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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
San Luis Obispo County, on behalf of a request by the underlying property owner 
Franco DeCicco, proposes to amend its Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan 
(LUP) by changing the land use designation of a 0.4-acre parcel (APN 064-263-036) in 
the unincorporated community of Cayucos from Commercial Retail (CR) to Residential 
Single-Family (RSF). The property is located just inland of Highway 1 near the southern 
entrance to the community where the Highway intersects Old Creek Road, about a mile 
or so south of downtown Cayucos.1  

Historically, a series of commercial businesses operated on the property, ranging from 
service stations to art galleries, but the site is currently vacant and covered with ruderal 
vegetation.2 Most recently, Mr. DeCicco proposed a 19-unit hotel on the site, but, 
following the completion of litigation filed by Mr. DeCicco against the Commission’s 
substantial issue determination (on which the Commission prevailed), the Commission 
denied the hotel on appeal in 2018, primarily due to concerns over its proposed size, 
scale, and massing in the public viewshed (CDP Application A-3-SLO-09-058 (Cayucos 
Del Mar Hotel)). If the proposed RSF property designation were to be approved by the 
Commission, Mr. DeCicco indicates that he intends to pursue a CDP to subdivide the 
property into four lots and to build a single-family home on each lot.  

 
1 The current property owner also owns the adjacent 0.24-acre property (APNs 064-263-025, -052 and -
053) that is designated RMF (Residential Multi-Family) and currently occupied by two single-family 
residences. Thus, together, the Applicant owns 0.64 acres (or nearly 28,000 square feet) of property that 
are f ramed in by Ocean Boulevard (the Highway frontage road), Old Creek Road, and Orville Avenue. 
2 Historically prior businesses operated out of a small building on the site that had been vacant in recent 
years, but the building was recently demolished (without the benefit of a CDP). The property owner 
indicates that none of the businesses on the site have been successful in the time since he has owned 
the property (since 1999). 
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The Coastal Act establishes that visitor-serving commercial uses, such as hotels and 
other overnight accommodations that are envisioned under the property’s existing CR 
LCP designation, are higher priority land uses in the coastal zone than residential uses 
envisioned under the proposed RSF designation. Proposed conversions from a higher 
to a lower priority use, as is proposed here, are thus strictly limited and are reviewed 
under a close lens because once such conversion to residential use has occurred, it is 
historically very unlikely that it will ever revert back to a visitor-serving use. That said, 
the Coastal Act does temper such provisions with other needs, including encouraging 
affordable housing and ensuring that new development is located in areas that can 
accommodate it, including in terms of public views and community character. Thus, the 
proposed amendment elicits the following questions: 1) is it appropriate to redesignate 
this property from a higher-priority visitor-serving use to a lower-priority residential one; 
and 2) if so, what type of residential use should be allowed on the site? The first 
question requires an analysis of both the property in question, including whether it is 
appropriate and suitable to provide for visitor-serving uses, as well as an analysis of the 
current supply of and demand for visitor-serving uses in the Cayucos area, including in 
relation to whether adequate property is designated in the LCP for such higher priority 
uses. If the second question is reached, it then requires an analysis of the suitability of 
the site to accommodate higher or lower density residential or other development. 

With respect to the first question as it relates to the current supply of and demand for 
visitor-serving uses in Cayucos, Cayucos has a number of vacant and undeveloped CR 
properties currently available, as well as a relatively low annual overnight 
accommodations occupancy rate (albeit higher in prime summer months). In other 
words, it appears that the LCP has not circumscribed allowed uses in Cayucos in a way 
that it is necessary to retain all such properties, like this one, for CR uses and 
development, including with respect to overnight accommodations. Existing and 
potential visitor-serving stock appears to be appropriately accounted for overall in terms 
of designated sites and existing operations. At the same time, however, this site is 
unique as it is located in the southern part of town where there are no hotels or motels, 
and it is conveniently located just off of Highway 1 and about 150 yards from Morro 
Strand State Beach opposite the highway.3 Thus, it presents a dilemma of sorts in that 
respect as it relates not to the number or amount of visitor-serving sites in Cayucos, but 
rather their relative distribution and location in terms of key visitor-serving travel paths 
and destinations. In this case, and although a close call when all the evidence is 
evaluated, staff believes that some sort of re-designation from a higher to a lower 
priority LCP designation could be supported here if it helps to achieve other important 
Coastal Act and LCP objectives. 

