as compared to the existing through view (including at its 
upcoast end where some new view will be opened adjacent to the opening between Lucerne Road 
houses and Ocean Avenue houses due to the shift and shed removal). This is the case even from 
Highway 1 where the tree removal will actually allow more blue water views. See approved project 
plans in Exhibit 7, pages 66-78, and photo simulations and renderings of the County-approved project in 
Exhibit 7, pages 116-119 and Exhibit 8).  

The main issue presented by the project appears to be less that of blocking or impairing the through 
public view and more a question of visual and community character compatibility. In terms of height 
and scale, the County-approved project is slightly lower than the maximum allowed (i.e., it is 20-feet in 
height when the LCP maximum is 22 feet), is the minimum height possible for a two-story residence, 
and is consistent with other two-story residences on Lucerne Drive and Ocean Avenue. The character of 
the neighborhood is fairly eclectic, and there is no LCP-required design theme or similar requirement. 
Although fairly large in overall square footage, and although a fairly unique design (see Exhibits 2 and 
7, pages 75-77), the County-approved residence does not conflict with the eclectic community character 
of this area and should not impair the public view of which it will become a part any more than is 
currently the case.  

In terms of the effect of the tree removal, it will at first make the residential structure appear starker than 
is currently the case. However, required landscaping, per an approved landscaping plan, will help to 
soften this effect, and the residential structure includes articulation that should also limit impacts. The 
LCP does not prohibit tree removal, and it is explicitly allowed when the trees in question are 
“obstructing existing or proposed improvements that cannot reasonably be designed to avoid the need 
for tree removal;” “dead, diseased beyond reclamation, or hazardous;” or “crowded” (CZLUO Sections 
23.05.060-064). As part of the County’s review process, the County determined that any development 
on the site would negatively impact the root zones of the trees and ultimately result in the death of the 
trees over time because the root zones stretch across almost the entire parcel. The concept of using the 
existing house foundation to avoid such impact was identified as a possible way of avoiding this impact. 
However, the existing foundation is in the required setback area for hazards (and the footprint is being 
moved downcoast to better address the hazards at this site). In addition, the cypress slated for removal 
were deemed to be in various states of declining health, and are not specifically called out as ESHA or 

California Coastal Commission 
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as a sensitive resource according to the LCP (see also ESHA findings that follow), and they are not 
identified in the Estero Area Plan as a significant historic resource or community feature. Further, the 
County has required that the trees will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio with native trees at the site (where such 
replacement plantings can also help to screen the development) or in an appropriate location in 
Cayucos.14 

Development on the triangle shaped blufftop lot is heavily constrained due to the appropriate coastal 
bluff setbacks in this case. Any significant development at this site would impact the trees and root 
zones. The trees in question are in various states of poor to fair condition, where the close proximity of 
the trees to one another has created dense canopies that have suppressed leaf growth and increased 
deadwood in the upper parts of the trees.15 These trees are not categorically protected by the LCP, nor 
are they considered ESHA, and their removal in this case should not result in significant coastal 
resource impacts. As such, there does not appear to be a compelling LCP reason to require their 
retention at this location. While the County did not require that all of the replacement trees be replanted 
on site, the applicant is proposing to replant trees on site that will effectively screen much of the 
development in 7-10 years (see Exhibit 7, pages 117-119 and Exhibit 8). Conditions requiring the 
proposed replanting to be completed as soon as it is feasible will help ensure visual screening will occur 
sooner rather than later. In summary, the thirteen Monterey cypress trees, while visually impressive as 
they rise between 25 and 45 feet, are degraded based on crowding, neglect, and age and their removal 
should not adversely affect public views at this project location.  

In short, the County-approved project will change the viewshed, but the changes are unlikely to lead to 
significant adverse public viewshed impacts. The through view will, if anything, be opened up more 
than is currently the case, primarily due to removal of the trees. The character of the area and the 
viewshed will change when the trees are removed and the new residential structure is developed, but the 
change will not significantly adversely impact what is already an eclectic neighborhood built 
environment and the public view overall. Based on a review of the cited LCP policies, the project plans, 
and the renderings and visual simulations prepared for the project, and as confirmed by a Commission 
staff site visit in December 2011, the County-approved project adequately addresses applicable LCP 
visual resource policies. It does not appear that the construction of the residence or the tree removal will 
substantially adversely impact the scenic and visual resources of this area, and the Appellants’ viewshed 
contentions do not raise a substantial LCP conformance issue. 

