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Project location ............... From Shamel Park to Burton Drive, Cambria, San Luis Obispo County. 

Project description ......... Construct segments 1, 2, and 5 of the Cambria Cross Town Trail. Project 
includes approximately 1.75 miles of decomposed granite bicycle/pedestrian 
trail (width varies from 6 feet to 8 feet), extension of existing culverts, and 
construction of a bridge crossing of Santa Rosa Creek. Segment 1 is located 
on Winsdsor Blvd. between Shamel Park and Highway One. Segment 2 is 
located within Highway One right-of-way and adjacent to Santa Rosa Creek 
between Windsor Blvd. and Cambria Drive. Segment 5 is located from 
Cambria Drive to Burton Drive and includes a pedestrian/bicycle bridge 
crossing of Santa Rosa Creek at Bluebird Lane. 

File documents ................ San Luis Obispo County Certified Local Coastal Program; San Luis Obispo 
County Local Permit D020081P. 

Staff recommendation ... No Substantial Issue 

Summary of staff recommendation: San Luis Obispo County approved a Coastal development permit 
for the construction of segments 1, 2, and 5 of the Cambria Cross Town Trail, which includes 
approximately 1.75 miles of decomposed granite bicycle/pedestrian trails (width varies from 6 feet to 8 
feet), extension of existing culverts, and construction of a bridge crossing over Santa Rosa Creek. In 
general, the Appellant's claim that the County-approved project is inconsistent with the County's 
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) regarding the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas (ESHA), coastal watersheds, hazards, and visual and scenic resources. The standard of review is 
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the San Luis Obispo County certified Local Coastal Program. The issues raised by the appellant's do not 
raise a substantial issue regarding the project's conformance to the LCP. 

The LCP requires the protection of the natural hydrological and ecological functions of coastal streams, 
and new development must be compatible with the continuance of such habitats. In this case, alteration 
of the creek channel is not substantial and the project will not significantly disrupt ESHA. The 
approved is designed to minimize disturbance and associated hardscape within the creek corridor and 
includes a restoration plan to mitigate for the trimming of riparian vegetation associated with project 
construction. Thus, the riparian corridor is adequately protected as directed by the LCP. 

The LCP similarly protects coastal watersheds, including the water quality of Santa Rosa Creek. The 
project is located on the upper banks of the creek and some drainage into Santa Rosa Creek is likely to 
occur. Santa Rosa Creek provides habitat for such State and Federally listed species such as steelhead, 
tidewater goby, and red-legged frog. As proposed by the applicant and conditioned by the County, the 
project avoids construction during the rainy season, and includes drainage and erosion control measures 
to prevent sedimentation and protect coastal water quality. Thus, a substantial issue does not exist with 
respect to coastal watersheds. 

The LCP also requires that new development be sited and designed to ensure structural stability while 
not creating or contributing to creek bank erosion (Hazards Policies 1,2, and 3). The approved project 
requires the placement of abutments on both sides of the creek to support the proposed bridge crossing. 
In this case, the support structures have been setback from the top of the bank, limiting the need to alter 
the creek. The County-approved project has been conditioned with erosion and sedimentation control 
measures to avoid heightened bank erosion and maintain bank stability. The County Public Works 
Department has reviewed the project plans and did not note any drainage or hazard concerns. Thus, the 
appeal contentions related to coastal hazard areas do not raise a substantial issue. 

Finally, the LCP protects the Highway One viewshed and the "Special Community'' character of Main 
Street in Cambria. The cross-town pedestrian/bicycle trail is proposed to follow the banks of Santa Rosa 
creek and is the gateway into Cambria along Highway One. The site is important with respect to the 
character of the overall Highway One viewshed. The proposed structures (an at grade path and bridge) 
would not block views of the coast and would not significantly disrupt Cambria's Special Community 
commercial center. In fact, public access to and from the Main Street will be enhanced. The very limited 
amount of vegetation removal will not significantly disrupt the Highway One viewshed, nor will it 
change the character of the community. Consistent with the LCP, the proposed development would be 
protective of Cambria's character and the Highway One viewshed. ·The appeal contentions related to 
visual and scenic resources do not raise a substantial issue. 

While not addressed in the contentions of appeal, it is important to note that the project is a high priority 
use under the LCP because it promotes public access, coastal recreation, and visitor-serving uses. The 
proposed project provides for the implementation of portions of the Cambria Cross Town trail, linking 
popular visitor serving destinations with the coastline. While a number of issues are raised by the 
appeal, the overall benefits to public access and recreation far outweigh the insignificant impacts to 
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coastal resources posed by project implementation. Thus, Staff recommends that the Commission find 
that no substantial issue exists with respect to this project's conformance with the certified LCP. 
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1. Local Government Action 
On June 17, 2003, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors approved the proposed project 
subject to multiple conditions (see exhibit C for the County's findings and conditions on the project). 
Notice of the Board of Supervisors action on the coastal development permit (CDP) was received in the 
Commission's Central Coast District Office on July 7, 2003. The Commission's ten-working day appeal 
period for this action began on July 8, 2003 and concluded at 5pm on July 21, 2003. Several valid 
appeals (see below) were received during the appeal period. 

2.Appea1Procedures 
Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal of approved coastal development permits in 
jurisdictions with certified local coastal programs for development that is (1) between the sea and the 
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean 
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high tideline of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance; (2) on tidelands, 
submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream, or within 300 
feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff; (3) in a sensitive coastal resource area; (4) for 
counties, not designated as the principal permitted use under the zoning ordinance or zoning district 
map; and (5) any action on a major public works project or energy facility. This project is appealable 
because it is within 100 feet of Santa Rosa Creek, and is located in a sensitive coastal resource area. 

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does not 
conform to the standards set forth in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo coastal development 
permit hearing on an appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that "no substantial 
issue" is raised by such allegations. Under Section 30604(b ), if the Commission conducts a de novo 
hearing, the Commission must find that the proposed development is in conformity with the certified 
local coastal program. Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that the development 
is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter· 3 of the Coastal Act, if the 
project is located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water 
located within the coastal zone. Portions of this project is located between the nearest through public 
road (Highway One) and the sea and thus, this additional finding would need to be made in a de novo 
review in this case. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are the 
Applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their representatives), 
and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted 
in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo stage of an appeal. 

3. Appellant's Contentions 
The Appellants generally contend that the proposed project would negatively impact the special 
community along Main Street, the habitat of Santa Rosa Creek, marine water quality, and coastal 
hazards. Please see Exhibit D for the complete appeal documents. 

Please note that many of the Appellant's appeal contentions allege inconsistencies with a large number 
of County objectives, policies, and programs. Many of the references cited in the appeal are CEQA, and 
General Plan policies and not specific LCP policies. In addition, a large number of others are not 
specifically applicable to the project at hand (for example, the project is in conflict with the State Coastal 
Conservancy MOU to cover East-West Ranch land acquisition). As such, not all references in the appeal 
documents are analyzed or contained in the "applicable policies" sections of this staff report. The 
policies cited herein have been cited using the broadest possible construction of the appeal contentions 
so as to be as policy-inclusive as possible while not overly burdening the analysis with unnecessary 
detail. The complete San Luis Obispo County LCP is available for review at the Commission's Central 
Coast District office and is a substantive file document for these findings. In any case, specific LCP 
contentions cited in the appeal documents are addressed in full in these findings. 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



Appeal A-3-SL0-03-07 4 Staff Report 
Cambria Cross Town Trail 

Page 5 

4. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to 
the grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of substantial issue would bring the project under 
the jurisdiction of the Commission for hearing and action. 

Motion. I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-SL0-03-074 raises no 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under §30603 of 
the Coastal Act. 

Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue. Staff recommends a yes vote. Passage of this 
motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution 
and findings. If the Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the 
application de novo and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only 
by an affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present. 

Resolution To Find No Substantial Issue. The Commission hereby finds that Appeal Number A-
3-SL0-03-074 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed under §30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified 
Local Coastal Program. 

Recommended Findings and Declarations 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

5. Project Description 

A. Project Location 
The proposed project is located in the community of Cambria, within the North Coast Area of San Luis 
Obispo County. The construction of segments 1, 2, and 5 of the Cambria Cross Town Trail, which will 
be a total of 5 segments when completed, extends from Shamel Park located on the coastal bluffs to 
Burton drive on the east side of town. The project includes approximately 1.75 miles of decomposed 
granite bicycle/pedestrian trail (width varies from 6 feet to 8 feet) linking the east and west sides of 
town. Segment 1 is located on Winsdsor Blvd. between Shamel Park and Highway One. Segment 2 is 
located within Highway One right-of-way and adjacent to Santa Rosa Creek between Windsor Blvd. and 
Cambria Drive. Segment 5 is located from Cambria Drive to Burton Drive and includes a 
pedestrian/bicycle bridge crossing of Santa Rosa Creek at Bluebird Lane. 
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B. County Approved Project 
The proposed project has been in varying stages of review at the County level since the mid-1990's. 
Originally, the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) began developing preliminary plans for 
the "Santa Rosa Creek Trail", a multi-use Class I bicycle/pedestrian path that would follow Santa Rosa 
Creek through the entire community, connecting East and West villages. The proposed trail alignment 
followed the south side of Santa Rosa Creek. A portion of the trail (between Cambria Drive and Rodeo 
Grounds Road) was to be located on an easement offered by the East-West Ranch Corporation. 
However, after the easement offer was withdrawn in 1998, the CCSD worked with the community to 
redesign. the project. The revised project was renamed the "Cross Town Trail" and is the subject of this 
permit. 

In any case, the County approval that is the subject of this appeal includes the following: 

• Construction ofthe Cross town Trail segments 1, 2, and 5 (see Exhibits A and B). 

• Extending the length of 6 existing culverts. The amount of drainage flow path will remain the same 
for all culvert extensions. Construction will take place from above the existing culverts and away 
from the creek flow line. 

• Construction of one new stormwater inlet, which will connect with an existing culvert. 

• Installation of a new pedestrian and bicycle bridge at Bluebird Land (140 feet in length by 8 feet 
wide) at Santa Rosa Creek. The prefabricated bridge is composed of galvanized metal decking with 
safety rails 42 inches above the deck with 4 inch maximum opening. The abutment proposed on the 
north side of the bridge is set back approximately 35 feet from the top of bank. The abutment will be 
comprised of piles approximately 20 feet deep. The bridge abutment of the south side will be 
setback approximately 20 feet from the top of the bank and will consist of concrete retaining wall 
approximately 4 feet deep from existing ground surface. The bridge will be placed, via crane, on top 
of the abutments completely out of the creek channel and flowing water. (See Exhibit B for site plans 
and photo of a typical span bridge to be installed). 

• Approximately 1500 square feet of riparian vegetation removal and a revegetation plan identifying a 
replacement ratio of3:1located along the south bank of Santa Rosa Creek. 

• Staging areas are identified near the Water Treatment Facility and the Waste Water Treatment Plant. 
These areas are already disturbed. 

See exhibit B for County-approved site plans. See exhibit C for the County findings, and conditions 
approving the Applicant's proposed project. 
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6. Substantial Issue Findings 
The Appellant's contentions fall generally into 4 issue areas: habitat protection, community and visual 
character, hazards, and coastal watersheds. 1 Each of these is discussed in detail in the findings that 
follow. As summarized below, although these contentions raise LCP issues, these issues do not rise to 
the level of substantial issues with respect to the project's conformance with the San Luis Obispo 
CountyLCP. 

A. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

1. Applicable Policies 
Coastal streams and adjacent riparian areas are environmentally sensitive habitats. In general, these LCP 
provisions are intended to preserve and protect the natural hydrological system and ecological functions 
of coastal streams. 

Policy 1: Land Uses Within or Adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 
New development within or adjacent to locations of environmentally sensitive habitats (within 100 
feet unless sites further removed would significantly disrupt the habitat) shall not significantly 
disrupt the resource. Within an existing resource, only those uses dependent on such resources shall 
be allowed in the area [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PUSUANT TO SECTIONS 
23.07.170-178 OF THE COASTAL ZONE LAND USE ORDINANCE (CZLUO).} 

Policy 2: Permit Requirement 
As a condition of permit approval, the applicant is required to demonstrate that there will be no 
significant impact on sensitive habitats and that proposed development or activities will be 
consistent with the biological continuance of the habitat. This shall include an evaluation of the site 
prepared by a qualified professional which provides: a) the maximum feasible mitigation measures 
(where appropriate), and b) a program for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures where appropriate. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO 
SECTIONS 23.07.170-178 OF THE CZLUO.] 

Policy 3: Habitat Restoration 
The county or Coastal Commission should require the restoration of damaged habitats as a 
condition of approval when feasible. Detailed wetlands restoration criteria are discussed in Policy 
11. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 23.07.170 OF THE 
CZLUO.] 

Policy 23: Streambed Alteration 
Channelizations, dams or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams shall be limited to: a) 
necessary water supply projects, b) flood control projects when there are no other feasible methods 

1 
See exhibit D for the Appellant's complete appeal documents. 
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for protecting existing structures in the flood plain and where such protection is necessary for public 
safety or to protect existing development, and c) development where the purpose is to improve fish 
and wildlife habitat. All projects must employ the· best feasible mitigation measures. Maintenance 
and flood control facilities shall require a coastal development permit. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE 
IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 23.07.174 OF THE CZLUO.} 

Policy 24: Riparian Vegetation 
Cutting or alteration of naturally occurring vegetation that protects riparian habitat is not permitted 
except for permitted streambed alterations (defined in Policy 23) and where no feasible alternative 
exists or an issue of public safety exists. This policy does not apply to agricultural use of land where 
expanding vegetation is encroaching on established agricultural uses. Minor incidental public 
works projects may also be permitted where no feasible alternative exists including but not limited to 
utility lines, pipelines, driveways, and roads. Riparian vegetation shall not be removed to increase 
agricultural acreage unless it is demonstrated that no impairment of the functional capacity of the 
habitat will occur. Where permitted, such sections must not cause significant stream bank erosion, 
have a detrimental effect on water quality or quantity, or impair the wildlife habitat values of the 
area. This must be in accordance with the necessary permits required by Sections 1601 and 1603 of 
the California Fish and Game Code. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO 
SECTIONS 23.07.170-178 OF THE CZLUO.] 

Policy 29: Design of Trails In and Adjoining Sensitive Habitats 
San Luis Obispo County, or the appropriate public agency, shall ensure that the design of trails in 
and adjoining sensitive habitat areas shall minimize adverse impact on these areas. [THIS POLICY 
SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.} 

2. County-Approved Project 
The County-approved project is located adjacent to and over (bridge crossing) Santa Rosa Creek, an 
ecologically sensitive coastal stream. Santa Rosa Creek is known to support rare and important species 
such as Steelhead, Tidewater Goby, Southwestern pond turtle, and California Red Legged Frog. The 
County determined that the project would not adversely impact the habitat of Santa Rosa Creek. The 
removal of approximately 1500 square feet of willows was found to have a negligible impact on stream 
and riparian habitat. Nevertheless, the County required that the 1500 square feet of willows to be 
removed be mitigated at a 3: 1 ratio along the south bank of Santa Rosa Creek where riparian vegetation 
is thin. The County conditioned the project to include a mitigation and monitoring plan to avoid impacts 
to endangered species, submit an erosion and sedimentation control plan to reduce all construction 
related impacts to a less than significant level, and restoration of all disturbed areas to their original or 
natural condition through grading and revegetation. 

See County Final Local Action Notice in exhibit C. 
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3. Consistency with Applicable LCP Policies 
As detailed previously, Santa Rosa Creek supports rare and important species such as Tidewater Goby, 
Southwestern pond turtle, and California Red Legged Frog. Santa Rosa Creek is also known to support 
steelhead trout. The California Department of Fish and Game lists this creek as important steelhead 
habitat. Santa Rosa Creek forms a seasonal lagoon/wetland area in the late spring season. The LCP 
defines coastal streams and riparian areas as ESHA (LCP Policy 18). 

The proposed project includes segments 1, 2, and 5 of the Cambria Cross Town Trail. Segments 1, 2, 
and 5 are located adjacent to Santa Rosa Creek. Segment 5 also includes a pedestrian/bicycle bridge 
crossing Santa Rosa Creek. Consistent with the LCP, the trail is a permitted use within the LCP 
wetlands and riparian setback buffer (CZLUO Section 23.07.172(d)(l)). While limited vegetation 
clearing and trimming would occur (approximately 1500 square feet) much of the riparian willow 
canopy would be retained and preserved. Consistent with ESHA Policies 2 and 3, the County has 
required adequate mitigation in the form of biological monitoring and a willow restoration plan2

• As 
such, the alteration of the stream bank is not considered substantial. In addition, some amount of 
increased noise, and activities would be associated with pathway (i.e., since the new path would 
accommodate bike riders and pedestrians), however such increases would be mi1_1imal. 

Consistent with ESHA Policy 29, the trail design minimizes impacts to sensitive habitat areas. In 
particular, the bridge design limits impacts to the creek to the greatest degree possible. The abutments 
are setback 20-35 feet from the top of the bank and the bridge itselfwill be placed, via crane, on the top 
of the abutments, avoiding the need to place heavy equipment in the creek channel. (See Exhibit D for 
bridge detail) The project has been sensitively designed to avoid introducing additional sedimentation 
and/or urban pollutants into Santa Rosa Creek. This will be accomplished through replanting any 
disturbed areas (for continued filtering), extending existing culverts, and setting the pathway back from 
the top of bank. Together, these design elements minimize impacts to the top of bank. The County also 
conditioned the project to submit an erosion and sedimentation (see Exhibit C for the County 
conditions). 

Alternative alignments for the path have been considered. As described in the County staff report, the 
original design of Segment 2 (Along the north bank of Santa Rosa Creek, between Windsor Blvd. and 
Cambria Drive) has been changed to avoid sensitive habitat areas associated with the stream bank and 
relocate the path away from areas prone to erosion. Both the original and final designs include a 
crossing of Santa Rosa Creek via a pedestrian/bicycle bridge. In this case, the redesigned path appears to 
be more protective of the resource. 

4. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Conclusion 
The Appellant raises important questions associated with the proposed development. However, the 
County-approved project should not significantly disrupt ESHA, and will protect the biological 
continuance of the Santa Rosa Creek riparian corridor. The appeal contentions do not rise to the level of 

2 
Prepared by Habitat Restoration International, dated March 28, 2003 
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a substantial issue in terms of the project's conformance with the certified LCP's ESHA policies cited in 
this finding. 

B. Coastal Watersheds 

1. Applicable Policies 
The project is located in the Santa Rosa Creek watershed. The following policies apply: 

Policy 7: Siting of New Development 

Grading for the purpose of creating a site for a structure or other development shall be limited 
to slopes of less than 20 percent except: 

Existing lots of record in the Residential Single-Family category and where a residence cannot 
be feasibly sited on a slope less than 20 percent; 

When grading of an access road or driveway is necessary to provide access to an area of less 
than 20 percent slope where development is intended to occur, and where there is not less 
environmentally damaging alternative; 

The county may approve grading and siting of development on slopes between 20 percent and 30 
percent through Minor Use Permit, or Development Plan approval, if otherwise required by the 
CZLUO ... Grading and erosion control plans shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer 
and accompany any request to allow grading on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent. It 
shall also be demonstrated that the proposed grading is sensitive to the natural landform of the 
site and surrounding area. 

In all cases, siting of development and grading shall not occur within 100 feet of any 
environmentally sensitive habitat. In urban areas as defined by the USL, grading may encroach 
within the 100 foot setback when locating or siting principally permitted development, if 
application of the 100 foot setback renders the parcel physically unusable for the principally 
permitted use. Secondly, the 100 foot setback shall only be reduced to a point at which the 
principally permitted use, as modified as much as practical from a design standpoint, can be 
accomplished to no point less that the setback allowed by the planning area standard or 50 feet 
whichever is the greater distance. {THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PUSUANT TO 
CZLUO SECTIONS: 23.05.034 (GRADING) AND 23.04.021 (LAND DIVISIONS).] 

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 water courses. [THIS 
POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 
23.05.036 OF THE CZLUO.] 

California Coastal Commission 
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The County-approved project is located adjacent to and over (bridge crossing) Santa Rosa Creek, an 
ecologically sensitive coastal stream. The County conditioned the project to include erosion and 
sedimentation control plan to reduce all construction related impacts to a less than significant level, and 
restoration of all disturbed areas to their original or natural condition through grading and revegetation. 

See County Final Local Action Notice in exhibit C. 

3. Consistency with Applicable LCP Policies 
Policies 7 and 10 of the LCP speak to protecting coastal watersheds by limiting grading on steep slopes, 
and considering site drainage in the site design and assuring sedimentation and erosion control during 
and after construction. The proposed project has been sited away from Santa Rosa Creek to the greatest 
extent practicable. Construction will avoid the rainy season which will reduce the potential for runoff, 
sedimentation, and erosion into the creek habitat. Drainage and erosion control have been considered in 
the design through construction techniques (e.g. using driven piles for abutments rather than substantial 
stream bank alteration). In fact, the least environmentally damaging routing scheme for the new pathway 
has been included in the revised project description, which will avoid areas prone to erosion and 
sedimentation. The County conditions of approval include appropriate sedimentation and erosion 
control measures. For example, all disturbed areas will be revegetated with native riparian plant species 
to improve filtration and erosion control. 

4. Coastal Watershed Conclusion 
The Appellant raises important questions associated with the proposed development. However, the 
County-approved project should not significantly disrupt coastal watersheds and the quality of water in 
Santa Rosa Creek. The Commission finds that drainage as a result of this project will not cause erosion. 
With the County imposed conditions of approval, the appeal contentions do not rise to the level of a 
substantial issue in terms of the project's conformance with the certified LCP's coastal Watershed 
policies cited in this finding. 

C. Hazards 

1. Applicable Policies 
The following policies and standards are intended to guide the kinds, locations, and intensities of 
development in hazardous areas of the coastal zone. 

Hazards Policy 1: New Development. 
All new development proposed within areas subject to natural hazards from geologic or flood 
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conditions (including beach erosion) shall be located and designed to minimize risks to human 
life and property. Along the shoreline new development (with the exception of coastal-dependent 
uses or public recreation facilities) shall be designed so that shoreline protective devices (such 
as seawalls, cliff retaining walls, revetments, breakwaters, groins) that would substantially alter 
landforms or natural shoreline processes, will not be needed for the life of the structure. 
Construction of permanent structures on the beach shall be prohibited except for facilities 
necessary for public health and safety such as lifeguard towers. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE 
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.] 

Hazards Policy 2: Erosion and Geologic Stability. 
New development shall ensure structural stability while not creating or contributing to erosion 
or geological instability. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD AND 
PUSUANT TO SECTION 23.07.086.} 

Hazards Policy 3: Development Review in Hazard Areas. 
The county shall require a detailed review of development proposed within the geologic study 
area and flood hazard combining designations as indicated on the LUE maps for the coastal 
zone. The review shall be performed by a qualified registered and/or certified engineering 
geologist and shall be adequately detailed to provide recommendations and conclusions 
consistent with this plan. Residential, commercial, and industrial development shall be 
prohibited within the 100 year floodplain (1% chance of inundation in any year) as delineated in 
the Flood Hazard combining designation except for those areas within an urban reserve line. 
[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 23.07.082, 23.07.084, 
23.07.062 AND 23.07.066 OF THE CZLUO.} 

2. County-Approved Project 
The County-approved project is located on the upper banks of Santa Rosa Creek. This area is within or 
in some case, in close proximity to the mapped 1 00-year floodplain. In terms of coastal hazards, the 
County-approved project would locate pedestrian/bicycle paths on the upper banks of a coastal stream 
subject to flooding, as well as construct a bridge spanning the creek. The project has been designed and 
conditioned to ensure structural stability while not contributing to erosion or geologic instability (i.e., by 
replanting disturbed areas (for continued filtering), using pervious decomposed granite for the pathway 
that allows some percolation, and setting the project away from the top of the creek bank. Also, the 
County required the Applicant to prepare a geotechnical soils report and include the report 
recommendations into the bridge abutment construction plans (See Exhibit 3 -County Condition #6). 
Finally, exposed soils within the Highway One right-of-way shall be performed in accordance Caltrans 
standards (See Exhibit 3 -County Condition #13). 

See County-approved plans in exhibit B. 

California Coastal Commission 
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3. Consistency with Applicable LCP Policies 
LCP Policy 1 requires that all new development shall be sited and designed to minimize risks to human 
life and property. The issue most applicable here is the design and location of the bridge crossing. 
According to the project plans the prefabricated bridge and the supporting abutments are located outside 
of the flood way limits as shown on FEMA maps. In addition the height of the bridge span appears to be 
at a greater elevation the base flood elevation with full encroachment (see Exhibit B for bridge profile 
and flood datum). 