Thus, to the next question, and namely the type of LCP designation that might be most 
appropriate in this case. Key to that analysis (if the property is to be designated for 
residential use) is what type and intensity of use might best accomplish such objectives. 
For example, although residential use is a lower priority in the coastal zone under the 

 
3 And while it is true that the Commission denied a CDP for Mr. DeCicco’s prior proposed hotel project at 
this site, that denial was due to concerns about the particulars of that project, and not because the 
Commission determined that this site was not appropriate for a hotel use. 
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Coastal Act, the Act also explicitly requires that affordable housing opportunities be 
encouraged. This is particularly the case given the State’s affordable housing crisis, 
particularly in the coastal zone and in areas where the very employees that form the 
foundation of local tourist economies, such as the economy in Cayucos, are often 
forced to live far from their jobs, leading to a series of problems, not the least of which is 
in terms of commutes and greenhouse gas contributions to global warming and sea 
level rise phenomena.  

Seen through that lens, one option would be to designate the site for affordable housing 
under the LCP. As indicated, this is a 0.4-acre property that is well located and could 
likely accommodate a fairly sizeable affordable housing project (recall that the prior 
proposed hotel had 19-units of varying sizes from studios, to 2-bedroom units, to 2-
bedroom suites). At the same time, the current property owner is not an affordable-
housing developer, and this could present its own challenges in terms of realizing such 
an objective in the relatively short-term. 

As a proxy for affordable housing the Commission has often looked to higher densities 
as leading to more affordable housing as a practical matter. In other words, whereas 
single-family residences have their own price points, typically quite high in the coastal 
zone (and the current median home price in Cayucos is $1.3 million), smaller and more 
units on a site compared to a single-family home can often lead to much more 
affordable housing in the same amount of space. Here, if the property were designated 
Residential Single-Family as proposed, it could accommodate one residence and one 
ADU, or up to 2 residences and 2 ADUs if it were subdivided.4 However, if it were to be 
designated Residential Multi-Family, the property could accommodate up to 6 multi-
family residential units without subdivision, and if the pending ADU ordinance were to 
be adopted, the site could provide up to 4 more units as an RMF site than as an RSF 
site. The RMF designation makes sense too as it simply extends the existing RMF 
designation that applies to most of the Highway-1-fronting properties in southern 
Cayucos onto this property, whereas an RSF designation would be the only so 
designated property in that area and would be isolated from adjacent RMF properties.5  

Staff is therefore recommending that the Commission deny the LCP amendment as 
submitted and approve the amendment with a modification to change the land use 
designation for the property to Residential Multi-Family (RMF). The property owner and 
the County have stated that they are amenable to this modification. The required 
motions and resolutions are found on page 6 below. 

Staff Note: LCP Amendment Action Deadline  
This proposed LCP amendment was filed as complete on August 30, 2021. The 

 
4 Under the LCP, the minimum parcel size for subdivisions in RSF is 6,000 square feet, thus the subject 
property could be subdivided at most into two lots if it could otherwise be found consistent with other 
applicable LCP policies and obtain a CDP.  
5 And an RMF LCP designation also can allow single-family residential development under certain 
circumstances and, unless that allowance were to be eliminated for this site through this LCP 
amendment, the property owner could still pursue such single-family residential development here.  
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proposed amendment affects the LCP’s LUP, and the 90-working-day action deadline is 
January 6, 2022. Thus, unless the Commission extends the action deadline (it may be 
extended by up to one year), the Commission has until January 6, 2022 to take a final 
action on this LCP amendment. 

