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The purpose of this addendum is to modify the staff recommendation for the above-referenced
item. In the time since the staff report was distributed, staff has received input and information
from the Applicant’s representative and interested parties regarding various issues, including
related to procedural matters, archaeological resources, bluff setbacks, freshwater spring, and
tree protection (see correspondence in the Central Coast Deputy Director’s report for the April
11, 2013 hearing). Several issues that were raised would benefit from clarification, and therefore
this addendum adds a “Response to Comments” section to the recommended findings.
With regard to archaeological resources, comments from a local Native American group indicate
concern about the potential for discovering archaeological resources at the site. During the
County’s review of the project, the Applicant had a preliminary archaeological study performed
and no archaeological resources were identified. Thus, no specific requirements were attached to
the staff recommendation on this point. However, the LCP also requires that measures be taken
in case such resources are found during construction. Thus, additional findings and a special
condition are necessary in that respect.
With regard to erosion, staff, including the Commission’s Senior Geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson,
continue to believe that the erosion threats are adequately addressed, and that the required
setbacks are expected to be adequate to ensure stability for a period of 100 years, as required by
the LCP. That said, the staff report inaccurately frames the way in which sea level rise is
addressed in such setbacks, and thus clarification to the findings is required.
These addendum changes do not modify the basic staff recommendation, which is still approval
with conditions. Thus, the staff report is modified as shown below (where applicable, text in
underline format indicates text to be added, and text in strikethrough format indicates text to be
deleted).
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1. Archaeological Resources.
a. Add text on staff report page 25 under “Cultural Resources” as follows:
The LCP requires archaeological resources to be protected and preserved:
CZLUO Section 23.07.104. Archaeologically Sensitive Areas. To protect and preserve
archaeological resources, the following procedures and requirements apply to development
within areas of the coastal zone identified as archaeologically sensitive.
a. Archaeologically sensitive areas. The following areas are defined as archaeologically
sensitive: (1) Any parcel within a rural area which is identified on the rural parcel
number list prepared by the California Archaeological Site Survey Office on file with the
county Planning Department. (2) Any parcel within an urban or village area which is
located within an archaeologically sensitive area as delineated by the official maps (Part
III) of the Land Use Element. (3) Any other parcel containing a known archaeological
site recorded by the California Archaeological Site Survey Office.
b. Preliminary site survey required. Before issuance of a land use or construction permit
for development within an archaeologically sensitive area, a preliminary site survey shall
be required. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist knowledgeable
in local Native American culture and approved by the Environmental Coordinator. The
County will provide pertinent project information to the Native American tribe(s).
c. When a mitigation plan is required. If the preliminary site survey determines that
proposed development may have significant effects on existing, known or suspected
archaeological resources, a plan for mitigation shall be prepared by a qualified
archaeologist. The County will provide pertinent project information to the Native
American tribe(s) as appropriate. The purpose of the plan is to protect the resource. The
plan may recommend the need for further study, subsurface testing, monitoring during
construction activities, project redesign, or other actions to mitigate the impacts on the
resource. Highest priority shall be given to avoiding disturbance of sensitive resources.
Lower priority mitigation measures may include use of fill to cap the sensitive resources.
As a last resort, the review authority may permit excavation and recovery of those
resources. The mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Environmental
Coordinator, and considered in the evaluation of the development request by the Review
Authority.
d. Archeological resources discovery. In the event archeological resources are unearthed
or discovered during any construction activities, the standards of Section 23.05.140 of
this title shall apply. Construction activities shall not commence until a mitigation plan,
prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist reviewed and approved by the
Environmental Coordinator, is completed and implemented. The County will provide
pertinent project information to the affected Native American tribe(s) and consider
comments prior to approval of the mitigation plan. The mitigation plan shall include
measures to avoid the resources to the maximum degree feasible and shall provide
mitigation for unavoidable impacts. A report verifying that the approved mitigation plan
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has been completed shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator prior to
occupancy or final inspection, whichever occurs first.
CZLUO Section 23.05.140. Archeological resources discovery. In the event archeological
resources are unearthed or discovered during any construction activities, the following
standards apply: (1) Construction activities shall cease, and the environmental coordinator
and planning department shall be notified so that the extent and location of discovered
materials may be recorded by a qualified archeologist, and disposition of artifacts may be
accomplished in accordance with state and federal law. (2) In the event archeological
resources are found to include human remains, or in any other case when human remains
are discovered during construction, the county coroner is to be notified in addition to the
planning department and environmental coordinator so that proper disposition may be
accomplished.
The project site is located in an LCP-mapped Archeological Sensitive Area (ASA), and
development within areas of the coastal zone identified as archaeologically sensitive are subject
to additional procedures and requirements. CZLUO 23.07.140b requires a preliminary site
survey, which the Applicant has provided. In March 2010, a Cultural and Historic Resources
Report was conducted, which identified no evidence of cultural materials on the property, and
thus no follow up mitigation plan was required for this project. However, CZLUO 23.07.140d
and CZLUO 23.05.140 also require that in the event that archeological resources are unearthed
or discovered during any construction activities, all construction activities shall not commence
until a mitigation plan, prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist reviewed and
approved by the Environmental Coordinator, is completed and implemented. Consultation with
the affected Native American tribe(s) must follow and measures must be implemented to avoid
the resources to the maximum degree feasible and mitigate for unavoidable impacts. Therefore
to ensure the project complies with the LCP in this regard, Special Condition 7 requires the
applicant to comply with the above CZLUO policies.
b. Add Special Condition 7 on staff report page 10 as follows:
7. Archaeological Resources. DURING ALL GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES, if
archaeological resources are unearthed or discovered, construction shall cease in the vicinity of
the resource, and an Archeological Mitigation Plan (Plan) prepared by a qualified archaeologist
shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Executive Director. The Plan shall:
(a) Include measures to avoid the resources to the maximum degree feasible and shall provide
mitigation for unavoidable impacts.
(b) Ensure that a qualified archaeologist and Native American representatives have examined
the site and helped develop mitigation measures that address and proportionately offset the
impacts of the project on archaeological resources.
(c) Provide for an archaeological monitor to be present during all additional ground disturbing
activities.
(d) Include a description of monitoring methods, including with respect to procedures for halting
work on the site if necessary to protect archaeological resources and a description of
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reporting procedures that will be implemented during ground disturbing activities to ensure
that cultural resources are not disturbed.
(e) Include a list of the personnel involved in the monitoring activities and their qualifications,
including qualified local Native Americans as project monitors as applicable.
All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Plan shall be enforceable
components of this coastal development permit. The Permittee shall undertake development in
accordance with the approved Plan.

2. Modify text on staff report pages 21-22 as follows:
Per the LCP, setbacks must be adequate to ensure stability for the economic life of the project,
and at least a period of 100 years with a minimum required setback of at least 25 feet in all cases
(LCP Sections 23.04.118(a) and Estero Area Plan Chapter 7, Section III). In this case, the
Applicant’s geologic report determined that the average annual long-term bluff retreat rate due to
wave attack and erosion 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 (adding a slope
stability buffer), and determined potential landslide scenarios that dictated setbacks of an
additional 20 feet and 10 feet (on the western and eastern sides of the site respectively). Together
(and rounding up to be conservative), setting back for slope stability and long-term erosion over
the next 100 years, and rounding up to both be conservative and adding a 10 foot buffer to
account for possible acceleration in bluff retreat due to sea level rise, the Applicant’s reports
dictate a setback of 40 feet on the western side and 30 feet on the eastern side. The
Commission’s Senior Geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson reviewed the relevant reports, visited the
site, and agreed that the blufftop setbacks were consistent with the LCP requirements in this
regard. Given all of the above, the setbacks for the proposed residence are expected to be
adequate to ensure stability for a period of 100 years, consistent with the LCP’s requirements.

3. Insert new Section H on page 28 of the staff report, and renumber existing Section H
(California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)) as Section I. The new Section H is as
follows:
H. Response to Comments
In response to the Applicants’ comments dated April 4, 2013 and John and Sue Black’s
comments dated April 4, 2013, the Commission finds the following:
Appeal Versus CDP Application
Regarding the Applicant’s representative’s allegation that the project is inappropriately being
treated as a CDP application, Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act provides that the
Commission shall hear an appeal unless it determines that no substantial issue exists with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s
implementing regulations (Title 14, Division 5.5 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR))
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specifically states that unless the Commission finds that no substantial issue exists, the
Commission shall consider the application de novo in accordance with CCR Sections 1305713096. Accordingly, after finding a substantial issue in the substantial issue portion of the
hearing on April 12, 2012, the Commission continued the de novo portion of the hearing to a
later date (April 11, 2013).
In any event, the distinction that the Applicant’s representative is attempting to make is unclear.
The Commission concurs that the standard for review for the de novo application is the LCP, as
the Applicant’s representative appears to indicate. In addition, based on Coastal Act Section
30604(c), the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act also apply as the site is
located seaward of the first through public road.
LCP Policy Applicability
The Applicant’s representative goes on to suggest that the standards of the LCP’s Estero Area
Plan prevail over the rest of the LCP, and that the Commission inappropriately relied on CZLUO
and other LCP provisions to evaluate the proposed project when the Estero Area Plan standards
should govern. The LCP is structured such that the Estero Area Plan standards govern in the case
of a conflict with non-Area Plan policies and ordinance provisions (per LCP Framework For
Planning Chapter 8 and LCP Coastal Plan Policies Chapter 1), but it is inappropriate to suggest
that the rest of the LCP not apply to the project and that only the Estero Area Plan be consulted.
The LCP is to be read as a whole in terms of evaluating development proposals, such as this.
Yes, its hierarchy and conflict resolution provisions can be applied, but there is nothing in the
LCP to suggest that non-Estero Area Plan policies should be rendered moot by virtue of the
Estero Area Plan. As applied to this case, the LCP policies work together to identify a common
goal, and there is nothing to suggest that the policies cited in this report somehow conflict with
one another in such a way as to require that only the Estero Area Plan’s provisions be applied. In
fact, the Applicant’s representative does not identify any specific area where the hierarchy or
conflict provisions of the LCP should have been applied and/or where they would direct a
different outcome.
Staff Report Differences
Much of the Applicant’s representative’s comments are based on their frustration that the current
staff report includes different findings and conclusions as compared to the substantial issue
hearing staff report. The staff reports are different for a variety of reasons. First and foremost, the
Commission did not adopt the substantial issue report (in which staff had recommended that the
Commission not find a substantial issue) and instead found that the County’s CDP decision
raised a substantial LCP conformance issue. By finding substantial issue, the Commission
expressly rejected staff’s original recommendation that no substantial issue existed. Thus, staff’s
original recommendation in the original substantial issue staff report is no longer relevant.
In addition, Commission deliberations at the substantial issue hearing clearly indicated concerns
with the mass and scale of the development, including explicitly the length of the development
across the front of the property along Lucerne Road, and the need for better articulation there,
and particularly better protection for Highway 1 views. Because the substantial issue question
represented a threshold investigation into the merits of the appeal contentions as opposed to a de
novo review of the project, and in light of the hearing testimony (including conflicting testimony
regarding the effect of the project on Highway 1 views) and Commission deliberations, staff
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redoubled its efforts to better understand the range of project issues, including through additional
site visits and developing improved information regarding potential view impacts, including
specifically related to the Highway 1 view. This staff report is the culmination of that effort. It
represents a de novo evaluation emanating directly from the Commission’s finding of substantial
issue in April 2012, and has thus gone further than staff’s threshold substantial issue analysis,
including due to staff’s better understanding of issues and facts associated with potential project
impacts, including critically with respect to the Highway 1 view.
Erosion
John and Sue Black question whether the project is appropriately setback from the blufftop edge,
and suggest that the site is subject to substantially more erosion than identified in this report.
They contend that the 2-inch per year long-term average annual historic erosion rate is
understated, citing additional erosion that has occurred since the 2009 report was prepared. They
state that as much as 110 feet of erosion has occurred since 1972, but have not provided evidence
in support of that claim.
Erosion, which can be both episodic as well as more gradual, is to be expected at this site, so it is
not unusual that there has been some erosion in the time since the geologic reports were
completed. While it is reasonable to assume from recent photos that some erosion has occurred
since the original geologic reports were produced, Dr. Johnsson continues believe that the
setbacks prescribed in this case (as detailed starting on page 21 of this report) are adequate to
ensure stability for a period of 100 years, as required by the LCP. This is in part because the
setbacks already build in an extra setback (of about 3 feet) to err on the conservative side.
Spring/Groundwater Flows
John and Sue Black raise questions regarding the effect of the proposed project on a spring that
is purportedly on the Applicant’s property and which purportedly feeds a spring box on the
neighboring property. As previously indicated, geologic investigations have concluded that the
garage/basement will not affect groundwater flows (see pages 2 and 23 of this report). As
described above, Dr. Johnsson, who is also a California-licensed Certified Hydrogeologist, has
reviewed the relevant reports, visited the site, and concluded that it is likely that the majority of
groundwater flow at the site, as is commonly the case in this region, is through the marine terrace
deposits lying on top of the bedrock layer, and that the garage/basement is unlikely to interrupt
groundwater flow.
Tree Removal
John and Sue Black raise the argument that trees 1-5, which are required to be retained, pruned
and protected through this approval, are in fact in danger of falling over the bluff edge. Photos do
appear to show the roots of several of these trees overhanging the bluff edge. While protective
measures have been required to reduce the weight of these trees through pruning, it is not
unreasonable to assume that with expected erosion rates as they are, and with periodic erosional
events occurring in the future, these trees may well be lost in the near term. Such is the nature of
coastal erosion, however. To address this issue, the Applicant has proposed (and this approval
requires) 26 replacement trees, a 2:1 ratio for both the trees to be removed as well as for trees 1-5
in any event.
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STAFF REPORT: CDP APPLICATION
Application Number:

A-3-SLO-11-064

Applicant:

Dr. Marshall Lewis

Project Location:

709 Lucerne Road in Cayucos, San Luis Obispo County (APN
064-281-09).

Project Description:

Demolition of an existing 2,810 square-foot, one-story singlefamily dwelling and accessory structures, construction of a new
4,555 square-foot, two-story SFD with a 2,377 square-foot
underground garage/basement, and removal of eight Monterey
cypress trees.

Staff Recommendation:

Approval with Conditions

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Applicant proposes to demolish an existing 2,810 square-foot, one-story single-family
dwelling (SFD) and accessory structures and construct a new 4,555 square-foot, two-story SFD
with a 2,377 square-foot underground garage (a total of 6,932 square-feet of space), as well as
other related site activities, including removal of 8 Monterey cypress trees on the property. The
proposed project is located on the blufftop seaward of 709 Lucerne Road on the upcoast edge of
the community of Cayucos. The project site is subject to a series of development constraints,
primarily related to addressing shoreline hazards and public view protection (including from
Highway 1).
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The County approved the proposed project in August of 2011, and that approval was appealed to
the Commission. On April 12, 2012, the Commission found that the County’s approval raised a
substantial LCP conformance issue, primarily in terms of viewshed compatibility, and took
jurisdiction over the coastal development permit (CDP) application. Thus, the CDP application is
now before the Commission for consideration and action.
The scenic and visual resource protections of the LCP are intended, among other things, to
protect views to and along the shoreline. The project site is present in Highway 1 views, as well
as in views from Ocean Avenue and Lucerne Road below the Highway. Currently the project site
includes the existing SFD and some accessory structures, fronted along the road by a row of 13
Monterey cypress trees. Together, the trees and residential development block some blue water
views to the ocean, including from Highway 1, and are prominent in public views in the area.
The proposed project would similarly block some ocean views and be in the public view
otherwise, but in a different form. Namely, the proposed removal of eight of the cypress trees
would open up some views, but the proposed SFD would occupy more of the public view than
the existing SFD, largely due to increasing the frontage length of the development along
Lucerne, and extending to two stories from one.
In short, the proposed project would adversely affect the public view and the character of that
view. Specifically, the increased massing would further block important public views, and
introduce a large linear form into that view. Although the removal of the trees would open up
some views that are currently blocked, the tree removal, along with the increased SFD massing
proposed, would adversely alter the character of the viewshed. In short, the proposed project
appears to have overly subscribed a constrained site with development, and that development
will adversely affect protected public views. Thus, as proposed, the project is inconsistent with
the LCP.
These issues can be addressed by reducing the frontage of the proposed SFD to the same linear
frontage as the existing SFD, by requiring additional building articulation, and by requiring
landscaping, including replacement trees, to help soften the appearance of the proposed
development in the public view. Other conditions address hazards (by pulling the development
far enough back to allow for 100 years of stability and by prohibiting future shoreline armoring)
and other coastal resource concerns (e.g., construction best management practices, tree
trimming/removal requirements, and future notice requirements). As conditioned, staff believes
that the project can be found consistent with the LCP and that it appropriately responds to the
unique circumstances of this constrained project site. Thus, staff recommends that the
Commission approve the coastal development permit subject to the recommended conditions.
The motion is found on page 4 below.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal development
permit for the proposed development. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a
YES vote on the following motion. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the CDP as
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.
Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Number A-3SLO-11-064 pursuant to the staff recommendation, and I recommend a yes vote.
Resolution to Approve a CDP: The Commission hereby approves Coastal Development
Permit Number A-3-SLO-11-064 and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that
the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of the San Luis
Obispo County Local Coastal Program and the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on
the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the
environment.