LCP Policy 2 requires that new development shall ensure structural stability while not creating or 
contributing to erosion or geologic instability. LCP Policy 3 requires detailed review of projects 
proposed within the geologic study are and flood hazard combining designation, which this is. The tops 
of the creek banks at this location are about 20 feet above the creek bed and the approximate location of 
the ordinary high water mark is 2-4 feet above the thalweg3 of the stream. Consistent with LCP Policies 
2 and 3, the project will minimize threats to life or property, and has been sited and designed to ensure 
structural stability while not contributing to creek bank erosion. The trail segment has been setback 
adequately from the top of the stream bank, has been conditioned to avoid construction during the rainy 
season, and includes sedimentation and erosion control measures to maintain bank stability. 

4. Hazards Conclusion 
The LCP requires new development to minimize risks to human life and property and not contribute to 
erosion or geologic instability. The County-approved project has been thoroughly reviewed by the 
Public Works Department and has been located far enough away from the top of the creek bank to 
ensure creek bank stability and away from flood prone areas. In addition, the County-approved project 
contains conditions requiring a drainage plan consistent with the LCP to ensure that the new 
development will not exacerbate erosion or geologic instability. Thus, the appeal contentions related to 
hazards do not raise a substantial issue. 

D. Visual and Scenic Resources 

1. Applicable Policies 
The Appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with Visual and Scenic Resource Policy 1 as 
follows: 

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 protected, and in visually degraded areas restored where feasible. [THIS 
POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.} 

3 
The thalweg is defined as a line on a topographical surface having everywhere the direction of greatest slope, and distinguished by having 

the lines of straight horizontal projection which cut all contours at right angles. 

California Coastal Commission 
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Policy 7 - Preservation of Trees and native Vegetation: The location and design of new 
development shall minimize the need for tree removal. When trees must be removed to 
accommodate new development or because they are determined to be a safety hazard, the site is 
to be replanted with similar species or other species which are reflective of the community 
character. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 23.05.064 
OF THE CZLUO.] 

In addition the Appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with the character of Cambria's 
Special Community. The LCP recognizes Cambria's East Village as a Special Community. The LCP 
states: 

Policy 6 - Special Communities and Small-Scale Neighborhoods: Within urbanized areas 
defined as small-scale neighborhoods or special communities, new development shall be 
designed and sited to compliment and be visually compatible with existing characteristics of the 
community which may include concerns for the scale of new structures, compatibility with 
unique or distinguished architectural historical style, or natural features that add to the overall 
attractiveness of the community. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD 
AND PUSUANT TO CHAPTER 23.11 (DEFINITIONS) OF THE CZLUO.] 

CZLUO Section 23.11.030 - Special Communities. Areas and communities with unique, 
visually pleasing characteristics which serve as visitor destination points and include: 

b. Cambria - Commercial and Recreation categories along Main Street. 

2. County-Approved Project 
The proposed cross-town trail extends from Shamel Park on the West side of Cambria along Main Street 
to Burton Drive on the East side of Cambria. The County approved a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across 
Santa Rosa Creek bringing the trail from Main Street to East-West Ranch. As a result the bridge will 
connect the commercial retain section of Cambria's East Village (a LCP designated Special Community) 
to the ranch and require limited removal of native vegetation. 

See County-approved plans in exhibit B. 

3. Consistency with Applicable LCP and Coastal Act Policies 
The LCP indicates that the commercial and recreation areas along Main Street are "Special 
Communities." In addition, the LCP requires that "unusual landforms, scenic vistas and sensitive 
habitats are to be preserved protected" (see applicable policies above). The Appellants claim that this is 
not the case because: ( 1) the willows that would be removed along Santa Rosa Creek would appreciably 
alter the overall aesthetic for travelers along Highway One; (2) users of the bridge will be a source of 
noise to nearby residences and business; and (3) motorists wanting to cross the bridge will park in front 
of the businesses next to the bridge approach, further increasing parking problems on Cambria's East 
side. 

California Coastal Commission 
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The Commission finds that the removal of a small amount of willow vegetation from this site will not 
appreciably alter the overall character of the riparian corridor of Santa Rosa Creek. The willows to be 
removed are a small part of the overall riparian corridor. Views of the overall riparian corridor from 
highway areas should be largely the same as current. As such, the effect of the vegetation removal on the 
surrounding area's character would be minimal. 

As to additional disturbances in the area, the Commission finds that the impact to the commercial area 
along Main Street would be insignificant. Development within this section of town is somewhat dense, 
and has been increasing in size. Pedestrian traffic, bicycling, and the general "hustle and bustle" of town 
activity are not atypical in this area. The structures proposed (bridge and pathways), while fairly plain in 
terms of architectural detail, are not wildly out of character with the surrounding the site (although a 
bridge does not currently exist here). So while the area will change slightly, the overall character of the 
area will not be substantially altered by the proposed project. 

4. Visual and Scenic Resource Conclusion 
The LCP protects the unique Main Street area of Cambria and requires development to be compatible 
with it. The County-approved project represents a public oriented development that is generally in 
character with development in this commercial area of town. Coastal views will not be blocked and the 
removal of attractive riparian vegetation along the banks of Santa Rosa Creek will be negligible. 
Therefore the appeal contentions related to visual and scenic resources do not raise a substantial issue. 

E. Substantial Issue Conclusion 
The LCP protects the habitat value of Santa Rosa Creek and the riparian corridor located there, coastal 
watersheds and water quality, development in hazard areas, and the community character of Main Street 
Cambria, its associated viewshed. The County-approved project will have a negligible impact on these 
public resources. In some respect the County-approved project will enhance other resources (e.g., public 
access and recreation opportunities.). Although the Appellant raises a series of valid coastal issues, the 
County-approved project has been designed in a manner that is sensitive to its important location and to 
the LCP issues required here. Accordingly, and as detailed in the above findings, the issues raised by the 
Appellant do not rise to the level of a substantial issue in terms of the project's conformance with the 
certified LCP policies cited in this staff report and the Commission declines to take jurisdiction over the 
coastal development permit for the project. 

California Coastal Commission 
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NOTICE OF FINAL COUNTY ACTION 

JUL 0 7 2003 

HEARING DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

LOCATED WITHIN COASTAL ZONE: @ NO 

The above-referenced application was approved on the above-referenced date by the following 
hearing body: 

San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors 

A copy of the findings and conditions is enclosed. The conditions of approval must be 
completed as set forth in this document. 

This action is appealable to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 
30603 and the Cpunty Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance 23.01.043. These regulations contain 
specific time limits to appeal, criteria, and procedures that must be followed to appeal this 
action. This appeal must be made directly to the California Coastal Commission Office. 
Contact the Commission's Santa Cruz Office at (408) 427-4863 for further information on appeal 
~cedures. If you have questions regarding your project, please contact your planner, __ 
v~ L~<-, at (805) 781-5600. If you have any questions regarding these procedures, please 

contact me at (805) 781-5600. 

Sincerely, 

~DEVELOPMENT CCC Exhibit Cd -(page _Lot _12._ pages) 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER • SAN LUIS OBISPO • CALIFORNIA 93408 • (805) 781-5600 

EMAIL: planning@co.slo.ca.us FAX: (805) 781-1242 - • WEBSITE: http://www.slocoplanbldg.com 
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IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

~Tu:::.:··e::z:s __ day June 17 1 20..Ql. 

PRESENT: ·supervisors Harry L. Ovitt; Shirley Bianchi, Peg Pinard, K.H. '~Katcho" 
Achadjian, and .Chairperson Michael P. Ryan 

ABSENT: None 

RESOLUTION NO. 2003-213 
JUL 0 7 2003 

-- C,·:,.!.fFO:=if·}!fJ. 
Crlvf\C::Tr·t r'r·r r.:,.~!r'c·~"'~J 

w I' I._ L•\ 1,~'•1 ·:! .' .)!t}l"o 

RESOLUTION AFFIRMING THE DECISION OF THgEtJTRAL CO.c~S{AFiEX 
HEARING OFFICER AND CONDITIONALLY APPROVING 

THE APPLICATION OF CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
FOR MINOR USE PERMIT/COASTA~DEVELOPMENT PERMIT D020081P 
I '. . 

The following resolution is now offered and read:. 

WHEREAS, on April 18, 2003, the Zoning Administrator of the County of San 
·-. 

Luis Obispo (hereinafter referred to as the "Hearing Officer") duly considered and 

conditionally approved the application of Cambria Community Services District for Minor 

Use PermiUCoastal Development Permit D020081 P; and 

WHEREAS, the Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Suzy Ficker, and the Coalition to 

Save Cambria and San Simeon, Cynthia Hawley have appealed the Hearing Officer's 

decision to the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo (hereinafter 

referred to as the "Board of Supervisors") pursuant to the applicable provisions· of 

Title 23 of the San Luis Obispo County Code; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was duly noticed at:~d conducted by the Board of 

Supervisors on June 17, 2003, and determination and decision was made on June 17, 

2003;and 

WHEREAS, at said hearing, the Board of Supervisors heard and received all oral 

and, written protests, objections, and evidence, which were made, presented, or filed, 

and all persons present were given the opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to 

any rnalt.ar reia~ir.g to said appeait;; ar.d 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has duly considered the appeals and finds · 

that the appeals should be denied and the decision of the Hearing Officer should be 

affirmed subject to the findings and conditions set forth below . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of 

Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo, State of California, as follows: C 
~c;~ ~xhibit __.;:=-
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1. That the recitals set forth hereinabove are true, correct and valid. 

2. That the Board of Supervisors makes all of the findings of fact and 

determinations set forth In Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference 

herein as though set forth in full. 

3. That the mitigated negative declaration prepared for this project by the 

Cambria Community Services District, as lead agency, was approved by the Cambria 

Community Services District as complete and adequate and as having been prepared 

in accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

4. That the Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency, certifies that It has 

I . '· reviewed and considered the information contained in the above mitigated negative 

declaration together with all comments received during the public review process prior 

to approving the project. 

5. That the appeals filed by Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Suzy Ficker, and the 

Coalition to Save Cambria and San Simeon, Cynthia Hawley are hereby denied and the 

decision of the Hearing Officer is affirmed and that the application of Cambria 

Community Services District for Minor Use PermiUCoastal Development Permit 

D020081 Pis hereby approved subject to the conditions of approval set forth in Exhibit 

B attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein as though set forth In full. 

Upon motion of Supervisor _.::;Bi=a:.::n.::.:ch::.:i=-----· seconded by Supervisor 

___ P__.;i_n_ar_d ____ , and on the following roll call vote, to wit: 

AYES: Supervisors Bianchi, Pinard, Ovitt, Achadj-ian, Chairperson Ryan 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAINING: None 

the.foregoing resolution is hereby adopted. 

Chairman of the Board of Supervisors 

ATTEST: 

Julie L. Rodewald 

t 
; 

• 

• 

•• ; 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

BY : ___ c_n_r:_n_IE_Il_l~_'l_.,l_H1_i._> ___ .Deputy ·clerk 
cc~ Exhibit ~ 
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[SEAL] 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL ~FFECT: 

JAMES B. LINDHOLM, JR. 
County Counsel 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

County of San Luis Obispo, 

) 
) ss. 
) 

I, Julie L. Rodewald . , County Clerk and ex-officio Clerk 
of the Board of Supervisors, in and for the County of San Luis Obispo, State of California, do 
hereby certify the foregoing to be a full, true and correct copy of an order made by the Board of 
Supervisors, 'as the same appears sp~~ad upon their minute book. 

WITNESS my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors, affixed this ___:2:.::3~--
day of June , 2003. · 

Julie L. Rodewald 

.. County Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk of the Board 

(SEAL) . ofSupe~~ 

ByC& .. -5---~~ec::u 
'f5epuly Clerk. 

1377lbjres.wpd 
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EXHIBIT A· FINDINGS D020081P 

CEQA 
A. The Board of Supervisors considered and relied on the previously adopted Mitigated Negative 

Declaration, dated 12-23-99 and filed 12-29-99 and the Categorical Exemption from the National 
Environmental Policy Act dated 10-2-00, because no substantial changes are proposed in the project 
which will require major revision of the previous Mitigated Negative Declaration, no substantial changes 
occur with respect to the circumstance under which the project is undertaken which will require major 
revision of the previous Mitigated Negative Declaration, and no new information of substantial 
importance has been identified which was not known at the time that the previous Mitigated Negative 
Declaration was adopted. 

Minor Use Permit 
B. . The proposed project or use is consistent with the San Luis Obispo County General Plan because the 

use is an allowed use and as conditioned is consistent with all of the General Plan policies. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

As conditioned, the proposed project or use satisfies all applicable provisions of Title 23 of the County 
Code. 

The establishment and subsequent operation or conduct of the use will not, because of the • 
circumstances and conditions applied in the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety or 
welfare of the general public or persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the use, or be 
detrimental or injurious to property or improve.ments in the vicinity of the use because the project does 
not generate activity that presents a potentia:r threat to the surrounding property and buildings. This 
project is subject to Ordinance and Building Code requirements designed to address health, safety and 
welfare concerns. · · 

I 

The proposed project or use Will not be inconsistent with the character of the immediate neighborhood 
or contrary to its orderly developmE!nt because the project is !'iimilar to, and will not conflict with, the 
surrounding lands and uses. ·-

The proposed project or use will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the safe capacity of all roads 
providing access to the project, either existing or to be Improved with the project because the project is 
located on roads constructed to a level able to handle any additional traffic associated with the project. 

' The proposed use is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act, because coastal access will not be effected by the project. 

Archeological Sensitive Area 
H. The site design and development incorporate adequate measures to ensure that archeological 

resources will be acceptably and adequately protected be~use no resources were found during the 
preliminary site survey and the project has been. conditioned in the event cultural resources are 
unearthed during construction. 

Sensitive Resource Area 
I. The project or use will not create significant adverse effects on the natural features of the site or 

vicinity that were the basis for the Sensitive Resource Area. designation, and will preserve and protect 
such features through the site design. Assegued & Associates prepared the Natural Environment 
Study/Biological Assessment, dated November 30 1999 that evaluated the project and recommended 
mitigation measures that are expected to lessen potential impacts to less than significant levels to • 
sensitive species and natural resources found along the trail alignment These mitigation measures 
have been included in the conditions of approval. The project has been conditioned for evidence of 

,-,·; :'~~{;~ ~:Xh ibit C.,.. permit o·r waiver of, f~om California Department of .Fish and Game, ~y Corps of Engi~~ers, and 
'"~ """' \&Y · · ~~ Regional Water Quality Control Board permit requarements. The project has been condataoned to 
i~pa:ge -~-Of .hL... pages) develop a restoration plan to mitigate the loss of riparian habitat. 

J. Natural features and topography have been considered in the design and siting of all proposed 
physical improvements, because the proposed trail and bridge has been designed to minimize ground 
'''1 ' .• ,. __ -'·---·---- --.J·~--·-l-1!-.- -.-A----~--- ---l- ..... 1 
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measures. 

K. Any proposed clearing of topsoil, trees, or other features is the minimum necessary to achieve safe 
and convenient access and siting of proposed structures, and will not create significant adverse effects 
on the identified sensitive resource, because vegetation removal and site disturbance have been 
minimized. 

L. The soil and subsoil conditions are suitable for any proposed excavation; site preparation and drainage 
improvements have been designed tci prevent soil erosion and sedimentation of streams through 
undue surface runoff, because, as conditioned, the project meets drainage and erosion control 
standards specified by the County Public Works Department. 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 
M. There will be no significant negative impact on the identified sensitive habitat and the proposed project 

will be consistent with the biological continuance of the habitat. 

N. The proposed use will not significantly disrupt the habitat. 

Streams and Riparian Vegetation 
0. The location of the trail within the creek bank buffer is a permitted use and has considered the 

specifics of the site including erosion potenti~l{intensity of proposed activity, habitat value of the area 
and the project is conditioned for permits, o(waiver of permits, from California Department of Fish and 
Game, the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the California State Water Resources Control Board, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board . 



• 
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EXHIBIT 8 ·CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL D020081P 

Approved Development 

1. This approval authorizes: 

a. The construction of the Cambria Cross Town Trail Segments 1, 2, and 5. The proposed Cross 
Town Trail Project (Segments 1 and 2) starts at Shamel Park on the west, proceeds to the 
north bank of Santa Rosa Creek across the existing Windsor Boulevard Bridge, and travels 
eastward along the north bank of the creek to Cambria Drive. At Bluebird Lane, Segment 5 of 
the trail will start again and travel south on Bluebird Lane to a proposed bridge that will span the 
Santa Rosa Creek. The trail will continue along the north side of Rodeo Grounds Road on the 
south bank of the creek to its terminus at Burton Drive. 

b. Extend the length of 6 existing culverts 
c. Construct one new storm water inlet which will connect with an existing culvert 
d. Install a new pedestrian and bicycle bridge at Bluebird Lane (140 feet length by 8 feet wide) at 

Santa Rosa Creek. The abutment proposed on the north side of the bridge shall be set back • 
approximately 35 feet from the top of bank and will be comprised of plies approximately 20 feet 

. deep. The bridge abutment on the south side shall be set back from top of bank approximately 
20 feet and will consist of a concrete J6taining wall placed approximately 4 feet deep from 
existing ground surface. · 

e. Approximately 1500 square feet of riparian vegetation will be removed as a result of the project 
and the revegetation plan identifies replacement at a ratio of 3:1 located along the south bank 
of Santa Rosa Creek near the Treatment Facility. 

f. Staging area are identified near the Water Treatment Facility and the Waste Water Treatment 
Plant. · 

2. Site development shall be consistent with the approved site plan, elevations, and 'sections. 

Cultural Resources 

3. If during construction excavation, any bones, conc:entrations of sea shells, angular chert rocks, burnt 
rock, or unusual cultural materials are unearthed, work in that area shall halt until they can be 
examined by a qualified archaeologist and appropriate recommendations made pursuant to CEQA and . 
the San Luis Obispo County Land Use Ordinance Section 23.07.104. 

AlrQualltv 

4. The following measures shall be implemented by the District during grading and construction: 

a. 

b. 
c. 

d. 

Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust from 
leaving the project site. Reclaimed (nonpotable) water should be used whenever possible; 
All dirt stock-pile areas shall be sprayed as needed;. 
All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation shall be stabilized using approved chemical 
soils binders, jute netting, or other methods approved by the CCSD; 

alignment. · · . CCC Exhibit ~ 
Construction vehicle speeds shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface along the trail • 

Geology and Soils (page _Lot~ pages) 

County Government Center G San Luis Obispo 0 California 93408 0 (805)781-5600 0 Fax (805)781-1242 or 5624 
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5. 

6. 

Prior to Issuance of a grading permit, an Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared in accordance with 
Section 23.05.036 of the County Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance to the satisfaction of the CCSD. 
The Erosion Control Plan shall outline methods that shall be implemented to control erosion from 
graded or cle~red portions of the site, including but not limited to: 

a. Placing sandbags where appropriate along the perimeter of a project site prior to initial grading 
if grading is to be undertaken during the rainy seasons (October 15 through April 15). 

b. Minimizing the length of time that soils lie exposed; 
c. Revegetating (landscaping, hydroseeding or any other method of providing vegetative cover) 

graded areas and/or chemical soil binders, in a manner approved by the CCSD if determined to 
be required for erosion control in areas not planned for development until subsequent phases. 
Landscaping and hydroseeding shall be under the direction of a licensed landscape architect 
and approved by the CCSD; · 

d. Sediment and erosion control measures shall be implemented during project construction in 
accordance with Section 23.05.036(d) of the County Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. These 
measures include slope surface stabilization and erosion and sedimentation control devices • 

Prior to construction of the bridge, the applicant shall prepare a geotechnical soils report and 
include the report recommendations into the bridge abutment construction plans. 

Biology 

7. Prior to issuance of construction permit, the applicant shall submit a mitigation and monitoring plan 
to ensure that any harm to endangered species is avoided to the maximum extent possible. The 
following measures shall be prepared by a biologist which includes the following: 

·-.\ 

a. Contract with a qualified biologist to conduct all survey and monitoring work as described below; 
1. Conduct all survey and monitoring activities in accordance with established procedures 

and as required by permit stipulations; 
2. Develop and implement a red-legged frog monitoring plan for pre-construction, during

construction and post-construction periods: 
3. Develop and implement a training program to instruct construction p'ersonnel on their 

responsibilities with regard to spe_cial status species. 

8. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the District shall obtain a Waiver of Water Quality 
Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 
WaterAcl 

9. Prior to Issuance of construction permit, the applicant shall submit an erosion and sedimentation 
control plan to reduce all construction related impacts to a less than significant level: 
a. lmp'ement soil erosion control plan to prevent sediment trans!)ort by runoff: 
b. Prevent grading equipment from crossing, depositing excavated materiai in or near, storing in 

or near, or otherwise disturbing, the Santa Rosa Creek channel; 
c. Apply mulching, seeding or other suitable soil stabilization measures to protect exposed critical 

areas from erosion: · 
d Implement during-construction and post-construction monitoring program. 

• 
1 0. Prior to commencement of construction, the applicant shall prepare a riparian mitigation plan to ensure 

(!_,.. riparian values lost as a· result of the trail project are adequately mitigated. The District shall implement 
t;©~ te,~hibit _ a riparian mitigation plan which will re-establish riparian vegetation at a replacement ratio.of 3:1. The 

~ffi!Zt9Je _!}_ot .f5_ ~ages) 
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11. 

following specific mitigation measures are recommended: 
a. Mitigate the loss of riparian habitat by developing a restoration plan. The restoration plan may 

consist of: enhancement of degraded portions of the Santa Rosa Creek bank; and revegetation 
of adjacent floodplain areas. The CCSD hasdeslgnated the south bank of the Santa Rosa 
Creek 'near the Waste Water Treatment Plant as potential mitigation area; 

b. Remove and control Invasive, non-native vegetation within the project area; 
c. Implement a plant salvage operation for willows and use salvaged plant material for the 

revegetation work; 
d. Delineate and protect sensitive areas designated for protection during construction; 
e. Schedule construction activities near sensitive areas between June and November to avoid 

potential impacts to sensitive species and to minimize soil disturbance by rain; 
f. Implement post-construction monitoring. 

Prior to the commencement of construction, a stream alteration agreement from the California 
Department of Fish and Game, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code, Section 1603 shall be 
obtained by the applicant. 

12. The following mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce potential impacts to jurisdictional • 
areas to a less than significant level: 
a. Minimize the area of impact as much as_possible. Ensure thatadjacentjurisdictional and 

adjacent areas are avoided during project construction by implementing protective measures 
(fencing.) ' 

b. Restore disturbed areas to their original or natural condition by grading and revegetation. 

13. Prior to the commencement. of construction, a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
pursuant to Section 404 of the1Ciean Water Act and a Nation Wide Permit #14 shall be obtained. · 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

14. Testing of lead contamination of exposed soils on the project site within Highway 1 ROW shall be 
performed in accordance with current Csltrans Aerially Deposited Lead Testing Procedures during the 
design phase of the project under the guidance of Csltrans Hazardous Materials. 

'·. 
'·. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

15. The project is required to meet Stormwater Management regulations~ The CCSD shall file for a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit with the California State Water 
Resources Control Board and abide by the conditions of the permit as issued. A copy of the Notice of 
Intent (NO I), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and Monitoring Plan shall be submitted 
to the RWQCB a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to commencing grading operations. The SWPPP 
shall emphasize structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) in compliance with 
NPDES Program requirements. Specific measures shall Include: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

~cc Exhibit C. d. 

«page.&Lof 15 pages) 

Siltation of drainage devices shall be handled through a maintenance program to remove 
silt/dirt from channels and parking areas; · 
Surplus or waste material from construction shall not be placed in drainage ways or with9in the 
100-year floodplain of surface waters; 
All loose piles of soil, silt, clay, sand, debris, or other earthen materials shall be protected in a • 
reasonable manner to eliminate any discharge to waters of th~ State; 
During construction, temporary gravel or sandbag dikes shall be used as necessary to prevent 

County Government Center 0 San Luis Obispo G California 93408 e (805)781-5600 0 Fax (805)781-1242 or 5624 · 
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e. 

f. 

·.Noise 

- .. -·--·-·-- ---·----------------·--·----

discharge of earthen materials from the site during periods of precipitation or runoff. 
Stabilizing agents such as straw, wood chips and/or soil sealant/dust palative shall be used 
during the interim period after grading in order to strengthen exposed soil until permanent 
solutions are implemented; 
Reveg'etated areas shall be continually maintained in order to assure adequate growth and root 
development. 