ESHA 
The LCP defines coastal streams, wetlands, and certain terrestrial habitats as environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas (ESHAs), and includes policies and implementing ordinances to ensure that development 

                                                 
14

 The Applicant intends to plant the required replacement trees on the property, if possible. However, the area between Ocean Avenues 
and Lucerne Avenue adjacent to the site has also been discussed as an appropriate offsite location, including to help provide some 
visual mottling and screening of the residence as seen from Ocean Avenue. 

15
  Per the Applicant’s arborist’s report (by Davey Resource Group, dated August, 2010), significant deadwood, poor structure and 
crowded canopies contribute to 12 of the 13 trees being in poor to fair condition. 
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within or adjacent to such ESHAs does not significantly disrupt such resources (including LCP ESHA 
Policies 1 and 2, and CZLUO Sections 23.07.170 through 23.07.176). The Appellants contend that the 
existing cypress trees are ESHA and cannot be removed for that reason. The Appellants cite Estero Area 
Plan Chapter 7 Section III that refers to resource protection and environmentally sensitive areas, and 
specifically Section 2(a)(5) which refers to other sensitive features including, “other significant stands 
of vegetation such as Bishop Pine, eucalyptus and cypress – whether or not identified as Sensitive 
Resource Area combining designations – that do not need to be removed due to hazardous condition or 
restoration/enhancement of native habitat.” The Appellants further site Estero Area Plan, Article 2(b), 
which states that, all development within 100 feet of the preceding sensitive features shall comply with 
the applicable standards for ESH in the Coastal Plan Policies and in Chapter 23.07 of the CZLUO, 
except as otherwise specified in this plan. See Exhibit 5 for full appeal documents and Exhibit 6 for 
cited LCP policies. 

The LCP generally accounts for ESHA determinations through the CZLUO, although the area plans can 
provide additional detail. In this case, the Estero Area Plan describes ESHA similar to the CZLUO, and 
provides detail on certain specific habitat types in the cited section (Section 2(a)(5)), which describes 
both ESHA as well as “other sensitive features”. Significant stands of various tree types, including 
cypress, qualify as other sensitive features in that context to which certain additional parameters apply. 
In this case, the County did not determine the cypress on the site to be a significant stand of cypress (and 
thus a sensitive feature), and this conclusion appears to be appropriate. The cypress trees in question do 
not contain the necessary attributes to warrant such a designation, such as habitat for rare or endangered 
species or functional connection to some type of sensitive habitat. These trees were horticulturally 
planted in row fashion as street trees, and the County’s record indicates that they provide marginal 
habitat for wildlife (see Exhibit 3 and 7, pages 44-47 and 314-340). As described earlier, information in 
the record also suggests that the trees themselves are in poor health, further supporting the County’s 
decision. Removal of any of the subject trees is not expected to adversely affect bird or wildlife habitat 
value in the general area, especially considering the County’s requirements placed on the project. 

Further, the County’s CEQA document determined that the conditions are not present on the site to 
support sensitive species habitat otherwise (such as for California red-legged frog, monarch butterfly, 
California seablite, and the Blochman’s dudleya). County environmental staff also completed a survey 
as part of their application site visit, and did not witness any sensitive species, including bird species in 
the trees.16 Most recently, the Applicant’s biologist visited the site and prepared a biological assessment 
of the area (see Exhibit 3). That biological assessment supported previous assessments (such as the 
Applicant’s previous arborist report), that the trees were of poor condition and for reasons mentioned 
above were poor habitat for raptor nesting and other wildlife. 