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS
This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittees or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned
to the Commission office.
2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of
the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.
3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by
the Executive Director or the Commission.
4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.
5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the Commission and the Permittees to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
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III.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:
1. Revised Project Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two full-size sets of Revised Project Plans to the
Executive Director for review and approval. The Revised Project Plans shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans submitted to the Coastal Commission (dated received in the
Commission’s Central Coast District Office on February 27, 2013 and March 19, 2013 (see
Exhibit 3)) except that they shall be revised and supplemented to comply with the following
requirements:
a. Lucerne Road Frontage. The linear length of the above-ground portion of the singlefamily dwelling along Lucerne Road shall be no longer than 80 feet.
b. Articulation. The front of the single-family dwelling along Lucerne Road shall be
prominently articulated (with offsets and projections, varied indents, second floor
elements pulled back from first, architectural embellishments, softening of upcoast and
downcoast edges, etc.) in such a manner as to minimize the perceived massing of the
structure as seen from Highway 1, Ocean Avenue, and Lucerne Road.
c. Design. The plans shall clearly identify all measures that will be applied to ensure that
the project design, including all structures and including all other project elements (e.g.,
lighting, landscaping, railings, etc.) reduces the appearance of bulk and mass and blends
with the surrounding neighborhood environment. At a minimum, exterior materials shall
appear natural and non-reflective, including through the use of wood, stone, brick, and
earth tone colors. Plans shall clearly identify all structural elements, materials, and
finishes (including through site plans and elevations, materials palettes and representative
photos, product brochures, etc.).
d. Lighting. All exterior lights, including any lights attached to the outside of the residence,
shall be the minimum necessary for the safe ingress and egress of the residence, and shall
be low-wattage, non-reflective, shielded, and have a directional cast downward such that
no light will shine beyond the boundaries of the subject parcel.
e. Cypress Protection.
1. Retention. The Monterey cypress trees numbered 1 through 5 (see Exhibit 5) shall be
retained and shall be maintained in good growing condition for as long as it is
feasible to do so.
2. Pruning. All cypress pruning shall be monitored by a certified arborist. Trees 1-5
shall be pruned and reduced in weight, thereby reducing branching defects and
deadwood, and reducing the pull of the trees over the blufftop edge. Pruning for trees
1 and 2 shall remove approximately 50% of the branch weight to reduce the pull of
these trees over blufftop edge. Pruning for trees 3, 4, and 5 shall remove no more than
25% of the living canopy of these trees.
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3. Grading and Demolition. Demolition of the existing structure shall occur in such a
manner as to provide continual protection of the roots and soil areas beneath trees 15. The contractor shall exercise caution to fell all materials away from trees 1-5 and to
apply practices designed to best protect the retained trees (e.g., appropriate use of
equipment, such as a backhoe positioned on the south side of tree 5, which can more
carefully pull the existing foundation material away from the tree trunk). The arborist
shall provide continual monitoring of the demolition and excavation work directly
adjacent to tree 5. No grading shall occur within 12 feet of the cypress trees numbered
1-5 (see Exhibit 5). Any grading necessary between tree 5 and the proposed
development (beyond 12 feet) shall only be allowed subject to monitoring by a
certified arborist, and shall be limited to grading for foundation construction only.
4. Raptors. Construction activities shall not be allowed during potential raptor nesting
season (March through July, inclusive) unless a qualified biologist has surveyed the
site and determined that no raptor nesting activities will be adversely impacted.
f. Tree Replacement Plan. As proposed, 26 replacement native and non-invasive trees
shall be planted. The locations of all replacement trees shall be identified, with some
replacement trees on site and some replacement trees in the median area between Ocean
Avenue and Lucerne Road, or in a similar location, to provide mottled screening of the
development as seen from Highway 1, Ocean Avenue and Lucerne Road. Replacement
tree heights shall be maintained in such a way as to limit incursions into blue water views
as much as possible while still maintaining mottled screening, and all replacement tree
species shall be chosen with these objectives in mind.
g. Landscaping. Final Plans shall include landscape and irrigation parameters that shall
identify all plant materials (size, species, quantity, etc.), all irrigation systems, and all
proposed maintenance measures, including for replacement trees. All plant materials shall
be native and non-invasive species selected to be complimentary with the mix of native
species in the project vicinity, prevent the spread of exotic invasive plant species, and
avoid contamination of the local native plant community gene pool. Landscaping (at
maturity) shall be capable of partial/mottled screening and softening the appearance of
the development as seen from Highway 1, Ocean Avenue and Lucerne Road. All
landscaped areas shall be continuously maintained by the Permittee; all plant material
shall be continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, and healthy growing
condition, and shall be replaced as necessary to maintain compliance with this CDP. No
plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society,
the California Invasive Plant Council, or as may be so identified from time to time by the
State of California, and no plant species listed as a ‘noxious weed’ by the State of
California or the U.S. Federal Government shall be planted or allowed to naturalize or
persist.
h. Drainage Plan. All project area drainage, including drainage of subsurface water from
the garage/basement areas and concentrated surface water, shall be directed away from
the bluff, either to pervious areas on the site that can provide for infiltration without
contributing to geologic instability, or to inland drainage systems capable of handling
such flows. The drainage plan shall be submitted with evidence of the review and
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approval of a California-licensed Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical
Engineer indicating that drainage satisfies the terms of this condition.
i. Utilities Underground. All utilities shall be installed underground.
All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Revised Project Plans shall be
enforceable components of this coastal development permit. The Permittee shall undertake
development in accordance with the approved Revised Project Plans.
2. Construction Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two copies of a Construction Plan to the Executive
Director for review and approval. The Construction Plan shall, at a minimum, include the
following:
a. Construction Areas. The plan shall identify the specific location of all construction
areas, all staging areas, and all construction access corridors in site plan view. All such
areas within which construction activities and/or staging are to take place shall be
minimized to the maximum extent feasible in order to protect the coastal bluffs and the
Monterey cypress root zones for retained trees 1-5 (see Exhibit 5). Construction
(including but not limited to construction activities, and materials and/or equipment
storage) is prohibited outside of the defined construction, staging, and storage areas.
b. Construction Methods and Timing. The plan shall specify the construction methods to
be used, including all methods to be used to keep the construction areas separated from
root zones areas (including using unobtrusive fencing (or equivalent measures) to
delineate construction areas). All work shall take place during daylight hours.
c. General BMPs. The plan shall identify the type and location of all erosion control/water
quality best management practices that will be implemented during construction to
protect coastal water quality, including the following: (1) silt fences, straw wattles, or
equivalent apparatus shall be installed at the perimeter of the construction site to prevent
construction-related runoff and/or sediment from discharging to coastal waters or to areas
that would eventually transport such discharge to coastal waters; (2) equipment washing,
refueling, and/or servicing shall take place at least 50 feet from the bluff edge; (3) all
construction equipment shall be inspected and maintained at an off-site location to
prevent leaks and spills of hazardous materials at the project site; (4) the contractor shall
ensure that good construction housekeeping controls and procedures are maintained at all
times (e.g., clean up all leaks, drips, and other spills immediately; keep materials covered
and out of the rain (including covering exposed piles of soil and wastes); dispose of all
wastes properly, place trash receptacles on site for that purpose, and cover open trash
receptacles during wet weather; remove all construction debris from the site); and (e) all
erosion and sediment controls shall be in place prior to the commencement of
construction as well as at the end of each work day.
d. Material Containment BMPs. Particular care shall be exercised to prevent foreign
materials (e.g., construction scraps, wood preservatives, other chemicals, etc.) from
entering the beach or coastal waters.
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e. Construction Site Documents. The plan shall provide that copies of the signed coastal
development permit and the approved Construction Plan be maintained in a conspicuous
location at the construction job site at all times, and that such copies are available for
public review on request. All persons involved with the construction shall be briefed on
the content and meaning of the coastal development permit and the approved
Construction Plan, and the public review requirements applicable to them, prior to
commencement of construction.
f. Construction Coordinator. The plan shall provide that a construction coordinator be
designated to be contacted during construction should questions arise regarding the
construction (in case of both regular inquiries and emergencies), and that their contact
information (i.e., address, phone numbers, etc.) including, at a minimum, a telephone
number that will be made available 24 hours a day for the duration of construction, is
conspicuously posted at the job site where such contact information is readily visible
from public viewing areas, along with indication that the construction coordinator should
be contacted in the case of questions regarding the construction (in case of both regular
inquiries and emergencies). The construction coordinator shall record the name, phone
number, and nature of all complaints received regarding the construction, and shall
investigate complaints and take remedial action, if necessary, within 24 hours of receipt
of the complaint or inquiry.
g. Notification. The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s
Central Coast District Office at least 3 working days in advance of commencement of
construction, and immediately upon completion of construction.
Minor adjustments to the above construction requirements may be allowed by the Executive
Director in the approved Construction Plan if such adjustments: (1) are deemed reasonable
and necessary; and (2) do not adversely impact coastal resources. All requirements above and
all requirements of the approved Construction Plan shall be enforceable components of this
coastal development permit. The Permittee shall undertake construction in accordance with
the approved Construction Plan.
3. Coastal Hazards Risk. By acceptance of this coastal development permit, the Permittee
acknowledges and agrees, on behalf of himself and all successors and assigns:
a. Coastal Hazards. That the site may be subject to hazards including but not limited to
episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, ocean waves,
storms, tsunami, tidal scour, coastal flooding, and the interaction of same;
b. Assume Risks. To assume the risks to the Permittee and the property that is the subject
of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this permitted
development;
c. Waive Liability. To unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such hazards;
d. Indemnification. To indemnify and hold harmless the Coastal Commission, its officers,
agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against
8
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any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred
in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any
injury or damage due to such coastal hazards; and
e. Property Owner Responsible. That any adverse effects to property caused by the
permitted project shall be fully the responsibility of the property owner.
4. Coastal Hazards Response.
a. By acceptance of this CDP, the Permittee acknowledges and agrees, on behalf of himself
and all successors and assigns that no bluff or shoreline protective device(s) shall ever be
constructed to protect the development approved pursuant to CDP A-3-SLO-11-064
including, but not limited to, the SFD, garage and foundations, in the event that the
development is threatened with damage or destruction from coastal hazards (including
but not limited to episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas,
ocean waves, storms, tsunami, tidal scour, coastal flooding, and the interaction of same).
By acceptance of this CDP, the Permittee waives, on behalf of himself and all successors
and assigns, any rights to construct such devices that may exist under Public Resources
Code Section 30235 and San Luis Obispo County LCP Hazards Policy 4.
b. By acceptance of this CDP, the Permittee further acknowledges and agrees, on behalf of
himself and all successors and assigns, that the landowner shall remove and/or relocate
the development authorized by this CDP, including but not limited to the SFD, garage
and foundations, if any government agency has ordered that the structures are not to be
occupied due to any of the coastal hazards identified above. Prior to removal/relocation,
the Permittee shall submit two copies of a Removal/Relocation Plan to the Executive
Director for review and approval. The Removal/Relocation Plan shall clearly describe the
manner in which such development is to be removed/relocated and the affected area
restored so as to best protect coastal resources, including the Pacific Ocean. In the event
that portions of the development fall to the bluffs or ocean before they are
removed/relocated, the landowner shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the
development from the bluffs and ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an
approved disposal site. Such removal shall require a coastal development permit.
c. In the event the edge of the blufftop recedes to within 10 feet of the principal residence or
the water tank but no government agency has ordered that the structures not be occupied,
a geotechnical investigation shall be prepared by a licensed coastal engineer and
geologist, retained by the Permittee, that addresses whether any portions of the residence
or water tower are threatened by coastal hazards. The report shall identify all those
immediate or potential future measures that could stabilize the principal residence and/or
water tank without bluff or shoreline protective device(s), including but not limited to
removal or relocation of portions of the residence and/or water tower. The report shall be
submitted to the Executive Director and the appropriate local government official. If the
geotechnical investigation concludes that any portion of the residence and/or water tank
are unsafe for occupancy, the Permittee shall, within 90 days of submitting the
investigation, apply for a coastal development permit amendment to remedy the hazard
which shall include removal and/or relocation of the threatened portion of the structures.

9

A-3-SLO-11-064 (Lewis SFD)

5. Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval
documentation demonstrating that the Permittee has executed and recorded against the
property governed by this permit a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this permit, the California Coastal
Commission has authorized development on the subject property, subject to terms and
conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of that property; and (2) imposing the special
conditions of this permit as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment
of the property. The deed restriction shall include a legal description and site plan of the
property governed by this permit. The deed restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of
an extinguishment or termination of the deed restriction for any reason, the terms and
conditions of this permit shall continue to restrict the use and enjoyment of the property so
long as either this permit or the development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or
amendment thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the property.
6. County Conditions. All conditions of approval of County application DRC2009-00027 (see
Exhibit 9) imposed on the project by San Luis Obispo County pursuant to an authority other
than the California Coastal Act remain in effect but do not alter the Permittee’s responsibility
to satisfy all conditions of approval as specified herein. The Permittee shall be responsible
for satisfying all terms and conditions of this coastal development permit in addition to any
other requirements imposed by other local conditions.
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IV.

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION

The standards of review for this CDP application are the San Luis Obispo County certified LCP
and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.
A. PROJECT LOCATION
The project site is located on a generally south-facing blufftop parcel at the north end of Estero
Bay at the upcoast edge of the unincorporated community of Cayucos, north of the City of Morro
Bay, in San Luis Obispo County. The site is located along a frontage road (Lucerne Road) which
is accessed from another frontage road (Ocean Avenue). Both Ocean Avenue and Lucerne Road
are located seaward of and at a lower elevation than Highway 1. Highway 1 is about 300 feet
away from the site, and the subject site is prominent in the highway viewshed. From the
Highway 1 exit, Ocean Avenue loops toward the bluff. This section of Ocean Avenue is
developed with six SFDs that are located on the bluff side of the street. In the vicinity of the
intersection of Ocean Avenue and Lucerne Road, there is a roughly 250 foot section of blufftop
that is undeveloped. The project site is the first site downcoast of this undeveloped stretch and is
also the first developed site on Lucerne Road. The remainder of the seaward side of Lucerne
Road toward the community of Cayucos is developed with a variety of single-family dwellings
and multi-family developments. Estero Bluffs State Park is located approximately ¼ mile
upcoast of the project site. See Exhibit 1 for a location map and Exhibit 2 for photos of the site
and surrounding areas.
The subject property is a triangular-shaped parcel of approximately 24,480 square feet (which
includes the bluff slope and beach area below the bluffs). Thirty to forty-foot tall bluffs are
located on two of the parcel’s sides. Thirteen mature Monterey cypress trees that range in height
from 40 to 55 feet are located along the parcel’s third side (i.e. between the existing house and
Lucerne Road). The trunks of the trees range in diameter from several inches to several feet. The
tree trunks and low lying branches partially screen the existing house as viewed from areas
inland of the site. The larger canopies of the trees combine to form a type of vegetated ceiling
above the property and, with the existing house, are clearly visible from southbound Highway 1.
The project site is designated by the LCP as Residential Multi-Family1, and is located within the
Urban Reserve Line of Cayucos. Several combining designations apply to the site, including
Archeologically Sensitive, Flood Hazard, and Geologic Study. While a County mapped Sensitive
Resource Area (SRA) is close by (from the urban reserve line just west of the subject property),
it is not located within this Ocean Shoreline SRA.
B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Applicant proposes to demolish an existing 2,810 square-foot, one-story SFD and accessory
structures, and to construct a new 4,555 square-foot, two-story SFD, with a 2,377 square-foot
underground garage/basement. The proposed project also includes the removal of 8 of the 13
existing Monterey cypress trees, as well as a proposed tree replanting plan that includes planting
1