16. Construction activities for the proposed project shall be limited to the hours between 7:a.m. and 9:00 
p.m., in accordance with Section 23.06.040 of the County of San Luis Obispo Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance. 

Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan 

17. Prior to commencement of construction, the applicant shall submit plans for installing and extending 
the culverts and show how construction activities will not exacerbate slope bank erosion . 

Pubic Works 

18. Prior to commencement of construction, ~h~ applicant shall obtain an Encroachment Permit from 
the San Luis Obispo County Department of Public Works for any activity to occur within the county 
road right-of-way. 

19. Prior to the issuance of a corstruction or grading permit, the CCSD shall obtain approval of the 
construction plans from the County Public Works Department and coordinate with the construction of 
the overflow bypass, the Cambria Drive widening, and Highway 1/ Cambria Drive signalization and 
intersection improvements. 

Miscellaneous 

20. Trail maintenance shall not be the responsibility of County Parks and Recreation. · 
' " 21. Prior to final inspection, the applicant shall contact the Department of Planning and Building to have 

the site inspected for compliance with the conditions of this approval. 

22. Prior to Issuance of any construction permit and for the duration of the project, the applicant shall 
comply with all the requirements from California Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U:S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and the California State Water Resources Control Board. 

23. This permit is valid for a period of 24 months from its effective date unless time extensions are granted 
pursuant to Land Use Ordinance Section 23.02.050. 

24. 

25. 

The bridge at Bluebird Lane shall be limited to bicycle and pedestrian traffic, and the bridge design 
shall include locked bollards at each end of the bridge . 

The applicant shall as a condition of approval of this minor use permit/coastal development permit 
defend, ?t his sole expense, any action brought against the County of San Luis Obispo, its present or 

.. => ,;:.t'"::" REI ,_ !h. "'l!.r.- .,..,. ~ former officers, agents, or employees, by a third party challenging either its decision to approve this 
~·cl·~ L!;;,;,j\!l:ldulll. ~ . . . 

'.iPJC.Iilie.Jj_of .i£ pages) · 
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minor use permit/coastal development permit or the manner In which the County Is interpreting or 
enforcing the conditions of this minor use permit/coastal development permit, or any other action by a 
third party relating to approval or Implementation of this minor use permit/coastal development permit. 
The applicant shall reimburse the County for any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may 
be required by a court to pay as a result of such action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
applicant of his obligation under this condition. 

; 
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IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Tuesday, June 17, 2003 

PRESENT: Supervisors Harry L. Ovitt, Shirley Bianchi, Peg Pinard, K.H. 'Katcho' Achadjian, and 
Chairperson Michael P. Ryan 

ABSENT: None 

In the matter of RESOLUTION NO. 2003-213: 

This is the time set for hearing to consider an appeal by the Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Suzy Ficker 

and the Co~lition to Save Cambria and San Simeon, Cynthia Hawley, of the Hearing Officer's approval of a 

request by Cambria Community Services District for a Minor Use Permit/Coastal Development Permit to allow 

the construction of Segments 1, 2, and 5 ofthe Cambria Cross Town Trail which extends from Shamel Park to 

Burton Drive in Cambria; 2nd District. 

Ms. Marsha Lee: Planning, presents the staff report; addresses the issues of the appeal; presents photos of the 

area; indicates an indemnification has been added; recommends the Board deny the appeal. 

Ms. Suzy Ficker: Appellant, asks the Board for a continuation indicating they did not receive the staff report . 

Ms. Lee: indicates the staff report was sent to the Cambria Legal Defense Fund on Friday June 6, 2003. 

Chairperson Ryan: states they will continue today with testimony. 

Mr. Norm Fleming: indicates there were several people who did not receive the staff report; addresses the 

environmental aspects of the bridge; feels i! will be an "attractive nuisance"; states the bridge will be a daily 
.---~ ' 

source of noise and should not be permitted. 

Ms. Suzy Ficker: reads the project description indicating the trail will lead to a park; addresses the impact the 

park will have on the community; states the bridge c~'illd be expanded at anytime; hands the Board a copy of the 

agreement and speaks to the content. 

Mr. Nor.m Hamilton: Cambria Community Services District (CCSD), states the trail has not changed in scope 

since 1999; the.environmentai process has been completed; addresses the financial loss ifthis project does not 

go through; indicates the Coastal Conservancy has approved this project. 

Mr. Bob Greshin: presents a brief history of the project indicating the major issue being safety; indicates the 

Notice of Determination ~as filed with the Clerk's office on December 29, 1999; addresses the funding and 

schedule constraints; states this project supports the Coastal Act; indicates the CCSD supports the denial ofthe 

appeal. 

10 C-4 
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' 
Chairperson Ryan: questions if the CCSD owned the land for the park in 1996 when this trail was set up, with 

Mr. Greshin, responding no. 

rds. Lynda Laylon: addresses her conc~ms about the impact t~e bridge will have ~n the communit~. • . . 
Mr. Joseph Gilpin: Executive Director of the Bike Coalition, states he hopes this trail is built as soon as 

possible; indicates he represents 150 members who promote bike safety and support the project; urges denial of . 

the appeal. 

Ms. Lila Evans: states she opposes this project and she also did not receive the staff report and requests a 

continuance; believes theproj ect does not meet CEQA requirements; questions where the money is coming frorn. 

Ms. Carolyn Connelly: states she objects to the trail connecting to the park and addresses water issues. 
I . . . 

Ms. Eve Redwood: indicates this trail will be a bottleneck; feels there shoul~ be greater consideration for the 

main business street in Cambria. 

Ms. Hollie Stotter: Design Committee, states in 2001 the Cambria Design Plan was accepted by the North Coast 
·'· 

Advisory Committee, the Board, and the Coastal Commission and in that Plan was the blue print for this trail. 

Mr. Bill Warren: states the objective of this plan was for bike safety and hopes the Board continues to support 

this project. 

Mr. Doug Buckmaster: Chairperson ofthe Trails Committee, hopes the Board adopts this project; indicates this 

trail is part of the Cambria Design Plan .. · 

Mr. Peter Cltaldecott: CCSD, indicates he received his staff report on June 13, 2003 and he lives in Cambria; 

indicates their main objective was to separ!lte the bikes and pedestrians from the traffJ.C. 
~·· .~ ~· 

Dr. Robert Kelley: states the trail will connect the two villages; feels it is unfair to penalize the community for 

the delay of Cal Trans. 

Mr. Jim Stotter: states Cambria is united behind this'4"ail; indicates the only person behind the Cambria Legal 
·, .. 

Defense Fund is Suzy Ficker; urges the denial of the appeal. 

Ms. ~arl)ara Wellington: Chairperson ofParks, Recreation and Open Space Commission, feels the staff reports 

have been excellent; reminds people that Cambria is a rural town and the trail will allow safe passage without 

sidewalks; thanks the staff for their work. 

Ms. Pandora Nash-Karner: Chairperson SLO Park and Recreation Commission, urges the Board to adopt the · 

resolution denying the appeal; feels this is an incredible opportunity for Cambria to have a park; states it meets 

all requirements of CEQA and is a wonderful project. 

Mr. Robert Davis: President of the SLO Bicycle Club, addresses the safety aspects ofthis project and urges the 

©tr;c Exhibit c. 
(page L!Lot IS pages) 
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denial of the appeal. 

Mr, Hamilton: states the District has gone through every level of approval; addresses the need to mov.~ fotward 

and complete the project. 

Ms. Ficker: addresses the number of residences that will be in close proximity of the park and hear the noise 

coming from the soccer and baseball fields; states there is no reason why the trail has to cross the creek; the park 

is not mentioned in any contractual agreement; feels this project is a violation of public trust; addresses the legal 

ramifications; states she does hold a petition that has five hundred signatures opposing the park. 

Board Members: address various issues, comments and concerns regarding: the need to use the grants or they 
I . . 

will be lost; the trail being designed before the purchase ofthe park property; the safety aspects of the project 

and pleasant sounds of hearing children play, with Mr. Peter Jenny, Parks Manager, responding. 

Matter is fully discussed and thereafter, on motion of Supervisor Bianchi, seconded by Supervisor Pinard 

and on the following roll call vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 

Supervisors Bianchi, Pinard, Ovitt, Achadjian, Chairperson Ryan 
None 

ABSENT: None 

denies the appeal and the Board approves the Minor Use Permit/Coastal Development Permit D020081P 

based on the findings in Exhibit A and the Conditions in Exhibit B and consider and rely on the Mitigated 

Negative Declaration that was previously adopted on 12/23/1999 by the CCSD and RESOLUTION NO. 

2003-213, resolution affirming the decision of the Hearing Officer and conditionally approving the 
---;:<-

application of Cambria Community Services District for Minor Use Permit/Coastal Development Permit 

D020081P, adopted. 

cc: Planning 2 
6/23/2003 cla 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
. )· ss. 

County of San Luis Obispo ) 

I, JULIE L. RODEWALD, County Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, in and for 
the County of San Luis Obispo, State o'rCalifornia, do hereby certify the foregoing to be a full, true and correct 
copy of an order made by the Board of Supervisors, as the same appears spread upon their minute book. 

WITNESS my hand and the seal of the said Board of Supervisors, affixed this23rd day ofJune, 2003. 

· . JULIE L. RODEWALD 
(SEAL) d Ex-Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

' 
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Jun-24·03 !1:50am From-
T-014 P.OD5/D07 F-097 

CA~IFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
aNfW. COAST DISJIIICr OffiCE 
UIFitONUTRilST, IUII'EW 
v.NI'ACI!UZ. CA 9IOGO • ' 

• ~I) 421-AI63 

APPEAL FROM COASTAl. PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAl. GOVERNMENT 

Please review attached appeal information sheet prior to completing this form. 

SECTION 1. AgpeJISJ.OtCs): 

Name, matllng address and telephone number of appellant(s): 
t.. ~NDA L /tyc. ()N - 8'2.'1 Plve ST· C'Arn/1/UA~ CA,. Cf3Y-zf 
8 os:- gz ? - 1 a" 3 · 

Zip 
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

(3cZ>) 9_2 7- I a&, 3 
Area Code Phone No. 

1 •. Name of locaVport government: 
·$f}N '-015 Coon.;ry QtJ~R_D OF SOPe/2.{)/S0£5 

2. Brief description of development baing appealed; ..J.L / 
.S:.e€ A:T719CII me fUT_ 'f4-

---------~--------------------- ... 
3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel number, cross street, etc.: 

;FILe P: DO 2003lP 
J.., 

. 4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: ~ 
b. Approval with special conditions: __ _ 
c. Denial: -------------

. . . 
Note: For jurisdictions with a total LOP. dental decisions by a local government cannot · be 
appealed unless the development Is a major energy or public works project. Denial decisions 
by po~ governments are not appealable. 

TO BE QOMPLETED BY: COMMISSION: 

APPEAl. NO: A -.-3-SLO- o 3-t> 71 
DArE FILED: z-~~-~ 3 
DISTRICT: c;:>lz tra l C.et: t t 

Appeal Form 1 se9.doo 

RECEIVED 
JUL 1 8 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

CCC Eli:tdbit D 
(page Lot &2.. pages} 

• 

, .... 
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Jun-24-03 II :51 am From-
T-014 P.OOS/007 F-037 

APPEAL FROM COASTAl- PERMIT DECISION OF L.OCAL. GOVERNMENT <PAGE 2} 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. _ Planni119 Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b. v City Council/Board of 
Supervisors 

c. Planning Commission 

d. Other:, ________ _ 

6. Date of local government's decision: ~- 1?- 2 0 0 '? 

7. Local governmenrs file number: D a . 2 o· C) ? I p 

SECTION Ill Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties: (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
c. c. s. "t/. ;P, o. lJox Q-'l; 

I 

b. Names and mailing address~s as available of those who testified (either yerbally or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings (s}. Include other parties which you know to be 
interested and should receive netic~ of this appeal. · 

{1) ----------~------------------------------------

~) -----------------------------------------------

(3) -----------------------------------------------

(4) ---~--------...:....-----------

SECTION IV. Reasons Supgorting Th!s Appeal · 

Note: A~peals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and_ reqUJre_ments of t~e C~astal ~ct. Pl~ase review the appeal infonnatlon sheet for 
ass1stance tn completing th1s section wh1ch continues on the next page. · 

CCC Exhibit 0 
(page ,;2.. of /(,j pages) 

... 



Jun-24-03 ll:Slam From-
T-014 P.007/007 F-037 

APPEAL FROM COASJAb PEBMIT DECISION OF LOgAL GO)IEBNMENT <PAGE 3} 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. lnclude a summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements In which you believe 
the project is inconsistent and ~he reasons the d~cision warrants a new hearing. (Use 
additional paper as ne~ssary.) 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons 
of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by Jaw. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional 
infonnatlon to the staff and/or Commlsslon to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correc 

NOTE; If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

SECTION VI. Agent Authorization 

l!We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date 
CCC Exhibit D 
(page~of lie~ pages} 
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• MEETING DATE -

Apri118, 2003 
LDCALEFFECTIVEDATE -May 2, 2003 
APPROX FINAL EFFECTIVE DATE 

May23,2003 

SUBJECT ' 

COUN"f'i·-uF SAN LUIS OBISPO 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING ~1ND BUILDING 

STAFF REPORT 
Tentative Notice o·l: Action 

CONTACT/PHONE 
Marsha Lee, project 
manager 805-788-2008 

APPLICANT 
Cambria Community 
Services District 

., I . 
/:..,: ... L/ 

! "· I 

FILE NO. 
D020081P 

Request by Cambria Community Services District for a Minor Use Permit'Coastal Development PennRLi 
to allow the construction of Segments 1, 2, and 5 of the ~ross Town Trail, which will be a total of 5 .. 
segments when completed. The project includes exte. nsiMf e_ xis·ti· ·ng cu·lv. e. rts.· a_n. d coastruction of a bridge 
crossing of Santa R , eek at Bluebird La : _Segme~.f tne,'"~f.()j_~~~ _i~Jo.cat~ c;m .• Win9.~pr.£1~y~.~'!.'·~, 
between S a mel Park and Hwy. 1. Segme 1s located WJth1n 1 n~rht of way and adjacent to· Santa · 
Rosa Creek between Windsor Blvd and Ca ria Drive. S me 5 1 locate from Cambria Drive to Burton 
Drive and includes a bridge crossing of Santa Rosa Creek at Blue fd ane. (Refer to Project Descnption 
on page 2). 1 he proJect Is located In Cambna, North Coast planning areia. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION . . 
1. Consider and rely on the Mitigated Negative··Declaration that was previously adopted on 12/ 23/99. 
2. Approve Minor Use Permit/Coastal Development Permit D02008'1P based on the findings listed in 

Exhibit A and the conditions listed in Exhibit B 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
A previously completed Mitigated Negative Declaration, dated 12-23·99 a.nd filed 12-29-99, completed by 
Cambria Community Service Districfacting a$ the lead agency, finds that there is no substantial evidence 

• 
that -the project may have a significant effect on the environment. Mitigation measures are pr~osed to 
address biology, cultural, air quality, geology and .soils, hazards, hydrology and water quality, noise nd are 
included as conditions of approval. The County, acting as a responsible agency, is using the 1 ·gated 

• 

Negative Declaration and will make it's own findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 . 

LAND USE CATEGORY 
Recreation, Residential Multi 
family, Commercial Retail 

.... u•v•c"'"'"u oesiGNAnoN 
RNSRV, ESHA ,FH, TH, 

, AS, CSC, VSA, GS 

ASSES:30R PARCEl. 
NUMBE;R 
023-4.11-022; 023-
411-C•.21; 013-131-036 

SUPERVISOR 
DISTRICT(S} 
®@®@®All 

PLJ\NNINGAP.EAST/'.!'40/\.~0S:-.. · •·•• ... -·-·- _ ..... • · · · ·• ·.. · ··-·-,;..·····---·.·-.. -
Cambria Design Plan (page 30 and Figure 5) - implement the County's Trail Plan and Bicycle Plan 

Does the project meet applicable Planning Area Standards: Yes 

LAND use oRDINANCE STANDARDS: Sensitive Resource Area/Streams and Riparian Vegetation, Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas, Geologic Study Area, Flood Hazard, Terrestrial Habitat, Local Coastal Plan, 
Archaeologically Sensitive, Coastal Special Community, Visitor Serving P.rea 

· Does the project confonn to the Land Use Ordinance Standards: Yes- see discussion 

FINAL ACTION 

This tentative decision will become the final action on the project, unless the tentative decision i awsr 
as a result of information obtained at the administrative hearing or is app1:!aled to the County BoarCl'Crf'i 
Supervisors pursuant Section 23.01.042 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Clrdinance; effective on the 1Oth 
working day after the receipt of the final action by the California Coastal Commission. The tentative 
decision will b~ transferred to the Coastal Commission following the required 14 calender day local appeal 
period after the_administrative hearing. The applicant is encouraged to call the Central Coast District Office 
of the Coastal Commission in Santa Cruz at (831) 427-4863 to verify the date of final action. Th~ County will 
not issue any construction permits to the end of the Coastal Commi:ssion ""''r-oc:c:: 
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Appeal of COP for County File Number 0020081 P 

Issues Relating to 

Negative Declaration 

General Plan Consistency 

North Coast Area Plan Compliance 

This is an attachment to an appeal of the Coastal Development Permit County File Number 0020081 P and the Negative 
Declaration associated with the permit. • 

The appellants are very concerned that the cross-town trail and bridge project has improperly been reviewed in isolation as a 
minor, stand-alone project. In reality, the proposed bridge across Santa Rosa Creek between Main Street and the Rodeo Grounds 
is an essential component of the planned re-development of Cambria's Historic East Village. This proposed project involves a 
sports park to accommodate statewide recreational needs, a community center, a re-design of Cambria's Historic Main Street, and 
a new public parking lot. 

The piecemeal analysis of each component in isolation precludes the possibility of an informed community discussion of the actual 
scope of the development planned for the area. The community needs, and the law requires, an authentic analysis of the impacts 
and compliance of the entire project with CEQA, General Plan, and Coastal Act requirements. 

The appellants point out that the project is planned for a Coastal Sensitive Resource Area and, as such, may be in violation of 
federal environmental laws regarding wetlands, streams, and wildlife. Adequate analyses have not been produced or provided for 
public review and comment on these issues. 

In addition, please note that Section B, Chapter 7 "Combining Designations and Proposed Public Facilities" of the San Luis 
Obispo County Local Coastal Plan Framework for Planning, requires an analysis of general plan consistency prior to approval of 
public works projects within areas identified by Combining Designations. The area proposed for construction of a bridge is in a 
Coastal Sensitive Resource Area Combining Designation. The analysis of the compliance of the proposed project with the San 
Luis Obispo General Plan and the North Coast Area Plan is not sufficient and, among other things, fails to meet state standards 
for consistency findings. 

The proposed project itself and the process used to approve it violate CEQA requirements, General Plan. and Local Coastal Plan 
requirements. The appellants file this appeal to make sure, among other things, 1) that the public is informed as to the scope of 
the entire re-development project proposed for Cambria's Historic East Village, 2) that the proposed project receives adequate 
review and analysis as a whole, and 3) that the final design plan is consistent with coastal, state, and federal requirements. • 

©CC Exhibit D 
(pa~e£of ~pages) 

6/14/2003 
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COASTAL ACT JURISDICTION 

Sensitive Coastal Stream Values, Coastal Habitat and Wetlands Protection: The 
Coastal Act requirements mentioned in this paragraph are not meant to be inclusive. 
The entire record should be reviewed to that end. There are, however, three primary 
coastal act requirements covered in this appeal. The first concerns the scope of review 
on coastal habitat and stream values that are affected by this project. The projected 
size of this bridge, and the amount of travel expected in this area would certainly call for 
a full EIR considering this area may be a wetland, (reference early FEMA documents), 
and is certainly a floodplain and sensitive coastal habitat area with the paths built on a 
land acquisition obligated to a conservation easement and right next to a coastal 
stream. 

When the bike path project was originated, the CCSD, State Coastal Conservancy, and 
the County had not yet initiated its plans for a regional visitor-servicing active recreation 
park on the land base that serves these bike trails. It was only quite recently that those 
plans were publicly released. Given the fact that the state documents themselves typify 
this 40+ acre parcel as a "regional park," and in other documents use the word 
"international," it is highly inappropriate that this development is going through without a 
consolidated EIR that covers all aspects of potential park development under one 
master plan. This is the primary thrust of this appeal. 

When the negative declaration on this bike path, trails, and bridge was initiated, the park 
plan was never reviewed or discussed in its full scope, or possibly it received no 
attention at all. The entire project has been dismissed through a mitigated negative 
declaration. If this area will eventually serve a regional or even international state 
park-this suggests high pedestrian and vehicular access to the area. There are 
special CEQA requirements for public park development. The CEQA review is deferred 
until the master plans are completed. Those plans are not complete at this point in 
time. 

What has enhanced the potential damage to the area are plans well underway to 
change the original conservation intent to place the entire East West Ranch Purchase in 
a conservation easement, and to now "exempt" the East portion from the protection of 
that planned easement. This will effectively destroy all of the legal protections set by 
the State of California that limit the use of the land to natural resource preservation with 
public access and natural resource enhancement. We are at an early point of review, 
but it appears that what started as natural resource protection switched at some point to 
a small community active park, and later grew into a regional concept. The documents 
must be reviewed in their entirety for the scope of representations made to this 
community, and whether the legal documents change with time, and use misleading 
and contradictory terms about the land uses allowed now that were not anticipated 
when the community sought private and non-profit donations. 

The bottom line: these bike trails will be subjected to regional, if not international public 
access if the scope of the documents are followed. This would not be unusual for a 
total "park area" that is 450+ acres in scope (given the entire ranch purchase) on a 
stunning north coast vista area. The Cambria project got national attention, and 
because of the potential Hearst project, this area will become increasingly international. 

I- ~: 1~ ~:trtdlbit 0 
b,;;£1lge£of &!2. pag~s) 
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Our question is whether our conservation easement is now burdened with this • 
obligation, against what we originally intended, and whether these bike paths and bridge 
are feeding into the scope of this result. 

We have objected from the beginning that a portion of this park development has been 
segregated and handled through a negative declaration and minor use permit without 
the review and participation of the California Coastal Commission. 

Coastal Program Issues: A second primary thrust of the appeal is the bridge itself, 
and its planned scope. The planned bridge pilings, construction, and design 
significantly affect habitat values that cannot be mitigated by "replanting habitat" 
somewhere else. This bridge is described as an "erector bridge." This may imply a 
structure that is designed for later expansion. 

We have warned the County that CEQA and the Coastal Act should prevent the 
piecemealing of the bridge design. If this bridge serves the original bike trails concept 
that started around 1992, the County cannot treat this plan in isolation and ignore the 
later development of the park plan. This bridge is a primary access route to the park. 
The State Coastal Conservancy was careful to draft a Memorandum of Understanding 
to cover the East West land acquisition. It covers both East and West Ranch, not just a 
portion. By its terms, it appears to be a moratorium on development until the Master 
Plan for the Ranch is completed-East and West. The Coastal Conservancy is a 
branch of the Coastal Commission, and this raises coastal act program issues. 

Coastal Visitor-Serving Facility: Thirdly, the planned park area on which these trails 
and bridges will be built raises issues dire~tly on the scope of the Coastal Act Program • 
under which anywhere from $3.5 million to $7 million of State funds were directly 
contributed. The negative declaration and staff report do not mention anything about he 
scope of the program and how it relates to this project. Considering that those 
document directly address master plan requirements, and place a moratorium on any 
predevelopment of the land area, this should lead to coastal act review of whether 
development of the bike trails is a form of predevelopment. The bike trail may be 
passive in and of itself, but if it is designed to open full access to an open active 
recreation ball park complex, it cannot retain its "passive" designation, because it is a 
primary access route. 

SUBSTANCE OF THE APPEAL 

Some of the material in this section may repeat what was said in our section under 
Jurisdiction. We set it forth again separately, because we want to make the jurisdiction 
issue very clear, given the county's refusal to recognize our grounds-regardless of the 
fact we had involved discussions on all of the above at the minor use hearing. 

This project and bridge, as designed, has significant coastal habitat Impacts and coastal 
program impacts. Basically, the bridge has features that lead us to believe it is 
purposefully being handled in two stages that are being separated in order to maintain 

- -· ''4'.:'"" r~:!"ivh"'lt~...•lt 0 
. . . .z:N:;;;;' I£, A. L9 . ' 
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access to funding that will lapse by the end of the year for the bike trails-regardless of 
the fact that CEQA and Coastal Act requirements are being overlooked. We don't 
believe state law requirements should ever be ignored for funding reasons. The bridge 
is designed in a way where it may be financed now for one project scope, and then 
enlarged later as it relates to the uncompleted Master Plan for the Regional Park area it 
serves. This is a violation of state law to segregate planning in this manner. 