In summary, the trees in question do not qualify as ESHA, nor as a sensitive feature, and are not subject 
to the LCP’s ESHA provisions. Rather, the LCP allows for trees to be removed, including if they are 
                                                 
16

 As a precautionary measure, the County conditioned the project to avoid construction during nesting season (March through July) 
unless a County-approved qualified biologist has surveyed the impact zone and determined that no nesting activities will be adversely 
impacted. 
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dead, diseased, or crowded (CZLUO Section 23.05.064), and the data in the record supports such 
assessment in this case. The Appellants ESHA contentions do not raise a substantial LCP conformance 
issue.  

Conclusion 
Overall, the County has provided adequate factual and legal support for its decision that the approved 
development would be consistent with the certified LCP. The extent of the project is limited to a 
replacement SFD in a developed residential neighborhood. The issues raised are local issues, and not 
statewide or larger regional issues that require further review by the Commission. And although public 
view, bluff, and tree resources are important coastal resources, the County’s approval appropriately 
recognizes and addresses these resources consistent with the LCP, and thus their significance in this 
appeal substantial issue context is limited. Finally, the County’s action is specific to this site and this 
factset, it does not include novel or unusual findings or conclusions in relation to the LCP, and no 
adverse precedent will be set for future interpretations of the LCP.  

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-SLO-11-064 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 
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Exhibit 5: Appeal of San Luis Obispo County’s CDP decision  
Exhibit 6: Cited San Luis Obispo County LCP policies 
Exhibit 7: San Luis Obispo County CDP decision  
Exhibit 8:  Applicant’s Supplemental Information Packet 
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2370 S ay Drive, Suite 104, Santa Maria, CA 93455 
(805)614-6333, (805)614-6322 fax 
SBinfo@geoso1utions.net 

Dr. Marshall Lewis 
c/o Marshall Lewis, Architect 
2271 Benson A venue 
Cambria, California 93428 

Subject: Discussion of Groundwater 

lieo!iolution!i, INC. 

220 High Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
(805)543-8539, (805)543-2171 fax 

info@geoso1utions.net 

Elv ED January 18,2012 n E c . Project No. SL07201-3 

FEB 0 6 2012 

CAL\FORN'A . 
COASTAL COMMlSS\ON 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064-281-009 
Cayucos Area of San Luis Obispo County, California 

Dear Dr. Lewis: 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This letter presents a discussion of groundwater at 709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064-281-009, Cayucos area of San 
Luis Obispo County, California. This letter acknowledges a "Water Sources" letter prepared by Cleath-Harris 
Geologists, Inc. (CHG). 

2.0 DISCUSSION OF GROUNDWATER 

A Geologic Coastal Bluff Evaluation has been performed for the parcel and geologic conditions have been 
described in documents cited in the attached reference list. Additionally, two piezometers have been installed at 
the subject property to verify groundwater levels as stated by CHG. Franciscan Complex formational units were 
encountered approximately 22 to 25.5 feet below ground surface as identified during sub-surface investigations 
at the property. Overlying the formational unit are Marine Terrace Deposits. Plate 1 A is a Geologic Map of the 
property and Plate 1 B is a cross section through the property. 

2.1 Discussion of Letter from Cleath-Harris Geologists 

GeoSolutions, Inc. is in receipt of a June 16, 2011 letter by Cleath-Harris Geologists (CHG) that describes water 
sources at Cayucos Point. San Luis Obispo. The letter states that a concrete spring cistern is located at 707 
Lucerne Road which adjoins the subject parcel to the southeast. The CHG letter states "The spring cistern 
receives flow from a pipe that extends into the bluff. The origin of the spring water is most likely from the basal 
sands and shell hash in the terrace deposits that are at an approximate elevation of 20-25 feet above mear. sea 
level. These terrace deposits rest on a bedrock of Cretaceous Franciscan Complex metamorphic rock. Thi~ 

bedrrJck is a dense rock that is typically impermeable but, in places, has been faulted and can store groundwater 
within fractures and joints". 