Single family residential uses are permitted in the Residential Multi-Family land use designation.
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at least 26 native trees both on and off of the site. See proposed project plans in Exhibit 3 and
the Applicant’s visual simulations in Exhibit 7 and Exhibit 8.
C. PROJECT HISTORY
On August 26, 2010, the San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission denied the Applicant’s
application for a CDP for a 5,300 square-foot two story residence with an 2,812 square-foot
underground garage/basement, which included two variances: 1) to allow the residence to be
located within the front yard setback, and 2) to allow the driveway to be located within the bluff
setback. The application was denied due to the height and scale of the proposed residence, the
close proximity of the residence to the street and the impacts the proposed residence would have
on the Monterey cypress trees fronting the site.
The Applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s denial to the Board of Supervisors, and the
appeal was heard on November 2, 2010. At this hearing the Board directed the Applicant to
redesign the project to reduce its mass and better fit the character of the area, to reconsider the
need for variances, to conduct a policy analysis on why the site is not developed as a residential
multi-family project, to expand the geologic report to include consideration of a nearby spring
and the structural effect of the garage/basement on the bluff’s stability, and to refer the
redesigned project to the Cayucos Citizens Advisory Council for their consideration.
The Applicant redesigned the project in response to Board direction, including by relocating the
SFD outside of the front setback, relocating the driveway out of the bluff setback, reducing the
residence to 4,555 square feet, reducing the garage/basement to 2,377 square feet, and reducing
the frontage length from 136.5 to 127.5 feet. The Land Use Committee of the Cayucos Citizens
Advisory Council (CCAC) considered the redesigned project on January 31, 2011 and May 2,
2011 and recommended to the full Advisory Council that the redesigned project not be
supported. The full Advisory Council reviewed the project on June 1, 2011 and recommended
that the project be denied on a 9 to 4 vote (with 2 abstentions).
The Board of Supervisors considered the Applicant’s redesigned project on June 21, 2011 and
continued the matter to August 9, 2011, at which time the CDP for the proposed project was
ultimately approved by a 4 to 1 vote. The Board’s CDP approval was appealed to the Coastal
Commission, and on April 12, 2012, the Commission found that the County’s approval raised a
substantial LCP conformance issue, primarily in terms of viewshed compatibility, and took
jurisdiction over the CDP application. Thus, the CDP application is now before the Commission
for consideration and action.
D. PUBLIC VIEWSHED
The LCP includes strong protections for coastal zone visual and scenic resources and requires
new development to respect its setting. Applicable LCP policies include:
Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 1. Protection of Visual and Scenic Resources. 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.
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Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 2. Site Selection for New Development. Permitted
development shall be sited so as to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas. Wherever possible, site selection for new development is to emphasize locations not
visible from major public view corridors. In particular, new development should utilize slope
created “pockets” to shield development and minimize visual intrusion.
Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 5. Landform Alterations. Grading, earthmoving, major
vegetation removal and other landform alterations within public view corridors are to be
minimized. Where feasible, contours of the finished surface are to blend with adjacent
natural terrain to achieve a consistent grade and natural appearance.
Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 7. Preservation of Trees and Native Vegetation. The
location and design of new development shall minimize the need for tree removal.
Estero Bay Plan Section I-c. New development to be located on a coastal bluff shall be, to
the maximum extent feasible, compatible with the character of the surrounding
neighborhood.
CZLUO Section 23.04.210e. General Visual Standards for Coastal Development.
Notwithstanding subsections (a) – (d) above, all development requiring a coastal
development permit must be consistent with the requirements of Coastal Plan Visual and
Scenic Resource Policies 1-11 as applicable.
CZLUO Section 23.05.034(d). Landform Alterations Within Public View Corridors.
Grading, vegetation removal and other landform alterations shall be minimized on sites
located within areas determined by the Planning Director to be a public view corridor from
collector or arterial roads. Where feasible, contours of finished grading are to blend with
adjacent natural terrain to achieve a consistent grade and appearance.
CZLUO Section 23.05.064. Tree Removal Standards. Applications for tree removal in
accordance with Section 23.05.062 are to be approved only when the following
conditions are satisfied:
a. Tagging required. Trees proposed for removal shall be identified for field
inspection by means of flagging, staking, paint spotting or other means readily visible
but not detrimental to a healthy tree.
b. Removal criteria. A tree may be removed only when the tree is any of the
following:
(1) Dead, diseased beyond reclamation, or hazardous;
(2) Crowded, with good horticultural practices dictating thinning;
(3) Interfering with existing utilities, structures or right-of-way improvements;
(4) Obstructing existing or proposed improvements that cannot be reasonably
designed to avoid the need for tree removal;
(5) Inhibiting sunlight needed for either active or passive solar heating or
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cooling, and the building or solar collectors cannot be oriented to collect
sufficient sunlight without total removal of the tree;
(6) In conflict with an approved fire safety plan where required by Section
23.05.080;
(7) To be replaced by a tree that will provide equal or better shade, screening,
solar efficiency or visual amenity within a 10-year period, as verified in writing
by a registered landscape architect, licensed landscaping contractor or certified
nurseryman.
c. Replacement. Any tree removed to accommodate new development or because it is
a safety hazard shall be replaced, in a location on the site and with a species common
to the community, as approved by the Planning Director.
d. Tree removal within public view corridors. Tree removal within public view
corridors (areas visible from collector or arterial roads) shall be minimized in
accordance with Visual and Scenic Resources Policy 5.
e. Preservation of trees and natural vegetation. New development shall incorporate
design techniques and methods that minimize the need for tree removal.
In addition, the LCP’s Estero Area Plan extends certain protections to areas that constitute
sensitive features. Applicable Estero Area Plan Sections include:
Estero Special Area Plan, Chapter 7, Section III, Article 2(a)(5): Cluster or concentrate
development on the least sensitive portions of the site in order to protect and sustain
environmentally sensitive areas and the following sensitive features… Other significant
stands of vegetation such as Bishop Pine, eucalyptus, and cypress--whether or not identified
as Sensitive Resources Area combining designations--that do not need to be removed due to
hazardous condition or restoration/enhancement of native habitat.
Estero Special Area Plan, Chapter 7, Section III, Article 2(b): 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.
Thus, the LCP has multiple provisions that require new development to be sited and designed to
ensure protection of significant visual resources, to minimize tree removal, and to protect against
new private development impacting water quality. Such policies and protections specifically
protect areas having regional public importance for their natural beauty by ensuring that new
development is appropriately designed and constructed to have minimal to no adverse impact
upon identified visual resources. Views to and along the shoreline and in scenic coastal areas are
protected visual resources under the LCP.
Existing Site Characteristics
The existing SFD on the site is approximately 80 feet long along Lucerne Road, about 65 feet of
which has a more pitched roof (approximately 17 feet tall) and 15 feet of which has a flatter roof
(approximately 12 feet tall). A water tank, that has been designated a historical resource, and
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which is roughly 13 feet by 13 feet square and approximately 30 feet tall, is located upcoast of
the house, with an approximately 9 foot high solid fence connecting the water tank to the SFD. A
series of sheds, one seaward of the water tank and two downcoast of the SFD, also occupy the
property. Thirteen mature Monterey cypress trees, which range in height from 40 to 55 feet, are
located in row fashion along Lucerne Road. The trunks of the trees range in diameter from
several inches to several feet. The tree trunks partially screen the existing house as viewed from
areas inland of the site. The canopies of the trees combine to form a type of vegetated ceiling
towering above the overall property.
The existing SFD and its related development, as well as the cypress trees fronting the site, are
present in Highway 1 views, including because Highway 1 is at a higher elevation than the
project site, and from upcoast at Estero Bluffs State Park. Although most northbound Highway 1
travelers will find it difficult, if not impossible, to see the site due to the higher elevation and
angle of highway, vehicles on southbound Highway 1 are afforded a fairly complete, if short in
duration, view of the site as the road curves into Cayucos. What is visible from the southbound
vantage point is a fairly solid mass of cypress tree canopies and to a lesser extent the existing
house nestled behind the trees. Closer to the site along Ocean Avenue and Lucerne Road, the
existing SFD and trees and related development become much more pronounced as the elevation
of these streets is much closer to that of the site (Ocean Avenue) or at site elevation (Lucerne
Road).
Public Viewshed Impacts
With respect to views from Estero Bluffs State Park (upcoast of the Ocean Avenue and Highway
1 intersection), the site is visible from the hiking trails located there, looking downcoast and back
toward the bluffs extending into Cayucos. The impacts of this project on these views, however,
will not be significant because the proposed project will be seen in the context of other
residential structures located in the existing developed residential neighborhood along Lucerne
Road.
Currently, the Monterey cypress trees along the street frontage and the existing house together
present visually as a fairly solid mass in the viewshed from Highway 1 and the coastal roads. The
proposed project would remove 8 of the 13 existing cypress trees. In terms of the through view,
the removal of some of the downcoast trees will open up increased blue water and through views
at the site (including due to the downcoast shed removal). This is perhaps most pronounced in
the view from Highway 1 at the higher elevation, where the tree removal will actually allow
more blue water views over the site. However, tree removal would also reduce the existing
screening, so that more of the structure could be seen from the highway.
In terms of mass and scale, the existing 2,810 square-foot existing single-story SFD would be
replaced with a larger, two-story SFD, the location of which would be shifted downcoast (i.e.,
away from the upcoast undeveloped area along the bluffs and towards the string of SFDs
extending towards Cayucos proper) compared to the location of the existing SFD. The existing
SFD is 80 feet in length, and the proposed SFD is 127.5 feet in length. Therefore, compared with
the existing residence, the proposed residence would be roughly 60% longer along Lucerne Road
(roughly 47.5 feet longer). In terms of height, the proposed residence would be slightly lower
than the maximum height allowed (i.e., it is 20-feet in height when the LCP maximum is 22
feet), but it would be taller than the existing SFD (3 feet taller than the existing SFD’s pitched
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roof section, and 8 feet taller than the existing SFD’s flat roof section). Thus, the proposed
residence would increase the frontage of the house along Lucerne, and it would occupy more
two- and three-dimensional air space than is currently the case, increasing the mass and scale of
development on the site. All told, 4,555 square-feet of SFD is proposed above ground, and 2,377
square-feet below ground; a total of almost 7,000 square-feet, as compared to the existing 2,810
square-foot house.
A wide variety of single family residences, ranging from 1,497 square-feet to 5,727 square-feet
(not including garage space), and several multi-family (condo) residences, line Lucerne Road
(see Exhibit 8, page 12). The average square footage of the surrounding SFDs is 3,149 squarefeet (not including garages), and the 5 multi-family condo complexes average 5,532 square-feet. 2
Thus, the proposed SFD is some 1,400 square-feet larger (or nearly 50% larger) than the average
nearby SFD.
The relatively large mass and scale of the proposed SFD is magnified in this case by the
proposed linear extent of the residence along Lucerne. As indicated, the proposed home would
span some 127.5 feet along Lucerne, and would present significantly more viewshed barrier
along the neighboring roads and Highway 1 than the existing SFD. In general, the other SFDs
along Lucerne Road are typified by a shorter/narrower frontage length and a longer depth,
spanning toward the ocean. In this case, the bluff setbacks on the subject property are such that
the proposed residence cannot stretch as far seaward as the neighboring houses. However, this
property constraint does not automatically allow the proposed project to bypass LCP viewshed
protection policies. For example, the Cayucos Urban Area Standards of the LCP’s Estero Area
Plan recommends avoiding “long, uninterrupted exterior walls on all structures.”
In terms of design, the character of the project’s neighborhood is fairly eclectic, and there is no
LCP-required design theme or similar requirement. The proposed project presents a fairly unique
design (see Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 7) as compared to the existing home. Although some
articulation is provided, the relatively long length of the SFD along the street conspires against
the effectiveness of such features at helping to reduce the structure’s perceived mass and scale.
In addition, the proposed removal of eight of the 13 on-site Monterey cypress trees is also
expected to have an adverse effect on neighborhood character, albeit not permanently.
Specifically, the tree removal would at first make the residential structure appear significantly
starker than is currently the case and the linear massing and increased size of the structure would
stand out for some years. The proposed landscaping (including 26 proposed replacement trees) 3
should help to soften such initial starkness (see Exhibit 5), and the new trees will eventually
regrow to effectively screen the proposed development, but the change from a mature,
established tree canopy to a more traditionally landscaped site in the immediate future will
change the character of the immediate area.
Lastly, from a community character perspective, the row of cypress trees are locally appreciated
2
3

Based on the Applicant’s estimates (see Exhibit 8).
The Applicant has proposed planting 26 native Monterey cypress trees in the area, both on-site and off-site, to help screen the
proposed residence from Highway 1, although the proposed mitigation plan in Exhibit 5, shows 18 trees.
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and cherished by the community and anecdotally have been referred to as the entranceway to
Cayucos. Members of the public expressed their support for keeping the trees during the local
proceedings. The Cayucos Advisory Council, in addition, recommended the project be denied in
part due to the loss of the trees (as well as citing the project’s incompatible nature with the
surrounding neighborhood and its size and resultant impact on the environment and the
community, among other concerns). And although the trees were planted ornamentally in row
fashion, and are currently in various states of poor to fair condition showing obvious signs of
neglect, 4 they have been a part of Cayucos’s history for decades, and contribute to the
neighborhood’s current character and aesthetic.
Therefore, the increased frontage and increased mass and scale of the proposed SFD and the
removal of eight of the cypress trees will adversely impact public views from the highway and
coastal roads by blocking more of the view than is currently blocked by structures, and by
increasing the visibility of the structure through tree removal. See project plans in Exhibit 3, and
photo simulations and renderings of the proposed project in Exhibit 7. In short, the proposed
project is inconsistent with the LCP’s policies for scenic and visual resources and community
character because it does not adequately preserve and protect views to the ocean and scenic
vistas. Therefore, Special Condition 1 is required, which limits the house to no more than 80
feet in linear length along Lucerne Road and requires articulation in such a manner as to help
minimize the perceived massing of the structure as seen from Highway 1. Although an 80 foot
frontage is relatively longer than other nearby SFD frontages, it appears an appropriate standard
for this case because it matches the existing SFD length in that respect. It would also afford the
Applicant a sizeable residence of approximately 3,000 square feet (above ground, not including
the garage/basement). In terms of a claim that the frontage of the house and its related sheds and
connecting fence/door together is more than 80 feet and should be the standard applied in this
respect, that appears inappropriate here because the solid fence/door and sheds are shorter than
the existing house (thus contributing less than the existing house to view blockage, and
significantly less than the frontage of the proposed SFD), and because the new SFD would
increase the amount of development in the view corridor (as it is going higher across the entire
frontage area), and the removal of the existing sheds and connecting fence/door will help offset
the impact of this additional height. 5 Therefore, this special condition will help ensure that the
new SFD will appropriately protect the public view as required by LCP policies related to
preserving and protecting scenic vistas, including the scenic vista at this location as seen from
Highway 1. When combined with required landscaping (see also below), the result is an
approvable project under the LCP.
Tree Removal
Although the LCP does not prohibit tree removal in certain cases (see CZLUO section
23.05.064), including when the trees are among other things, dead, diseased beyond reclamation,
or crowded, the LCP does speak to minimizing tree removal and, in certain instances, applies an
4
5

According to several reports, little work has been undertaken to prune, remove deadwood, thin, or irrigate the trees during the
summer months, which would all benefit their health.
In addition, the historic water tank has been proposed to remain on site in its present location (and thus will contribute no less
or no more to visual blockage) and is clearly not a part of the SFD. Thus, while in the existing viewshed as much as the other
accessory structures, and larger in stature than the associated sheds and fence/doors, the water tank is similarly not
appropriate to be used in calculating the frontage of the existing SFD.
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additional protective layer to certain stands of trees subject to the Estero Area Plan. In terms of
the latter, the cypress trees at this site do not constitute a significant stand requiring application
of the Area Plan’s Sensitive Features policies. The trees are a feature, to be sure, and a stand of
trees, but they are also a hedge row, in poor condition and offering poor habitat, fronting and
integrated with residential development. In addition, the Applicant’s arborist’s determined that
the trees themselves are in generally poor health. 6 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. Limited care has been given to the trees and the trees generally reflect that fact. In sum,
these are not the type of clustered stand for which the Area Plan offers additional protection. The
Commission’s staff ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, reviewed the relevant arborist materials and
assessed the project site, and concludes that the trees do not meet the definition of a ‘significant
stand’ under the Estero Area Plan.
Thus, although the trees themselves do not constitute a sensitive resource requiring an additional
layer of LCP protection, the trees are still protected by the LCP in terms of minimizing tree
removal and protecting public views and scenic character. Under these policies, new
development must minimize tree removal. In this case, the proposed development is expected to
negatively impact the root zones of the eight closest trees to the development and ultimately
result in the death of these trees because the root zones stretch across almost the entire parcel
(see Exhibit 4, page 4). The Applicant looked at the alternative of using the existing house
foundation to avoid such impact, but 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; see
Coastal Hazards section below), so it was infeasible to site new development on the existing
foundation. Another potential option was to remove the underground garage/basement to
potentially limit the effects of this impact. However, any new development on the site, with or
without the garage/basement, would adversely impact the root zones including due to the shallow
root zones typical of cypress and the necessary depth of the foundation of any house on the site.
Thus, although the proposed development results in removal of trees, such removal is minimized
under the existing conditions and constraints of the site.
The primary issue with tree removal is that removal of 8 of the existing cypress trees would
contribute to a more exposed appearance of the proposed residence, and would magnify the
proposed project’s increased length and height, and will conflict, at least temporarily, with the
historic nature of the trees in this location, and the overall neighborhood’s character, as described
above.
Conclusion
The proposed project will adversely affect the public viewshed, including both in terms of
blocking views as well as the way in which it will change the character of the area and the views
overall. Although some through views will be opened up more than is currently the case, others
will be blocked (e.g., due to increased massing and height of the proposed residence). The
6