The documents on the park development start out with strong overtones of natural 
resource protection and resource enhancement with public access-a purpose 
completely compatible with the west side park. Later, a "community park" was 
mentioned, and in public meetings representatives of the conservancy mentioned small, 
local ball fields. As time goes on, language is extended to the concept of a "regional 
park" and even an "international park." 

It was not until several weeks ago when RRM was granted a $50,000 contract to 
complete the west end Master Plan that many within the community at large became 
aware of a switch in public purpose on the land acquisition. At that point, we realized 
the bike trails and bridge were serving two masters-and the original bike and trail 
concept is being affected. The project cannot now meet the imposed legal 
requirements on park protection because of the MOU and covenants of restrictions 
posed by the State of California. 

The County and CCSD have maintained that this park area has been designed for 
active recreation as a state funding requirement. In a review of the documents, we see 
nothing yet that obligates CCSD, the Cou11ty, or the State to impose active recreation
and the heavy access linkages that this park plan would entail. To the contrary, there 
are issues of potential misappropriation of public funds because the fund raising drive 
clearly represented donations would go directly to the conservation of the area as "open 
space forever." I personally gave large donation on that representation, and there are 
many others like me now coming forward. 

The bridge, as currently designed, appears to be placed so that it creates access to the 
planned park-and this feature links the bike paths and bridge to two projects which 
must jointly be accessed. We do not want the county to develop funding for one kind of 
bridge, and then in the next few years, completely redesign the bridge again under a 
different project scope. This affects capacity issues. The negative declaration and staff 
report do not generate this discussion. 

Secondly, all projects that are linked to the idea of a regional park should be put on hold 
until such time as the County, CCSD, and State of California pursue the private claims 
now being made that funds were taken with representations quite contradictory to the 
land uses of an active ball park serving the State of California. Otherwise, these 
projects will be built without an assessment of whether the park project is in violation of 
a land acquisition that was supposed to be set aside in its entirety for natural resource 
protection--called East West Ranch. It was very clear to this community as a whole 
(and admitted by many of the proponents of this project) that the original plans for the 
conservation easement was to keep the entire area in passive open space use with 
public access. 

CCC Exhibit D 
(page Lot llt:d pages) 
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Any permit approval for a project that potentially links into this regional park concept is 
premature. The county should have assessed the joint programs under a combined 
CEQA and Coastal Act review so it is not piecemealed, and it is analyzed under a 
completed master plan concept. We are particularly concerned about whether a 
financially stressed CCSD, with a water shortage emergency in effect, is in any position 
to handle the financing, management, and yearly maintenance of a major state park. 
We never intended, as a small community, to become responsible for the maintenance 
of a state park; nor do we feel it appropriate the CCSD take on this role with all of its 
other significant struggles. 

We are not pleased with representations that present this as a legal obligation of CCSD 
given the acquisition of almost $12 in public funding under completely contradictory 
representations. 

An EIR should be required on the entire scope oft his area, and any thing that impacts 
the conservancy directly, because of the prohibition of predevelopment set in the State 
Conservancy's MOU. The County should have reviewed and discussed the impact of 
the Memorandum of Understanding, the segregation of the East West Master Plan, the 
status of the West and East Plans, and the legal effect of the covenants and restrictions 
on this project. 

The State Coastal Conservancy, a Coastal Act arm under Coastal Act funding, is a 
signator to most of these documents and has contributed $3.5 million to $7 million 
toward the land acquisition. Please give this the serious review it requires. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. This permit is premature, it is in violation of 
CEQA and the Coastal Act requirements, and should be consolidated with the legal 
issues and planning that now surrounds the East West Ranch acquisition, and the East 
portion proposed developments. I am a resident of Cambria with a home that overlooks 
the planned park area. I was a major contributor to the conservation easement. 

V truly~ours 

t;nda ~/tv~ 
r?cla La n 
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Coastal Commission Acts and Policies 
1-91 Allow golf driving ranges in the Commercial Retail category anywhere 
that the category exists in the Coastal Zone, including Cambria and San 
Simeon. 
2-92 Traffic on the streets and roads in Cambria especially Main Street, is 
frequently congested, particularly in the summer. Regardless of the land use " 
designation of a site, approval of any future development must take into . ~~. 

account the limitations imposed on development by congested traffic .. , .. 
1-89 Amended the Cambria Urban Area Standards ofthe North Coast Plan 
to allow "Participant Sports and Active Recreation" in the Recreation land 
use category. Those lands had been inadvertently excluded from allowable 
uses in the recreation category in Cambria. Without such an addition, 
activities such as tennis courts, swimming pools, golf courses and public 
parks would not be allowed in Recreation category in Cambria. Also 
proposed was adding Participant Sports and Active Recreation" as use in the 
Commercial Retail land use category. 1-89 passed. 
Cambria CSD-Commercial Retail to Public Facility. The CCSD currently 
uses and for many years has used this 1.15-acre parcel for a corporation yard 
and pumping and wastewater treatment plant. The site is flat to gently 
sloping and lies along the Santa Rosa Creek in the East Vi1lage. The site is 
on the opposite side of the creek from East Village commercial core, in the 
FLOODPLAIN. Potential flooding and preservation of riparian habitat are 
the main issues of this site. Although it would be prudent for the CCSD to 
relocate the functions that this site performs to a site out of the 
FLOODPLAIN, or at least some distance away from the creek bank to 
decrease the risk of flood damage to the pumping and water treatment plant, 
the proposed change simply recognizes the legal existing use, and since no 
new development is expected on the site, the proposed change raises no 
significant issues with respect to the development policies of the Coastal 
Act. 
THE EAST VILLAGE IS CONSIDERED A "SPECIAL COMMUNITY" 
BY THE LCP, PARTLY BECAUSE OF ITS HISTORICAL NATURE. 
COASTAL COMMISSION. 
Cambria Air Force Station-Recreational-Visitor serving uses should 
continue to be a policy goal by NCAP. · 
30253-30244-30210-30254-30252-30251-30240-31231-30212.5-30221-
30222 

~· ~~; ~:trhibit I) 
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Notice of Determination FCIRM C ' ; 

Cambria Community Services District To: _x_ Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

From:~~ 1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201 • 
Cambria, CA 93428 

_x_ County Clerk 
County of San Luis Obispo 

Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section~iSr 21152 of the Public Resources Code. 

Project Title 

Santa Rosa Creek Trail and Stream Bank Restoration Project 

State Clearinghouse Number: 2003041019 

Lead Agency Contact: Mr. Robert Gresens, P.E., Cambria Community Services District, (805) 927-6223 

Project Location: 

The Santa Rosa Creek Trail and Stream Bank Restoration Project is located within the unincorporated community of Cambria 
in the County of San Luis Obispo, California. 

Project Description: 

The proposed Santa Rosa Creek Trail and Stream Bank Restoration project consists of two primary components. First, the 
J proposed project includes the development of a trail system that would parallel the Santa Rosa Creek bed and connect to the 
~ Cross Town Trail project and the future community park. Second, the project involves stabilizing a 700-foot segment of the 

"qnta Rosa Creek bank with a bioengineering method using a rootwad/boulder/willow mattress bank protection system. This • 
;ludes revegetating the area with native plant species that would help soil stabilization and provide functional habitat for 

riparian species. 

This is to advise that the Cambria Community Services District 
: Lead Agency 9 Responsible Agency 

has approved the above described project on May 13, 2003 and has made the following determinations regarding 
the above described project: 

1. The project [9 will :will not] have a significant effect on the environment. 
2. 9 An Environmental Impact Report was prepared and certified for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

: A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures [: were 9 were not] made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A Statement of Overr,iding Considerations [9 was : was not] adopted for this project. 
5. Findings [9 were : were not] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

This is to certify that the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration with comments and responses and record of project 

approval is available to the General Public at: Cambria Community Services District, 1316 Tamson Drive, Cambria, CA 93428. 

Signature 

Robert Gresens, District Engineer 

Cambria Community Services District 

Date Received for Filing: _________ , 

• ©CC Exhibit 0 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION . --.. 
.-&ENIW. CO.ut DISliiiCT OFFICE .A . ~~ 5 7?:Jl/-
~f~ONTSTIIEET,~E~ /t-ffh S ~c:!?Wl- .£... -

• 
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SANtA CI!UZ. CA 95060 fJ ~ . t { . .. 
(li~1).W~ • YM- • , ~ 7 _ ct~IAL ... 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL. GOVERNMENT 

Please review attached appeal information sheet prior to completing this form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s): 

~arne, mailing address and telephone number of ~ppellant(s): '· ~ 

~-~~·~~G!::2~~g'"~:-g:~~ 
Zip 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

2. Brief description of development being a pealed: 

Area Coda Phone No. 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's arcel nu ber, cross street, etc.: 
.t3,.~ •ce - .' ~ t:.. . h ~ ' .. ~··. ~...p-..if 

5e:s.~:ri~z?3;;~:;;; .::~'t':;f~ 7"6 

4. Description of decision being appealed: t:R.P;;.j 
7~ ~ 

a. Approval; no special conditions: ---:::::--
b. Approval with special conditions: ~ 
c. Denial:'_-----~---~ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot· be 
appealed unless the development Is a major energy or public works project. Denial decisions 
by po~ governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED B'l' OOMMISSIQN: 

APPEAL NO: A-.3-.j'LtJ -12 :3 ··o Zt 
DATE FILED: 7-;U- c 3 
DISTRICT: Codral Cce1.rT 

Appeal Form 1 999.doo 

RECE.IVED 
JUL 1 8 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION ,•: 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL. GOVERNMENT <PAGE 2) 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a._ Planning Director/Zoning c. Planning Commission 
Administrator 

b. V City Council/Board of d. Other: 
Supervisors- 5;;to· -c.~ 

!)b.,"'=£--Date of local govemmenfs decision: L7 :leaP-~ >-

Local governmenrs file number: p o~o_o <J 1 e 

b. Names and mailing address~s as available of those who testified (either yerbally or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings {s). Include other parties which you know to be 
Interested and should receive netic~ of this appeal. · 

{1) : :::i1.
4 

__ f::;_ns 

{2) ~:7 &a,-e~ 

(3} ===#~7 ~k~ 

(4) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal · 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal infonnatlon sheet for 
assistance in completing this section which continues on the next page. · 

.. -. 

• 

••• 



• 

• 
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Jun-24-D3 11:51 am From-
T-014 P.OOT/007 F-037 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (PAGE 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan po11cies and requirements in which you believe 
the project is inconsistent and t.he reasons the d~cision warrants a new hearing. (Use 
additional paper as ne~ssary.) 

Note: The above description ne'ed not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons 
of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional 
infonnatlon to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our ~nowledge. 

~~·~~~~~~~~~--~------
Signature of Appellant(s or Authorized A t 

Date 7fJ/""'J -
NOTE: If signed by agent, appe11ant(s) must also sign below. 

SECTION VI. Agent Authorization 

INtJe hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all '!latters concerning this appeal. 

Signature of Appel!ant(s) 

Date 

C.;:~~c Exhabet D 
«flage.J.!iof M pages) 



Appeal to Coastal Commission 

ATTACHMENT A 

July 10, 2003 
Norman B. Fleming 

The proposed cross-town trail extends from Shamel Park on the West side of 
Cambria along Main Street to Burton Drive on the East side of Cambria 
and beyond. At an undeveloped space between the Bluebird Motel (on Main 
Street) and the Chinese Restaurant (also on Main Street), a bridge is 
planned to be built across the Santa Rosa Creek at that point bringing the 
trail from Main Street to the East portion of the East-West Ranch. 

As a result, the bridge will connect the commercial retail section of Cambria's 
East Village to the ranch. Local pedestrians will be tempted to cross the 
bridge just to see what is on the other side. Some may even run or skate on 
the bridge, and throw coins or debris over the side into the already 
endangered S.R. Creek. The bridge will be a daily source of noise to nearby 
residents and businesses. Motorists wanting to cross the bridge will park in 
front ofthe businesses next to the bridge approach further increasing the 
parking problem in Cambria's East side. 

The environmental impacts of this 145 foot bridge construction over the 
already endangered S.R. Creek cannot be mitigated. Concrete retaining 
walls on either side of the bridge will cut into the creek embankments. There 
are already too many sandbars along the bottom sides of the creek created by 
unfiltered drainage from above. The proposed bridge across the creek has 
significant environmental impacts (CEQA Chapter 3, Section 15065) and 
should not be permitted. 

appeal I 

• 

• 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

•
NTRid. COAST DlmiCT OFfiCE 

Fll0NT$!REET, $IJ!!U/XI 
SI.Nl'A CRUZ. CA 9SOGO . 
(ll$1) .W...a63 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF lOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please review attached appeal information sheet prior to completing this fonn. 

SECTION I. Appel!ant(s): 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 
.,. [l-Ji~fHJER ?. J.(ocH 317(;., E( oqEK-S DR. CAMBfli/J~ CA 9342-8 
,. CAM.8R..iA HS" Ea& FISCAL !ZE.SP~#.Si81L lr,.Y B 0. 8~·)(. 

!Ski , CAMBg/Ar C:A 93q-?Ji= 
v. ::> ~ • 

Zip 
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

Area Code Phone No. 

1 •. Name of local/port government ) 
· C A M B r":2l,t.) C oM IV\ liNI r Y s t: R. 11''/t~ E s .JJ Is I R I cT ( c c s· P 

'·· ... : .. 

• 2. Brief description of dev
7
elopment being appealed: 

lj P./EMSTRI6N' BtCY'CLi% -rRAlL rRdM .SHAfYJF_L. PARI{. 
TO ·'It /2.R.JDtjlErC.&c.·.s·s1Nf. li'(' BLUE Bl R.t:J LANe 11-Np 
M 0 I J.{~ A r T!i g .sr A'R.r 1!!1 F LHE Rot> eo q. !l 0 V NO S · 
8-t:JAP•· A P(JRTtoN' OF TH& .'l'l?AIL IS !NCL.U.DElJ UJI 

• 

Y"h' F- /1//.IIIA!·.s T'"IVE e/ e IIH/JAICE·M/3NT PR..tt>~tl5c 77"., 
3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel number, cross street, etc.: · ' 

T'ffl~ BR.tDr;P: Ct!>t:i/1/Ecr.s · FP..t!JM IVIAtN.ST~E:g·{" 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: __ _ 
b. Approval with special conditions: __ _ 
c. Denial:' )< o:;e- §Xtsru./,'j CJC~A41- i/1 !E""U .r~~./{1/ ... :s 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total lOP. denial decisions by a local government cannot· be 
appealed unless the development Is a major energy or public works project. Denial decisions 
by po~ governments are not appealable. 

10 BE COMPLETED 6'( OOMMISSIQN: 

APPEAL NO: A-3·-.5JjJ·-tJ3- tf 71 
DATE FILED: z-;2L-t~ 5 
DISTRICT: C:(?At hra l 2} (l[f .RECEIVED 

JUL 1 8 2003 

. CALIFORNIA ,•: 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COA~_T :~.R~!~hibit D 

j<Z.l~a.L&,_of &2. ~ves) 
""=' 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERM11 DECISION OF LOCAL. GOVERNMENT CPI}GE 21 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a._ Planning Director/Zoning c. Planning Commission 
Administrator 

b.x City Council/Board of 
Supervisors -st. o c cu I:.J ry 

d. other: 

6. Date of local government's decision: .;TUNG 17) zoo-a 
7. Local governmenrs file number: po-abo'8~P 

SECTION Ill ,Identification of Other Interested eersons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties: (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: . (. 
CAMBR.IIi COMt}1VNir·x se&vtcE.s ..DisTI2t<:.T _ccsD) 
Pa B~X 6!;=J CAMB_giA.-CA 93428 

b. Names and mailing addressf;)s as available of those who testified (either verbally or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings {s). Include other parties which you know to be 
Interested and should receive notic~ of this appeal. · 

~) ----------------~--------------------------~ 

(3) -----------------------------------------------

~) ------------------------~~--------------------

SECTION IV. Reasons Suggorting This Appeal· 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for 
assistance in completing this section which continues on the next page. · 

.. -. 

• 

©\tiC IE:lthibit 0 , • 
~p~geaof ./il2.. pages) 
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Jun-24-03 !1:51am From-
T·014 P.007/007 F·037 

AfPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF lOCAL GOVERNMENT (PAGE 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. 1nclude a summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan pollci~s and requirements in ~ich you _believe 
the project is inconsistent and t_he reasons the d~cis1on warrants a new hearmg. (Use 
additional paper as ne~ssary.) 

The project fails to address and identify the cumulative impacts of all 
known, anticipated, and probable projects. This is a vital provision of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the proposed project 
clearly fails to analyze the incremental impacts combined with the effects of 
other projects. This is a piecemeal approach to planning and is inconsistent 
with CEQA, the local Cetiified Local Coastal Plan, the County General 
Plan, and the California Coastal Act. A summary of the proposed projects is 
not adequate to satisfy the provisions of CEQA. 

See attachment for fmiher details . 

~ The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons 
of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional 
infonnatlon to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

Sig ture _of ~~p~ll~nt{s) Or Authorized Agent 

Date ~I It!!? l_os , I 
NOTE; If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

SECTION VI. Agent Authorization 

1/We hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal • 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date 
' · .. ;.\.;_; E~X~"dbii D 
tl.J.S..~fL/Lof ~ pages) 



July 10, 2003 

TO: California Coastal Commission and Staff 

SUBJECT: Connecting Bridge and Trails Development 

An enlarged map of Reference 1 between Windsor Boulevard and Cambria 
Drive shows the cross town trail touching the wetlands boundary in two 
locations (no setbacks) and crossing the wetlands in another. 

Per discussions with Richard Hawley, a land trust employee, the wetlands 
area south of the bridge was previously a wrecking yard. Soil contamination 
is very likely and an environmental assessment for toxic waste is required. 

The proposed bridge and trail, used as a system, will impact the creek and 
adjacent wetlands. The following factors will degrade the scenic qualities, 
environment and wildlife habitat: 

1. Proximity of humans I major events 
2. Noise levels 
3. Alteration of creek embankment./ 
4. Clearing of vegetation/trees '·/ 
5. Alteration of top soil 'J 

6. Disposal of trash and waste 
7. Uncontrolled navigation 

The proposed bridge and trail connection to the Burton Drive bridge will 
provide an extra source of creek contamination from trash and waste to that 
which exists at Burton Drive. Santa Rosa Creek contains steelhead trout, 
California red-legged frog, and tidewater gobi which are federally listed as 
threatened. 

• 

• 

The proposed bridge and trail connection issues correlate with those 
confronting the new library. Reference 2 indicated the county Library 
Director had discussions with Coastal Commission staff. It was revealed 
some environmental issues raise red flags of; possible MTBE contamination, 
being in a flood hazard zone, an identified sensitive riparian-vegetation area • 

c,~e Exhibit D 
[~age i!Lof IJa2. pages) 



• 

• 

• 

and proximity to the creek which includes steelhead trout. The likelihood 
that MTBE is present on property owned by the CCSD is real. The CCSD 
installed EPA approved fuel storage tanks but past activity over many years 
of fueling and serving equipment may have contaminated a large area. The 
County of San Luis Obispo maintained a storage and refueling facility on the 
property and has graded the property in recent weeks. This site has the real 
potential of being contaminated with fuel spills and oil leakage. 

In addition, during the 1060's and early 1970's aircraft parts for Boeing were 
being fabricated on property adjacent to the proposed trails. No 
environmental assessment was ever conducted on this activity either. 

The proposed bridge and trail system will impact businesses and homes near 
the bridge in the East Village. The creek and wetlands view and solitude 
will be degraded. The insufficient parking area for the proposed park 
major events and holidays will cause overflow congestion for Main Street 
and the Rodeo Grounds Road. THE BRIDGE WILL SERVE AS A NON 
VEHICULAR CONNECTOR BETWEEN THE STREET, PARK AND 
ROAD. The planned park allocation of March 2003 was 130 spaces An 
April 2003 refined master plan indicated 103 spaces. In accordance with 
County Ordinance 23.04.166 requirements, a net use area estimate for the 
12,000 square feet community center reveals a need for 240 parking spaces. 
This analysis excluded any consideration for; active land use, the disabled, 
commercial vehicles, vendors, bicycles, motor cycles, buses, and emergency 
vehicles A review in December 2001 of the Preliminary Design Plan 
(Enhancement of Main Street) revealed no consideration by the county for 
new parking places. 

Robert Bein, William Forst and Associates reported in a September 1999 
cross-town assessment for the "Notice of Intent to Adopt Negative 
Declaration" a potential of arially deposited lead being found within exposed 
soils along the project site. It was recommended that soil samples be 
collected to determine the existence of lead. 
Refernce 3 reveals the County Board " directed staff to fine tune one of the 
important Local Plan regulations , dealing with protection of 
environmentally sensitive areas such as creeks and wetlands". Hence, 
additional sampling consistent with Reference 3 needs to check for pollution 
(including MTBE, the former wrecking yard area, and CCSD property) for 
permanent protection of the creek, and embankment soil. In the interim it 
may be necessary to install "No Creek Water Drinking" signs, clear areas, 

c~c ~Exhibit D 
{page~of &2. pages) 



complete well monitoring and extensive excavation until the continuous 
MTBE migration threat from the East Village is resolved. 

Attached is an annotated bridge and trail schematic. 

References: 

I. Natural Environmental Study/Biological Assessment 
Santa Rosa Creek Cross Town Trail Project 
Prepared by: Assegued & Associates Ecological 
Consulting Services, 591 Pineridge Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
November 30 1999 

2. Advocates OfNew Library Face Obstacles 
San Luis Obispo Tribune, June 21, 2003 

3. County Coastal Plan Pushed On 
San Luis Obispo Tribune, May 7, 2003 
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T-014 P.OD5/007 F-037 : 
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(831) <427-.4163 • APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAl. GOVERNMENT 

Please review attached appeal information sheet pr1or to completing this fonn. 

SECTION I. ~pellaOt(§): 

Name, mal!ing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 
CD 5\fY'OJ..l W·\ ~ . 

Gs:t "":1. r:a u a< L-EY "t:g, 

Zip 
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

Area Code Phone No. 

1 •. Name of !peal/port government 
5AlJ WJ\ 5 C'B 12t=O 0 )1J T'( &AAA at: 1Sep~ 11!$0~S 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

• 
a. Approval; no special conditions: I l Wa..n..P Ul<e: -n:> J.l-4\/e ~e- Appe;A '-

® Approval with special conditions: *" .A-P~ W\~ .4"' '''~~ Cc.A~" 
c. Denial: ":S~LA.I..~f.l"~!-Ar.l~~ 

. . . . . · -n.l4-T ~ l't. ~ ''~!Cotb~6fF ''$'~/lOLA.~ 
Note: For jurisdictions wlth a total LCP, denial deci ions by a local government cannot· be 'C ~ 'Tf. 
appealed unless the development Is a major energ or public works project. Denial decisions ==:==-
by po~ governments are not appealable. < J ·j:j A)-Jk 'Je>L) ! ,1 

TO BE COMPLETEQ BY OOMMISSIO..N: ----- • - ..._ 

APPEAL NO: A- 3-SL~-t3-~zr 
DATE FILED: ?-.;Jt-o 3 
DISTRICT: . Ce.wh:q I (aut 

Appeal Form 1S99.doo 

RECEIVED 
JUL 1 8 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION ,•:. 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

CCC Exhibit D 
«page~ of /'-3 pages) 



Jun-,4-D3 !1:51am From-
T-014 P.D06/DDT F-D3T 

• APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT £PAGE 2} 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a._ Plannii"!Q Director/Zoning c. Planning Commission 

b.~ 
Administrator 

City Councli/Board of d. Other: 
Supervisors 

6. Date of local government's decision: .J:u.N~ \ ':t - Z.a::7_.3 

7. Local governmenrs file number:-* .....:;__.:tb~.....-;;1-00_. ~·S~l P~----------
SECTION Ill ,Identification of Other Interested t=>ersons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties: (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: . 0' '' \ 
CAMeE\A e¢MML?J.ltJY S"~IC=E".s "Dt~cr ~C.C$) ) 

, 
b. Names and mailing address~s as available of those who testified {either verbally or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings {s). Include other parties which you know to be •• interested and should receive nqtic~ of this appeal. . · 

• 

~) -----------------------------~--------------------

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal . 