Therefore, if the Commission fails to take a final action in this case (e.g., if the 
Commission instead chooses to postpone/continue LCP amendment consideration), 
then staff recommends that, as part of such non-final action, the Commission extend the 
deadline for final Commission action on the proposed amendment by one year. To do 
so, staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of the motion will result 
in a new deadline for final Commission action on the proposed LCP amendment. The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
  
Motion: I move that the Commission extend the time limit to act on San Luis Obispo 
County Local Coastal Program Amendment Number LCP-3-SLO-21-0024-1-Part C to 
January 6, 2023, and I recommend a yes vote.  
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1. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed 
LCP amendment with suggested modifications. The Commission needs to make two 
motions on the LUP amendment in order to act on this recommendation.  

A. Deny the LUP Amendment as submitted 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion below. Failure of this motion will result in 
denial of the Land Use Plan amendment as submitted and the adoption of the following 
resolution and findings in this report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

Motion: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment LCP-3-
SLO-21-0024-1-Part C as submitted by San Luis Obispo County, and I 
recommend a no vote. 

Resolution to Deny: The Commission hereby denies certification of LCP 
Amendment Number LCP-3-SLO-21-0024-1-Part C as submitted by San Luis 
Obispo County and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the Land 
Use Plan Amendment as submitted does not conform with the policies of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the Amendment would not meet the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible 
alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the 
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of 
the Amendment as submitted. 

B. Certify the LUP Amendment with Suggested Modifications 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in 
certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment with suggested modifications and the 
adoption of the following resolution and the findings in this report. The motion to certify 
with suggested modifications passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
appointed Commissioners: 

Motion: I move that the Commission certify LCP Amendment Number LCP-3-SLO-
20-0024-1-Part C if it is modified as suggested in this staff report, and I recommend 
a yes vote. 

Resolution to Certify: The Commission hereby certifies LCP Amendment 
Number LCP-3-SLO-21-0024-1-Part C, if modified as suggested, and adopts the 
findings set forth below on grounds that the Land Use Plan Amendment with the 
suggested modifications conforms with the policies of Chapter 3 provisions of the 
Coastal Act. Certification of the Amendment if modified as suggested 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 plan on the environment, or 2) there 
are no further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the environment. 
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2. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
The Commission hereby suggests the following modification to the proposed Land Use 
Plan amendment. If San Luis Obispo County accepts the suggested modification within 
six months of Commission action (i.e., by April 15, 2022), by formal resolution of the 
Board of Supervisors, the modified amendment will become effective upon Commission 
concurrence with the Executive Director’s finding that this acceptance has been 
properly accomplished.  

1. Modify the Land Use Plan as follows: 
Modify the Land Use Designation for APN 064-263-036 from Commercial Retail 
(CR) to Residential Multi-Family (RMF). 

3. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
A. Proposed LCP amendment Description 
The amendment proposes to change the LCP LUP’s land use designation for a 0.4-acre 
parcel (APN 064-263-036) located at 2958 Orville Avenue within the unincorporated 
community of Cayucos from Commercial Retail (CR) to Residential Single-Family 
(RSF). The property is located just inland of Highway 1 near the southern entrance to 
the community where the Highway intersects Old Creek Road, about a mile or so south 
of downtown Cayucos (see Exhibit 1).6 The parcel is located adjacent to Residential 
Multi-Family (RMF) designated properties upcoast, with Residential Single-Family 
(RSF) designated properties on two sides (across Orville Avenue and Old Creek Road), 
and Highway 1 and the highway frontage road on its fourth side (see Exhibit 2). The 
property is a graded, semi-level lot that is currently vacant and covered with ruderal 
vegetation (see photo in Exhibit 4).7 The property is served by the Cayucos Sanitary 
District for wastewater services and County CSA10 for water services. If the proposed 
designation were to be changed, the property owner, Franco DeCicco, indicates that he 
intends to pursue a CDP to divide the 0.4-acre parcel into four lots and build four single-
family homes.8  