GeoSolutions, Inc. is in agreement with the statement that spring water is from the basal portion of the terrace 
deposits and within Franciscan Cvmplex rock; this is verified by the measured depth to water encountered in 
PZ-2 at a depth of approximately 24.5 feet below land surface. The CHG letter states "the overflow from the 
spring collection box was measured at 0.42 gallons per minute. The mineral quality of the water is typical of 
groundwater fi·om marine terrace deposits and from the underlying Franciscan Complex rock." 
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2.2 General Discussion 

Plate 1 A is a geologic map of the subject property depicting approximate piezometer locations and boring logs 
drilled during a site investigation for a soils engineering report (MidCoast Geotechnical, Inc., July 30, 2009). 
Plate lB presents a cross section (A-A') depicting proposed basement for the proposed residence. Groundwater 
depth is depicted at a depth of approximately 24.5 feet below land surface as encountered within PZ-2. The 
separation between the bottom of the basement and groundwater is approximately 13 feet. 

During completion of referenced documents by GeoSolutions, Inc., slope stability analysis was conducted for 
the bluff at the subject property. The Slope stability analysis utilized groundwater levels that are 2 to 4 feet 
above the Franciscan bedrock - Terrace Deposit interface; the addition of groundwater at a height that is higher 
than that observed at the site allowed for a conservative element to be incorporated into the stability modeling. 

2.3 Piezometer Installation 

On December 28, 2011 two piezometers were installed at the subject property to measure groundwater levels as 
stated by CHG. Plate I depicts the approximate location ofthe piezometers PZ-1 and PZ-2 and piezometer logs 
are presented at the end of this letter. Piezometer PZ-1 was drilled to a depth of 14 feet below land surface 
(bls). PZ-1 was constructed with 3-inch casing with 10 feet of screen casing at the bottom and 3.5 feet of blank 
casing at the top; PZ-1 is set at 13.5 feet bls. Piezometer PZ-2 was drilled to a depth of25.8 feet bls. PZ-2 was 
constructed with 3-inch casing with 20 feet of screen casing at the bottom and 5.6 feet of blank casing at the 
top; PZ-2 is set at 25.65 feet bls. Groundwater levels within the piezometers are provided in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 -GROUND WATER LEVELS 
1 

Date of Reading Groundwater Level PZ-1 (depth Groundwater Level PZ-2 (depth I 
of PZ-1 is 13.5 feet bls) of PZ-2 is 25.65 feet bls) I 

December 28, 2011 (drill date) No water 24.5 feet bls 
Ja~~2012 No water 24.3 5 feet bls 

2.4 Conclusion 

It is recognized that groundwater at the subject property at 709 Lucerne Road is at a depth of approximately 
24.5 feet bls as verified by PZ-2. CHG has stated that spring water is most likely from basal sands .and shell 
hash in the terrace deposits and the bedrock can store groundwater within fractures and joints. GeoSolutions~ 
Inc. agrees with CHG's assessment of groundwater with the measurement of groundwater within the 
piezometers. Proposed basement depth for the residence at 709 Lucerne Road is to be approximately 11 feet 
below land surface. As an added conservative measure, GeoSolutions, Inc. has recommended that engineering 
of the proposed residence incorporate drainage for the basement. However, there appears to be an approximate 
13 foot separation between the bottom of the basement and the depth to groundwater; the affect of the basement 
on the groundwater appears very low. 

If you have any questions, please contact the 

l 
i 
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REFERENCE DOCUMENTS 

Brian Papurello, Landset Engineers, Inc., dated December 3, 2009, Review of Geologic Coastal Bluff 
Evaluation, Lewis Residence, 709 Lucerne A venue (APN 064-281-009), Cayucos Area of San Luis 
Obispo County, California. 

Brian Papurello, Landset Engineers, Inc., dated June 20, 2011, Review of Supplemental Bluff Stability 
Analysis, Lewis Residence, 709 Lucerne Avenue (APN 064-281-009), Cayucos Area of San Luis 
Obispo County, California. 

Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc., June 16, 2011 , Water Sources, Cayucos Point, San Luis Obispo County, Letter 
to Mr. John Black. 

GeoSolutions, Inc., Geologic Coastal BluffEvaluation, 709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064-281-009, a, San Luis 
Obispo, California, Project No. SL07201-1 , dated August 14, 2009. 