Note: A~pea.ls of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and requtrements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal infonnatlon sheet for 
assistance in completing this section which continues on the next page. · 

. ;::~ ~lKhibit D 
.. :.,;~gao<iof M pages) 

,· . 



T-014 P.OD7/007 F-037 

APPEAL FROM COASJAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOYERNMEM[ CPAGE 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan. or Port Master Plan pollctes and requirements In which you believe 
the project is inconsistent and t_he reasons the d~clsion warrants a new hearing. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) . . ~ 

TI-le' ~~5~fi;i6L.b 4'-'~ as .A ~a:>~~ 2A 'f~IAJ_ 
CAC''9Rlh· I \JA\/fg AtJC> ~RW!t~D1l+e~ME'UA.<...""'-'Jc 

NOTE; If signed by agent, appetlant(s) must also sign below. 

SECTION VI. Agent Authorization 

to act as my/our 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date ~UL-~ ft-1., ~3:. 

c~:;,~~ ~xhibit D 
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Simon Wilder 

Letter to Editor 

May 19, 2003 

Cambrian 

In response to Joan Cobin's comment in "Viewpoint, May 15" she states .... "This baseless 
appeal may cause the cross town trail to disappear because a few people are determined to do 
so". There are more than a "few" people involved and concerned over the trail project. Scores 
of Cambrians pledged and gave a million dollars to acquire the Santa Rosa Ranch to keep 
open space for passive use only. Ask them if they wanted their contribution used for anything 
but open space .Lets forget minutia of pros and cons on this issue. The decisive factor in this 
issue, notwithstanding the probable illegality of the development is: How much is it going to 
cost in hard cold cash? It sounds so simple-"Build it and they will come" a happy movie 
ending! Well, lets take a hard look at some facts cooking up in this cross-town trail. The 
estimated cost for maintenance of the 22 acres of park will be approximately $250,000 per 
year. The estimate comes from RRM Design and is based on similar parks from Ukiah to 
Ojai. The cost to build the park, based on RRM's own estimate with its baseball diamonds, 
soccer fields, parking for 100 cars, teiUlis courts, paths, will be a conservative $4,500,000 . 
This excludes the cost of a 12,000 square foot community club center requiring heavy steel 
girders. This will cost several million dollars. It also excludes the cost of a 160 foot e 
pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge to access the park from Main Street and incorporating Blue e 
Bird Lane as well. The structure will not look like a picturesque covered bridge in Vermont. 
It must be steel to span the already endangered Santa Rosa Creek, and will cause more 
enviro1U11ental damage. The cost will be at least $500,000. The project excludes the cost of 
very expensive liability the CCSD must carry along with additional operating expenses for 
department management and supervisory staff, adding to a mushrooming bureaucracy of the 
CCSD. How will we pay for this Community Park? The community will! Be aware this will 
be a public park and fees can be charged to support it. Perhaps a dozen options will be 
considered to add monetary spice to this brew. Probably a tax assessment on property 
owners, renters get a free ride, or a special sales tax on all Cambria purchases! How about an 
increase in the Bed tax? The county will love that! Don't expect a rebate either. Another 

·option is a tax assessment district for the Park or the need for a bond issue. Taxes are now 
assessed as unimproved land at $98,000. When improved taxes could skyrocket to $250,000. 
With the size and scope and cost of this proposed project and highly charged emotions on 
both sides of the fence there is only one fair way to settle this issue. Hold a village election on 
the issue similar to the election in 1994 when the voters rejected a park. This right should not 
be taken away from the voters of Cambria!. Set aside a campaign period giving sufficient time 
for Cambrians to decide whether they need a $5,000,000 park with a $500,000 yearly expense 
or keep the East West Ranch a p~rmanent, undeveloped open space of unspoiled pristine 
beauty-Forever!!! Lets have a Vote! 

. . . 
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Simon Wilder 
6577 Buckley Drive, Cambria, CA 93428 

March 22, 2003 

Mr. Mike Reilly, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
575 Administration Drive, Suite 100 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402-26 

Re: Proposed Development of Cambria's East/West Ranch 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

The Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) with the County of San Luis Obispo has 
created a Parks Department and has hired a consulting firm to develop the East portion of 
Cambria's EastM'est Ranch. Thus far, the consultant has submitted an alarmingly ambitious 
plan to utilize a 25 acre area already established as "open space". It will encompass two 
baseball diamonds, two soccer fields, picnic areas, bike paths, a clubhouse, a parking lot for 
127 cars, restrooms and future amenties such as running tracks, a community garden, 
amphitheater and the need to remove a large stand of eucalyptus trees-- all on open space!! 

The area is a designated wetland, beginning East of the Catholic Church and extending into the 
heart of Cambria at Burton Drive. It is in an extensive floodplain. There are homes and 
businesses on both sides of this we-tland area. They will be highly impacted by the ingress 
and egress of vehicles. There is only one entrance possible. There will be excessive noise 
from activities so close to both private and public entities. 

This proposed development will have an obvious harmful environmental impact on the Santa 
Rosa Creek with its steelhead population and vulnerability to structural development and 
excessive human use. 

A bridge is planned at Bluebird Lane to span the Santa Rosa Creek to accommodate foot traffic. 
It may be necessary to have a bridge to handle emergency vehicles such as fire trucks and 
ambulances. This will require p. heavy duty support system on the fragile banks of this already 
endangered creek. 

When the county proposed the Eastf\Nest Ranch to the CCSD, it was clearly stated and 
documented to be for open space and passive use only. The proposed plan is an obvious 
violation of open space use and wetlands intrusion. 

I am supportive of any improvements for leisure activities for the village of Cambria, but a 
paradigm is needed that does not violate the spirit and intent of open space and wetlands . 

I respectfully appeal to the Coastal Commission to help in the preservation and protection of this 
valuable irreplaceable open space and wetland. It was bought and paid for by all the property 

ecc Exhibit D 
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Mr. Mike Reilly 
March 22, 2003 

Page Two 

owners in Cambria at a cost of some $2 million, and it should be kept in Its pristine state for 
generations that follow. Time is of the essence and action is needed immediately to prohibit 
irrevocable approval by the CCSD Board. 

Thank>you. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 

cc: Charles Lester 
Diane Landry 
Peter Douglas 

(;~~ ~l!hebit D 
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Should the ~luff trails on 
the west portion of the 
E/W Ranch overlooking 
the ocean be closed to 
the public? 

Will you disclose the nature 
and intent of the CCAR' s 
and the memorandum of 
understanding written by 
CCSU to protect E/W Ranch 
from future development? 

fhe need for water is 
our top priority. Can 
you justify developing a 
park and trails 
program at a cost of 
over 5 million dollars? 

Is it fair and equitable to 
deny over 700 people the 
opportunity to build their 
home In Ca~Hbria because 
of the lack of water 
hUIHans need and fire 
contain!Henf? 
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CAL.IFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENnW. COAST D151111Q OA'ICE 
72SFI!OHI'm.m', liiJlfEw;l 
S#.N!'A Cl!ltl., Co\ 91060 
(831) <127-463 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

T-014 

Please review attached appeal information sheet prtor to completing this fonn. 

SECTION I. AppellaritCs); 

Name, maillng address and telephone number of ~ppellant(s): 
1.) !!.t~&~z.,a rg~e, ft. i.JLJ!fCtl& 
.).) Ct"?:'tz.Stt .s ·.c::-e. ,;;;s.t:; . .At- &r!J:7dJ,II).$,'?t '- 1 /:z' 
~~ ". ~c.l u.,g,=p~~:s 1

': - _ _ __ . fla$) ·ctzt- ,7171; 
Zip Area Code . Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

P.005/007 

1. . Name of local/port government 
• flBH hLLl5 od1 '5/Da eouyly EoA.t?,IJ oE .f'L./~tE:,~v.-.:50R;$ 

3. Developmenfs location (street address, assessor's parcel number, cross street, etc.: 

r~~ ~~~z-u~ ~ 

4. Description of deolslon being appealed: 

a. Approval; no speotal conditions: _: ___ _ 
b. Approval with special conditions: Z :: 
c. Denial: ------------

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot · be 
appealed unless the development Js a major energy or public works project. Denial deolstons 
by po~ governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETER BY: COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A-. 'i~5"Lt7 -tJ.i_-(JZ'( 
DAtE FILED: ~-~- {~ 
DISTRICT: : c:1: l JtJ f 

RECEIVED 
JUL 1.8 2003 

F·OS7 

• 

Appear Form 1s2~.doo 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION • 
CENTRAL COAST. AREA ' 
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Jun-24·03 !1:51am From-
T-014 P.DDB/007 F-037 

•, 

• APPEAL FROM COASTAL pERMIT PECtSfON OF LOCAL GOVERNMErrr (PAGE 2} 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

•• 

• 

a. _ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b. ./ City council/Board of 
Supervisors 

c. 

d. 

Planning Commission 

Other: ________ _ 

l 

6. Date of local government's decision: _...:.v"",...~~~~-..;;d;;.._._.;..'..:.? ......... , ;....t).:.~--~-------

7. Local government's file number: -...--='D::::;..;;::D::...:Zt=....:o:..::;t>...:Y:.....:...J ..;.P....;·-----~-----

SECTION HI ,Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties: (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Ctg"'-1@&14 ~OMM.YI,/{ ,-'7' ,5.e;g'v'f.::.£.:S Ot.S7(<!tC..l 

b. Names and mailing address~s as available of those who testified {either yerbally or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings (s). Include other parties which you know to be 
interested and should receive noti~~ of this appeal. · 

(1) CZ4P"--/?1A,t4 · U;~rv;~w,-1'7 ¥!:recr~ ~QQ:i?c~t: 
p. a. L'J.<>X: 65 

{2) I< E,../ C~ot'g.e 
fU_.ug.,.;3, ,r;z.g n.LJ:I. 

(4) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supgor.ting This Appeal. 

Note: Af:peals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and_ reqwre_ments of t~e C~astal ~ct. Pl~ase review the appeal infonnatlon sheet for 
assistance 1n completmg th1s section whtch continues on the next page. · 
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·.· T-014 P.007/0Q7 F-037 

AePEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOyt:BNMEtfi CPAGE 3} 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan pollcles and requirements fn which you believe 
the project is inconsistent and t_he reasons the d~cision warrants a new hearing. (Use 
additional paper as nec~ssary.) _ . _. ~ 

~~=?~:':~:=~ ~~ 
. &:il:@ L. .- a;;;,"'* :&;rut;:&r -
~(Lt;u-zo,w& 7"-7 "1"dfi .fl4f11$!44:1:U.,)6./.:D ew "i.HJ :f lqze.t&U.t ~ g IE '7rle 
:??"Ae.c R£'&.?'1", &?Aap ~v.ve /11 4!4"5 J we:: l"f4?4tL <ZaM§rf?i!EU'Q ~4~ 
df'1t'ZPr/;j(f) OV' 7"'..g/g f3p4?Q pG'" ~~(:tea;=$' lA( d~~.t'& ,,,,- LHe' 
~IYIP'Lc;Lu;>AI ~£ ('"'"U'.f:S l?u~ 4m, t{"'( L"<WDuiG lt.1.4:5 VPr.ti;D":Dtf21eJW 
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R&.L'*J-1 <JJ«t?lrl. ~.f.-<:7..rrf!E72 L Oa~nq.l 4G¢.t2:5'S n«; ;?4N7"4 £!'21'19 ~eeG<. 
en.lp2. "7Q 'i"k4Z: 4:t;dl.U t .;1 1 Z'nu-1 ....:s'Fff1!i"~ 4 (lktQ-17< /dG,g:ji ilJ"tlQu:iO 
<:e'a S'S' ~n!><' '::z3 f?;:r4t!/QE' 8t.C¥G-L €.. 41172 ~tA.y ~£t<e:t.5• ~ PJ'Z.D~o.$CD 

g!f%.Wv-ep A_ .Mr'[?t;A'C!ff.P ttEt:A"Co/1if:.J)€G<,412.Al"N~IJ .to../ .Iff"' (ftS: Q;tc!F(¢>1DAI 4 S 

"2b Ce/ii J<:dt-ea 1 g e€ <ws WU&aA1'2Gn~r Sm;::,:w< ~shr.ff 'l"* ddC4,w.tt--/e: 
be_ ~'t:S az,a,-z "U (b"Si &e:?tttqz'.tat{ I?€,;.¢,:}.St;&{-!f1-r R,a,.~y« Pktec/fA.:S.!E", 

1:"1'1!,. n.f3J2&· da,y¢&.1 G&"-ut;oS ~?7 ,-'f'i!2d:s ~pet 7J£,Je 4~~:1 · 
(t) iT.?: ,u;v:24?r tW ¢/.:r ·¥·17"4e·r<:C',q..t. 64iST L4'444 4e57 14"'.2(2J 7i-(tt; -44~ 
4ft ~~u;g i"o "'""'"' LcC4l (!a4;[7(4L f?44+1.. f11CU<'W f/4':) N:C't 4Prk4eCW 
Af1Atpzq/e;:25 1M' rz:2f:C= 8?£;:5S.Ir c21? S.z:P£6 r;J...f!J£· · . . 
Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons 
of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appea\, may submit additional 
information to the staff and/or Commlsslon to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The lnformaflon and facts stated above are corr¢ to th"?Uour ~nowl:dga. 
Signat e of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent 

Date . ;":J. . ·.5:_; '- ~~ ;2 Ot:J ~ 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

SECTION y1. Agent Authorization 

WI a hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind melus in all f!!atlers concerning this appeal. 

-:-------------v' Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date 
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Coastal Zone Appeal 

April29, 2003 

County Government Center-San Luis Obispo, Ca. 93408 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Eugene B. Valdemi 
977 Iva Court 
Cambria, Calif. 93428 

The issue being addressed is a Bridge that fords the sensitive and pristine Santa Rosa Creek in 
downtown Cambria, East. Santa Rosa Creek is one of four steelhead spawning water sources 
remaining in the State of Califm;nia. Further reference might add the stream provides water to our 
Cambria system and not only is it being charged with protecting itself from contamination by 
Chevron {MTBE}. It is now incumbent to protect itself from Public intrusion---such as, cigartee 
butts, candy wrappers, gum wrappers, and whatever may escape the pockets of the public. My 
recollection of CEQA is that it prohibits Projects that are linked in such a manner. There is a 
prominent linkage when you have the cross-town trail project, crossing a bridge, and culmination on 
ranch land {East/West Ranch}. What is worse it is built on a flood plain that provides foot and 
bicycle traffic of major quantity. Major impacts should be addressed at the earliest opportunity. 
Now that a possibility of linking two different projects has arisen, by construction of a bridge, it is 
incumbent on the CCSD and other involved agencies. The law requires the filing of an 
environmental impact report so nearby residents, the City of Cambria, involved agencies, and others 
may make their comments on all intrusions to a comfortable life and the environmental conditions 
subsequently in danger. 
The abutments on both sides of the Bridge project will be 20 feet deep and set back 30 to 40 feet. 
The plan includes concrete retaining walls approximately 4 feet deep on either side of the creek bed. 
This particular invasion of the creek area could require many years of recovery imposed in a way that 
perhaps the future of the waterway may not only divert itself, but in light of this happening may 
destroy its benevolence in providing spawning for the steelhead and effect the natural habitat entirely. 
Mitigation measures should be opened by the lead agencies to review and address the value of the 
creek itself, hazards, and hazardous materials, air quality, noise, residential intrusion, soils, hydrology 
and water quality. The creek itself is subject to severe erosion during periods ofrain and extended 
storms-creek beds in the area of the creek are approximately 10 to 15 feet above waterline. The 
Banks themselves are highly reflected by constant erosion and diversion. 
Strangely, in reviewing all phases of the project, and in particular the discovery that a court case is 
pending as to the ownership and right of conveyance of the BlueBird Lane, the principle ingress for 
the bridge, and seven Federal, State and County Permits are still pending. 
Cambria has always been a lighthouse to guide us all in a pleasant and pristine mode. Protection of 
those things uppermost in perpetuity. The Community as it appears now is close to ignoring the 
better things. 

Eugene B. Valdemi 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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County Government Center San Luis Obispo-93408 Re: Coastal Zone Appeal 

The ultimate goals of the E/W Ranch purchase was to give the village 

pristine open space limited to passive use only. Legal county documents clearly 

state in it's CC and R's that the entire E/W Ranch entity be used only for "open 

space" and " resource enhancement." 

Appointed management SWAP and CCSD was to strive for minimum 

disturbance to the natural qualities of the open space and to create restoration 

for long term protection of natural resources. Sensitive habitats including 

riparian creek corridors wetlands were to be protected. 

SWAP and CCSD.have violated the philosophical spirit of their own 

commitment to reach their stated goals for permanent conservation and open 

space. 

The plan to build and intensive 160' span bridge over the already 

threatened creek flies in the face of the legal city documents and it's CC and R's. 

SWAP, CCSD, and the county are opening the door to irreparable damage to the 

creek and its' sensitive environment. 

The city should and must rescind the per_91it on File D020081p. 

~~7~ l--3o-o3 
6577 Buckley Drive (805)927-8500 

Cambria, CA 93428 
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Simon Wilder 
6577 Buckley Drive, Cambria, CA 93428 

March 22, 2003 

Mr. Mike Reilly, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
575 Administration Drive, Suite 100 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402-26 

Re: Proposed Development of Cambria's EastlWest Ranch 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

The Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) with the County of San Luis Obispo has 
created a Parks Department and has hired a consulting firm to develop the East portion of 
Cambria's East/West Ranch. Thus far, the consultant has submitted an alarmingly ambitious 
plan to utilize a 25 acre area already established as "open space". It will encompass two 
baseball diamonds, two soccer fields, picnic areas, bike paths, a clubhouse, a parking lot for 
127 cars, restrooms and future amenties such as running tracks, a community garden, 
amphitheater and the need to remove a large stand of eucalyptus trees-- all on open space!! 

The area is a designated wetland, beginning East of the Catholic Church and extending into the 
heart of Cambria at Burton Drive. It is in an extensive floodplain. There are homes and 
businesses on both sides of this w~tland area. They will be highly impacted by the ingress 
and egress of vehicles. There is only one entrance possible. There will be excessive noise 
from activities so close to both private and public entities. 

This proposed development will have an obvious harmful environmental impact on the Santa 
Rosa Creek with its steelhead population and vulnerability to structural development and 
excessive human use. 

A bridge is planned at Bluebird Lane to span the Santa Rosa Creek to accommodate foot traffic. 
It may be necessary to have a bridge to handle emergency vehicles such as fire trucks and 
ambulances. This will require p. heavy duty support system on the fragile banks of this already 
endangered creek. 

When the county proposed the East/West Ranch to the CCSD, it was clearly stated and 
documented to be for open space and passive use only. The proposed plan is an obvious 
violation of open space use and wetlands intrusion. 

I am supportive of any improvements for leisure activities for the village of Cambria, but a 
paradigm is needed that does not violate the spirit and intent of open space and wetlands . 

I respectfully appeal to the Coastal Commission to help in the preservation and protection of this 
valuable irreplaceable open space and wetland . .It was bought and paid for by all the property 
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Mr. Mike Reilly 
March 22, 2003 

Page Two 

owners in Cambria at a cost of some $2 million, and it should be kept in Its pristine state for 
generations that follow. Time is of the essence and action Is needed immediately to prohibit 
irrevocable approval by the CCSD Board. 

Thank> you. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 

cc: Charles Lester 
Diane Landry 
Peter Douglas 
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~£:J~g~l.of &i pages) 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

My name is Lynda Adelson and I am unable to be here tonight, so I have asked 
that Laylon read this statement on my behalf. 

I was one of the original founding directors of PROS when it was formed in 1992 
and served on the board for the following eight years. 

PROS was formed in response to a 1992 community survey which received an 
impressive 62% response. The overwhelming mandate of the survey's respondents at that 
time was for the creation of open space. A smattering of recreational needs gained 
response, but none of them had the high percentage of positive response given to open 
space. 

As a PROS director, therefore, I always felt that the PROS mandate was to create 
Open Space, first and foremost. The results of the survey had directed us to do so. 

Now, here we are a decade later, with the community of Cambria having acquired 
the East!W est Ranch for Open Space and PROS is attempting to foist grandiose plans for 
massive sports fields, dog runs, picnic grounds, permanent rest rooms, tennis courts and 
other permanent installations on the eastern portion of East/West Ranch. 

Grants have been obtained for these sports facilities but what I have not heard 
mentioned is that with every grant matching funds - that is cash raised by the community 
-are usually required. 

When I was on the PROS board of directors, for example, the grant money for the 
Cross Town Trail would have required raising approximately $275,000 in cash matching 
funds within the community. 

Cambria was able to raise a million dollars in boom times for East/West Ranch 
because everyone in town was in agreement that it should be purchased for open space . 
Even so, I have always wondered if we could have raised the second million dollars in 
this tiny town of6000 residents- a third of whom are retired folks on fixed incomes. 

If it had not be for the contribution of the Mid-State Bank property, which 
satisfied the second million dollar requirement in matching funds, we might not have 
been able to have acquired East/West Ranch. After all, we are not Santa Barbara or 
Carmel, with a population that can write 5 and 6 figure checks without batting an eye. 

Which brings me back to the proposed park on East Ranch. 
As a resident of Cambria for 23 years, I believe that CCSD has an obligation to 

.take care of essentials first and foremost. Those essentials are provision of water to the 
population for drinking and firefighting. Sewage treatment and Ambulance service. And, 
what about the costly fight against ChevronTexaco for poisoning our backup well? 

We should be building tanks for water to fight fires, not spending $50,000 of 
ratepayer funds on yet another study of a park for East Ranch. 

When I was a PROS director, CCSD budgeted $60,000 a year of ratepayer funds 
for PROS. There were egregious expenditures under Dave Andres and violations of the 
Brown Act because he held PROS meetings in his private office when they should have 
been public. I estimate that in the past decade CCSD has spent in the neighborhood of 
$100,000 to $200,000 on PROS with absolutely nothing to show for it! 

I will also point out that at no time during my 8 year tenure on the board did any 
families with children from the community attend PROS meetings asking for sports fields 
or other youth oriented recreational facilities. When we finally presented the PROS 
Master Plan to the public there were only a few persons in attendance, mainly friends or 
family of the board members or CCSD directors. 

~:~: ;:;~ t~xhibit D 
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I rarely missed a meeting, and the only members of the community who ever 
attended a PROS -meeting were representatives of existing clubs who were ~eeking funds 
fromPROS. . . . .... 

In closing, I will say that I have heard from many sour~es that the number of 
.young people in Cambria is shrinking. As property values soar, this makes sense because 
it becomes more and more difficult for young families to afford to live here. The 2000 
census showed that one-third of our populatiqn is retired. I would assume that this 
percentage will grow as the aging baby boomer population progresses into retirement, 
albeit activ€;: retirement We have sufficient sports fields at the high school for the 
existing youth population. · 

Already Shamel Park has become a Regional Park, especially in the summer_ 
when folks from Paso and Atascadero come over the hill to seek relief from the heat. Do 
·any of1,1s think it VI{OUld be different with a h!,lge. park on East Ranch? Do we really want · 
to create a expensive park for outsiders to use; while Cambrians pay for the salaries of · 
several park attendants, expensive liability insurance, and deal with restrooms that will 
become an instant drug connection because they are so hidden from view. 

Let the CCSD take care of water, sewer and fire prevention first before they waste 
our precious monetary resources on an East Ranch park that will mostly be used by 
outsiders. · 

· Leave East Ranch as Open Space, which is the purpose for which it was 
purchased. No bait and switch please - we cannot afford it. . 

Itespectfully, 

Lynda Adelson 
Cambria 

• 

• 

• 

• 



.. 

• 

• 

• 

Judy Deertrack 
2862 Buckingham Place 

Cambria, California 93428 
Phone: 805/927-2902 

April 15, 2003 

SLO County Planning Department 
Zoning Administration 
SLO County, CA 

To \Vhom It May Concern: 

Re: Minor Use Permit 
Hearing: April 18, 2003 
Cambria Bike Trail and Bridge 

I would like to request that this matter be taken off of the Administrative Calendar for 
Minor Use Permit and submitted to the Planning Commission for full review. My 
request is based upon a review of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) and a 
Declaration of Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CCR) that apply to the pending 
East/West Ranch Parks and Recreation (P&R) Project. 

It is not clear, without a full project description in the Master Plan for the P&R Project, 
whether the bridge or bike trails are an integral part of access routes to that development. 
If so, they should not be pennitted through a segregated minor use process because it will 
piecemeal project buildout; and it may endanger state funding requirements. 