Historically, a series of commercial businesses operated on the property, and Mr. 
DeCicco indicates that the property was used as a gas station until 1978 (when the 
tanks were removed by Texaco); as an antique store from 1991 to 1996; as an auto 
detail shop, a window and floor retail store, a plumbing supply store, and an oil and filter 

 
6 The current property owner also owns the adjacent 0.24-acre property (APNs 064-263-025, -052 and -
053) that is designated RMF (Residential Multi-Family) and currently occupied by 2 single-family 
residences. Thus, together, the Applicant owns 0.64 acres (or nearly 28,000 square feet) of property that 
are f ramed in by Ocean Boulevard (the Highway frontage road), Old Creek Road, and Orville Avenue. 
7 Historically, prior businesses operated out of a small 1,100-square-foot building on the site that had 
been vacant in recent years, but the building was recently demolished (without the benefit of a CDP, but 
via non-CDP County authorization (San Luis Obispo County Permit No. PMTC2020-00097)). 
8 Such subdivision and home development would require a separate CDP from the County, and Mr. 
DeCicco has submitted such CDP application, which is currently not filed for County consideration 
pending the outcome of this proposed re-designation.  
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store until 2010; and as a glass art gallery and a succulent plant shop until 2018. Mr. 
DeCicco further indicates that none of the businesses on the site have been successful 
in the time since he has owned the property (since 1999). In 2005, Mr. DeCicco 
proposed to develop the site with a 2,238-square-foot restaurant/coffee shop and a 
1,560-square-foot retail convenience store, but abandoned the project after neighbors 
objected, claiming that they did not want the smells or traffic that a restaurant and 
convenience store would bring to the area.  

Subsequently, Mr. DeCicco pursued a CDP to subdivide the subject property and his 
adjacent property and to construct residential and hotel development on these 
properties. The County approved that CDP, and on appeal the Commission found that 
the County’s approval raised a substantial LCP conformance issue and took jurisdiction 
over the CDP application,9 primarily citing concerns related to the overall mass and 
scale, but also issues associated with the fact that the underground hotel parking was to 
be partially located on the residentially-designated portion of the site, questions about 
the hotel’s operating standards, and other project issues.10 Mr. DeCicco then changed 
his project to maintain the subdivision for both properties but not to pursue residential 
development, and proposed a 19-room hotel with underground parking. The CDP 
application for that project was denied by the Commission in 2018, primarily due to 
concerns over its proposed size, scale, and massing in the public viewshed, as well as 
similar concerns as had been articulated at the substantial issue phase of the appeal 
(CDP Application A-3-SLO-09-058 (Cayucos Del Mar Hotel)). 

Although the Commission did not indicate as much in denying his project, focusing 
instead on the issues with the project as proposed in that case and not the use in 
general, Mr. DeCicco apparently believes that the Commission will not approve a hotel 
on the subject site. Based on this belief, Mr. DeCicco has requested that the County 
change the LCP designation for the property to Residential Single-Family, and this 
proposed amendment would do just that. See Exhibit 3 for the proposed LUP re-
designation.  

B. Evaluation of Proposed LCP Amendment  
Standard of Review 
The proposed amendment affects the LCP’s LUP, and the standard of review for LUP 
amendments is that they must conform with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  

Applicable Coastal Act Policies 
The Coastal Act contains objectives and policies designed to protect, maintain, and 
enhance the quality of the coastal zone and coastal resources. This includes balancing 

 
9 The Commission found substantial issue on Appeal Number A-3-SLO-09-058 on August 12, 2009, and 
Mr. DeCicco subsequently sued the Commission over that determination, in part claiming that the 
County’s CDP decision was not appealable. Ultimately, the Commission prevailed in that litigation in the 
Second District Court of Appeal, where the Commission’s action was upheld in a published case. 
10 Commissioners also had questions about long-term stays and the potential conversion of the hotel to 
timeshares, the potential for toxins on the site, the adequacy of fire protection measures, and the potential 
for circulation impacts. 
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utilization of the coastal zone by taking into account the social and economic needs of 
the state, maximizing public access and public recreational opportunities to and along 
the coastline, assuring priority for visitor-serving uses on and near the coast (especially 
low-cost visitor opportunities), and broadly requiring that coastal resources be protected 
through LCP planning and coastal permitting. Relevant policies include:  

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 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public 
recreational opportunities are preferred. … 

Section 30222: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal 
recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or 
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent 
industry. 