GeoSolutions, Inc., Geologic Coastal BluffEvaluation, 709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064-281-009, a, San Luis 
Obispo, California, Project No. SL0720 1-1 , dated September 9, 2009. 

GeoSolutions, Inc., January 15, 2010, Response to Comments: Geologic Coastal BluffEvaluation, 709 Lucerne 
Road, APN: 064-281-009, Cayucos Area of San Luis Obispo County, California. 

GeoSolutions, Inc. , January 26, 2011 , Review of Bluff Stability and Seepage, 709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064-
281-009, Cayucos Area of San Luis Obispo County: California. 

MidCoast Geotechnical, Inc. , Geotechnical Engineering Report, Proposed Replacement Residence, 709 Lucerne 
Road, Cayucos vicinity of San Luis Obispo County, July 30, 2009. 

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building, Environmental and Resource Management 
Division, Guidelines for Engineering Geology Reports, January, 2005. 

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning, October 13, 2009, letter stating requirements for the proposed 
development located at 709 Lucerne Avenue, Cayucos, California. 

Exhibit 4
3 of 11



I 

I 

~om 
SCALE rNFEET 
I INCH • 20 FEET 

I I 
40 

LEGEND 

I Qc I COLLUVIUM 

1::;oc :=J 

lf!IBWIJ FRANCISCAN COMPLEX 

GEOLOGIC CONTACT 

- • • •- TOPOFBLUFF ---
30- AND 40- FOOT SETBACK FROM TOP OF BLUFF 
LINE 

l-orsTANCE---' 

+ 
+ 
(.J 

I I 

SETBACK FROM TOP OF BLUFF 

BORING LOCATIONS 

PIEZOMETER LOCATIONS (12-28-11) 

CYPRESS TREE 

CROSS SECTION 

RECEIVED 
FEB 0 6 2012 

APPROXIMATE 
LOCATION 
OF CISTERN 
AT 707 LUCERNE 

~ 

" . " ~ '<l = ~ ~ ~ 0 v 

~ ;;; ~ 
~ 0\ ~ = <t ~ 0 u w: 

•JIIIIII 0 = i .~~ 
- l=..ooc ocno. 
00. "fn .!!! 5 
0 :I: j ,...: 
r~ ~ § ~ 
'-/~CI) -

Exhibit 4
4 of 11



A 
NW 

60 

50 

40 

~ 
>1.1 

~ 30 

z 
0 · 

~ 20 
> 
>1.1 
....l 
>1.1 10 

0 

-10 
I 

0 

RECEIVED 
fEB 0 6 2012 

CALIFOF\NIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

I I 

20 40 60 

PZ
TD@14.0 FT. 