The CCSD contracted in the MOU to prevent premature development of the recreation 
area because it wanted the entire project assessed under the design and planning 
requirements of the pending Master Plan. Funding requirements for the project are tied 
to that agreement; and they may be endangered ifthere are any major breaches of the 
conditions. None of this has been assessed, nor has it been subject to public review. 

If the bridge is used to gain access to the park, it will have to meet all legal requirements 
for that project, and be built to capacity. The Master Plan is the document that assesses 
the capacity of all access routes. 

The implementation of the conservation easement on East/West Ranch is replete with 
complicated state guidelines, phasing requirements, contractual arrangements, and inter
agency agreements. I recommend highly that it not be handled on a minor use calendar. 
This is not a ministerial action; nor is it an action without significant environmental or 
fiscal impacts, especially as it relates to its required correlation with the Master Plan. 

Very trul1' yours, 

Oudj 0eeJJ7ru'£__ 
J~D~rack 
Attorney at Law 

J 
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uild it and they will come 
The Cambria Community Ser

vices District plan to construct a 
large sports complex in the center 
of downtown Cambria is an inap
propriate use of public park land 
many believed to be set aside in 
perpetuity as a tranqUil green pre
serve to save it from commercial 
over-development 

Their misconceived ambitions 
to build a grandiose series of ath
letic fields, spectator stands, and 
indoor gym facilities in the midst 
of historical East Village will most 
certainly pennanently harm the 
tourist, motel and dining trade the 
Cambria economy is based upon 
and could perhaps even degrade 
Please see LETTERS, Page 24 

. ·-··-------· 
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Letters 
From Page 8 

the local real estate market as 
well; it will most certainly lower 
property values in the adjoining 
areas for both business and 
homeowners. 

The increase in numbers of 
private cars, SUV's, trailers, 
and diesel buses needed to im
port hundreds of out-of-town 
athletes, families, friends and 
fans from around the state vvill 
seriously over-tax the all ready 
dangerous overloaded down
town streets, especially the ac
cident-prone and steep Burton 
Drive by Rodeo Drive. 

The cumulative noise from 
seven athletic fields with their 
attendant loud speakers, coach
es, bull horns, whistles, cheer
leaders, and roaring spectators 
will be amplified and be echoed 
from the surrounding hills into 
all of East Village. . 

'This will·most assuredly de
stroy the image of Cambria as a 
different kind of vacation desti
nation for the urbanite hoping 
to escape from the stresses of 
city life. The planned 130-car 
parking lot will soon be seen as 
insufficient when seventi 
games are played sunultan~ 
ously at once. After-game 
crowds flooding the streets will 
not be seeking the traditional 
restaurants that Cambria is · 
kno\\'11 for, but rather fast food 
outlets, possibly causing securi
ty and safety concerns because 
of the crowds leaving the 

grounds all at once. 
If approved, the Parks, 

Recreation and Open Space 
"Field of Dreams" will most 
definitely become Cambria's 

· long-tenn "Morass of Night
mare." 

Arthur Tress 
Cambria 

: 



To: 

April 18, 2003 

California State Attorney General and California State 
Coastal Conservancy 

Subj. Cambria Service District 's Ownership of the Open 
Space Known as East-West Ranch in Cambria, CA. 

This letter is to inform you that the Cambria Community Services 
District (CCSD}, in spite of public protest, plans to use the East 
portion of the East-West Ranch for active recreational facilties. This 
is in violation of the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
(CC&R's) and the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) set forth 
jointly by the State Coastal Conservancy and the CCSD in the years 
2000 to 2001. 

In the CC&Rs, the allowed use of the property was specified to be 
resource enhancement and public access only. There is very little 
public awareness of the CC&R's or the MOU. There is also lack of 
public awareness that the CCSD could lose ownership of the ranch 
to the State Conservancy if the CC&R's are violated. 

Now the CCSD is drafting plans to develop a sports complex 
including a park, recreation building and parking facility. There are 
also plans to restrict public access on the West portion of the 
Ranch. Many Cambrians payed large sums of money to acquire the 
ranch land (East and West) to preserve it for open space and public 
access. 

./J~=:s~m~-~--
Norman B. Fleming .J 
Cambria, CA 

cc. 
California State Attorney General 
Bill Lockyear 1515 Clay Street Oakland, CA 946122-0550 

California State Coastal Conservancy 1330 Broadway Oakland, CA 94612 
_Carol Arnold - Regional Coordinator, William Ahern, and Prentiss Williams 

.~ 
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Park sparks heated debate 
• BACKERS ANXIOUS 

supportive of the plan, with its 
playing fields, picnic areas, hik
ing trails and greenbelts, others 
have spoken out against locat
ing it on the rural landscape, or 
have suggested sweeping 
changes. 

parking area, leaving no room 
for people using the recreation
al facilities. And Susy Ficker re
iterated her request for a "study 
of the cumulative impact to ad
jacent commercial or residential 
districts," which was echoed by 
attorney Russ Read, represent
ing Ken Cooper, owner of the , 
Bluebird Motel. Read said visi
tors to the motel "come to hear 
the creek, for a rustic get-away. 

• 

• 

FOR FACILITIES, BUT 

IMPACTS CITED 

BY KATHE TANNER 
TilE CA.'IBRIAN 

As a proposed design contin
ues to evolve for Cambria's first 
full-fledged, active-use commu
nity park, arguments are firm
ing up for and against the park's 
design and location. 

While most at recent meet
ings about the East Ranch park 
plan have been enthusiastically 

Some of the opponents live 
near the planned park site, and 
object to the prospect of in
creased noise and traffic, the 
possibility of early or late games 
or tournaments and to the gen
eral principle that they didn't 
feel consulted early enough in 
the process. 

Some say that tourists visiting 
Burton Drive may fill up the 

If this project goes forward ... 
he will sec a significant reduc
tion in the value of his busi
ness." 

Other people may support 

Please see PARK, Page 4 
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Park 
From Page 1 

the park plan, but want to change 
the planned mix of recreational 
facilities. Others want to keep all 
the trees in the eucalyptus grove, 
and some object to spending a lot 
of money for so many youth-ori
ented facilities in a community 
with many retired residents. 

And some have said that there 
are legal restrictions on the East 
Ranch parcel, documents that 
preclude having facilities there 
for organized sports and activi
ties. Legal advisors for the Cam
bria Community Services Dis
trict, which ovms the 430 acres 
of scenic rural ranchland, said 
Tuesday they are continuing to 
research the issue, but arc con· 
fidcnt the original plan of putting 
a community park on the land 
will be acceptable to the parties 
mentioned in the "covenants, 
conditions and restrictions" filed 
with the county in 2000 and 
2001. 

According an Aprill6 e-mail to 
CCSD from Prentiss Williams. 
the state Coastal Conservancy's 
project manager for East West 
Ranch, "the conservancy has al· 
ways been aware that part of the 
East West Ranch property would 
be used for active recreation. and 
the conservancy supports this 
use." 

Among funds given to CCSD 
to purchase East West Ranch 
was a $500,000 grant from coun· 
ty Park Facilities Funds (PFF), 
"on the condition that a park 
would be put on East Ranch," 
said District 2 Supervisor Shirley 
Bianchi. 

Planners say they don't know 
yet how much it will cost to build 
the park.. 

Jeff Ferber of RRM Design 
Group told about 100 people at a 
public forum April 9 that recent 
additions and changes include: 
adding two tennis courts; mov
ing playing fields back from the 
creek; moving an off-leash dog 
park closer to the parking lot; 
reducing the parking spaces to 
about 100; adding more bike 
racks; adding more benches 
and tables by the creek; and 
adding a restroom. He stressed 
that there would be very little 
lighting in the park, "just a cou· 
pic of safety lights in the park
ing lot and by the restroom." 



April 30, 2003 

Department of Planning and Building 
San Luis Obispo County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo, California 93408 

Attn: Marsha Lee, Project Manager 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

FEE PROTEST 

Re: Cambria Bike Trail and Bridge 
COP for County File No. 0020081 P 
Attachment to Appeal Form 

The San Luis Obispo County Planning Department has indicated to date that they deny 
this appeal is directed to coastal act issues; consistency reqL!irements with the LCP, or 
Coastal Act programs. When the initial appeal was submitted to the County last week, 
staff refused to accept an appeal without submission of a $474.00 fee. The decision to 
impose fees was "on the spot" and made before the appeal was read or reviewed in any 
manner. We strongly object to the way this was handled, because we pointed out to the 
department when first submitted that the staff report indicates the matter is subject to 
Coastal Act requirements on the County's own face page. 

ATTACHMENT PAGES 

This appeal is jointly submitted by the Cambria Legal Defense Fund and Coalition to 
Save Cambria and San Simeon, and is signed by appropriate representatives. 
Members of the groups have attached and submitted comments to be joined to this 
appeal. 
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• COASTAL ACT JURISDICTION 

• 

• 

Sensitive Coastal Stream Values, Coastal Habitat and Wetlands Protection: The 
Coastal Act requirements mentioned in this paragraph are not meant to be inclusive. 
The entire record should be reviewed to that end. There are, however, three primary 
coastal act requirements covered in this appeal. The first concerns the scope of review 
on coastal habitat and stream values that are affected by this project. The projected 
size of this bridge, and the amount of travel expected in this area would certainly call for 
a full EIR considering this area may be a wetland, (reference early FEMA documents), 
and is certainly a floodplain and sensitive coastal habitat area with the paths built on a 
land acquisition obligated to a conservation easement and right next to a coastal 
stream. 

When the bike path project was originated, the CCSD, State Coastal Conservancy, and 
the County had not yet initiated its plans for a regional visitor-servicing active recreation 
park on the land base that serves these bike trails. It was only quite recently that those 
plans were publicly released. Given the fact that the state documents themselves typify 
this 40+ acre parcel as a "regional park," and in other documents use the word 
"international," it is highly inappropriate that this development is going through without a 
consolidated EIR that covers all aspects of potential park development under one 
master plan. This is the primary thrust of this appeal. 

When the negative declaration on this bike path, trails, and bridge was initiated, the park 
plan was never reviewed or discussed in its full scope, or possibly it received no 
attention at all. The entire project has been dismissed through a mitigated negative 
declaration. If this area will eventually serve a regional or even international state 
park-this suggests high pedestrian and vehicular access to the area. There are 
special CEQA requirements for public park development. The CEQA review is deferred 
until the master plans are completed. Those plans are not complete at this point in 
time. 

What has enhanced the potential damage to the area are plans well underway to 
change the original conservation intent to place the entire East West Ranch Purchase in 
a conservation easement, and to now "exempt" the East portion from the protection of 
that planned easement. This will effectively destroy all of the legal protections set by 
the State of California that limit the use of the land to natural resource preservation with 
public access and natural resource enhancement. We are at an early point of review, 
but it appears that what started as natural resource protection switched at some point to 
a small community active park, and later grew into a regional concept. The documents 
must be reviewed in their entirety for the scope of representations made to this 
community, and whether the legal documents change with time, and use misleading 
and contradictory terms about the land uses allowed now that were not anticipated 
when the community sought private and non-profit donations. 

The bottom line: these bike trails will be subjected to regional, if not international public 
access if the scope of the documents are followed. This would not be unusual for a 
total"park area" that is 450+ acres in scope (given the entire ranch purchase) on a 
stunning north coast vista area. The Cambria project got national attention, and 
because of the potential Hearst project, this area will become increasingly international. 

©CC Exhibit D 
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Our question is whether our conservation easement is now burdened with this • 
obligation, against what we originally intended, and whether these bike paths and bridge 
are feeding into the scope of this result. 

We have objected from the beginning that a portion of this park development has been 
segregated and handled through a negative declaration and minor use permit without 
the review and participation of the California Coastal Commission. 

Coastal Program Issues: A second primary thrust of the appeal is the bridge itself, 
and its planned scope. The planned bridge pilings, construction, and design 
significantly affect habitat values that cannot be mitigated by "replanting habitat" 
somewhere else. This bridge is described as an "erector bridge." This may imply a 
structure that is designed for later expansion. 

We have warned the County that CEQA and the Coastal Act should prevent the 
piecemealing of the bridge design. If this bridge serves the original bike trails concept 
that started around 1992, the County cannot treat this plan in isolation and ignore the 
later development of the park plan. This bridge is a primary access route to the park. 
The State Coastal Conservancy was careful to draft a Memorandum of Understanding 
to cover the East West land acquisition. It covers both East and West Ranch, not just a 
portion. By its terms, it appears to be a moratorium on development until the Master 
Plan for the Ranch is completed-East and West. The Coastal Conservancy is a 
branch of the Coastal Commission, and this raises coastal act program issues. 

Coastal Visitor-Serving Facility: Thirdly, the planned park area on which these trails • 
and bridges will be built raises issues directly on the scope of the Coastal Act Program 
under which anywhere from $3.5 million to $7 million of State funds were directly 
contributed. The negative declaration and staff report do not mention anything about he 
scope of the program and how it relates to this project. Considering that those 
document directly address master plan requirements, and place a moratorium on any 
predevelopment of the land area, this should lead to coastal act review of whether 
development of the bike trails is a form of predevelopment. The bike trail may be 
passive in and of itself, but if it is designed to open full access to an open active 
recreation ball park complex, it cannot retain its "passive" designation, because it is a 
primary access route. 

SUBSTANCE OF THE APPEAL 

Some of the material in this section may repeat what was said in our section under 
Jurisdiction. We set it forth again separately, because we want to make the jurisdiction 
issue very clear, given the county's refusal to recognize our grounds-regardless of the 
fact we had involved discussions on all of the above at the minor use hearing. 

This project and bridge, as designed, has significant coastal habitat Impacts and coastal • 
program impacts. Basically, the bridge has features that lead us to believe it is 
purposefully being handled in two stages that are being separated in order to maintain 
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access to funding that will lapse by the end of the year for the bike trails-regardless of 
the fact that CEQA and Coastal Act requirements are being overlooked. We don't 
believe state law requirements should ever be ignored for funding reasons. The bridge 
is designed in a way where it may be financed now for one project scope, and then 
enlarged later as it relates to the uncompleted Master Plan for the Regional Park area it 
serves. This is a violation of state law to segregate planning in this manner. 

The documents on the park development start out with strong overtones of natural 
resource protection and resource enhancement with public access-a purpose 
completely compatible with the west side park. Later, a "community park" was 
mentioned, and in public meetings representatives of the conservancy mentioned small, 
local ball fields. As time goes on, language is extended to the concept of a "regional 
park" and even an "international park." 

It was not until several weeks ago when RRM was granted a $50,000 contract to 
complete the west end Master Plan that many within the community at large became 
aware of a switch in public purpose on the land acquisition. At that point, we realized 
the bike trails and bridge were serving two masters-and the original bike and trail 
concept is being affected. The project cannot now meet the imposed legal 
requirements on park protection because of the MOU and covenants of restrictions 
posed by the State of California. 

The County and CCSD have maintained that this park area has been designed for 
active recreation as a state funding requirement. In a review of the documents, we see 
nothing yet that obligates CCSD, the County, or the State to impose active recreation
and the heavy access linkages that this park plan would entail. To the contrary, there 
are issues of potential misappropriation of public funds because the fund raising drive 
clearly represented donations would go directly to the conservation of the area as "open 
space forever." I personally gave large donation on that representation, and there are 
many others like me now coming forward. 

The bridge, as currently designed, appears to be placed so that it creates access to the 
planned park-and this feature links the bike paths and bridge to two projects which 
must jointly be accessed. We do not want the county to develop funding for one kind of 
bridge, and then in the next few years, completely redesign the bridge again under a 
different project scope. This affects capacity issues. The negative declaration and staff 
report do not generate this discussion. 

Secondly, all projects that are linked to the idea of a regional park should be put on hold 
until such time as the County, CCSD, and State of California pursue the private claims 
now being made that funds were taken with representations quite contradictory to the 
land uses of an active ball park serving the State of California. Otherwise, these 
projects will be built without an assessment of whether the park project is in violation of 
a land acquisition that was supposed to be set aside in its entirety for natural resource 
protection--called East West Ranch. It was very clear to this community as a whole 
(and admitted by many of the proponents of this project) that the original plans for the 
conservation easement was to keep the entire area in passive open space use with 
public access. 

~;~c Exhibit D 
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Any permit approval for a project that potentially links into this regional park concept is • 
premature. The county should have assessed the joint programs under a combined 
CEQA and Coastal Act review so it is not piecemealed, and it is analyzed under a 
completed master plan concept. We are particularly concerned about whether a 
financially stressed CCSD, with a water shortage emergency in effect, is in any position 
to handle the financing, management, and yearly maintenance of a major state park. 
We never intended, as a small community, to become responsible for the maintenance 
of a state park; nor do we feel it appropriate the CCSD take on this role with all of its 
other significant struggles. 

We are not pleased with representations that present this as a legal obligation of CCSD 
given the acquisition of almost $12 in public funding under completely contradictory 
representations. 

An EIR should be required on the entire scope oft his area, and any thing that impacts 
the conservancy directly, because of the prohibition of predevelopment set in the State 
Conservancy's MOU. The County should have reviewed and discussed the impact of 
the Memorandum of Understanding, the segregation of the East West Master Plan, the 
status of the West and East Plans, and the legal effect of the covenants and restrictions 
on this project. 

The State Coastal Conservancy, a Coastal Act arm under Coastal Act funding, is a 
signator to most of these documents and has contributed $3.5 million to $7 million 
toward the land acquisition. Please give this the serious review it requires. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. This permit is premature, it is in violation of • 
CEQA and the Coastal Act requirements, and should be consolidated with the legal 
issues and planning that now surrounds the East West Ranch acquisition, and the East 
portion proposed developments. I am a resident of Cambria with a home that overlooks 
the planned park area. I was a major contributor to the conservation easement. 
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.· NEGATIVE DECLARATIQN 

1. Name, if any, and a brief description of project: Cambria Cross·)own Tran Project 

The orojecr consists of the orooosed Cross Town Trail Proiect which would provide an aooroximate 1.8-mile 
oedestrianlbicycle facilitv along Santa Rosa Creek within the Commun1tv of Cambria. The prooosed oedestrian 
and bicycle facility begin at Shamel Park located adjacent to the Santa Rosa Creek outflow to the Pacific Ocean. 
The orooosed trail alignment continues along the north side of Win':lsor Boulevard immediately adjacent to 
Santa Rosa Creek and crosses the creek at an existing brid11:e located immediately south of Hlghwav 1. From the 
intersection of \r\'indsor Boulevard and Highwav 1, east to Cambria Drive, the trail alignment varies within the 
existing California Deoartrnent of Transportation (Cal trans) ri~ht-of-wav IROW) along the north side of Santa Rosa 
Creek. The segment of the prooosed trail alignment iro:-:l Cambria Drive to the oroposed creek crossinsz at Blue 
Bird lane, would be integrated for aooroximatelv thr== ouarters of,a mile with the Co1.1ntv's Main Street 
Enhancement Proiect. The final se2ment of the orooosed trail ali2nme,,t would scan Santa Rosa Creek at Blue 
Bird Lane and continue alon2 the southerlv bank of the creek alone: Rc;deo Grounds Road until its terminus at 
Burton Drive, 

2. Location: Communitv of Cambria. Countv of San Lu!s Obisoo. Caflfoq,,.:::ia,.__ _____ _ 

3. Entity or person undertaking pioject: 

A. Cambria Community Sa:vices Dism~! 

B. Other {Private) 
(1) Name:--------·-------
(2} Address:--------·------

Cambria Community Services District, having reviewed the Initial Stuciy of this proposed project and having. 
reviewed the written comments re~eived prior to the public meeting, including the recommendation of Staff, does 
hereby find and declare that the proposed project will not have a signifit:ant effect on the environment. A brief 
statement of the reasons supporting the Distri~'s findings are as follows: 

Cambria Community Services District hereby finds that the NegativE! Declaration reflects its independent 
judgement A copy of this Initial Study may be obtained at: 

J) . -~· ... 
Cambria Community Services District 
1316 Tamson Drive. Suite 201. Cambira. CA 93428 

Phone No.: 8051927·6223 

The location and custodian of the documents and any other material whic:h constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the District based Its decision to adopt this Negative Declaration are as:fo!lows: 
See above address 

... 
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNlY 
MINOR USE PERMIT APPLICATtC•N 

PROJECT: Cross Town Trail Project 
Cambria Community Services District 

The Cross Town Trail encompasses bicycle and pedestrian facilities from Shamel Park on 
· the west to Burton Drive on the east. The Cambria Ct>mmunity Services District's Cross 

Town Trail Project will be designed and constructed in conjun<:tion with San luis Obispo 
County's Main Street Enhancement Project and their Flood Control Project. 

This application is for Segments 1. 2 and 5 only. Segments 3 at··d 4 are being designed and 
constructed by SLO County. Specific detai Is of each segment t<~ be covered under this 
permit are listed below~ 

SEGMENT 1 (CCSD Project): 

Project Limits: 

Total length: 

Construction: 

Schedule: 

Windsor Blvd., between Shamel Park and ::;tate ~oute 1 

Approximately 1,520 l.F. 

All construction is located within public rig:1t-<>f-way. Construction 
and maintenance crews will access Segment 1 from Windsor Blvd., 
Moonstone Beach Drive, and State Route 1. 

Construction scheduled for Spring/Summer 2003 

The pedestrian path, located on west side of Windsor Blvd. from Shamel Park to the 
Windsor Bridge, is comprised of an approximately 1,180 feet Jon.~ by 6 feet wide 
decomposed granite path:~ Vegetation.enr.rnar.hing imo the right··Of-way will be trimmed 
back during construction. 

At approximately 170 feet south ofthe Windsor Bridge a reinforc1! concrete pad (16' x: 6') 
wilt be installed in place of the decomposed granite, to provide a more solid surface for 
access to th'e driveway into the State Park facility. 

Two existing culverts on the west side of Windsor Blvd. will be e>ttended a few feet. A 
new inlet will be connected to an existing culvert on the south siole of Moonstone Beach 
Drive. 
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On the west side of the intersection of Windsor Blvd. and Moonstone Beach Drive curb, 
gutter, sidewalk, and handicap ramps will be installed on each corner. An AC be1m will 
be reconstructed on the south side of Moonstone Beach Drive for a distance of 30 feet 
Existing guardrails wiil be removed from the west side of Windsor Blvd. 

Crosswalks will be installed at Windsor Blvd. and Moonstone Beach Drive, and at Windsor 
Blvd. an~ State Route 1. A pedestrian activated signal will al~c· be installed at Windsor 
Blvd. and State Route l. 

To provide a Class !I bike route on the east side of Windsor Blvd, between Shamel Park 
and. State Route 1, the street will be striped and signing will be installed. 

Segment 1 terminates at the southeast corner of Windsor Blvd . .and State Route 1. 

Anticipated Environmental Jurisdiction/Permits Required: 
• Coastal Zone Management Act (CZM,~) determination 

Miscellaneous Requirements: 
.• Caltrans Encroachment Permit for work at Windsor Blvd. and State Route 1 
• San Luis Obispo County Encroachment Permit 

• PS&E Certification and Authorization to Proceed with Con!.truction from Caltrans 

lmpacts To Wetlands, or Riparian Vegetation, Fish or Wildlife: 
• Trimming willows at right-of-way 

SEGMENT 2 {CCSD Proje~: 

Project Limits: Adjacenr to Santa Rosa Creek, between Willdsor Bl. and Cambria Dr. 

T otallength: Approximately 2,900 l.F . 

Construction: .. AJI. Construction i~ located ':Vithin State Rout·e l right--of .. \vay. · · · · .. ~ 
Construction and maintenance crews will access Segment 2 from 
Windsor Blvd. on the west and Cambria Drive on the east. 

Schedule: Construction scheduled for Summer/Fall20t)3 

Segment 2 begins at the southeast corner of Windsor Blvd. and S·tate Route 1, where it 
connects to the Segment 1 crosswalk at Windsor Blvd. 

It is comprised of an 8-foot wide paved Class 1 bicycle/ pedestrian path, which meanders 
along the north side of Santa Rosa Creek to a traffic signal at Cambria Drive (traffic signal 
will be constructed by SLO County as part of their flood control project). 
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There will be improvements to four existing culverts, loeated .ilt approximately Sta. 8 • 70, 
14+ 40, 20 • 00 and 27 + 70. Improvements will include the removal of existing flap gate 
and headwall, extension of pipe, construaion of new headwail, and reinstallation of flap 
gate. 