One of the Applicant’s arborist’s report (by Davey Resource Group, dated August, 2010) indicates that “significant
deadwood, poor structure, and crowded canopies contribute to 12 of the 13 trees being in poor to fair condition,” with only
one tree having a rating above 70% (Construction Site Tree Inventory and Tree Protection Plan, Davey Resource Group,
August 2010 (see Exhibit 4)).
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proposed project is inconsistent with the LCP’s visual and scenic resource protection policies,
and cannot be approved consistent with the LCP.
Fortunately, these project impacts can be addressed by reducing the frontage of the proposed
SFD to the same linear frontage as the existing SFD (Special Condition 1a), by providing for
articulation of the SFD’s frontage to help reduce the perceived sense of massing from such a
linear form (Special Condition 1b), by requiring appropriate design materials and components
to help reduce perceived massing and blend with the neighborhood environment (Special
Condition 1c), by retaining and pruning cypress trees numbers 1-5 not affected by construction,
including grading and demolition protection measures (Special Condition 1e), and by requiring
the proposed 26 trees and other landscaping to help soften the appearance of the proposed
development in the public view (Special Condition 1f and Special Condition 1g, respectively).
To ensure adequate protection and retention of the trees nearest the western bluff edge, Special
Condition 1e includes the requirement of the Applicant to retain trees 1-5 and to alleviate any
adverse pull over the bluff edge by appropriately pruning them, based on the project arborist’s
recommendations.
In addition, lighting must be limited to the maximum extent feasible to avoid impacts to views,
and all utilities must be undergrounded (Special Condition 1i). All lighting must be downward
directed and designed so that it limits the amount of light or glares visible from the ocean and
from the nearby roads and Highway 1 to the maximum extent feasible, including through
directing all interior lighting away from windows to the maximum extent feasible. See Special
Condition 1d.
Finally, construction must be limited in scale and scope to the maximum extent feasible to limit
the visual impacts from construction. Therefore, Special Condition 2 is required to ensure best
management practices are carried out during construction to limit these anticipated impacts (see
also Section G below).
The objective of these conditions is to ensure consistency with the applicable LCP policies,
including ensuring neighborhood compatibility, and protection of public views. Thus, as
conditioned the project can be found consistent with the scenic and visual resource policies of
the LCP.
E. COASTAL HAZARDS
The LCP requires that new development avoid and minimize risks due to coastal hazards and
that new development ensure that it will not result in increased hazards. CZLUO policy
23.07.086 (c) states:
CZLUO Section 23.07.086(c): New development shall insure structural stability while not
creating or contributing to erosion, sedimentation, or geologic instability.
The LCP also specifically addresses the risks due to bluff and shoreline related hazards. The LCP
defines bluffs and blufftops, prohibits most new development on bluff faces, requires adequate
setbacks from bluffs, and addresses the need to ensure long-term stability and structural integrity
and avoid landform-altering devices. The LCP also restricts the development of permanent
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structures on the beach, prohibits new development that would require shoreline protection now
or in the future, and provides criteria and standards for the development of shoreline structures,
including groins, piers, breakwaters and other similar structures that serve to protect
development. Relevant LCP policies include:
CZLUO Section 23.070.080: A Geologic Study Area combining designation is applied by
the Official Maps (Part III) of the LUE, to areas where geologic and soil conditions
could present new developments and their users with potential hazards to life and
property. These standards are applied where the following conditions exist:
(d): Areas along the coast with coastal bluffs and cliffs greater than 10 feet in vertical
relief that are identified in the Coastal Erosion Atlas, prepared by the California
State Department of Navigation and Ocean Development (1977), in accordance with
Hazards Policy 7 of the LCP.
CZLUO Section 23.07.084c-2. Application Content – Geologic and Soils Report
Required. All land use permit applications for projects located within a GSA shall be
accompanied by a report prepared by a certified engineering geologist and/or registered
civil engineer (as to soils engineering)…. Conclusions and recommendations regarding
the potential for active land sliding or slope failure.
CZLUO Section 23.07.084c-3. Application Content – Geologic and Soils Report
Required. All land use permit applications for projects located within a GSA shall be
accompanied by a report prepared by a certified engineering geologist and/or registered
civil engineer (as to soils engineering)…. Conclusions and recommendations regarding
the potential for adverse groundwater conditions.
Hazard Policy 7. The GSA combining designation in coastal areas of the county is
amended to include all coastal bluffs and cliffs greater than 10 feet in vertical relief and
that are identified in the Assessment and Atlas of Shoreline Erosion (DNOD, 1977) as
being critical to future or present development… These hazards shall include steep
slopes, unstable slopes, expansive soils, costal cliff and bluff instability, active faults,
liquefaction and tsunami. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED BY
DESIGNATING GSA AREAS ON THE COMBINING DESIGNATION MAPS AND
PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.080 OC THE CZLUO]
Policy 10: Drainage Provisions. Site design shall ensure THAT drainage does not increase
erosion. This may be achieved either through on-site drainage retention, or conveyance to
storm drains or suitable watercourses. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A
STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.034 OF THE CZLUO.]
CZLUO Section 23.07.060. Flood Hazard. Drainage Plan is required where any portion
of the proposed site is located within the flood hazard combining district.
CZLUO Section 23.04.118(a). Bluff Retreat Setback Method. New development or
expansion of existing uses on blufftops shall be designed and set back from the bluff edge
a distance sufficient to assure stability and structural integrity and to withstand bluff
erosion and wave action for a period of 75 years without construction of shoreline
protection structures…
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CZLUO Section 23.07.066 (a). Construction, general. On the basis of structural plans
and the depth analysis, the ground floor of all structures is to be constructed at a
minimum of one-foot above the 100-year storm flood profile level.
In addition, the LCP’s Estero Area Plan includes other policies associated with coastal hazards,
including policies requiring that certain new development only be allowed if it can be setback for
its economic lifetime (at least 100 years) and that future shoreline armoring and similar coastal
hazard response be prohibited.
Estero Area Plan 7-III. Bluff Setbacks. The bluff setback is to be determined by the
engineering geology analysis required in I.1.a above adequate to withstand bluff erosion
and wave action for a period of 100 years. In no case shall bluff setbacks be less than 25
feet…
Site Characteristics
As mentioned, the proposed project site is located on a triangular shaped blufftop parcel with
both a western facing bluff and a more easterly facing bluff (see Exhibit 2). These bluffs range
in vertical height from 25 to 45 feet. At its closest point, the existing SFD is located
approximately 12 feet from the western bluff edge. The proposed SFD would be built farther
downcoast, and farther away from this western facing bluff. Specifically, the proposed residence
would have setbacks ranging from 40 feet along the western bluff to 30 from the eastern bluff.
Bluff Setbacks
The Applicant has 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. 7
Per the LCP, setbacks must be adequate to ensure stability for the economic life of the project,
and at least a period of 100 years with a minimum required setback of at least 25 feet in all cases
(LCP Sections 23.04.118(a) and Estero Area Plan Chapter 7, Section III). In this case, the
Applicant’s geologic report determined that the average annual long-term bluff retreat rate due to
wave attack and erosion 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 (adding a slope
stability buffer), and determined potential landslide scenarios that dictated setbacks of an
additional 20 feet and 10 feet (on the western and eastern sides of the site respectively). Together
(and rounding up to be conservative), setting back for slope stability and long-term erosion over
the next 100 years, and adding a 10 foot buffer to account for possible acceleration in bluff
retreat due to sea level rise, the Applicant’s reports dictate a setback of 40 feet on the western
side and 30 feet on the eastern side. The Commission’s Senior Geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson
reviewed the relevant reports, visited the site, and agreed that the blufftop setbacks were
consistent with the LCP requirements in this regard. Given all of the above, the setbacks for the
proposed residence are expected to be adequate to ensure stability for a period of 100 years,
7

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 entitled “Discussion of Groundwater” (by GeoSolutions, dated January 18,
2012).
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consistent with the LCP’s requirements.
The LCP further requires that development such as this not lead to shoreline armoring and/or
other bluff altering development should it be threatened by erosion and coastal hazards in the
future. The setback addresses this requirement but cannot by itself assure these LCP
requirements are met. Thus, this approval prohibits future shoreline protection (including
prohibiting construction of a seawall, retaining wall, revetment, or similar structures), and
requires that the residence and the water tank be moved or removed if threatened by coastal
hazards for which shoreline armoring and/or other shoreline altering development might
otherwise typically be considered (see Special Condition 4). Also, given the project’s location
on a blufftop area that is subject to coastal hazards, and given that the Applicant is pursuing
residential development nonetheless, Special Condition 3 requires that the Applicant assumes
all risks for developing at this location so as to ensure that the Applicant, not the public, bears the
costs for the Applicant’s development in this potentially hazardous location. To ensure that
future property owners are aware of these, and the other conditions of approval, Special
Condition 5 requires that the Applicant record a deed restriction against the property recording
the conditions of approval as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the property.
Basement/Groundwater Flow
The proposed project includes a proposed 2,377 square-foot garage/basement to be built to a
depth of approximately 11.5 feet below grade (see Exhibit 6, page 5 for a cross section from the
geologic report). Given the proposed project’s location on a blufftop lot, there is a concern that
construction of the garage/basement might adversely impact bluff stability, the integrity of the
coastal bluffs and erosion, and negatively impact groundwater flows at this location, including in
relation to a nearby spring. 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. 8
Although groundwater was not found within a boring in the area of the garage, the presence of
groundwater was assumed in the quantitative slope stability analysis at between 2 and 4 feet
above the Franciscan Complex bedrock (encountered approximately 22 to 25.5 feet below the
ground surface) as a conservative element incorporated into the stability modeling. Any
groundwater is expected to flow primarily at the boundary between the relatively impermeable
Franciscan Complex and the more permeable overlying terrace deposits. The proposed plans
show that the garage is not proposed to extend 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 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 6 for the Applicant’s most recent groundwater
discussion). In addition, Dr. Johnsson, who is a California-licensed Certified Hydrogeologist, has
reviewed the relevant reports, visited the site, 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
8
9

Bluff stability and seepage report by GeoSolutions Inc., dated January 26, 2011, and follow-up report entitled “Discussion of
Groundwater” dated January 18, 2012.
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.

22

A-3-SLO-11-064 (Lewis SFD)
terrace deposits lying on top of the bedrock layer, and that the garage/basement is unlikely to
interrupt groundwater flow.
Effect of Tree Removal on Bluff Stability
As described earlier, the project site contains 13 mature Monterey cypress trees generally
running from west to east between the existing (and proposed) residence and Lucerne Road.
Trees 1-5 are located at the far western portion of the property and within approximately 20 feet
of the bluff (see Exhibit 5 for tree diagrams and Exhibit 4 for more detail). The proposed project
includes the removal of the 8 easternmost, or downcoast, Monterey cypress trees (trees 6-13) due
to their close location in relation to the construction area needed to build the proposed residence
(which is constrained on the site due to the required bluff setbacks).
Project opponents contend that removal of the Monterey cypress trees could lead to increased
bluff erosion at the site, particularly if the trees nearest the bluff were removed. While there is
the potential for the trees nearest the bluff edge (at the upcoast edge of the site) to destabilize the
bluff if they topple over the bluff edge and take the bluff and root ball with them, 10 there is
nothing to suggest that the trees themselves are responsible for the current erosion at the site. As
is apparent from the slope stability analyses, which do not take into account any effects of the
trees, the trees are not the controlling factor for bluff stability at this location. There also is
evidence that these trees are near the end of their lifetime, and some are dead or dying, and thus
their effect on bluff stability appears somewhat fleeting. Even so, the tree roots have been
identified by some project opponent’s arborist’s as helping to provide bluff cohesion, and thus
that their removal could adversely affect the bluffs. 11
Dr. Johnsson has visited the site, and noting the somewhat conflicting effects of the added mass
to the bluff top and the cohesive effects of roots on the uppermost soil layers, concluded that the
effects of removing the trees will only be felt in the surficial soil layers, and the destabilizing
effects of overhanging tree mass is somewhat made up for by the cohesive effects of the root
mass. Accordingly, the removal of the trees will affect only surficial stability, and will likely
increase stability in the short term (removal of overhanging mass), and may decrease stability
slightly in the long term as the roots decay and these soils are deprived of their cohesive effects.
In addition, trees 1-5 can be retained, and with pruning, the effects of their mass on bluff
instability will be reduced. In conjunction with the 40 foot setbacks at this location, the
westernmost trees could remain in place (with pruning, appropriate irrigation, and other
measures to alleviate pull on the bluff edge) and not significantly reduce the integrity of the
bluff’s over time. To ensure that trees 1-5 are protected during construction and into the future,
and to help prevent bluff erosion, Special Condition 1e requires final plans showing on-site
monitoring by a qualified biologist at all times during the excavation/demolition, and provides
pruning standards (prune Monterey cypress trees 1 and 2 to reduce their canopy weight by 50%,
and cypress trees 2, 3, and 4 to reduce their canopy weight by 25%).

10
11

Roots are currently exposed over and in the bluff edge for the two trees nearest the upcoast edge of the site.
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.
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Conclusion
The project site is subject to geologic hazards by virtue of its blufftop location. However, the
project design has appropriately addressed bluff stability concerns. To address potential drainage
issues that can in some cases exacerbate geologic hazards, Special Condition 1h requires
submission of a drainage plan that shows all drainage directed away from the bluff and either
retained through infiltration or other means on the undeveloped portions of the project site or
directed to inland drainage systems in such a way that does not exacerbate geologic hazards or
degrade visual resources. Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed
project is consistent with the LCP’s hazard policies.
F. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION
Coastal Act Section 30604(c) requires that every coastal development permit issued for any
development between the nearest public road and the sea “shall include a specific finding that the
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of [Coastal
Act] Chapter 3.” The proposed project is located seaward of the first through public road
(Lucerne Road) and thus such a finding is required. Coastal Act Sections 30210 through 30224
specifically protect public access and recreational opportunities, including visitor-serving
resources. In particular:
Section 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners,
and natural resource areas from overuse.
Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited
to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial
vegetation.
Section 30212(a): Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects….
Section 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational
opportunities are preferred.
Section 30220. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that
cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.
Section 30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the
property is already adequately provided for in the area.
Section 30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be
reserved for such uses, where feasible.
The LCP also includes policies which are intended to maximize opportunities for public access
to and along the coast.
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Estero Bay Planning Area Standards. Coastal Access and Recreation. 1. New
development shall be required to provide public access and improvements to an along the
coast, and shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where acquired
through use or legislative authorization.
CZLUO Section 23.04.420(d)(3). Lateral Access Dedication. All new development shall
provide a lateral access dedication of 25 feet of dry sandy beach available at all times
during the year. Where topography limits the dry sandy beach to less than 25 feet, lateral
access shall extend from the mean high tide to the toe of the bluff. Where the area between
the mean high tide line (MHTL) and the toe of the bluff is constrained by rocky shoreline or
other limitations, the County shall evaluate the safety and other constraints and whether
alternative siting of accessways is appropriate…
The County’s LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act require public
recreational access opportunities to be maximized. As previously described, the proposed project
is located on a coastal bluff in a small coastal community in the central coast of California.
Several public accessways to and along the coast exist close to the project site, including Estero
Bluffs State Park to the west (upcoast) and Cayucos State Beach to the east (downcoast). Within
this context, although clearly the subject property could be used to augment and enhance public
access in relation to existing public use areas, it is not required for Coastal Act and LCP
consistency in this case. Access in the area is adequate, the project is not adversely impacting
public access, and there is not a compelling need for use of the subject property for this purpose.
Thus, the project site is not necessary for direct public access, and thus the proposed
development can be found consistent with Coastal Act and LCP public access and recreation
requirements.
G. Other Issues
Cultural Resources
The existing water tank on the property is another piece of Cayucos’s history, and one that
relates to the character of the neighborhood. 12 As the Applicant’s CEQA study and Cultural and
Historic Resources Report identifies, the water tank is a significant historic resource and meets
three of the four requirements necessary to be included in the California Register. 13 Originally
built by James Cass, considered the founder of Cayucos, sometime in the late 1800’s, the tank
retains its integrity of location, and a high degree of integrity of design, materials, craftsmanship,
and overall historic nature. Despite interior alterations and the loss of the original windmill, the
structure has most of its original materials, including such character-defining elements as the
tank, tank platform, siding, and fenestration. It retains the ability to convey a strong sense of the
12
13