Section 30223: Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses 
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

Section 30250: (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, 
except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous 
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, 
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate 
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. ... 

Section 30251: The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. 

Section 30252: The location and amount of new development should maintain 
and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or 
extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining 
residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal 
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access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) 
providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation ... 

Section 30253: New development shall do all of the following: … (d) Minimize 
energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. (e) Where appropriate, protect 
special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

While not part of Coastal Act Chapter 3 and thus not technically part of the legal 
standard of review for this proposed LUP change, the Coastal Act also provides 
relevant direction otherwise regarding this proposed amendment, including encouraging 
the provision of affordable housing and ensuring environmental justice in the coastal 
zone. 

Section 30007: Nothing in this division shall exempt local governments from 
meeting the requirements of state and federal law with respect to providing low- 
and moderate-income housing, replacement housing, relocation benefits, or any 
other obligation related to housing imposed by existing law or any law hereafter 
enacted.  

Section 30604(f): The commission shall encourage housing opportunities for 
persons of low and moderate income. In reviewing residential development 
applications for low- and moderate-income housing, as defined in paragraph (3) 
of subdivision (h) of Section 65589.5 of the Government Code, the issuing 
agency or the commission, on appeal, may not require measures that reduce 
residential densities below the density sought by an applicant if the density 
sought is within the permitted density or range of density established by local 
zoning plus the additional density permitted under Section 65915 of the 
Government Code, unless the issuing agency or the commission on appeal 
makes a finding, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the density 
sought by the applicant cannot feasibly be accommodated on the site in a 
manner that is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) or 
the certified local coastal program. 

Section 30604(g): The Legislature finds and declares that it is important for the 
commission to encourage the protection of existing and the provision of new 
affordable housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income in the 
coastal zone.  

Section 30604(h): When acting on a coastal development permit, the issuing 
agency, or the commission on appeal, may consider environmental justice, or the 
equitable distribution of environmental benefits throughout the state. 

Consistency Analysis 
Taken together, these Coastal Act policies seek to protect, provide for, and enhance 
coastal access and recreational opportunities for the public by prioritizing visitor-serving 
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uses and maximizing public access and recreational opportunities along the coastline 
while also protecting coastal resources more broadly. The Coastal Act’s access and 
recreation policies provide significant direction regarding not only protecting public 
recreational access, but also by requiring that access is provided and maximized. 
Specifically, Coastal Act Section 30210 requires that maximum public access and 
recreational opportunities be provided. This direction to maximize access and 
recreational opportunities represents a different threshold than to simply provide or 
protect such access and is fundamentally different from other like provisions in this 
respect. In other words, it is not enough to simply provide access to and along the 
coast, and not enough to simply protect such access; rather such access must also be 
maximized. This terminology distinguishes the Coastal Act in certain respects and 
provides fundamental direction with respect to projects and LCP amendments along the 
California coast that raise public access issues, such as this one. And one of the 
primary means to maximize public access is by providing for overnight 
accommodations, particularly lower-cost ones, and ensuring that there is enough land 
suitable for such uses. Doing so ensures that those not fortunate enough to live near 
the coast, including inland residents, can still access it. Thus, the Coastal Act 
establishes visitor-serving commercial uses, such as hotels and other accommodations, 
as higher priority land uses in the coastal zone, and a higher priority explicitly than 
residential uses (see Section 30222). 