Anticipated Environmental jurisdiction/Permits Required: 
• Coastal Zone Management Acr (CZMA} determination 
• California Department of Fish and Came, Streambed Alte~ration Permit 
• . Army Corps of Engine~rs Permit 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board- 401 Certification 

Miscellaneous Requirements: 
• Caltrans Encroachment Permit 
• San Luis Obispo County MUP/CDP 
• PS&E Certification and Authorization to Proceed with Construction from Caltrans 

Impacts To Wetlands, or Riparian Vegetation, Fish or Wildl.ife: 
• Trimming willows (replacement plantfngs) - See Natural Environment Study/ 

Biological Assessment, prepared by Assegued & Associate·s (attached) 

SEGMENT 3 (SLO Courity Project): NOT A PART OF THUS PERMIT 

Project limits: Cambria Drive lmprovements1 including Traffic Signal, betvveen State 
Route 1 and Main Street. · 

Construction: Construction tentatively scheduled for Summer/Fall 2003. 

SE,..~ •E"';TA f':..tQ ,...-··n~ o-:-.¥1. .... :uO,i I "t , ~ .. 11.. 'I,.VUI l/ I I VJ\:\..lJo NOT A PART OF THIS PERMIT 

Project Limits: Main Street Enhanc:ement Projec.:t, from Cambria Drive to Burton Dr. 

Construction: Construction tentatively scheduled for Summer/Fall 2003. 
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SEGMENT 5 <CCSD Project.}: 

Project Limits: 

T otallength: 

Consrructi on: 

Schedule: 

Bluebird Lane to Burton Drive 

Approximately 1,700 L.F. 

All conSiruction is located within public right-of-way. ·construction 
and maintenance crews will acmss Segm~:~nt 5 from Main Street on · 
the north and Burton Drive on the east. 

Construction of Bluebird lane and the bridge may require "Right to 
Enter and Construct'' permits from one or both adjoining pro~.erty 
owners of APN 013-251-003 (Cooper} and APN 013-251-00.2 
{Kemak). 

Constru,tion is schedule for Summer/fall :woJ. 

Segment 5 is composed of three distinct sections: Bluebird tan1?, Pedestrian/Bicyd~ Bridge 
over Santa Rosa Creek, and Rodeo Grounds Road. 

Bluebird lane: 

Bridge: 

Class 1 bicycle path and pedestrian facility from Main Street to the 
Santa Rosa Creek bridge. Approximately 120 l.f. of paved path, of 
varying width- from 20 feet at Main Street, tapering to 8 feet where 
the bridge begins. 

The single-span bridge will be approximatdy 140 l.f. by 8 feet wide, 
with pedestrian railing and a concrete ded. It will be constructed to 
handle bicycle and pedestrian traffic. 

Installation will be via a crane- no equipment will enter or disturb 
the creek area. 

!) 

Abutments will be constructed outside the creekbed, as shown on the 
plan and profile. 

Under the bridge, approximately 1,500 s.f. of willow trimming and 
removal will be necessary (see pl9n). 

Riparian Mitigation Plan (Revegetation): 
What: Willows 
Quantity: Approximately 1,500 s.f. 
Replacement Ratio: 3:1 
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Rodeo Grounds 
Road: 

Where: The CCSD has de·signated the south bank of 
Santa Rosa Creek, near the Waste Water 
Treatment Plant a:; a potential mitigation area. 

At the south end o( the bridge will be a 900 s.f. staging area of 
constructed of decomposed granite, whic~ will then lead·dircctly 
onto the Rodeo Grounds Road section. 

This Se<:tion is a Class t bicycle and pede!;trian path following the 
alignment of existing unpaved Rodeo Grc.unds Road, from the Santa 
Rosa Creek bridge to Bunon Drive. It is a:oproxfmately 1,700 l.f. by 
8-feet wide decomposed granite path. 

Anticipated Environmental jurisdiction/Permits Required: 
• California Department of Fish and Game, Streambed Alteration Permit 
• Army Corps of Engineers Permit ~ 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board • 401 Certification 

Miscellaneous Requiremants for: 
• San luis Obispo County MUP/CDP 
• San Luis Obispo County Encroachment Permit 
• PS&E Certificati~n and Autliorization to Proceed with Construction from Caltrans 

Impacts 1o Wetlands, or Riparian Vegetation, Fish or vVildlife: 
:. Trim back willows under the bridge 

• 
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POSITION PAPER ON THE PROPOSED PARK ON EAST RANCH AND THE CROSS TOWN 
TRAIL CONNECTION 

In order to dispel rumors and inaccurate information Greenspace has taken the following position 
regarding the proposed Cross Town Trail and the proposed East Ranch Park. 

Greenspace was founded on advocating for the establishment of the Santa Rosa Creek Corridor. 
This corridor had three functions. The first was to establish a foot trail between Shamel Park and 
Coast Union High School. The second was to preserve a riparian corridor through Cambria 
protecting wildlife habitat. The third function was to protect the remaining floodplains from 
urbanization. The community (PROS) adopted the concept and over the years it has gone through 
a number of revisions. 

Greenspace received notice from the county of San Luis Obispo inviting comments on the 
proposed project through a Minor Use Permit hearing. We requested to be included in the hearing 
process. 

The issues that prompted the need for more public input are that a negative declaration was given. 
by the responsible agency for the Cross Town Trail project knowing that the project and the East 
Ranch Park were linked together via a bridge that was intended to be only a footbridge. Now we 
learn, at the twelfth hour, that the bridge is intended for vehicular traffic. The California 
Environmental Quality Act prohibits piecemeal projects when it is clear that projects are linked. 
While the Cross Town Trail Project may have no significant environmental impacts when viewed as 
a single project, it certainly does when you link it to a large community park built on a flood plain 
and facilitates traffic and new roads. Cumulative impacts are required to be addressed at the 
earliest possible opportunity. 

Now that the two projects have been linked, via the bridge, the duty of the CCSD and other 
agencies, by law, is to conduct an environmental impact report so neighborhood residents, 
agencies, and others can make comments, identify impacts, and find resolution through 
meaningful mitigation. 

We propose a simple solution to the Cross Town Trail Negative Declaration mistake: Eliminate the 
vehicular bridge over Santa Rosa Creek and continue the trail to Burton Drive as it was originally 
intended to go. /--- 4 ) 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Appeal ofCDP for County File Number D020081P 
Issues Relating to 

Negative Declaration 
General Plan Consistency 

North Coast Area Plan Compliance 

This is an attachment to an appeal of the Coastal Development Permit County File Number 
D020081P and the Negative Declaration associated with the permit. 

The appellants are very concerned that the cross-town trail and bridge project has improperly 
been reviewed in isolation as a minor, stand-alone project. In reality, the proposed bridge across 
Santa Rosa Creek between Main Street and the Rodeo Grounds is an essential component of the 
planned re-development of Cambria's Historic East Village. This proposed project involves a 
sports park to accommodate statewide recreational needs, a community center, a re-design of 
Cambria's Historic Main Street, and a new public parking lot. 

The piecemeal analysis of each component in isolation precludes the possibility of an informed 
community discussion of the actual scope of the development planned for the area. The 
community needs, and the law requires, an authentic analysis of the impacts and compliance of 
the entire project with CEQA, General Plan, and Coastal Act requirements. 

The appellants point out that the project is planned for a Coastal Sensitive Resource Area and, as 
such, may be in violation of federal environmental laws regarding wetlands, streams, and 
wildlife. Adequate analyses have not been produced or provided for public review and comment 
on these issues. -
In addition, please note that Section B, Chapter 7 "Combining Designations and Proposed Public 
Facilities" of the San Luis Obispo County Local Coastal Plan Framework for Planning, requires 
an analysis of general plan consistency prior to approval of public works projects within areas 
identified by Combining Designations. The area proposed for construction of a bridge is in a 
Coastal Sensitive Resource Area Combining Designation. The analysis ofthe compliance ofthe 
proposed project with the San Luis Obispo General Plan and the North Coast Area Plan is not 
sufficient and, among other things, fails to meet state standards for consistency fmdings. 

The proposed project itself and the process used to approve it violate CEQA requirements, 
General Plan, and Local Coastal Plan requirements. The appellants file this appeal to make 
sure, among other things, 1) that the public is informed as to the scope of the entire re
development project proposed for Cambria's Historic East Village, 2) that the proposed project 
receives adequate review and analysis as a whole, and 3) that the fmal design plan is consistent 
with coastal, state, and federal requirements . 
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Coastal Commission Acts and Policies 
1-91 Allow golf driving ranges in the Commercial Retail category anywhere 
that the category exists in the Coastal Zone, including Cambria and San 
Simeon. 
2-92 Traffic on the streets and roads in Cambria especially Main Street, is 
frequently congested, particularly in the summer. Regardless of the land use 
designation of a site, approval of any future development must take into 
account the limitations imposed on development by congested traffic. 
1-89 Amended the Cambria Urban Area Standards of the North Coast Plan 
to allow "Participant Sports and Active Recreation" in the Recreation land 
use category. Those lands had been inadvertently excluded from allowable 
uses in the recreation category in Cambria. Without such an addition, 
activities such as tennis courts, swimming pools, golf courses and public 
parks would not be allowed in Recreation category in Cambria. Also 
proposed was adding Participant Sports and Active Recreation" as use in the 
Commercial Retail land use category. 1-89 passed. 
Cambria CSD-Commercial Retail to Public Facility. The CCSD currently 
uses and for many years has used this 1.15-acre parcel for a corporation yard 
and pumping and wastewater treatment plant. The site is flat to gently 
sloping and lies along the Santa Rosa Creek in the East Village. The site is 
on the opposite side of the creek from East Village commercial core, in the 
FLOODPLAIN. Potential flooding and preservation of riparian habitat are 
the main issues of this site. Although it would be prudent for the CCSD to 
relocate the functions that this site performs to a site out of the 
FLOODPLAIN, or at least some distance away from the creek bank to 
decrease the risk of flood damage to the pumping and water treatment plant, 
the proposed change simply recognizes the legal existing use, and since no 
new development is expected on the site, the proposed change raises no 
significant iss'ues with respect to the development policies of the Coastal 
Act. 
THE EAST VILLAGE IS CONSIDERED A "SPECIAL COMMUNITY" 
BY THE LCP, PARTLY BECAUSE OF ITS HISTORICAL NATURE. 
COASTAL COMMISSION. 
Cambria Air Force Station-Recreational-Visitor serving uses should 
continue to be a policy goal by NCAP. · 
30253-30244-30210-30254-30252-30251-30240-31231-30212.5-30221-
30222 
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STAlE Of C1.UFORNIA" THE RESOURCES A9ENCY Gray Davit, Qovftnot 

~CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAS1 DISTRICT OFFICE 

• 725 FRONT 51RE£T, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(13 II .c27..cl63 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please review attached appeal information sheet prior to completing this form. 

SECTION I. Appellant<sl: 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 
Cambria Legal Defense Fund 
Suzy Ficker, Chairperson 
1060 Hartford 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Zip 
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. . Name of local/port govemment: 

(805) 927-8078 
Area Code Phone No. 

San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: 
Cross Town Trail, Cambria, Calif6rnia 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel number, cross street, etc.: 

,&·-· 

- • 

• 
Cambria, California: Windsor Bouleyard, Highway a~~ Saata Rssa Creek 

4. Description of decision being appealed:· 

a. Approval; no special conditions: -·-=---
b. Approval with special conditions: __ x __ 
c. Denial: -------------

Note: For jurisdictions with a totaiLCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot· be 
appealed unless the development Is a major energy or public works project. Denial decisions 
by pot1 governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A:i-SLtJ -~3-& Zy 
DATE FILED: 7-P?/-~ 3 
DISTRICT: . Ceafrn/ CM1f 

RECEIVED 
JUL 2 1 2003 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRA~r E;kflibit D • 

Appet'! Form 1999.doc (page~of .lid pages) 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (PAGE 2} 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. _ Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b. 1L City Council/Board of 
Supervisors 

c. 

d. 

Planning Commission 

Other: ________ _ 

6. Date of local government's decision: __ J_u_n_e_l_7_,_2_o_o_3 _________ _ 

'I b D020081P R 1 t' 2003 213 7. Local government's fl e num er: _______ e_s_o_u_l._o_n ___ -_: -----

SECTION Ill Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties: (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
Cambria Community Services District 
1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201 
Cambria, CA 93428 

b. Names and mailing address_es as available of those who testified {either yerbally or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings (s). Include other parties which you know to be 
interested and should receive notice of this appeal. 

(1) Please See Attached 

{2) 

(3) -----------------------------------------------------------

(4) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for 
assistance in ~ompleting this section which continues on the next page. 

CCC Exhibit 0 
(page~of ~pages) 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (PAGE 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a _summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements In which you believe 
the project Is Inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons 
of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional 
Information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge. 

Cambria Legal Defense Fu~ ~ Suzy Ficker 

• 

• 

By Signatu f Appellant( a) or Authorized Agent Chair per s 0 n 

Date . JUL 1 7 2003 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

SECTION VI. Agent Authorjzatlon 

trw e hereby authorize to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us In all matters concerning this appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) CCC Exhibit Q • 
Date .. (page p 2 of ./.6.3. pages.) 
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Linda Laylon 
2289 Main Street 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Norm Fleming 
952 Iva Court 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Joseph Gilpin 
Bicycle Coalition 
General Delivery 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Lila Evans 
2862 Buckingham Place 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Carolyn Connelly 
Rod & Reel Mobile Home Park 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Eve Redwood 
3417 Huntington Road 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Jim & Hollie Stotter 
2410 Langton 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Bill Warren 
2290 Benson 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Doug Buckmaster 
1965 Emmons 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Peter Chaldecot, CCSD 
Bob Kelly, CCSD 
Vern Hamilton, CCSD 
Bob Greshin, CCSD 

Barbara Wellington 
798 Arlington 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Pandora Nash-Karner 
SLO Parks & Recreation 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

Robert Davis 
SLO Bicycle Club 

Names and Addresses 

SECTION III 

~cc E)!hibut D 
(pa~ge~of .&J. pages) 
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

1. COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Recreation & Visitor-Serving 
Facilities, Policy 1, require that "All uses shall be consistent 
with protection of significant coastal resources." 

COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, 
Policy 1, require that "New development within or adjacent to 
locations of environmentally sensitive habitats (within 100 feet 
unless sites further removed would significantly disrupt the 
habitat) shall not significantly disrupt the resource. Within an 
existing resource, only those areas dependent on such resources 
shall be allowed within the area." 

COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, 
Policy 29, require that "San Luis Obispo County, or the 
appropriate public agency, Shall ensure that the design of trails 
in and adjoining sensitive habitat areas shall minimize adverse 
impact on these areas." 

Segments 1, 2, and 5 contain densely foliated areas that are 
within 100 feet of the banks of Santa Ro·sa Creek. Not only is 
there removal of the vegetation but also excavation of the soil to 

• 

provide a base for installation of a granite trail which will • 
disrupt the riparian habit and cause sedimentation into the creek 
bed. A boardwalk instead will minimize soil excavation. 

2 • COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, 
Policy 2, require that "As a condition of permit approval, the 
applicant is required to demonstrate that there will be no 
significant impact on sensitive habitats and that proposed 
development or activities will be consistent with the biological 
continuance of the habitat. This shall include an evaluation of 
the site prepared by a qualified professional which provides: a) 
the maximum feasible mitigation measures (where appropriate), and 
b) a program for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures where appropriate." 

No qualified professional opinion and no monitoring program 
has been submitted with the staff reports by the applicant. 

3 • COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, 
Policy 3, require that "The 
require the restoration of 
approval when feasible." 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, 
county or Coastal Commission should 

damaged habitats as a condition of 

A condition of this project should also include removal of • 
the concrete under the Burton Drive Bridge. This is a proper nexus 

Appeal by Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Section IV., Reasons Supporting Appeal • J Of 4 :Rages 
CCC E;s:h1tnt __.....u~ 
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3-SL0-03-269 

to this project because the creek is impacted where the bridge is 
to be placed and removal of the concrete will mitigate that. 

4 • COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, 
Policy 23, require that "Channelizations, dams or other 
substantial alterations of rivers and streams shall be limited to: 
a) necessary water supply projects, b) flood control projects when 
there are no other feasible methods for protecting existing 
structures in the flood plain and where such protection is 
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, 
and c) development where the purpose is to improve fish and 
wildlife habitat." 

COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats, 
Policy 24, require that "Cutting or alteration of naturally 
occurring vegetation that protects riparian habitat is not 
permitted except for permitted streambed alterations (defined in 
Policy 23) and where no feasible alternative exists or an issue of 
public safety exists." 

Removal of the vegetation on the creek bank to construct the 
bridge is is a •substantial alteration)for this creek which will 
caused erosion and creek bed sedimentation. This development is 
not included in the allowed categories. 

5 • COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Coastal Watersheds, Policy 7, require 
that 

"Grading for the purpose of creating a site for a structure 
or other development shall be limited to slopes of less than 20 
percent except: 

Existing lots of record in the Residential Single-Family 
category and where a residence cannot be feasibly sited on a slope 
less than 20 percent; when grading of an access road or driveway 
is necessary to provide access to an area of less than 20 percent 
slope where development is intended to occur, and where there is 
no less environmentally damaging alternative; 

The county may approved grading and siting of development on 
slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent through Minor Use Permit, 
or Development Plan approval, if otherwise required by the Coastal 
Zone Land Use Ordinance. Also in review of proposed land 
divisions, each new parcel shall locate the building envelope and 
access road on slopes of less than 20 percent. In allowing grading 
on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent the county shall 
consider the specific characteristics of the site and surrounding 
area that include but are not limited to: the proximity of nearby 
streams or wetlands, the erosion potential and slope stability of 
the site, the amount of grading necessary, neighborhood drainage 
characteristics and measures proposed by the applicant to reduce 

Appeal by Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Section IV., Reasons Supporting Appeal ~CC Ex:hJfiHt paf!Js 
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potential erosion and sedimentation. The county may also consider 
approving grading on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent 
where it has been demonstrated that there is no other feasible 
method of establishing an allowable use on the site without 
grading. Grading and erosion control plans shall be prepared by a 
registered civil engineer and accompany any request to allow 
grading on slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent. It shall also 
be demonstrated that the proposed grading is sensitive to the 
natural landfor.m of the site and surrounding area. 

In all cases, siting of development and grading shall no't_ 
occur within 100 feet of any environmentally sensitive habitat. In"', ,... 
urban areas as defined by the Urban Services Line, grading may 
encroach within the 100 foot setback when locating or siting a 
principally per.mitted development, if application of the 100 foot 
setback renders the parcel physically unusable for the principally .l ,, 
per.mitted use. Secondly, the 100 foot setback shall only be I 

reduced to a point at which the principally per.mitted use, as! 
modified as much as practical from a design standpoint, can be 
accomplished to no point less than the setback allowed by the 
planning area standard or 50 feet whichever is the greater 
distance. 

Removal of the vegetation from the creek banks to construct 
the bridge is grading that does not fit any of the criteria of 
this policy. There is a feasible alternative and that is that the 
bridge not be installed. Now that the CCSD owns the south bank of 
Santa Rosa Creek, a trail can be provided there as it was 
originally planned before the former private owners withdrew per 
mission of r such an easement trail. 

6. COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Coastal Watersheds, Policy 10, require 
that "Site design shall ensure that drainage does not increase 
erosion. This may be achieved either through on-site drainage 
retention, or conveyance to stor.m drains or suitable watercourses. 

No drainage plan has been submitted to accommodate any water 
accumulating between Highway One and the proposed trail in Segment 
2. 

7. COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 1, 
require that "Unique and attractive features of the landscape, 
including but not limited to landfor.ms, scenic vistas and 
sensitive habitats are to be preserved and [protected, and in 
visually degraded areas restored where feasible." 

The trail in segment 2 will require removal of scenic 

Appeal by Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Section IV., Reasons Supporting AppeaiEt:CC Elthiflft4 P,ij9S . 

(pagel2..of //,J pages) 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

3-SL0-03-269 

vegetation along Highway One. 

8. COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Hazards, Policy 1, require that "All new 
development proposed within areas subject to natural hazards from 
geologic or flood conditions (including beach erosion) shall be 
located and designed to minimize risks to human life and 
property." 

COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Hazards, Policy 3, require that "The 
county shall require a detailed review of development proposed 
within the geologic study area and flood hazard combining 
designations as indicated on the Land Use Element maps for the 
coastal zone. The review shall be performed by a qualified 
registered and/or certified engineering geologist and shall be 
adequately detailed to provide recommendations and conclusions 
consistent with this plan. Residential, commercial and industrial 
development shall be prohibited within the 100 year floodplain (1% 
chance of inundation in any year) as delineated in the Flood 
Hazard combining designation except for those areas within an 
urban reserve line." 

The north abutment of the bridge and the trail leading to it 
are in the 100-year flood plain. The trail in Segment 2 is within 
the 100-year floodplain. 

9. COASTAL PLAN POLICIES, Hazards, Policy 2, require that "New 
development shall ensure structural stability while not creating 
or contributing to erosion or geological instability." 

Removal of vegetation to install the bridge and removal of 
soil to install a granite path will cause erosion and creek bed 
sedimentation. 

AND ATTACHED COMMENTS WHICH ARE HEREBY INCORPORATED 

Appeal by Cambria Legal Defense Fund, Section IV., Reasons Supporting Appeal,;;oc,..~ ~ ~~,. .. 4 gf 4 p:f19S 
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AITACHMENT 

Appeal to the California Coas~al Commission 
ofCDP for County File Number D020081P 

Issues Relating to 
Negative Declaration 

General Plan Consistency 
North Coast Area Plan Compliance 

This is an attachment to an appeal of the Coastal Development Permit County File Number 
D020081P and the Negative Declaration associated with the permit. 

The appellants are very concerned that the cross-town trail and bridge project has improperly 
been reviewed in isolation as a minor, stand-alone project. In reality, the proposed bridge across 
Santa Rosa Creek between Main Street and the Rodeo Grounds is an essential component of the 
planned re-development of Cambria's Historic East Village. This proposed project involves a 
sports park to accommodate statewide recreational needs, a community center, a re-design of 
Cambria's Historic Main Street, and a new public parking lot. 

The piecemeal analysis of each component in isolation precludes the possibility of an informed 
community discussion of the actual scope of the development planned for the area. The 
community needs, and the law requires, an authentic analysis of the impacts and compliance of 
the entire project with CEQ A, General Plan, North Coast Area Plan and Coastal Act 
requirements. 

The appellants point out that the project is planned for a Coastal Sensitive Resource Area and, as 
such, may be in violation of federal environmental laws regarding wetlands, streams, and 
wildlife. Adequate analyses have not been produced or provided for public review and comment 
on these issues. 

In addition, please note that Section B, Chapter 7 "Combining Designations and Proposed Public 
Facilities" of the San Luis Obispo County Local Coastal Plan Framework (or Planning, requires 
an analysis of general plan consistency prior to approval of public works projects within areas 
identified by Combining Designations. The area proposed for construction of a bridge is in a 
Coastal Sensitive Resource Area Combining Designation. The analysis of the compliance of the 
proposed project With the San Luis Obispo General Plan and the North Coast Area Plan is 
inadequate and, among other things, fails to meet state standards for consistency findings. 

The proposed project itself and the process used to approve it violate CEQA requirements, 
General Plan, and Local Coastal Plan requirements. The appellants file this appeal to make 
sure, among other things, 1) that the public is informed as to the scope of the entire re
development project proposed for Cambria's Historic East Village, 2) that the proposed project 
receives adequate review and analysis as a whole, and 3) that the final design plan is consistent 
with local, state, and federal requirements including but not limited to the San Luis Obispo North 
Coast Area Plan. 

-··--. 

• 

• 

The appellants point out that since the North Coast Area Plan is outdated and no longer • 
fu~ctional as a legal document, it is impossible to make a finding that the_J2r2.iect is consistent 
with the outdated plan. C{I;C Exhibit D 

(page'i2_of lid pages). 
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Judy Deertrack 
2862 Buckingham Place 

Cambria, California 93428 
Phone: 805/927-2902 

Apri115, 2003 

SLO County Planning Department 
Zoning Administration 
SLO County, CA 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Re: Minor Use Permit 
Hearing: April 18, 2003 
Cambria Bike Trail and Bridge 

I would like to request that this matter be taken off of the Administrative Calendar for 
Minor Use Permit and submitted to the Planning Commission for full review. My 
request is based upon a review of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) and a 
Declaration of Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CCR) that apply to the pending 
East/West Ranch Parks and Recreation (P&R) Project. 

It is not clear, without a full project description in the Master Plan for the P&R Project, 
whether the bridge or bike trails are an integral part of access routes to that development. 
If so, they should not be permitted through a segregated minor use process because it will 
piecemeal project buildout; and it may endanger state funding requirements. 