OFFSET 34 FEET SOUTH OF 
CROSS SECTION 

80 100 

TD@25.8 FT. 
OFFSET 37 FEET SOUTH OF 

CROSS SECTION 
PROPOSED BUILDING 

r-----\-2-STORY WITH BASEMENT 
HEIGHT 20 FEET 

120 140 160 180 

~~~ ~~~. -l 0 ~ 
tl.. g; u. 

A' I z 
ffi 0 < 

6o E=:u ~ ~ 

200 

<12 
I ~ ~:::i ~ OOu~ 

rJ1 ";:) • 
rl\ >- >
'1..1. < f-
0 u 5 40 ~ g 0 

~ u ~~ 
g: u w ~ 

30 ~ ~ ~ gs 
z 0 ~ .-.n 
Q 0 3 5 

20 ~ ~ :§j ~ 
> 0 .... < ~ ~ .-.n 

10 >1.1 0 

0 

-10 

DISTANCE IN FEET 

LEGEND 

I -Qc I COLLUVIUM 

I ,, . Qt ; { :: I STREAM TERRACE DEPOSITS 

W@iMHIJ FRANCISCAN COMPLEX 

~ 

GEOLOGIC CONTACT 

GROUNDWATER 

~ 
c -
~ 0 
~ ;; 

1:'-l o-
c < 
.~ u_ 
:; E .~ 
- tl .D 0 .-.n 0 
rJ1 "@, -~ 
~ :E .3 

rio\ ~ § 
'...,t N <;n 

Exhibit 4
5 of 11



0 

-1 

-2 

-3 

-4 

-5 

-6 

-7 

-8 

-9 

-10 

-11 

-12 

-13 

-14 

-15 

-16 

-17 

-18 

-19 

-20 

-21 

-22 

-24 

-25 

-26 

-27 

-28 

-29 

-10 

·~ GeoSolutions, Inc. PIEZOMETER LOG 

220 High Street 
BORING NO. PZ-1 -- --- San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 JOB NO. SL07201-3 

PROJECT INFORMATION DRILLING INFORMATION 

PROJECT: 709 Lucerne DRILL RIG: Mobile B24 

DRILLING LOCATION:See Figure 2: Site Plan HOLE DIAMETER 8 Inches 

DATE DRILLED: December 28,2011 SAMPLING METHODNone 
LOGGED BY: JK HOLE ELEVATION: Not Recorded 

~ Depth of Groundwater: Not Encountered Boring Terminated At: 14.0 Feet Page 1 of2 
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A1 GeoSolutions, Inc. PERCOLATION LOG 
~· ·~ 'I 

220 High Street 
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San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 JOB NO. SL07201-3 fE 
c ~ 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

PROJECT: 709 Lucerne 

DRILLING LOCATION:See Figure 2: Site Plan 
DATE DRILLED: December 28, 2011 

LOGGED BY: JK 

~ Depth of Groundwater: 24.5 Feet 

~ 
ftJ 
Q 

0-
-

-1-
-

-2-
-

-3-
-

-4-
-

-5-
-

-6-
-

-7-
-

-8-
-

-9-
-

-10-
-

-11-
-

-12-
-

-13-
-

-14-
-

-15-
-

-16-
-

-17-
-

-18-
-

-19-
-

-20-
-

-21-
-

-22-
-

-23-
-

-24 --=~ 
-25-

-
-26-

-
-27-

-
-28-

-
-29-

-
-:10 

SOIL DESCRIPTION 

SILTY CLAY: dark brown, very slightly 
moist, minor shells, Colluvium 

SANDY CLAY: brown, with minor 
gravel, gravel 1/8 to 1/2 inches in 
diameter, Qt, Terrace Deposits 

CLAY: reddish brown, very slightly 
moist, Qt, Terrace Deposits 

CLAY: reddish brown, moist, gravels, 
shells and minor cobbles, Qt, Terrace 
Deposits 

FRANCISCAN COMPLEX: greywacke 
[\ sandstone, wet, dense 

fj 
~ 

ML 

sc 

CL 

CL 

I 

DRILLING INFORMATION 

DRILL RIG: Mobile B24 

HOLE DIAMETER 8 Inches 

SAMPLING METHODNone 

HOLE ELEVATION: 

Boring Terminated At: 25.8 Feet 

:>-.. :2: 
{j ~ ~ Q 0 

5 l '" ~ $ f-. u 
~ Cf) 

::::s ~ 2§ 

~ : :--:- BENTONITE 

:=:I: 

. . ... ·~-----, 
I : J GRAVEL 

{j :2: 
~ ~ Q Cf) f-. 

C5 f!J t:l. 
~ f-. B 
~ ~ Cf) 

~ 2§ 

PVC SOLID 

Not Recorded 

Page 2 of2 

WELL 

CROSS-SECTION 

/// /// 
/// /// 
/// /// 
/// /// 
/// /// 
/// /// 
/// /// 
/ / / ' "A: • "A: / / / 

/ / / ~ ~< ~ ~< / / / / / / ~a~ ~o£1 / / / 
1--------il / / / ~ ~:'+======!,:: ~<. / / / 

/ / / ~o~ o~ / / / -" -" 
r-~-~ 

r-~-~ 

PVC SCREEN 
/ / / ~ ~ : ~< / / / / / / o< o~ / / / 
/ / / ~ ~~ : ~<. / / / 
/ / / ~o· a· ~< / / / 
/ / / ::.' :,j :,j / / / 

/ / / ~ ~ : :~< / / / 
/ / / f\0~ 0~ / / / 
/ / / ; ~ : ~<.. / / / 
/ / / ::.0~ b~ / / / 
/ / / : ~ : ~< / / / / / / ~o· a· ~< / / / 
/ / / ).' :,j :,j / / / 

/ / / ;~' :~<. / / / 
/ / / ::.0~ 0~ / / / 
/ / / ; ~ : ~<.. / / / 
/ / / ::.0~ bS / / / 
/ / / : ~ : ~<.. / / / / / / >-o· a· \< / / / 
///S:d :d/// 

/ / / ~0~~ : ~~ / / / 
/// s :,j 0<:1 /// 
/ / / : ~ : ~<.. / / / / / / :o~ os / / / 
/ / / : ~ : ~< / / / / / / ~o. o< / / / 
/ / / ~''A~ ~~ / / / 

/ / / ~0~' : ~< / / / 
/// s :,j 0<:1 /// 
/ / / ; :~( : ~<.. / / / 
/ / / .lo£1 oS / / / 
/ / / ~ ~ : ~< / / / 
/ / / " a· ~< / / / /// ::.0<:1 £I/// 
/ / / ; ~' : ~<. / / / 

'~ "'~ "'~ t-------il / / / ::.0~ c5S / / / 
~~~~-----------; CAP 