But the Coastal Act does temper such provisions with other needs, including ensuring 
that new development is located in areas that can accommodate it, including in terms of 
public views and community character. And while visitor-serving commercial 
recreational uses (which are accommodated by the existing LCP’s Commercial-Retail 
(CR) designation that applies to the subject site) are explicitly a priority over residential 
uses at this location, the Coastal Act also encourages the provision of affordable 
housing and the consideration for ensuring equitable distribution of environmental 
benefits throughout the state (see Sections 30604(f), (g), and (h)). Thus, the proposed 
amendment elicits the following questions: 1) is it appropriate to redesignate this 
property from a higher-priority visitor-serving use to a lower-priority residential one; and 
2) if so, what type of residential use (or other use) should be allowed on the site? The 
first question requires an analysis of both the property in question, including whether it 
is appropriate and suitable to provide for visitor-serving uses, as well as an analysis of 
the current supply of and demand for visitor-serving uses in the Cayucos area, including 
in relation to whether adequate property is designated in the LCP for such higher priority 
uses. If the second question is reached, it then requires an analysis of the suitability of 
the site to accommodate higher or lower density residential or other development. 

With respect to the first question, the property is a relatively large property (that is nearly 
a half-acre in size), which tends to be a prerequisite for successful visitor-serving 
commercial overnight projects. Although located on the inland side of Highway 1, it is 
still walkable to multiple prime coastal access points. In fact, in addition to Morro Strand 
State Beach that is about 150 yards away across the highway, there are a dozen or 
more coastal access destinations within about a mile or so of the site (including at 
Cayucos State Beach, Sand Dollars Beach, Morro Bay Dog Beach, and the coastal bluff 
trails located between the Studio Drive neighborhood and Morro Bay Dog Beach), 
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including Studio Drive itself that provides a meandering walk along the coast and a 
number of individual beach access points just across the highway, and downtown 
Cayucos with its shops, restaurants, and the Cayucos Pier just upcoast. This site is also 
unique as it is located in the southern part of town where there are no hotels or motels, 
and it is located just off of Highway 1 in a convenient location for coastal visitors. In 
other words, the site appears uniquely situated to accommodate “visitor-serving 
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal 
recreation” as directed by Coastal Act Section 30222, such as an overnight 
accommodations’ use as is provided for by the existing LCP designation for the 
property. And while it is true that the Commission denied a CDP for Mr. DeCicco’s prior 
proposed hotel project at this site, that denial was due to concerns about the particulars 
of that project, and not because the Commission determined that this site was not 
appropriate for a hotel use.  

As regards the current supply of and demand for visitor-serving uses in Cayucos, there 
are 15 vacant Commercial Retail and/or Commercial Service11 designated properties 
near downtown Cayucos, and an additional 7 vacant CR lots south of there, or a total of 
some 22 vacant sites that could accommodate visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation in the 
community. In terms of existing overnight visitor accommodations, there are 10 motels, 
3 bed and breakfasts, 45 campsites, and 299 licensed short-term vacation rentals in 
Cayucos. Occupancy rates for overnight accommodations in Cayucos are around 88 to 
91 percent in the summer months, but only around 38 to 40 percent in the winter 
months, with an average occupancy rate throughout the year of about 67 percent.12 
Thus, even in the busiest months, occupancy rates in Cayucos do not typically reach 
100 percent.  

In short, Cayucos has a number of vacant and undeveloped CR/CS properties currently 
available, as well as a relatively low annual overnight accommodations occupancy rate 
(albeit higher in prime summer months). In other words, it appears that the LCP has not 
circumscribed allowed uses in Cayucos in a way that it is necessary to retain all such 
properties, like this one, for CR uses and development, including with respect to 
overnight accommodations. Existing and potential visitor-serving stock appears to be 
appropriately accounted for overall in terms of designated sites and existing operations. 
At the same time, however, this site is unique as it is located in the southern part of 
town where there are no hotels or motels, and it is conveniently located just off of 
Highway 1 and about 150 yards from Morro Strand State Beach opposite the highway. 
Thus, it presents a dilemma of sorts in that respect as it relates not to the number of 
visitor-serving sites in Cayucos, but rather their relative distribution and location in terms 
of key visitor-serving travel paths and destinations. In this case, and although a close 
call when all the evidence is evaluated, it appears that some sort of re-designation from 

 
11 Commercial Service (CS) is a similar LCP designation to CR under the LCP that also accommodates 
overnight accommodations, as well as retail services and light manufacturing. 
12 Data comes from nine hotels/motels in Cayucos.  
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a higher to a lower priority LCP designation could be supported here if it helps to 
achieve other important Coastal Act and LCP objectives. 