The CEQA analysis identifies the water tank as a “tank house” that was originally owned by James Cass, the founder of
Cayucos.
Under CEQA a resource is considered an “historic resource” if the property listed or determined eligible for the National
Register or California Register; listed in a local register; or identified as significant in a local survey. To be listed, a property
must meet at least one of four requirements: 1) associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 2) Associated with the lives of
persons important to local, California, or national history; 3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of type, period, region
or method of construction, or that represents the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; and/or 4) Has yielded, or has the
potential to yield, information important in prehistory or history of local, California or the nation.
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time during which it was constructed and during which it was significant. The tank house,
however, has been deemed to have lost some of its integrity of setting and association due to the
loss of the original adjacent warehouse and due to the intrusion of expanses of modern
residential construction on the bluffs to the east and west.
In general, the LCP protects historic and cultural resources through combining designations of
historic sites (H) and archaeologically sensitive areas (ASA). During the local permitting
process, the County recognized the important historic nature of the on-site water tank (including
finding it a significant historic resource) and analyzed it under an archaeological policy (CZLUO
section 23.07.104) and required the on-site retention of the water tank or relocation to an
appropriate area if certain criterion were met. However, the water tank is as much a part of the
culture and character of the neighborhood, based on its history, aesthetic, and importance to the
community of Cayucos, as its archaeological nature. Recognizing this, the Applicant has
proposed to retain the water tank on-site, and thus this approval is intended to ensure retention of
it in its exact current location.
In a hazard sense, while the water tank is within the proposed 40-foot side setback, at present the
tank is not threatened by erosion. In addition, there is no evidence that it is contributing toward
bluff instability in its present location. However, in the future the water tank could very well be
in harm’s way from bluff erosion and will need to be relocated either on site, if there is adequate
room outside the property’s setback areas to ensure protection, or off-site in an appropriate
location (see Special Condition 4). Any relocation would require an amendment to this permit.
Lastly, Special Condition 1e which requires pruning of trees 1-5, should help to alleviate any
danger that any deadwood might fall and damage the tank in its present location in the future.
Water Quality
The LCP contains a number of coastal watershed policies which provide protection against new
development affecting marine resources and other waterways. These policies aim to ensure that
construction minimizes sedimentation, erosion, and that drainage does not cause increased
erosion
Watershed Policy 8: Timing of Construction and Grading. Land clearing and grading shall
be avoided during the rainy season if there is a potential for serious erosion and
sedimentation problems. All slope and erosion control measures should be in place before
the start of the rainy season. Soil exposure should be kept to the smallest area and the
shortest feasible period. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD
AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.]
Watershed Policy 9: Techniques for Minimizing Sedimentation. Appropriate control
measures (such as sediment basins, terracing, hydro-mulching, etc.) shall be used to
minimize erosion and sedimentation. Measures should be utilized from the start of site
preparation. Selection of appropriate control measures shall be based on evaluation of the
development's design, site conditions, predevelopment erosion rates, environmental
sensitivity of the adjacent areas and also consider costs of on-going maintenance. A site
specific erosion control plan shall be prepared by a qualified soil scientist or other qualified
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professional. To the extent feasible, non-structural erosion techniques, including the use of
native species of plants, shall be preferred to control run-off and reduce increased
sedimentation. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND
PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.]
Estero Area Plan Chapter 6 Section IV(A). Areawide Water Quality. Policies, Cayucos and
Rural Area.
1. Control, and where feasible, prevent nonpoint source pollution resulting from private
and public development and land management practices
2. Avoid, and if not feasible, minimize impacts to watershed from erosion, runoff,
pollution , and water diversions by new public and private development
3. Minimize erosion, siltation and water pollution by promoting sound land management
practices and minimizing the amount of impervious surfaces on public and private lands.
As described earlier, this is a blufftop parcel directly seaward and adjacent to the Pacific Ocean
and more specifically, Estero Bay, which is an important local, regional and state biological
resource. Minimizing sedimentation and runoff and other construction related impacts from new
development is paramount to protecting nearby water quality, and is required by the LCP. The
proposed construction activities associated with the development could lead to adverse impacts
on coastal resources, including drainage and runoff from the project that could potentially result
in adverse impacts on Estero Bay water quality. In particular, those activities include the
demolition and excavation of existing structures and replacement of a SFD, including an
underground garage/basement and driveway. The project requires work over and adjacent to
coastal bluffs, which could also lead to potential adverse water quality impacts. This project
would involve large equipment along Lucerne Road, including a staging area, and would impact
the public’s use and enjoyment of the immediate neighborhood, and generally intrude and
negatively impact the aesthetics, ambiance, serenity, and safety of the public experience in this
area.
These impacts can be contained through a construction condition that includes limiting the times
when work can take place, clearly fencing off the minimum construction area necessary, clearly
delineating and avoiding to the maximum extent feasible public use areas, and protecting marine
and groundwater through BMPs (see Special Condition 2). To ensure maximum public
notification and good construction relations, the CDP and the construction plan must also be kept
on site and all persons involved in construction briefed on the content and requirements of them,
and a construction coordinator must be designated and be available to answer questions and also
investigate complaints and take remediation action if necessary 24 hours per day for the duration
of the project. Thus, as conditioned, the project is consistent with LCP requirements.
Future Notice
The terms and conditions of this approval are meant to be perpetual. In order to inform future
owners of the requirements of the permit, and add a level of legal implementation of this fact,
this approval is conditioned for a deed restriction designed to record the project conditions
against the affected property (see Special Condition 5).

27

A-3-SLO-11-064 (Lewis SFD)

County Conditions
Finally, Special Condition 6 notes that all conditions imposed by the County pursuant to an
authority other than the Coastal Act remain in effect.
H. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be
consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
effect which the activity may have on the environment.
San Luis Obispo County, acting as lead agency, adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration under
CEQA for the proposed project. The County generally found that although the proposed project
could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this
case because the project revisions would reduce any potential impacts to an insignificant level.
The Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified by the
Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA.
The Commission has reviewed the relevant coastal resource issues associated with the proposed
project, and has identified appropriate and necessary modifications to address adverse impacts to
such coastal resources. All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings
above. All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.
The Commission finds that only as modified and conditioned by this permit will the proposed
project avoid significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. As
such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which
would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects that approval of the
proposed project, as modified, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. If
so modified, the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental effects for
which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A).
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APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
Geotechnical Engineering Report, Proposed Replacement Residence, 709 Lucerne Avenue,
Cayucos Vicinity of San Luis Obispo County, MidCoast GeoTechnical Inc., July 30, 2009.
Geological Coastal Bluff Evaluation, 709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064-281-009, Cayucos Area, San
Luis Obispo, California, Project No. SLO7201-1, by GeoSolutions, August 14, 2009
Updated Geological Coastal Bluff Evaluation, Prepared for Dr. Marshall Lewis by GeoSolutions,
September 9, 2009
Response to Comments, Geological Coastal Bluff Evaluation, 709 Lucerne Road, APN: 064281-009, Cayucos Area, San Luis Obispo, California, Project No. SLO7201-2, by GeoSolutions,
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August 24, 2010
Corporate Headquarters
1500 North Mantua Street
P.O. Box 5193
Kent, OH 44240-5193

Dr. Marshall Lewis
Pacific Orthopedic Medical Group
2619 F Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301

330-673-5685
Toll Free 1-800-828-8312
Fax: 330-673-0860

Western Region Office

RE: Tree Site Inventory and Preservation Arborist Report for 709 Lucerne, Cayucos, CA
Dear Dr. Lewis:
Thank you for contracting with Davey Resource Group regarding the above project. In support of
your objectives, Davey Resource Group (DRG) is pleased to provide you with the attached report.

7627 Morro Road
Atascadero, CA 93422
805-461-7500
Fax: 805-461-8501
Direct 805-286-0181
Michael.bova@davey.com

A DRG International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist conducted the site survey
of the trees on August 13, 2010. The trees were assessed by their location, size, current condition,
and overall health. The data was then used to determine any potential impacts from construction
to the trees by overlaying the proposed project plans over the existing site conditions. The current
edition of the ISA Best Management Practices for Managing Trees During Construction and other
industry standards were also used to determine the potential impact on the trees of the proposed
project.
The results of the analysis determined that, based on the proposed construction plans and the
health of the existing trees, twelve (12) of the thirteen (13) Monterey Cypress would require
removal and one (1) Cypress tree should have specific tree preservation measures implemented
before any construction activities begin. Although the specific construction plans for this project
would cause fatal consequences to at least nine of the thirteen trees, it is likely that any new
construction in the limited area available would have the same detrimental effects on the trees.
Therefore, any significant development on this site would ultimately result in the removal of the
identified trees. Because of this, DRG has also recommended some alternative species as potential
replacements for the removed Monterey Cypress that will complement the new building and add
to the value of the property while maintaining the unique character of the local landscape.
Please feel free to contact me at 805-286-0181 or michael.bova@davey.com if you would like
more information or have any questions.
Sincerely,

`|v{txÄ ]A UÉät
Michael J. Bova
Project Coordinator
Davey Resource Group
Certified Arborist WE3372A
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Construction Site Tree Inventory and Tree Protection Plan
709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA 93430

Prepared for:
Dr. Marshall S. Lewis
Pacific Orthopedic Medical Group
2619 F Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Prepared by:
Davey Resource Group
A Division of The Davey Tree Expert Company
1500 North Mantua Street
Kent, OH 44240
Contact: Michael J. Bova
Western Region Office
7627 Morro Rd.
Atascadero, CA 93422
Phone: (805) 286-0181
Toll-Free: (800) 966-2021
E-mail: michael.bova@davey.com
Additional Contact: Dana Karcher
E-mail: dana.karcher@davey.com
Phone: (661) 964-7158
www.daveyresourcegroup.com
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Summary
In August 2010, Davey Resource Group (DRG), a division of The Davey Tree Expert
Company, was contracted by Marshall Lewis, Architect, to conduct a site inventory and
assessment of thirteen (13) Monterey Cypress trees (Cupressus macrocarpa) at 709 Lucerne
Road in Cayucos, California. The request was made in conjunction with a permit
requirement for a proposed residential construction project on the site in accordance with the
County of San Luis Obispo Coastal Land Use Ordinance Section 23.00.030-033 (ix). In
addition, site trees requiring removal/replacement were requested to be identified consistent
with the San Luis Obispo County Coastal Land Use Ordinance Sections 23.05.060 and
23.05.064.
An International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist from Davey Resource
Group conducted the site survey of the trees on August 13, 2010. The trees were assessed by
their location, size, current condition, and overall health. The data was then used to
determine any potential impacts from construction to the trees by overlaying the proposed
project plans over the existing site conditions. The current edition of the ISA Best
Management Practices for Managing Trees During Construction and other industry
standards were also used to determine the potential impact on the trees of the proposed
project.
The results of the analysis determined that, based on the proposed construction plans and the
health of the existing trees, twelve (12) of the thirteen (13) Monterey Cypress would require
removal and 1 Cypress tree should have specific tree preservation measures implemented
before any construction activities begin. Although the specific construction plans for this
project would cause fatal consequences to at least 9 of the 13 trees, it is likely that any new
construction in the limited area available would have the same detrimental effects on the
trees. Therefore, any significant development on this site would ultimately result in the
removal of the identified trees.
Monterey Cypress trees add unique character
and value to the skyline of the Central Coast. As
a native tree to the area, many volunteer trees
can be seen nearby. However, as these trees
mature, their compatibility with existing
buildings or new development located too close
to the trees can cause significant conflicts with
these structures. Because of this, DRG has also
recommended some alternative species as
potential replacements for the removed
Monterey Cypress. These recommended trees
will complement the new building and add to the
value of the property, while maintaining the
unique character of the local landscape.

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Introduction
Background
As part of proposed construction projects, the County of San Luis Obispo requires site plans
that include tree surveys that identify all significant trees greater than 8” in diameter
measured at four feet above grade (DBH) that are within 50 feet of any proposed
development per Land Use Ordinance 23.00.030-033 (ix). Tree surveys shall include the
size, species, and condition of existing trees as well as the size and species of any
replacement trees for trees identified for removal (23.05.062-064). Compliance with these
ordinances was required for the project at 709 Lucerne Road in Cayucos, California.

Assignment
DRG was contracted to conduct the site survey of all thirteen (13) Monterey Cypress trees, as
well as to identify which of the existing trees may be impacted by the proposed construction
project to the extent that would require removal. In addition, DRG was to determine which
trees, if any, could be retained. Recommendations for replacement trees for those proposed
to be removed were also requested as part of this project. As part of this assignment,
providing representation and support during hearings and other public presentations are
expected.

Limits of Assignment
There are many factors that can limit specific and accurate data when performing evaluations
of trees, their conditions, and response to site disturbances. Planting dates and maintenance
records were not available to help determine tree age and care history. History of limb
failures or other tree conflicts were also not available to assist in conclusive evaluations. The
determinations and recommendations presented here are based on current data and conditions
that existed at the time of the evaluations and cannot be a predictor of the ultimate outcomes
for each tree during or after construction

How Trees are Impacted by Construction
Construction can affect trees in many ways.
Often, the extent of the damage does not
become apparent for several months or years
after the construction is complete. Proper
tree protection will not only benefit trees by
reducing stress during construction, but will
also benefit the developer or property owner
by reducing the long-term costs associated
with tree maintenance. The cost of removing
a tree damaged or killed by construction is
often far greater than the cost of protecting
the tree during construction. Recognizing
some of the more common hazards to trees in
construction zones can benefit both the tree
and the developer.
Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Injuries that often occur to trees in construction zones include:


Mechanical injury to roots, trunk, or branches.



Soil compaction from stored materials and equipment (Figure 1), which degrades root
function, inhibits root growth, and restricts drainage.



Damage, cuts, or suffocation of roots through changes in existing grade.



Drought or flooding of the root zone through alteration of the water table or drainage.



Loss or accumulation of soil in the root zone caused by a change in drainage patterns
that promotes erosion or excessive accumulation of runoff.



Sterile soil conditions associated with stripping off organic-rich topsoil.



Chemical damage to roots from dumping or spilling liquids, or rinsing construction
equipment.

Not all tree damage occurs during the actual construction of buildings and structures. Trees
can also be damaged during the landscaping phase, after the heavy equipment and main work
force has gone. Irrigation construction, topsoil applications, and turf installations can also
cause damage to trees. Site monitoring after the construction phase is an important part of a
successful Tree Protection Plan (TPP).

Purpose and Use of Report
The purpose of this report is to provide a site inventory of all Monterey Cypress trees located
at 709 Lucerne in Cayucos, California, assess their condition and health, and to identify trees
which may be impacted by the proposed construction on the site. The findings in this report
can be used to make informed decisions on which trees should be removed, identify trees that
can be retained, and which tree protection measures should be used to reduce the stress of
retained trees. In addition, replacement tree species are also suggested in this report.

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Observations
Methods
A combination of site tree data collection and project
construction plan analysis were used to develop the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations found in
this report. Site data collection included measuring tree
diameter at approximately 48 inches above grade (DBH,
ISA Standards are 54 inches) and visual assessment of
tree condition, structure, and health, as well as height
estimation and distance from existing structures.
Numerical values were given to each tree’s attributes
such as structure and canopy health to obtain an overall
condition rating. Project plan evaluations consisted of
reviewing proposed site changes with current conditions
and how the new structure “footprint” would affect site
trees.

Site Observations
A total of thirteen (13) live Monterey Cypress trees were surveyed at 709 Lucerne Road in
Cayucos, CA. The 13 trees, which range in height from 25 to 45 feet, are located on level
ground, and situated in a row along the east side of the property. Other than pruning for
clearance over the street and above the old structure, there is no evidence of any significant
pruning events within at least the previous five-year period. Significant deadwood, poor
structure, and crowded canopies contribute to 12 of the 13 trees being in poor to fair condition.
A brief description of each tree can be found below. A complete Tree Inventory and Condition
Assessment can be found in Appendix D.