\ I 

Exhibit 4
7 of 11



3124 El Camino Real Atascadero, CA 93422 
Tele one: 805-461-0965 Fax: 805-461-0161 

lOG OF BORING 81 
CLIENT: Marshall Lewis MD 

PROJECT: Proposed Replacement Residence 
LOCATION: 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA 

NUMBER: 09-6350 

DRILLED: 7/23/2009 

FIELD DATA LABORATORY DATA CLASS. DRILLING METHOD(S): 
r---r-r--:t--r--r:-rrnFFRRFi~IT--t-rTI MobJa 824 Auger onu Rig 
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~ P- POCKET PENETROMETER RESISTANCE 

GROUNDWATER INFORMATION: 
No groundwater was encountered at lime or drining 

Caliche observed at 10 to 12 feet below grade. 

REMARKS: 
Boring was bacl<fllled with auger clippings 

0 T- POCKET TORVANE SHEAR STRENGTH 
gl_~~~~~~~~~------------------~--------------------------~S~H~E~ETT~1~o~f11 
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M\::(iJ ~OTECHNICAL, INC. 
3124 El Camino Real Atascadero, CA 93422 

Te hone: 805-461-0965 Fax: 605-461-0161 

lOG OF BORiNG 82 
CLIENT: Marshall Lewis MD 
PROJECT: Proposed Replacement Residence 

LOCATION: 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA 

NUMBER: 09-6350 

DRILLED: 7/23/2009 

FIELD DATA LABORATORY DATA CLASS. DRILLING METHOD(S): 
1---rlr--:lrr-r:-T:lmERiiDfGT-ITI-r--1 Moble B24Auger Drill Rig 

GROUNDWATER INFORMATION: 
No groundwater was encountered at time of drilling 
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20 4 

REMARKS: 
Boring was backfilled with auger clippings N- STANDARD PENETRATION TEST RESISTANCE 

u. P- POCKET PENETROMETER RESISTANCE 
0 T- POCKET TORVANE SHEAR STRENGTH 
§l_~~~::~~~~~~~~~~~~------------_j----------------------------------------~S~H~E~ET~~1~o~f-;1 
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3124 El Camino Real Atascadero, CA 93422 
Tele one: 805-461-0965 Fax: 805-461-0161 

l OG OF BORING 83 
CLIENT: Marshall Lewis MD 

PROJECT: Proposed Replacement Residence 

LOCATION: 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA 

NUMBER: 09-6350 

DATE DRILLED: 7/25/2009 

FIELD DATA LABORATORY DATA CLASS. DRILLING METHOD(S): 
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GROUNDWATER INFORMATION: 
No groundwater was encountered at time of driUing 
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REMARKS: 
Boring was backfiUed with auger clippings 
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SHEET 1 of 1 
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