Thus, to the next question, and namely the type of LCP designation that might be most 
appropriate in this case. Key to that analysis (if the property is to be designated for 
residential use) is what type and intensity of use might best accomplish such objectives. 
For example, although residential use is a lower priority in the coastal zone under the 
Coastal Act, the Act also explicitly requires that affordable housing opportunities be 
encouraged. This is particularly the case given the State’s affordable housing crisis, 
particularly in the coastal zone and in areas where the very employees that form the 
foundation of local tourist economies, such as the economy in Cayucos, are often 
forced to live far from their jobs, leading to a series of problems, not the least of which is 
in terms of commutes and greenhouse gas contributions to global warming and sea 
level rise phenomena.  

Seen through that lens, one option would be to designate the site for affordable housing 
under the LCP. As indicated, this is a 0.4-acre property that is well located and could 
likely accommodate a fairly sizeable affordable housing project (recall that the prior 
proposed hotel had 19-units of varying sizes from studios, to 2-bedroom units, to 2-
bedroom suites). At the same time, the current property owner is not an affordable-
housing developer, and this could present its own challenges in terms of realizing such 
objectives in the relatively short-term. 

As a proxy for affordable housing, the Commission has often looked to higher densities 
as leading to more affordable housing as a practical matter. In other words, whereas 
single-family residences have their own price points, typically quite high in the coastal 
zone (and the current median home price in Cayucos is $1.3 million),13 smaller and 
more units on a site compared to a single-family home can often lead to much more 
affordable housing in the same amount of space. Here, if the site were re-designated 
Residential Single-Family as is proposed, it could potentially accommodate one single-
family residence and one accessory dwelling unit (ADU), and thus 2 total units.14 Even if 
the site were to be subdivided, at the most there could be two residential lots, and thus 
4 total units (one primary dwelling and one ADU per lot).15 If the currently pending ADU 
ordinance for Cayucos were to be adopted, the site could at most, with subdivision, 
accommodate up to 2 primary units, 2 ADUs, and 2 JADUs, or a total of 6 units. 
However, if the site were instead re-designated to Residential Multi-Family (RMF), it 
could accommodate up to 6 multi-family units under the current LCP.16 Although ADUs 

 
13 Per Realtor.com, September 24, 2021. 
14 IP Section 23.04.082 allows one single-family dwelling per lot, and IP Section 23.08.169 allows one 
ADU (currently referred to as a second unit under the LCP) per lot. 
15 The site is 0.4 acres or 17,424 square feet. The LCP’s minimum parcel size for subdivision purposes in 
RSF is 6,000 square feet (per IP Section 23.04.028). Thus, at most two such lots could be created 
through subdivision, and two such units could be developed on each lot.  
16 IP Section 23.04.084 uses an intensity factor to determine the maximum number of multi-family units 
allowed per acre, where such intensity factors are based on the type of road access, sewer service, and 
distance from the Central Business District. In this case, the site is over one mile from the Central 
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are not currently allowed in RMF, the currently pending ADU ordinance would allow up 
to 2 ADUs per RMF lot. Thus, if adopted, the site might be able to accommodate an 
additional 2 units, or an additional 4 units if subdivided,17 for a total of up to 10 multi-
family units. (All such scenarios presuming that such development can satisfy LCP 
requirements otherwise and obtain required CDPs.) Thus, at the current time, the site 
could accommodate up to 2 more units if it were designated RMF rather than RSF (6 
units to 4 units), and if the ADU ordinance is adopted (as is expected at this point), the 
site could accommodate up to 4 more units if it were designated RMF rather than RSF 
(10 units compared to 6 units).  