#1 – Monterey Cypress
Location: North end
DBH (Diameter at Breast Height): 20 inches
Canopy Radius (measured from trunk): 6 feet
Tree Characteristics: 1st tree on north end of property, 50% root
exposed over 50' drop, lower limb failure, sparse, unhealed old
cut, leans away from
tree #2
Condition Rating:
47%

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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#2 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 6' from tree #1,
DBH: 17 inches
Canopy Radius: 5 feet
Tree Characteristics: 30% root exposed over cliff,
poor top structure, leans toward cliff
Condition
Rating: 53%

#3 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 7’ from tree #2
DBH: 20 inches
Canopy Radius: 10
Tree Characteristics: poor top structure, dense
deadwood in canopy, best tree on north end
Condition Rating: 72%

#4 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 12’ from tree #3
DBH: 16 inches
Canopy Radius: 5 feet
Tree Characteristics: 10" dead stub with weak crotch, poor top
Condition Rating: 44%

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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#5 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 17’ from tree #4
DBH: 30 inches
Canopy Radius: 10 feet
Tree Characteristics: 7' from
water tower, hangers, poor top,
large gird roots on house side,
large limb over tower
Condition Rating: 63%

#6 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 34’ from tree #5
DBH: 31 inches
Canopy Radius: 15 feet
Tree Characteristics: 11' from house, codom@10', lifting
sidewalk, dense
deadwood, leaders/limbs
over house
Condition Rating: 56%

#7 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 12’ from tree #6
DBH: 15 inches
Canopy Radius: 5 feet
Tree Characteristics: 10' from house, service drop attached to
trunk, lean towards house, very overcrowded with sparse canopy
Condition Rating: 47%

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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#8 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 13’ from tree #7
DBH: 31 inches
Canopy Radius: 15 feet
Tree Characteristics: 9' from house, lean towards house, large
lower limb over house
is < 5' from roof, dense
deadwood/broken
limbs, poor top
Condition Rating:
66%

#9 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 12’ from tree #8
DBH: 16 inches
Canopy Radius: 5 feet
Tree Characteristics: 10' from house and completely crowded
by tree #8 and 10, only 4 sparsely foliaged limbs
Condition Rating: 44%

#10 – Monterey
Cypress
Location: 13’ from
tree #9
DBH: 31 inches
Canopy Radius: 15
feet
Tree Characteristics:
8' from house, large 10"
limbs over house, main leader leans over house, lower limbs touch
roof, dense deadwood in canopy, old unhealed stubs on trunk
Condition Rating: 66%

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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#11 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 6’ from tree #10
DBH: 19 inches
Canopy Radius: 5 feet
Tree Characteristics: close to shed, severe lean
towards tree #12, some lower foliage, crowded dense
deadwood canopy, poor top
Condition Rating: 59%

#12 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 23’ from tree #11
DBH: 40 inches
Canopy Radius: 15 feet
Tree Characteristics: dense
deadwood canopy, lean towards house,
large lower limb 7' off ground, poor
top structure
Condition Rating: 63%

#13 – Monterey Cypress
Location: 12’ from tree #12
DBH: 49 inches
Canopy Radius: 15 feet
Tree Characteristics: dense
deadwood canopy (combined w/12),
heavy end weight, cracked branches,
unhealed stubs on trunk, unhealed
cracked/cavity at base
Condition Rating: 63%

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Analysis and Discussion
Evaluations of the site data indicated that 12 of the 13 trees at 709 Lucerne Road were in fair
to poor condition and that seven (7) of the trees had a condition rating of less than 60%.
Only tree #3 had a condition rating over 70%, indicating the trees have had limited
maintenance and overall poor development. Many of the trees had been allowed to mature
close to the existing structure and presented large limbs with heavy end weight growing over
the building. Moreover, the close proximity of the trees to one another created dense
canopies, which has suppressed leaf growth and increased deadwood in the upper scaffolding
branches.
Proposed construction plans have been designed to utilize the entire existing building
footprint as well as add a lower level parking garage and a second story above ground. In
addition, grading plans suggest significant changes in grade (swale) as part of the project
specifications. The resulting project will create new drainage patterns as well as additional
paved areas.
Critical Root Zones (CRZ) are areas where feeder and structural roots are located under and
around a tree. The CRZ can extend far beyond the tree canopy (drip line) and can increase in
size as the diameter of the tree increases. As a general rule, up to 20% of the CRZ can be
disrupted before a tree shows signs of distress or begins to decline.1 Other factors also can
influence the extent to which a tree can tolerate injury to their roots. Age, health, and vigor
will play a major role in how a tree reacts to construction activities. Significant root pruning
and grade changes can not only cause a tree to decline or die, but also affect the stability of a
tree and how they may withstand wind and storms.
Construction activities also can harm the above ground parts of a tree. Removing large limbs
for clearance can cause stress to the tree by reducing a tree’s food generating capabilities.
Excessive pruning also creates large wounds that may be slow to heal and open avenues of
decay that can further weaken a tree’s structure and stability. Improper pruning can also
generate undesirable growth such as epicormic shoots (suckers).
The proposed construction plans would cause root pruning in excess of 50% on the western
side of trees 6 through 13 and grade changes on the eastern side of trees 5 through 13. In
addition, trees 6 through 13 will require significant limb removal to accommodate the second
story of the new building. The extent of these activities will most certainly result in the death
and/or instability of trees 5 through 13. Because of site size restrictions, even a single story
structure would necessarily include these impacts. Finally, trees 1, 2, and 4 have very low
condition ratings and are contributing to the decline of tree #3.

1

http://www.treesaregood.com/treecare/avoiding_construction.aspx
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Conclusion and Recommendations
Due to the proximity and type of the major construction activities, the overall health and
structure of the surveyed trees, trees 5 through 13 should be entirely removed prior to
demolition of the existing structure and changes to the grade on the site. Trees 1, 2, and 4
should also be carefully removed in order to allow tree #3 to be retained and to permit it to
become the dominate tree on the north end of the property. The proper tree protection
measures for tree #3 can be found in Appendix A. These tree protection measures should
also be reviewed prior to post-construction activities such as landscaping and
walkway/sidewalk installation. Additional measures may need to be established to ensure
this tree can adapt to the new landscaping plans.
The unique growth habit and character of the Monterey Cypress trees help define coastal
habitats and the skyline for the area. However, the limited growing space at 709 Lucerne
Road makes this species a poor choice as replacement trees. DRG does not recommend
replacing trees 5 through 13 with the same species. Many of the problems the trees currently
have will return as the new Monterey Cypress mature. There are numerous seaside tree
species that will not only tolerate salt air and high winds, but will add character and
complement the new structure for years to come. Both Red Flowering Gum (Eucalyptus
ficifolia) and New Zealand Christmas Tree (Metrosideros excelsus) would make excellent
replacement trees and are highly rated for coastal climates.2 Planting larger caliper trees in
36-inch boxes will result in minimal time before they achieve the desired effects. There are
also many palms that will grow well under coastal conditions.
Removing trees is a difficult decision when developing property. Saving every tree is not
always possible, but preserving trees that have the best chance for survival is a vital part of a
new project. A properly designed Tree Protection Plan (TPP) balances the requirements of
construction and development with appropriate tree and natural resource protection. The
TPP should complement the legal framework of local tree ordinances and ensure that tree
management during construction is conducted in a manner that is beneficial for both the
general welfare of the public and the urban forest. The objective of the TPP is to strike a
balance between the enhancement and protection of the entire community forest and the
advancement of growth and economic development. Identifying strategies for protecting
significant and heritage trees during construction activities ensures that the aesthetic and
environmental benefits provided by these trees are also preserved.

Red Flowering Gum
2

http://selectree.calpoly.edu/
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Appendix A – Site Tree Protection Plan (Tree #3)
To ensure the protection of retained trees in construction areas, tree protection measures must
be fully integrated into the development process. Tree protection must be a consideration
during the planning and design stages of a project, as well as during all construction phases
and post-construction activities. To be successful, a Tree Protection Plan (TPP) must have
support and involvement from all stakeholders. After construction, it is critical that tree
protection measures continue to ensure that all trees are recovering well and that stressed
trees will not pose a risk in the months or years to follow. A successful TPP involves all
phases of the development process, including pre-construction, construction, and postconstruction.

Tree Preservation Specifications for Tree #3
1.

General
1.1.
1.2.
1.3.
1.4.
1.5.

2.

All measures will be reviewed after installation and approved by owner and
project arborist.
Refer to arborist report for additional information.
Substitutions or alternative methods or materials shall be reviewed and approved
by project arborist.
All tree protection measures must be in place prior to commencement of
demolition, site clearing, or construction and maintained throughout construction.
Refer to the Tree Protection Action Key (TPAK) in Appendix E for specific
recommendations for each tree.
Removal by arborist

2.1.
2.2.
2.3.
2.4.
2.5.

3.

Trees designated as "removal by arborist" shall be removed by a qualified arborist
"by hand,” to minimize potential for damage to remaining trees and roots.
Crews shall be directly supervised by a certified arborist.
Trucks and mechanized equipment shall not enter the fenced tree protection areas.
Stumps shall be ground out. Roots shall remain to minimize erosion potential.
Stump grinding shall be with small machines specifically designed for that
purpose. No stumps shall be excavated except as described herein. Stumps shall
be ground not more than 6" below grade and care must be taken to minimize
damage to roots of retained trees.
Tree protection fence

3.1.
3.2.

3.3.

Typically, install after root pruning and prior to clearing and grading.
Fence shall be 4' high, 14-gauge welded wire fence mounted on 6' steel "t" posts
spaced not more than 10' apart. Fence shall be attached to posts using galvanized
steel clips or aluminum ties. Plastic "zip" ties shall not be used. (See detail below
and Appendix C)
Tree protection area signs shall be affixed to all tree protection fencing at 50'
spacing average. Signs shall not be affixed directly to trees. (See Appendix C
and Appendix F) .

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA

11

August 2010

Exhibit 4
Page 19 of 39

3.4.
3.5.

Silt fence shall be coordinated for installation to enhance protection and avoid
unnecessary root cuts by silt fence installation.
Fence may be removed only after all construction and final landscaping is
complete and with project arborist approval.

4.

Root prune
4.1.
4.2.

The exact location and depth will be determined by project arborist during the
pre-construction meeting. (See detail in Appendix C).
Hand prune roots over 1" diameter within CRZ' of significant trees. Steep slopes,
deep excavations, and pavement/curb removal will be reviewed when open for
hand root pruning during construction.
Coordinate with silt fence installation to minimize unnecessary root damage.
Root pruning shall be performed by a certified arborist.

4.3.
4.4.
5.

Wood chip mulch
5.1.
5.2.
5.3.

5.4.
6.

Install mulch bed rings for designated significant trees or provide continuous
mulch strip 10' to 15' wide drip line and within preserved CRZ areas.
Mulch shall be installed to a depth of 4".
Mulch shall be double ground shredded hardwood, aged for at least 6 months
from an approved source. Insufficiently or improperly aged mulch containing
high bacterial counts or high levels of bark or other materials resistant to
decomposition shall not be used. Mulch shall not contact trunk of trees.
Edging is neither necessary nor desirable for this operation.
Construction monitoring/inspections

6.1.

7.

A certified arborist shall make regular weekly inspections during active
construction and demolition and provide reports to the owner and project arborist.
Reports shall document condition of tree protection devices and provide
recommendations for maintenance and/or additional care.
Miscellaneous tree protection requirements

7.1.
7.2.
7.3.
8.

No toxic materials shall be stored within 100' of tree protection areas.
All work in or near tree protection areas shall be performed in a manner to
minimize damage to trees, shrubs, ground cover, soil, and root systems.
Mechanized equipment shall not be permitted to enter any tree protection areas.
Canopy pruning and support cables

8.1.

8.2.

Canopy pruning shall be cleaning pruning and/or restoration pruning and shall be
in conformance with current ANSI A300 standards and ISA Best Management
Practices.
Pruning shall remove only dead, dying, damaged, or broken branches greater than
1" in diameter. Pruning of small trees may include removal of limbs to improve
structure.

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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8.3.

Foliage removal shall not be more than 25% of the total live canopy volume of
any tree in any one season. Pruning shall not remove interior branching except as
otherwise stated.
Pruning for specific clearance (for construction access or proposed
improvements) shall be reviewed and approved by the owner and project arborist.
Support cables (if required) shall be installed in conformance with current ANSI
A300 standards and ISA Best Management Practices.

8.4.
8.5.
9.

Construction strategies for tree protection
9.1.

Construction staging, stockpiling equipment storage, etc. Shall be limited to areas
of existing pavement and areas within the dripline except as otherwise noted.
Proposed landscape plantings inside tree protection areas shall be installed by
hand. Mechanized equipment shall not be used within tree protection areas to
excavate for plantings or for staging plant material.
Coordinate planting locations within CRZ’ with the contract arborist to avoid
unnecessary root damage. Planting pits within CRZ’ should be dug by hand.
Roots greater than 1.5" should not be cut.

9.2.

9.3.

10.

Soil care/fertilization
10.1.

10.2.

10.3.

11.

Initial soil testing within tree protection areas is recommended. Conduct
individual soil tests for separate tree protection areas (small adjacent areas may be
tested together). Soil test shall be a representative sample from each area.
Treatments to the tree protection areas for specified trees (see TPAK) shall be
based on the results of the soil analysis. Fertilization shall be consistent with the
recommendations of the ANSI A300 (part 2) tree, shrub, and other woody plant
maintenance – standard practices (fertilization) 2004.
Application rates shall not exceed a rate of 1 pound of actual slow released
nitrogen per 1,000 square feet annually. Fertilizer used should include humic
acids, soluble seaweed extracts, and soil biological inoculants.

Tree condition monitoring inspections
11.1.

11.2.

11.3.

Contract arborist shall provide monitoring of the condition of retained trees in tree
protection areas, and treatment of detrimental conditions (insects, diseases,
nutrient deficiencies, soil moisture, etc.), as they occur, or as appropriate for
effective management.
Inspections shall be performed at least monthly during the growing season,
beginning prior to construction and continuing throughout construction and for at
least one year subsequent to completion of construction activities.
A written summary report including specific treatments made and
recommendations for additional treatments should be provided to the owner and
project arborist subsequent to each inspection.

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Additional Notes
1. Owner shall verify all tree locations and conditions prior to construction and/or treatment
or removal.
2. Pre-construction meeting shall be held prior to commencement of demolition/
construction activity. Town urban forester, owner, design team members (project
arborist, landscape architect, engineer, and architect), contract arborist, site, and
landscape contractors shall attend.
3. The inspection of these trees consisted solely of a visual inspection from the ground.
While more thorough techniques are available for inspection and evaluation, they were
neither requested nor considered necessary or appropriate at this time.
4. Trees rated "poor" or "dead" that are not recommended for removal due to construction
impact may warrant further evaluation and/or treatment or removal.

See Appendix C for Details.
Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Appendix B – Site Map Showing Significant Trees
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Appendix C – Standard Detail of Tree Protection Measures
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Appendix E – Tree Protection Action Key
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12' from tree #3, 10" dead stub with weak
crotch, poor top
17' from tree #4, 7' from H2O tower, hangers,
poor top, large gird roots on house side, large
limb over tower
34' from tree #5, 11' from house, codom@10',
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12' from tree #6, 10' from house, service drop
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13' from tree #9, 8' from house, large 10" limbs
over house, main leader leans over house,
lower limbs touch roof, dense deadwood in
canopy, old unhealed stubs on trunk
6' from tree #10, close to shed, severe lean
towards tree #12, some lower foliage, crowded
dense deadwood canopy, poor top.
23' from tree #11, dense deadwood canopy,
lean towards house, large lower limb 7' off
ground, poor top structure
12' from tree #12, dense deadwood canopy
(combined w/12), downward (heavy end weight)
limbs, cracked branches, unhealed stubs on
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Condition Notes

Narrow Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Compacted Soils, Root Dam/Decay, Trunk Decay,
Broken Limbs, Weak Union, Suppressed, Stressed,
Trunk Scar,
One Sided, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Compacted Soils, Root Dam/Decay, Trunk Decay,
Broken Limbs, Suppressed, Stressed,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Compacted Soils, Broken Limbs, Suppressed,
Narrow Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Compacted Soils, Trunk Decay, Branch Decay, Broken
Limbs, Weak Union, Suppressed, Stressed,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Compacted Soils, Broken Limbs, Suppressed,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"), Trunk
Decay, Branch Decay, Broken Limbs, Included Bark,
Weak Union, Suppressed, Stressed,
Narrow Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Broken Limbs, Suppressed, Stressed, Overhead Utility,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"), Broken
Limbs, Suppressed,
Narrow Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Suppressed, Stressed,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"), Trunk
Decay, Broken Limbs, Suppressed,
Narrow Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"),
Broken Limbs, Suppressed, Stressed,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"), Trunk
Decay, Branch Decay, Broken Limbs, Suppressed,
Full Crown, Large DW (3"+), Small DW (1-2"), Trunk
Decay, Branch Decay, Broken Limbs,
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Appendix F – Tree Protection Sign

WARNING
TREE PROTECTION ZONE (TPZ)
• No grade change, storage of materials, vehicles or
equipment is permitted within this TPZ
• No cleaning of equipment near this TPZ
• No unauthorized entry
• This tree protection barrier must not be removed
without the written authorization of the County of San
Luis Obispo and Supervision by the Project Arborist

Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA

22

Exhibit 4
Page 27 of 39

Appendix G – Definitions
For the purpose of the guidelines set forth in the Tree Protection Plan and interpretation of
the standards and specifications therein, the following definitions shall apply:
Construction Site Management – refers to management of construction activities during
three phases of site development: pre-construction, construction, and post-construction.
These activities include BMPs for soils, shrubs, trees, drainage patterns, and irrigation
systems. Tree preservation is a special concern during construction because tree roots can
often extend throughout an entire site, and preservation of mature trees can increase property
value.
Critical Root Zone (CRZ) – the circular area around the base of a tree calculated as at least
half the distance to the trees drip line.
Development Project – means any construction activity including demolition, grading,
drainage improvements, new construction of main house or accessory structures, added
square footage to existing main house or accessory structures, site preparation and
landscaping.
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) – the diameter of the tree trunk at four feet (or 48 inches)
above natural grade level. The diameter may be calculated by using the following formula:
DBH= circumference at 4-feet/3.14.
Disturbance – refers to any construction or development activities that may damage trees.
Drip line – means the width of the tree, as measured by the lateral extent of the foliage.
Excessive Pruning – means removing in excess of 25 percent of the functioning branch
and/or leaf surface. Pruning in excess of 25 percent is injurious to the tree and is prohibited.
Injury – means bruising, scarring, tearing or breaking of roots, bark, trunk, branches or
foliage; chemical poisoning, including herbicide; and/or any other action, which is likely to
cause death or permanent damage to a tree.
Mechanical Injury – means a noninfectious injury, which can disrupt vascular flow,
introduce pathogens, and often leads to poor growth, a damaged appearance, or death of the
tree. Common causes of mechanical injury are contact by landscape maintenance equipment,
staking damage, vehicles, vandalism, weather, insects, and animals.
Monthly Inspection Report – means a monthly written report prepared by the Project
Arborist.
Project Arborist – means a tree care professional retained by the owner for overseeing onsite activity involving the welfare of the trees to be retained.
Project Manage – refers to either the person assigned to the construction project by the
department or the contractor who is responsible for managing the overall project. Project
management duties include schedule, budget, and related logistics, including construction site
management.
Protective Tree Fencing – means a temporary enclosure erected around a tree to be
protected at the boundary of the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ).
Root Buffer – a temporary layer of material to protect the soil texture and roots. The buffer
shall consist of a base course of tree chips spread over the root area to a minimum of 6-inch
(6”) depth, geotextile matting and capped by a layer of three-quarter-inch (¾”) quarry gravel
(as directed).
Site Plan (Base Map) – means a set of drawings (e.g. preliminary drawings, grading,
demolition, building, utilities, landscape, irrigation, tree survey, etc.) that show existing site
conditions and proposed landscape improvements, including trees to be removed, relocated
Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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or to be retained. Site plans shall include the following minimum information that may affect
trees:
A. Surveyed location, species, size, and drip line area of significant (including trees
located on neighboring property that overhang the project site) and Street Trees
within 30 feet of the project site.
B. Paving, concrete, trenching, or grade change located within the Tree Protection
Zone (TPZ).
C. Existing and proposed utility pathways.
D. Surface and subsurface drainage and aeration systems to be used.
E. Walls, tree wells, retaining walls, and grade change barriers, both temporary and
permanent.
F. Landscaping, irrigation, and lighting within TPZ of trees.
G. All of the final approved site plan sheets shall reference tree protection instructions.
Soil Compaction – the compression of soil particles that may result from the movement of
heavy machinery and trucks, storage of construction materials, structures, paving, etc., within
the tree protection zone. Soil compaction can result in atrophy of roots and potential death of
the tree, with symptoms often taking three to ten (3 to 10) years to manifest.
Soil Fracturing – means the loosening of hard or compacted soil around a tree.
Street Tree – means any tree growing within the street right of way, outside of private
property.
Tree Appraisal – means a method of determining the monetary value of a tree as it relates to
the real estate value of the property, neighborhood, or community.
Tree Protection Plan (TPP) – means a plan prepared by a Certified Arborist that outlines
measures to protect and preserve trees.
Tree Protection Zone, (TPZ) – means, unless otherwise specified by a Project Arborist and
City Staff, the area of tree protection with fenced enclosure.
Tree Protection Fencing – a temporary enclosure erected around a tree to be protected at the
boundary of the tree protection zone. Tree protection fencing should consist of, unless
otherwise indicated, six-foot (6’) high chain link fence, mounted on 2-inch diameter
galvanized iron posts, driven into the ground to a depth of at least two (2) spaced no more
than ten (10) feet apart. The fence serves three primary functions: 1) to keep the crown,
branch structure and trunk clear from direct contact and damage by equipment, materials or
disturbances; 2) to preserve roots and soil in an intact and non-compacted state; and 3) to
identify the tree protection zone in which no soil disturbance is permitted and activities are
restricted.
Trenching – means any excavation to provide irrigation, install foundations, utility lines,
services, pipe, drainage, or other property improvements below grade.
Verification of Tree Protection – means the Project Arborist shall verify, in writing, that all
pre-construction requirements have been met.
Vertical Mulching – means auguring, hydraulic or air excavation of vertical holes within a
tree's root zone to loosen and aerate the soil, typically to mitigate Soil Compaction.
Volunteer – seedlings or saplings of native or assimilated tree species that establish
themselves outside a parent tree canopy
Warning Sign – a warning sign shall be prominently displayed on each fence. The sign shall
be a minimum of 8.5 x 11 inches and clearly state: “WARNING – Tree Protection Zone –
This fence shall not be removed and any injury to this or these trees is subject to penalty.”
Marshall Lewis, 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
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Corporate Headquarters

September 1, 2010

1500 North Mantua Street
P.O. Box 5193
Kent, OH 44240-5193
330-673-5685

Dr. Marshall Lewis
Pacific Orthopedic Medical Group
2619 F Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Toll Free 1-800-828-8312
Fax: 330-673-0860

RE: Supplemental Information on the Arborist Report for 709 Lucerne, Cayucos, CA
Dear Dr. Lewis:

Western Region Office
7627 Morro Road
Atascadero, CA 93422
805-461-7500
Fax: 805-461-8501
Direct 805-286-0181
Michael.bova@davey.com

Per your request, Davey Resource Group is providing supplemental and supporting
information for the project at 709 Lucerne in Cayucos, CA. The clarifications and
summarizations in this letter do not replace any information provided in the comprehensive
Arborist Report provided to you on August 23, 2010, but serves to address the specific
questions you had following the San Luis Obispo County Planning Meeting that was held on
August 26, 2010.
Of specific concern to you was whether landowners, who were seeking building permits, are
required to preserve any trees located on the development site. According to the County of
San Luis Obispo Coastal Land Use Ordinance Section (applicable sections with emphasis
added):
23.05.064 Tree Removal Standards
b. Removal criteria. A tree may be removed only when the tree is any of the
following:
(4) Obstructing existing or proposed improvements that cannot be reasonably
designed to avoid the need for tree removal or
(7) To be replaced by a tree that will provide equal or better shade, screening, solar
efficiency or visual amenity within a 10-year period, as verified in writing by a
registered landscape architect, licensed landscaping contractor or certified
nurseryman.
e. Preservation of trees and natural vegetation. New development shall
incorporate design techniques and methods that minimize the need for tree removal.
These sections indicate that you are not required to save all the trees on the site. The
restrictions placed on the development lot size are in conflict with the tree ordinances
making it difficult to avoid removing the trees. By denying the setback variance, the
Commission is attempting to save the trees. Any new development on the site would require
the variance so that there would be adequate building space. Therefore, the trees will
eventually need to be removed if development is to take place on the property.
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In addition, you expressed concern regarding the extent of tree roots and the success of tree preservation
measures when developing the property with the existing trees. Tree roots can extend up to three times
the diameter of a tree’s drip line or up to two times the trunk diameter measured at 54” above grade
(DBH). 1 DRG used an acceptable International Society of Arboriculture standard of 1.5 times a tree’s
DBH to determine a safe critical root zone (CRZ) as defined in the original Arborist Report submitted.
Of greater importance is the potential damage to the root plate, the area around the base of the tree that
contains the major structural or anchor roots (Figure 1).2 The smallest tree on the site had a DBH of 15
inches, giving it a CRZ of over 22 feet and a root plate of approximately 7.5 feet. Based on this
assessment and the proximity to the new structure, ten of the 13 trees on the site would suffer significant
damage to the root zone, resulting in irreparable damage to the trees stability and their ability to survive
the damage from construction.

Figure 1 Size of the structural root plate in relation to tree stem diameter. Trenching should
stay outside this radial distance to protect the root plate (Coder 1996).

Conclusions and Recommendations
San Luis Obispo County regulations require tree preservation only if design modifications can be made
and when sound arboricultural practices are acceptable or applicable to preserve the trees. DRG’s
original report demonstrated that only one tree, #3, should be preserved, and that the remaining trees
either were compromised by the proposed construction, or will inhibit the growth of the remaining tree.
In addition, it may be helpful to research the neighboring properties and their development permits, to
determine if the removal of Monterey Cypress trees were included in their permit applications. The fact
that your property contains a few remaining Cypress trees in the immediate area may indicate previous
rulings by the Planning Commission that authorized the removal of such trees.
Thank you once again and please feel free to contact me at 805-286-0181 or michael.bova@davey.com if
you would like more information or have any questions.
Sincerely,

Michael J. Bova
Michael J. Bova
Project Coordinator
Davey Resource Group
Certified Arborist WE3372A

1
2

2004 Mississippi State University Extension Service.
Coder,K. 1996.Construction damage assessments: trees and sites. University of Georgia Cooperative Extension Service Forest
Resources Bulletin FOR96-39. Athens: University of Georgia: 23.

Exhibit 4
Page 31 of 39

Carolyn B. Leach Consulting, L.L.C.
444 Blume Street, Nipomo, CA 93444
(805)929-9020
W.C.I.S.A. Certified Arborist #727
August 3, 2012
Dr. Marshall S. Lewis
2619 F Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301
RE: 709 Lucerne Avenue, Cayucos, California
Dear Dr. Lewis:
I have completed my review of the project proposed for your property on Lucerne Avenue and
visited the site to view the existing trees. In addition, I have read the two previous Arborist’s
reports. I would now like to provide you with my opinions regarding the trees.
My expertise with Monterey cypress trees spans over 30 years as a horticulturist and arborist,
including at Cypress Ridge Golf Course and Development as landscape manager. My work
includes growing, planting, and caring for over 1,000 Monterey cypress ranging in size from
seedlings to mature specimens over 80 feet tall.
The plan that I reviewed is the Preliminary Grading Plan, sheets 1 and 2, were drawn by EDA,
dated June 24, 2010. The arborist’s reports were by Davey Resource Group (DRG), dated
August 24, 2010, and by Robert Schreiber, dated August 23, 2010.
My visit to the property took place on August 1, 2012.
Project Proposal
The project involves removal and rebuilding of the existing residence. The new structure will
include a below ground parking garage directly below the new home. Significant excavation will
occur to construct the structural foundation and all other below ground portions of the home.
Current Tree Condition
Thirteen Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa) trees exist on the site, located in a row along
the street frontage. In this report, I will refer to the trees by the numbering system in the DRG
report. I have also attached a sketch (Exhibit A) with this report indication the tree numbers. The
trees appear to have been planted approximately 30-50 years ago as part of the landscaping for
the existing residence. They vary is trunk diameter from 15 – 49 inches (as measured by DRG),
but at ground level their trunks flare out to up to seven feet wide (tree #13).
I found the trees to be in similar conditions as was reported and photographed by DRG two years
previously. In addition, I found a fair amount of cracked, twisted, and broken branches within the
canopies of the trees, especially in trees #12 and 13. All of the trees showed moderate vigor,
with the exception of tree #9, which was poor, and tree #7, which was very poor.
Trees #1 and 2 are undermined by cliff erosion. Tree #2 is leaning slightly over the cliff and holds
all of its canopy weight over the cliff.
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Lewis Arborist Report
709 Lucerne, Cayucos, California
Aug. 3, 2012
2

Impact of Project
As indicated by both previous Arborists reports, the project will have significant impacts to the site
trees. Trees #1-4 appear to be away from significant construction activity. Tree #5 is closer to
the construction area, as well as closer to the existing structure, but may be preserved by slightly
altering the work close to its trunk (see Exhibit B for additional mitigation). Trees #6-13 will have
a large amount (50%) of their root system removed during excavation work, including important
structural buttress roots. In addition, part of the above ground buttress and lower trunk areas will
be removed at trees #6, 8, 9, 10, and 13.
The removal of roots and buttresses at these trees will result in immediate severe structural
compromise to the trees. Entire tree failure could occur at any time, including during construction
work while work crews are present beneath the trees. The trees could fall in any direction,
including onto the roadway.
Should trees #6-13 remain in place and the project built, the trees will be dehydrated from the
loss of roots, and become attractive to cypress bark borers. This ubiquitous insect is a frequent
cause of death in dry cypress trees in our area. The borers can kill a cypress tree within a few
months of initial attack.
Trees #1-5 can be preserved if protected during construction. This protection must begin before
any work on the project begins, including demolition of the existing structure. See Exhibit B for
additional mitigation measures to implement.
Trees to remain can be improved by pruning, which will reduce branching defects and remove
deadwood. In addition, their vigor and longevity can be improved by providing irrigation,
especially during dry summer months. Heavy branch weight can be reduced at trees #1 and 2,
which will reduce the “pull” of the trees over the cliff edge. This will not, however, diminish the
affect of further cliff erosion beneath the trees due to wave or rainfall action on the soil. See
Exhibit B for further pruning recommendations.
Review of DRG and Schreiber Reports
The DRG report provides detailed information on the condition of each individual tree. I agree
with their findings of tree characteristics, such as poor structure and crowded canopies. Several
of the trees they classed as “fair” I showed as “moderate”. Their conclusion that the removal of
50% of the roots will cause death and / or instability is correct. They state that tree #5 should be
removed, but this may not be the case if the northwest corner of the house (specifically the
landscape wall extension) has an altered foundation that reduces the amount of grading. They
also state that trees #1, 2, and 4 are contributing to the decline of tree #3 – which I disagree with.
DRG also recommends replacing the removed trees with other species, while I believe Monterey
cypress are a good replacement species. The DRG protection plan is very good.
The report that Robert Schreiber provides is more general in nature, and it provides no individual
assessment of the trees. His characterization of the property as being in a “wind corridor” lacks
th
foundation. In the 4 paragraph of page one, he states that if you remove any trees at this
property, the remaining will be subject to wind-throw, and he provides a quote from Methany &
Clark’s Trees and Development (1998) as his basis. I believe the quote has been taken out of
context, as the authors are discussing suppressed trees in large stands. I have provided the
entire paragraph in Exhibit C at the end of this report.
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Lewis Arborist Report
709 Lucerne, Cayucos, California
Aug. 3, 2012
3

I agree with Schreiber that it appears there is no reasonable site alternative for this project that
will not have a high impact on the trees. He believes that Monterey cypress is more intolerant of
construction disturbance than other species – in my experience that has not been the case.
Conclusions
All three arborists agree that, at least for trees #6-13, that the trees will not survive the impacts of
the project. Where we differ is in our conclusions. I agree with the DRG report that trees #6-13
should be removed and mitigated. I believe that trees #1-5 can remain. Schreiber believes the
project should be re-designed with “removal of the basement and excavation portions” - yet he
admits that there is no reasonable site alternative. He also believes the root protection zone
should be 1.25 feet for every inch of trunk diameter – which is up to 61 feet away from the trees.
That would put the new house or other improvements on the cliff face, cantilevered over the
ocean.
Should the project go forward, and replacement trees be planted for mitigation, I am providing
information on the growth rates on Monterey cypress on Exhibit D within this report.
Please let me know if you have any further questions.
Sincerely,

Carolyn B. Leach
Consulting Arborist

Limiting Conditions
Information in this report covers only the trees examined and reflects the conditions of the trees at the time
of inspection. There is no warranty, either express or implied, that the subject trees will not develop
problems or deficiencies in the future. Sources of information used in this report are accepted as standard
resources; however, the author cannot guarantee the accuracy of information provided by others.
Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply the right of publication or use for any purpose by
any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior written consent of the consultant. Loss
or alteration of this report invalidates the entire report. The inspection is limited to visual examination of tree
location, as viewed from the ground, without dissection, excavation, probing, or coring. No review of tree
structural conditions or hazard potential has been provided.
No part of this report is to be viewed as engineering, surveying, or any other trade other than arboriculture.
All recommended design changes are to be reviewed by the appropriate professional prior to implementing.
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EXHIBIT A – Tree Locations
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EXHIBIT B – Additional mitigation for trees #1 – 5:

1. No grading shall occur within 12 feet of trees #1-4. Support new sidewalk using
alternative methods. Should retaining walls be installed in this area, they shall be the
type requiring no footing.
2. Tree Protection shall be as shown in the DRG report of August 24, 2010, and shall be
with the approval of the Project Arborist.
3. Demolition of the existing structure shall occur in such a manner as to provide continual
protection of the roots and soil areas beneath tree #1 – 5. Contractor shall exercise
caution to fell all materials away from the trees to remain. Contractor shall work with
Project Arborist to develop an effective strategy for the demolition phase of the work.
This may include using smaller equipment, such as a backhoe positioned on the south
side of tree #5, which can more carefully pull the existing foundation material away from
the tree trunk. Project Arborist shall provide continual monitoring of the demolition and
excavation work directly adjacent to tree #5.
4. Site grading at Tree #5 shall be with the approval of the Project Arborist, and shall be
limited to grading for foundation construction only. No additional site grading or soil
contouring shall occur closer than eight feet from the trunk of Tree #5, and be further
limited to more than 20% impact to the entire root area. Any required site drainage shall
be accomplished using alternative methods.
5. Pruning shall occur as shown in the DRG report of August 24, 2010, and shall occur in
winter months only. Pruning for trees #1 and 2 shall remove approximately 50% of the
branch weight to reduce the pull of the tree over the cliff edge. Do not rope climb trees
#1 and 2 or any portion of any tree overhanging the cliff. Tree workers shall utilize a
bucket truck to perform work. Pruning for trees #3, 4, and 5 shall remove no more than
25% of the living canopy of these trees.
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EXHIBIT C
Trees and Development, 1998, Matheny and Clark, published by International Society of
Arboriculture, pg 71, second paragraph
“The best candidates for retention as single trees are those that have developed as individual
specimens because they typically have uniform canopies and well-tapered trunks. In some
cases, dominant trees that have developed in stands also can be retained alone. For the most
part, trees that have developed in stands, particularly intermediate and suppressed trees, will not
function well as individuals. They have tall, poorly tapered trunks, high, irregularly shaped
crowns, and are prone to failure and decline when their neighbors are removed. Not only are the
trees unstable, but they contribute little to the appearance or landscape quality of the new project.
They quickly become liabilities to the project rather than assets.”
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EXHIBIT D
Monterey Cypress Growth Rates

Size at planting - 24” or 36” box containers: 8’ tall and 6’ wide.