In addition, although the RMF designation allows for single-family dwellings,18 multi-
family dwellings are not an allowable use in the RSF designation, so a designation of 
RSF would preclude a multi-family option. In addition, the RMF designation also allows 
for bed and breakfasts, and this type of visitor-serving use would also be possible on 
this property in the future if it were so designated. Overall, the RMF designation would 
allow for more flexibility, including more potential residential units on the property, which 
in turn acts a proxy for more affordable units here. The RMF designation makes sense 
too as it simply extends to this site the existing RMF designation that applies to all of the 
properties located seaward of Orville Avenue and nearly all of the properties that front 
Highway 1 on the inland side of town in southern Cayucos (see Exhibit 2).19   

In conclusion, the Coastal Act explicitly establishes visitor-serving uses as a priority 
over residential uses at this location, and the site is currently designated in the LCP to 
accommodate such visitor-serving uses. Proposed conversions, such as this one, are 
thus strictly limited and reviewed under a close lens, including because once such 
conversion to residential use has occurred it is historically very unlikely that it will ever 
revert to a visitor-serving use. At the same time the Coastal Act somewhat tempers 
such provisions with other needs, including encouraging affordable housing. As the 
forgoing analysis shows, is appears appropriate to allow for a re-designation of the 
subject site; however, it needs to be redesignated in a manner that helps to achieve 
other important Coastal Act and LCP objectives. And while the Commission could 
designate the site for affordable housing or designate the site for multi-family residential 
of a certain density without the possibility that single-family residential uses could be 
pursued, these types of provisions are likely to present implementation challenges and 
stifle potential flexibility for future development here. Given the fact set as it applies to 
this case, the Commission instead extends the RMF designation to this site (see 

 
Business District, and thus qualifies for a “low intensity factor” that can accommodate a maximum of 15 
multi-family units per acre. Because the site is 0.4 acres, a maximum of six multi-family units could be 
accommodated. 
17 The RMF minimum lot size is the same as for RSF, so there could possibly be two lots and thus 4 
ADUs in such scenario. 
18 Unless that allowance were to be eliminated for this site through this LCP amendment, the property 
owner could still pursue such single-family residential development here.  
19 About a quarter of the properties there are designated CR, like the current designation for the subject 
site, but the remainder are designated RMF (and none are designated SFR). 
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Suggested Modification 1). As so modified, the Commission finds the re-designation 
consistent with the above-cited policies of the Coastal Act.  

C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code (within the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)) exempts local governments from the requirement of 
preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its activities and 
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of LCPs and LCP amendments. 
Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission; however, 
the Commission's LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources 
Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process. Thus, under CEQA Section 
21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each 
LCP or LCP amendment action.  

Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP or LCP amendment 
submittal, to find that the approval of the proposed LCP, as amended, does conform 
with CEQA provisions, including the requirement in CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that 
the amended LCP will not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment (see 
California Code of Regulations Title 14 Sections 13540(f) and 13555(b)).  

The County’s LCP amendment consists of an LUP amendment. As discussed above, 
the LUP amendment as originally submitted does not conform with, and is not adequate 
to carry out, the policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission has, therefore, suggested 
a modification to the proposed LUP amendment to include all feasible measures to 
ensure that potentially significant environmental impacts of new development are 
minimized to the maximum extent feasible consistent with the requirements of the 
Coastal Act. This modification represents the Commission’s analysis and thoughtful 
consideration of all significant environmental issues raised in public comments received, 
including with regard to potential direct and cumulative impacts of the proposed LUP 
amendment, as well as potential alternatives to the proposed amendment. As discussed 
in the preceding sections, the Commission’s suggested modification represents the 
most environmentally protective alternative to bring the proposed LUP amendment into 
conformity with the requirements of the Coastal Act.  

Therefore, the Commission finds that there are no other feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures under the meaning of CEQA that would further reduce the potential 
for significant adverse environmental impacts, and the proposed LUP amendment, as 
modified, conforms with CEQA.  
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