At 2 years: 12’ tall and 10’ wide
At 5 years: 15 – 18’ tall and 15’ wide
At 10 years: 24-26’ tall and 24’ wide

Note: this assumes proper planting, irrigation, and maintenance are provided

Growth results from Cypress Ridge Golf Course and Development, Arroyo Grande, California,
consisting of:
•

On-site nursery production from seedling to 36” boxed containers

•

200 mature cypress - to 80 feet tall

•

Total tree management area – 210 acres

•

Total cypress population – over 1,000 trees
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Dr. Marshall Lewis
c/o Marshall Lewis, Architect
2271 Benson Avenue
Cambria, California 93428
Subject:

220 High Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
(805)543-8539, (805)543-2171 fax
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January 18,2012
Project No. SL07201-3

FEB 0 6 2012

CAL\FORN'A

.

COASTAL COMMlSS\ON
CENTRAL COAST AREA

Discussion of Groundwater
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 1A is a Geologic Map of the
property and Plate 1B 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

Project No. SL07201-3

General Discussion

Plate 1A 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.

1

Date of Reading
December 28, 2011 (drill date)
Ja~~2012

2.4

TABLE 1 -GROUND WATER LEVELS
Groundwater Level PZ-1 (depth Groundwater Level PZ-2 (depth I
of PZ-2 is 25.65 feet bls)
I
of PZ-1 is 13.5 feet bls)
No water
24.5 feet bls
l
24.3 5 feet bls
No water
i

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
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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: 064281-009, 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.
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GeoSolutions, Inc.
220 High Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

BORING NO.

PZ-1

JOB NO.

SL07201-3

DRILLING INFORMATION

PROJECT INFORMATION

Mobile B24
DRILL RIG:
8 Inches
HOLE DIAMETER
SAMPLING METHODNone
HOLE ELEVATION: Not Recorded

PROJECT:
709 Lucerne
DRILLING LOCATION:See Figure 2: Site Plan
DATE DRILLED:
December 28,2011
LOGGED BY:
JK
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Depth of Groundwater: Not Encountered

$

fts

Q

-1

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

ML

~

-::=r=- . -=r
I

I

I

0

~

I

I

~

~ ~

"J

~

~

WELL

u~

AJ
£-,

CROSS-SECTION

"J

~

/

BENTONITE

PVC SOLID

-2

•

///
///
///

0

::I:

-4

••

0

•••

I:

-5
SANDY CLAY: brown, with minor
gravel, gravel 118 to 1/2 inches in
diameter, Qt, Terrace Deposits

sc

::I

/

/

///
///

•••••

••••

/

///

=:=c :
=c:::::r

-3

-7

~

:z:

"J

£-,

£-,

0

-6

~if~u

~

I

()

BE~ E-£

~ :i £

&

fg

Page 1 of2

:z:

;.:...
0
0

lJ

SOIL DESCRIPTION

0

Boring Terminated At: 14.0 Feet

-../:d

/ / / :"<::s."

PVC SCREEN

GRAVEL

/// ~0

".-".

......

///

~\

/ / /

~"<::s.'

:d

/// :.0-d

-~~

///;~

/ / / 6.<'

......

.:0'

:d

-8

~~-~

/
/

-9

~~-~

///~~

.. . ...

-10
-11

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

-13
-14

-15

/
/

///
///

I

:~~
~·

/// :.0-d

CL

-12

/
/

:.0~
~:Qi

/// o<
/ / '/ b
/ / / ~'f:::l'
/// ~o~
s :d
/ / / ;~
///

\

CAP

~~

:d

:d

:"<::s,< / / /
:d

os ///
os ///
: "<::s.<:. / / /

o< ///

: "<::s.<:. / / /
:d

os ///
os ///
:r::,< / / /

o< ///
:r:::,<:. / / /

:d///

os ///
::(S_< / / /

I

-19

-20
-21

-26

-27

-28
-29

-10

///

:r:::,<:. / / /

-18

-25

///

:"<::s.<:. / / /

-17

-24

/

o< ///

-16

-22

/

///
///
///
///
///
///

RECEIVE ~D
FEB 0 6 2012
CALIFO~NIA

COASTAL COMMISSI ~ N
CENTRAL COAST AR1 A

Exhibit 6
Page 6 of 11

A1

~· ·~

-

..; ii..

?.

fE
c

PERCOLATION LOG

GeoSolutions, Inc.
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220 High Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

BORING NO.

PZ-2

JOB NO.

SL07201-3

~

DRILLING INFORMATION

PROJECT INFORMATION

Mobile B24
DRILL RIG:
8 Inches
HOLE DIAMETER
SAMPLING METHODNone
HOLE ELEVATION: Not Recorded

PROJECT:
709 Lucerne
DRILLING LOCATION:See Figure 2: Site Plan
DATE DRILLED:
December 28, 2011
LOGGED BY:
JK
~

Depth of Groundwater: 24.5 Feet

Boring Terminated At: 25.8 Feet
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lOG OF BORING 81
CLIENT:
PROJECT:

one: 805-461-0965

Fax: 805-461-0161

LABORATORY DATA

FIELD DATA

Proposed Replacement Residence

LOCATION: 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
NUMBER: 09-6350

3124 El Camino Real Atascadero, CA 93422

Tele

Marshall Lewis MD

DRILLED: 7/23/2009

CLASS.

DRILLING METHOD(S):

r---r-r--:t--r--r:-rrnFFRRFi~IT--t-rTI MobJa 824 Auger onu Rig

GROUNDWATER INFORMATION:
No groundwater was encountered at lime or drining
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REMARKS:
Boring was bacl<fllled with auger clippings
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lOG OF BORiNG 82

M\::(iJ ~OTECHNICAL, INC.
3124 El Camino Real Atascadero, CA 93422
hone: 805-461-0965 Fax: 605-461-0161

Te

FIELD DATA

LABORATORY DATA

CLASS.

1---rlr--:lrr-r:-T:lmERiiDfGT-ITI-r--1

CLIENT:

Marshall Lewis MD

PROJECT:

Proposed Replacement Residence

LOCATION: 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
NUMBER:
09-6350

DRILLED: 7/23/2009
DRILLING METHOD(S):
Moble B24Auger Drill Rig

GROUNDWATER INFORMATION:
No groundwater was encountered at time of drilling
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N- STANDARD PENETRATION TEST RESISTANCE
P- POCKET PENETROMETER RESISTANCE
T- POCKET TORVANE SHEAR STRENGTH

REMARKS:
Boring was backfilled with auger clippings
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l OG OF BORING 83
CLIENT:

PROJECT: Proposed Replacement Residence
LOCATION: 709 Lucerne Road, Cayucos, CA
NUMBER:
09-6350

3124 El Camino Real Atascadero, CA 93422
Tele

one: 805-461-0965

FIELD DATA

Fax: 805-461-0161

CLASS.

LABORATORY DATA

Marshall Lewis MD

DATE
DRILLED: 7/25/2009
DRILLING METHOD(S):
Moble B24 Auger DriU Rig
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LEWIS REPLACEMENT RESIDENCE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
A‐3‐SLO‐11‐064
709 Lucerne Road
Cayucos
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Proposed Project
• Request to Construct a Replacement Single Family Dwelling on a
24,480 Sq.Ft parcel
• 3 Bedrooms / 3.5 Bathrooms
• Two Stories ‐ 4,555 Sq.Ft ( 2,845 Sq.Ft. Footprint)
• Subterranean Garage

• Property is currently developed with an older residence (1930’s)
• Existing residence does not comply with LCP setback requirements
• Located within the Bluff Setback and the Front Setback

• Existing residence does not comply with Building Code requirements
• No Structural Foundation, Seismic Standards, Energy Requirements, Fire Sprinklers, etc

• Modifications to bring the residence into compliance with Building Codes would
be cost prohibitive
• Impossible to modify existing house to comply with Certified LCP
Exhibit 8
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Location Map – Cayucos, CA
Highway 1

Ocean Avenue
Lucerne Road
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Overview of SLO County Regulatory Environment
• San Luis Obispo County has an LCP that has been
certified by your Commission
• The project is not requesting modifications to
standards
• The project is not requesting Variances
• The proposed replacement residence complies with
ALL provisions of the Certified LCP
Exhibit 8
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Project Site
• 24,480 Sq.Ft. Parcel
• The parcel is located on
the bluff side of Lucerne
Road
• Irregularly Shaped
Parcel
• The site is developed
with an existing SFD
• +/‐ 2,810 Sq.Ft. Footprint
Exhibit 8
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Project Site Constraints
• Irregularly Shaped Lot
• Triangular shape with base on the triangle aligned with Lucerne Road frontage

• Bluff Setbacks
– Setbacks range between 30‐40 feet and are applied to three of the four sides of
the parcel
– Bluff Setback significantly restricts the development envelope on the site
– Bluff Setback shifts development closer to Lucerne Drive
– Mandates Uniquely Shaped Building Envelope
– Bluff Setbacks reviewed and approved by Coastal Geologist Mark Johnsson

• Cypress Tress
– Street trees planted along the Lucerne Drive property frontage
– Critical root zone of the trees encroach into the entire development envelope of
the lot
Exhibit 8
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Many Changes were made to the Project through
the County Process
• Original project originally included a Variance for front
setback modification and encroachment into the bluff
setback
• Approved project is significantly different than the project
denied by the Planning Commission
• Variance Request Removed
• Elevations Revised to Reduce Mass
• Decreased Lineal Frontage
• Removed Cornerstone Features
• Increased Articulation

• Size of the House Reduced
• Footprint Reduced by 19%

• Lot Coverage Similar to Existing Residence on the Site
• 1% Increase

Project Revised to be Fully LCP Compliant
Exhibit 8
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Summary Table for Project Revisions
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Overall Property Boundary for
Context

Detailed Site Plan
Footprint of
Replacement House

Footprint of Existing
House

Bluff
Setback
Line
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Extensive Analysis of Issues Raised by the
Coastal Commissioners and the Appellants

•Visual Impacts
•Cypress Trees
•Groundwater / Spring
•Bluff Stability
Issues raised by Commissioners and Appellants
have been fully analyzed by Local Agency and
Coastal Commission Staff
Exhibit 8
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Compatibility / Visual Impacts
• The project site is within the Cayucos Urban Reserve Line
• Area does not have specific design standards in the adopted
Area Plan

• Area is not designated as a Special Community or a Small
Scale Neighborhood
• Other Neighborhoods and Streets in Cayucos have those designations

• Eclectic Neighborhood – Wide Range of Sizes and Styles
• Mix of Multi‐Family and Single Family Residences
• SFD sizes range between 1,400 sf – 5,700 sf
• MF sizes range between 3,000 sf‐ 8,500 sf

Project as Designed Complies with ALL LCP
Standards / Policies
Exhibit 8
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Size Consistent with Size of Other Homes in the Neighborhood

• Square Footage Information was
obtained from Assessor Records.
• Square Footages do not include
garage space, only living area.
Lewis Project
Proposed 4,555
sf

2,466 sf

3,701 sf

1,788 sf

2,656
sf

5,727
sf
4,432 sf
1,497
sf
4,315 sf

Condo
3,987 sf

Condos
8,417sf,
5,313sf,
4,405sf
5,538sf

1,755 sf

Info not
listed in
Assessor
Record
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Lot Coverage and Structure Frontage is Consistent with Existing
Development on the Site

Existing
Development

Proposed
Replacement Home
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Lot Coverage is Much Less than Adjacent Lots
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17’ to 25’ Deep Landscaped Front Yard

Landscaped Area 17’ – 25’

10 foot setback from Property Line
Back of Sidewalk
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Existing Residence and Street View
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Elevation Proposed by Applicant

Height = 20’ max
Footprint = 2,845 sf
Re‐Life Example of
Natural Stone / Copper Materials
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Ocean Avenue

Lucerne Road

View as seen from North Ocean Avenue
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View from above North Ocean Avenue
Illustrates Trees at 20 Year Growth
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SITE IS NOT VISIBLE
FROM HIGHWAY 1
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Highway 1 Northwest of Site
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Site As Seen From Highway 1 (1 of 2)
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Site As Seen From Highway 1 (2 of 2)
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Monterey Cypress Trees
• Ornamental street trees planted decades ago
• Health of the trees range between poor – fair
• Currently pose a hazard and have dropped limbs during recent
storm events
• Trees do not support habitat (confirmed by Coastal Staff,
Biologist, Arborist (s))
• The Critical Root Zones and Tree Protection Zones extend into
and beyond the designated building envelope

Any proposed development on this site, including
demolition and/or structural remodel of the
existing house and construction of the sidewalk,
would ultimately result in the demise of the trees.
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Critical Root Zone
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Proximity of Street Trees to Existing Development
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Arborist Reports
• Peer Review of the First Two Arborist Reports
• Recommended Retaining Five Trees North of the House
• Recommended Cypress Trees for Replacement Trees
5 Trees will be
Retained and
Protected

Exhibit 8
Page 28 of 42

View from above North Ocean Avenue
Illustrates Trees at 20 Year Growth
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Certified LCP Allows for Tree Removals

Removed Trees Replanted at a 2:1 ratio

Exhibit 8
Page 30 of 42

Spring – Impact of Basement on Groundwater
• Piezometers were installed to determine presence of
groundwater
• Groundwater encountered at 24.5 feet bls
• 13 feet below bottom of the garage
• Slope Stability Analysis and Construction
Recommendations ASSUMED presence of Groundwater

Groundwater is in
Terrace Deposits
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Lewis Property

Black Residence 2008
Black Property

Black Residence 2010

= Spring Located on the Black Property
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Basement – Bluff Stability
• The subterranean basement will not affect
the stability of the bluff. (Geosolutions)
• With recommendations developed by
Geosolutions (1‐26‐2011) and approved by
Dr. Mark Johnsson implemented during
construction, the project will IMPROVE
AND PROMOTE stability of the coastal
bluff.
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Extensive Geological Analysis for Site/Project
1. August 14, 2009 GeoSolutions ‐ Geological Coastal Bluff
Evaluation
2. September 9, 2009 GeoSolutions – Updated Geological
Coastal Bluff Evaluation
3. January 15, 2010 GeoSolutions ‐ Response to County
Comments
4. April 23, 2010 GeoSolutions ‐ Geologic Site Conditions
5. January 26, 2011 GeoSolutions – Review of Bluff Stability and
Seepage
6. January 18, 2012 GeoSolutions – Discussion of Groundwater

Coastal Staff Geologist Dr. Mark Johnsson and SLO
County Geologist Brian Papurello Concur with
Findings and Recommendations of Reports
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Neighborhood Support

Supporting Neighbors

Non‐Supporting Neighbors
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Louis and Sheryl Barbich
773 North Ocean Ave
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Lee Moss
637 Lucerne Rd
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Sam Peck
503 Lucerne Rd.
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Steve Rarig
641 Lucerne Rd.

Exhibit 8
Page 41 of 42

Conclusion
• Replacement Single Family Dwelling
• Several revisions made to the project during review by
Local Jurisdiction
• Project approved by SLO County Board of Supervisors
• is Fully Consistent with the LCP
• Project was approved by a 4‐1 Vote by the SLO County
Board of Supervisors
• Request the Coastal Commission approve the Coastal
Development Permit for this FULLY LCP COMPLIANT
project
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