The CCSD contracted in the MOU to prevent premature development of the recreation 
area because it wanted the entire project assessed under the design and planning 
requirements of the pending Master Plan. Funding requirements for the project are tied 
to that agreement; and they may be endangered if there are any major breaches of the 
conditions. None of this has been assessed, nor has it been subject to public review. 

If the bridge is used to gain access to the park, it will have to meet all legal requirements 
for that project, and be built to capacity. The Master Plan is the document that assesses 
the capacity of all access routes. 

The implementation of the conservation easement on East/West Ranch is replete with 
complicated state guidelines, phasing requirements, contractual arrangements, and inter
agency agreements. I recommend highly that it not be handled on a minor use calendar, 
This is not a ministerial action; nor is it an action without significant environmental or 
fiscal impacts, especially as it relates to its required correlation with the Master Plan. 

Very trul ¥ yours, 
r ; {J ~ . 

. ';,;; ., (i . . u.~ 'de&J,a~i 
J D~rack -_____ 
Attorney at Law 

~©C E~rhibit D 
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April 30, 2003 

Department of Planning and Building 
San Luis Obispo County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo, California 93408 

Attn: Marsha Lee, Project Manager 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

FEE PROTEST 

Re: Cambria Bike Trail and Bridge 
COP for County File No. 0020081 P 
Attachment to Appeal Form 

The San Luis Obispo County Planning Department has indicated to date that they deny 
this appeal is directed to coastal act issues; consistency requirements with the LCP, or 
Coastal Act programs. When the initial appeal was submitted to the County last week, 
staff refused to accept an appeal without submission of a $474.00 fee. The decision to 
impose fees was "on the spot" and made before the appeal was read or reviewed in any 
manner. We strongly object to the way this was handled, because we pointed out to the 
department when first submitted that the staff report indicates the matter is subject to 
Coastal Act requirements on the County's own face page. 

ATTACHMENT PAGES 

This appeal is jointly submitted by the Cambria Legal Defense Fund and Coalition to 
Save Cambria and San Simeon, and is signed by appropriate representatives. 
Members of the groups have attached and submitted comments to be joined to this 
appeal. 

~cc Exhibit D 
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COASTAL ACT JURISDICTION 

Sensitive Coastal Stream Values, Coastal Habitat and Wetlands Protection: The 
Coastal Act requirements mentioned in this paragraph are not meant to be inclusive. 
The entire record should be reviewed to that end. There are, however, three primary 
coastal act requirements covered in this appeal. The first concerns the scope of review 
on coastal habitat and stream values that are affected by this project. The projected 
size of this bridge, and the amount of travel expected in this area would certainly call for 
a full EIR considering this area may be a wetland, (reference early FEMA documents), 
and is certainly a floodplain and sensitive coastal habitat area with the paths built on a 
land acquisition obligated to a conservation easement and right next to a coastal 
stream. 

When the bike path project was originated, the CCSD, State Coastal Conservancy, and 
the County had not yet initiated its plans for a regional visitor-servicing active recreation 
park on the land base that serves these bike trails. It was only quite recently that those 
plans were publicly released. Given the fact that the state documents themselves typify 
this 40+ acre parcel as a "regional park," and in other documents use the word 
"international," it is highly inappropriate that this development is going through without a 
consolidated EIR that covers all aspects of potential park development under one 
master plan. This is the primary thrust of this appeal. 

When the negative declaration on this bike path, trails, and bridge was initiated, the park 
plan was never reviewed or discussed in its full scope, or possibly it received no 
attention at all. The entire project has been dismissed through a mitigated negative 
declaration. If this area will eventually serve a regional or even international state 
park-this suggests high pedestrian and vehicular access to the area. There are 
special CEQA requirements for public park development. The CEQA review is deferred 
until the master plans are completed. Those plans are not complete at this point in 
time. 

What has enhanced the potential damage to the area are plans well underway to 
change the original conservation intent to place the entire East West Ranch Purchase in 
a conservation easement, and to now "exempt" the East portion from the protection of 
that planned easement. This will effectively destroy all of the legal protections set by 
the State of California that limit the use of the land to natural resource preservation with 
public access and natural resource enhancement. We are at an early point of review, 
but it appears that what started as natural resource protection switched at some point to 
a small community active park, and later grew into a regional concept. The documents 
must be reviewed in their entirety for the scope of representations made to this 
community, and whether the legal documents change with time, and use misleading 
and contradictory terms about the land uses allowed now that were not anticipated 
when the community sought private and non-profit donations. 

The bottom line: these bike trails will be subjected to regional, if not international public 
access if the scope of the documents are followed. This would not be unusual for a 
total "park area" that is 450+ acres in scope (given the entire ranch purchase) on a 
stunning north coast vista area. The Cambria project got national attention, and 
because of the potential Hearst project, this area will become increasingly international. 

~t;C Exhibit D 
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Our question is whether our conservation easement is now burdened with this 
obligation, against what we originally intended, and whether these bike paths and bridge 
are feeding into the scope of this result. 

We have objected from the beginning that a portion of this park development has been 
segregated and handled through a negative declaration and minor use permit without 
the review and participation of the California Coastal Commission. 

Coastal Program Issues: A second primary thrust of the appeal is the bridge itself, 
and its planned scope. The planned bridge pilings, construction, and design 
significantly affect habitat values that cannot be mitigated by "replanting habitat" 
somewhere else. This bridge is described as an "erector bridge." This may imply a 
structure that is designed for later expansion. 

We have warned the County that CEQA and the Coastal Act should prevent the 
piecemealing of the bridge design. If this bridge serves the original bike trails concept 
that started around 1992, the County cannot treat this plan in isolation and ignore the 
later development of the park plan. This bridge is a primary access route to the park. 
The State Coastal Conservancy was careful to draft a Memorandum of Understanding 
to cover the East West land acquisition. It covers both East and West Ranch, not just a 
portion. By its terms, it appears to be a moratorium on development until the Master 
Plan for the Ranch is completed-East and West. The Coastal Conservancy is a 
branch of the Coastal Commission, and this raises coastal act program issues. 

Coastal Visitor-Serving Facility: Thirdly, the planned park area on which these trails 
and bridges will be built raises issues directly on the scope of the Coastal Act Program 
under which anywhere from $3.5 million to $7 million of State funds were directly 
contributed. The negative declaration and staff report do not mention anything about he 
scope of the program and how it relates to this project. Considering that those 
document directly address master plan requirements, and place a moratorium on any 
predevelopment of the land area, this should lead to coastal act review of whether 
development of the bike trails is a form of predevelopment. The bike trail may be 
passive in and of itself, but if it is designed to open full access to an open active 
recreation ball park complex, it cannot retain its "passive" designation, because it is a 
primary access route. 

SUBSTANCE OF THE APPEAL 

Some of the material in this section may repeat what was said in our section under 
Jurisdiction. We set it forth again separately, because we want to make the jurisdiction 
issue very clear, given the county's refusal to recognize our grounds-regardless of the 
fact we had involved discussions on all of the above at the minor use hearing. 

• 

• 

This project and bridge, as designed, has significant coastal habitat Impacts and coastal • 
program impacts. Basically, the bridge has features that lead us to believe it is 
purposefully being handled in two stages that are being separated in order to maintain 

CCC Exhibit J) 
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access to funding that will lapse by the end of the year for the bike trails-regardless of 
the fact that CEQA and Coastal Act requirements are being overlooked. We don't 
believe state law requirements should ever be ignored for funding reasons. The bridge 
is designed in a way where it may be financed now for one project scope, and then 
enlarged later as it relates to the uncompleted Master Plan for the Regional Park area it 
serves. This is a violation of state law to segregate planning in this manner. 

The documents on the park development start out with strong overtones of natural 
resource protection and resource enhancement with public access-a purpose 
completely compatible with the west side park. Later, a "community park" was 
mentioned, and in public meetings representatives of the conservancy mentioned small, 
local ball fields. As time goes on, language is extended to the concept of a "regional 
park" and even an "international park." 

It was not until several weeks ago when RRM was granted a $50,000 contract to 
complete the west end Master Plan that many within the community at large became 
aware of a switch in public purpose on the land acquisition. At that point, we realized 
the bike trails and bridge were serving two masters-and the original bike and trail 
concept is being affected. The project cannot now meet the imposed legal 
requirements on park protection because of the MOU and covenants of restrictions 
posed by the State of California. 

The County and CCSD have maintained that this park area has been designed for 
active recreation as a state funding requirement. In a review of the documents, we see 
nothing yet that obligates CCSD, the County, or the State to impose active recreation
and the heavy access linkages that this park plan would entail. To the contrary, there 
are issues of potential misappropriation of public funds because the fund raising drive 
clearly represented donations would go directly to the conservation of the area as "open 
space forever." I personally gave a large donation on that representation, and there are 
many others like me now coming forward. 

The bridge, as currently designed, appears to be placed so that it creates access to the 
planned park-and this feature links the bike paths and bridge to two projects which 
must jointly be accessed. We do not want the county to develop funding for one kind of 
bridge, and then in the next few years, completely redesign the bridge again under a 
different project scope. This affects capacity issues. The negative declaration and staff 
report do not generate this discussion. 

Secondly, all projects that are linked to the idea of a regional park should be put on hold 
until such time as the County, CCSD, and State of California pursue the private claims 
now being made that funds were taken with representations quite contradictory to the 
land uses of an active ball park serving the State of California. Otherwise, these 
projects will be built without an assessment of whether the park project is in violation of 
a land acquisition that was supposed to be set aside in its entirety for natural resource 
protection--called East West Ranch. It was very clear to this community as a whole 
(and admitted by many of the proponents of this project) that the original plans for the 
conservation easement was to keep the entire area in passive open space use with 
public access. 

~©C Elrhibit D 
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Any permit approval for a project that potentially links into this regional park conc~pt is 
premature. The county should have assessed the joint programs under a combined 
CEQA and Coastal Act review so it is not piecemealed, and it is analyzed under a 
completed master plan concept. We are particularly concerned about whether a 
financially stressed CCSD, with a water shortage emergency in effect, is in any position 
to handle the financing, management, and yearly maintenance of a major state park. 
We never intended, as a small community, to become responsible for the maintenance 
of a state park; nor do we feel it appropriate the CCSD take on this role with all of its 
other significant struggles. 

We are not pleased with representations that present this as a legal obligation of CCSD 
given the acquisition of almost $12 million in public funding under completely 
contradictory representations. 

An EIR should be required on the entire scope of this area, and any thing that impacts 
the conservancy directly, because of the prohibition of predevelopment set in the State 
Conservancy's MOU. The County should have reviewed and discussed the impact of 
the Memorandum of Understanding, the segregation of the East West Master Plan, the 
status of the West and East Plans, and the legal effect of the covenants and restrictions 
on this proje~t. 

The State Coastal Conservancy, a Coastal Act arm under Coastal Act funding, is a 
signator to most of these documents and has contributed $3.5 million to $7 million 
toward the land acquisition. Please give this the serious review it requires. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. This permit is premature, it is in violation of 
CEQA and the Coastal Act requirements, and should be consolidated with the legal 
issues and planning that now surrounds the East West Ranch acquisition, and the East 
portion proposed developments. I am a resident of Cambria with a home that overlooks 
the planned park area. I was a major contributor to the conservation easement. 

Very truly yours, 

Linda Laylon 
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POSITION PAPEJ~ ON THE PROPOSED PARK ON EAST RANCH AND THE CROSS TOWN 
TRAIL CONNECTION 

tn order to dispel rumors and inaccurate information Greenspace has taken the following position 
regarding the proposed Cross Town Trail and the proposed East Ranch Park. 

Greenspace was founded on advocating for the establishment of the Santa Rosa Creek Corridor. 
This corridor had three functions. The first was to establish a foot trail between Shamel Park and 
Coast Union High School. The second was to preserve a riparian corridor through Cambria 
protecting wildlife habitat. The third function was to protect the remaining floodplains from 
urbanization. The community (PROS) adopted the concept and over the years it has gone through 
a number of revisions. 

Greenspace received notice from the county of San Luis Obispo inviting comments on the 
proposed project through a Minor Use Permit hearing. We requested to be included in the hearing 
process . 

The issues that prompted the need for more public input are that a negative declaration was given 
by the responsible agency for the Cross Town Trail project knowing that the project and the East 
Ranch Park were linked together via a bridge that was intended to be only a footbridge. Now we 
learn, at the twelfth hour, that the bridge is intended for vehicular traffic. The California 
Environmental Quality Act prohibits piecemeal projects when it is clear that projects are linked. 
While the Cross Town Trail Project may have no significant environmental impacts when viewed as 
a single project, it certainly does when you link it to a large community park built on a flood plain 
and facilitates traffic and new roads. Cumulative impacts are required to be addressed at the 
earliest possible opportunity. 

Now that the two projects have been linked, via the bridge, the duty of the CCSD and other 
agencies, by law, is to conduct an environmental impact report so neighborhood residents, 
agencies, and others can make comments, identify impacts, and find resolution through 
meaningful mitigation. 

We propose a simple solution to the Cross Town Trail Negative Declaration mistake: Eliminate the 
vehicular bridge ove~r Santa Rosa Creek and continue the trail to Burton Drive as it was originally 
intended to go. 

Sincerely, 

~{{.;© !El:ittdbit D 
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4/15/2003 

Board of Directors 

RUSSELL S. READ 
Counselor & Attorney 

2450 Main St., Suite F 
Cambria, CA 93428 

(805) 927-2344; FAX (805) 927-2435 
e-mail: rread@neteze.com 

Cambria Community S~rvice District 
P.O. Box 65 
Cambria, CA 93428 

Re: Cambria Community Park Development 

Dear Board Member: 

I write this letter on behalf of my clients Ken and Gisela Cooper, owners and operators of 
the Blu~bird Motel in Cambria with respect to the proposed Cominunity Park 
Development. I attended the meeting on April3, wishing to speak about the project but 
was unable to do so because it was postponed until the meeting on April24, 2003. • 
Because I will be on vacation at the time of that meeting, I ask that this letter be made a 
part of the public record regarding the Park project. I also ask that this letter be 
forwarded to the party responsible for doing the environmental review on the project and 
be made a portion of the review file. I regret that I cannot attend the meeting in person. 

While the Coopers recognize the need for athletic facilities to serve Cambrians, 
(eSpecially children) they believe that there are several significant issues that must be 
addressed before the District decides whether or not to sign the development Agreement. 

At the outset, I emphasize that I have not had time to research this matter thoroughly. I 
have not had the opportunity to do a complete title investigation. I respectfully suggest 
the District Counsel check with a title company and review the District's. o~ internal 
files to identify and assess the legal effect of relevant documents before signing the 
agreement with the County. 

An important area of research might be Section 3100 et seq. of the Public Resource Code 
dealing with the State Coastal Conservancy, and the related administrative regulations. 
The Conservancy was a signatory of the 2000 CC&Rs (identified below.) It is 
noteworthy that "Coastal resource enhancement project" is defmed in Section 3107 in 
tenns of returning coastal property to its original condition: 

~~e Exhibit D 
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"This agreement simply confirms the actions taken ... in May 2000. . ... . At the time the 
East-West Ranch was purchased and deeded to the CCSD, the County contributed 
$500,000.00 to the project. This $500.000.00 was conditioned upon the development gf fl. 
community park !!J!. the CCSD on the East Ranch properties." 

4. Interpretation and Construction of Agreements. Collectively these agreements raise a 
host of interesting issues, only a few of which I will mention at this time: 

One of the most prominent issues concerns the reasons for titling the 2000 and 2001 
docwnents "Covenants,. Conditions and Restrictions" when they actually create a type of 
conservation easement. They certainly were not created to govern a Common Interest 
Development. [Compare CC 1350 et seq with CC Section 815.1.] I will not speculate 
about the reasoning behind this choice, except to observe that genuine CC&Rs generally 
can be amended by the owners of the impacted property (within statutory limits; see CC 
Section 1355) while a conservation easement cannot be amended except with the consent 
of the owner of the easement (i.e. the State of California.) 

Other significant questions include: 

Are the 2001 CC&Rs effective given that they were executed unilaterally by the CCSD, 
presumably after it had accepted or agreed to accept State money? 

I>oes the added language in the 2001 CC&Rs (referring to residential, urban or industrial 
purposes) expand the permitted uses of the Ranch? Was that the intention of the 2001 
CC&Rs? Was this expansion disclosed to the public or approved by the Coastal 
Conservancy? 

Is the development of the Park consistent with the CC&Rs? Will the Park development 
cause the forfeiture of the Ranch to the State? 

I have not researched any of these questions beyond reviewing the documents themselves 
but would like to make some preliminary observations: 

• First, to the extent it attempts to expand permitted uses of the Ranch, I doubt if the 
2001 CC&Rs are effective because it seems to be a unilateral attempt by the 
District to expand the permitted use of the Ranch. (If the Coastal Conservancy 
agreed to the expansion or had the authority to do so, why didn't it execute the 
2001 document?) 

• Second, the District may have errored in promising the County that it could 
develop a Park on the Ranch and in accepting the $500,000.00 

• Finally, I very much doubt that development of the Park with all the proposed 
uses is consistent with "resource enhancement." 

.~.~~© !El'rhibii D 
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My name is Lynda Adelson and I am unable to be here tonight, so I have asked 
that Laylon read this statement on my behalf. • 

I was one of the original founding directors of PROS when it was formed in 1992 
and served on the board for the following eight years. 

PROS was formed in response to a 1992 community survey which received an 
impressive 62% response. The overwhelming mandate of the survey's respondents at that 
time was for the creation of open space. A smattering of recreational needs gained 
response, but none of them had the high percentage of positive response given to open 
space. 

As a PROS director, therefore, I always felt that the PROS mandate was to create 
Open Space, first and foremost. The results of the survey had directed us to do so. 

Now, here we are a decade later, with the community of Cawbria having acquired 
the East!W est Ranch for Open Space and PROS is attempting to foist grandiose plans for 
massive sports fields, dog runs, picnic grounds, permanent rest rooms, tennis courts and 
other permanent installations on the eastern portion of East/West Ranch. 

Grants have been obtained for these sports facilities but what I have not heard 
mentioned is that with every grant matching funds- that is cash raised by the community 
- are usually required. 

When I was on the PROS board of directors, for example, the grant money for the 
Cross Town Trail would have required raising approximately $275,000 in cash matching 
funds within the community. 

Cambria was able to raise a million dollars in boom times for East!W est Ranch 
because everyone in town was in agreement that it should be purchased for open space. 
Even so, I have always wondered if we could have raised the second million dollars in 
this tiny town of 6000 residents- a third of whom are retired folks on fixed incomes. 

If it had not be for the contribution of the Mid-State Bank property, which 
satisfied the second million dollar requirement in matching funds, we might not have 
been able to have acquired East/West Ranch. After all, we are not Santa Barbara or 
Cannel, with a population that can write 5 and 6 figure checks without batting an eye. 

Which brings me back to the proposed park on East Ranch. 
As a resident of Cambria for 23 years, I believe that CCSD has an obligation to 

take care of essentials first and foremost. Those essentials are provision of water to the 
population for drinking and firefighting. Sewage treatment and Ambulance service. And, 
what about the costly fight against Chevron Texaco for poisoning our backup well? 

We should be building tanks for water to fight fires, not spending $50,000 of 
ratepayer funds on yet another study of a park for East Ranch. 

When I was a PROS director, CCSD budgeted $60,000 a year of ratepayer funds 
for PROS. There were egregious expenditures under Dave An<;lres and violations of the 
Brown Act because he held PROS meetings in his private office when they should have 
been public. I estimate that in the past decade CCSD has spent in the neighborhood of 
$100,000 to $200,000 on PROS with absolutely nothing to show for it! 

I will also point out that at no time during my 8 year tenure on the board did any 
families with children from the community attend PROS meetings asking for sports fields 
or other youth oriented recreational facilities. When we finally presented the PROS 
Master Plan to the public there were only a few persons in attendance, mainly friends or 
family of the board members or CCSD directors. 
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I rarely missed a meeting, and the only members of the community who ever 
attended a PROS meeting were representatives of existing clubs who were seeking funds 
from PROS. 

In closing, I will say that I have heard from many sources that the number of 
young people in Cambria is shrinking. As property values soar, this makes sense because 
it becomes more and more difficult for young families to afford to live here. The 2000 
census showed that one-third of our population is retired. I would assume that this 
percentage will grow as the aging baby boomer population progresses into retirement, 
albeit active retirement. We have sufficient sports fields at the high school for the 
existing youth population. 

Already Shamel Park has become a Regional Park, especially in the summer 
when folks from Paso and Atascadero come over the hill to seek relief from the heat. Do 
any of us think it would be different with a huge park on East Ranch? Do we really want 
to create a expensive park for outsiders to use, while Cambrians pay for the salaries of 
several park attendants, expensive liability insurance, and deal with restrooms that will 
become an instant drug connection because they are so hidden from view. 

Let the CCSD take care of water, sewer and fire prevention first before they waste 
our precious monetary resources on an East Ranch park that will mostly be used by 
outsiders. 

Leave East Ranch as Open Space, which is the purpose for which it was 
purchased. No bait and switch please- we cannot afford it. 

Respectfully, 

Lynda Adelson 
Cambria 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAl. GOVERNMENT 

Please review attached appeal information sheet prior to completing this fonn. 

SECTION 1. &JpeflaOtC§);_ 

Name, maltlng~ddress and felephono number of ~ppeflant(s): 

--' ~ fl'A'Ji :E 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 
SECTION II. QerJslon Befng Appeal.!d 

1 •. Na~ of loca~.rt government <]. '23o-et /' ~ . ,. .. 
.. ·• Jll.n -~ :aA'iO" unt;j. -~ ~at:,U:S 
2. Brie ascription of deve!o ment being appealed: 

. -~· .,,. ~ .· 

. 4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: V: 
b. Approval with specfaf conditions: v· 
o. Denial: -----------. 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP. danlar decl•lone by a local government cannot· be 
appealed unless the development Is a major energy or public works project. Denial deolslons 
by po~ governments are not appaalabfa. 

IQ BE COMPLETEQ BY COMMISSION; 

APPEAL. NO: A-.}-.5l~ - tJ j- tJ N 
DATE FILED: z-~;-tl+. 
DISTRICT: O~h-e ~~~~.rt: 

RECE. i-~lf~""_-_-·-.·o· ._ I \\ {;, l~: ·· · • 
;,_F.iar4 ~ \!~' ~~ ~· 
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AePJ!AL EBOY QOA§IAb P@BM[t DICJSION Of LOCAb GOYERNMM <PAC§ il 

State briefly your reasons tor this appeal. Include a summary description of Locat Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan. or Port Maeter Plan pollcles and requirements In which you believe 
the project is lnconalstent and !!'• reasons the dt!Cfslon warrants a new hearing. (Use 
addiUonal paper as n~.) 

jJ C!:UUlJ .::Eit:Lib Z:f,7?r 42106 a:i,& I:. 
: : : : : . : IS7tg" 6 ±fl z : . : 

.· : ~~;;.:~ ~~~~~=~ 

~ The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive atatement of your reasons 
of appeal; however. there must be sufficient dlscusston for ataff to determine tMt the appeal Is 
allowed by law. The appellant, SUbsequent to filing the appeal. may aubmH additional 
lnfonnatlon to the staff and/or Commlsslon to support the appeal requaat. 

SECTION V. ~!1Jfle&tfgn 

The Information and facts &tated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge. 

• 

• 

-~!: =r :;?; ~:. (4-" ~ P"V<'n.V . 
SiQnatUr80f Appa nt(a) or Authorized Agent ~ 

0a1e ~~j >.£. .M?a · 
NOTE: If signed by agent, appe11ant(a) must also sign below. 

SECTION VI. Aaent &fthorizatfon 

1/Wa hereby authorize~-:--:--::----~---~~--=
representati'le and to bind me/us in all '!latters concerning th18 appeal. 

to act as my/our 

Signature of AppeUant(s) 

Oate ---------------
-;:;:,~ e:' e...::~·t {) 

j \:.r7 ~ [$ji X:n ru,.lJII 
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&PPE!A!- EBQM COASTAl- pERMIT pgCJSfON OE bOCAL GOVERt!M§NT (pAGE 2) 

6. Decision baing appealed was made by (check one): 

e. _ Plannirm Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b. :fl-- City CounciiJBoard of 
Supervisors 

c. Planning Commission 

d. ~e;. ______________ __ 

6. Date of local government's decision: -~rW~· ~W£~-~~-z....,,_.'2.4Jfi2~-."1~-------
7. Local governmenrs file number: · ])o2 Pfl.R'l/? 

SECTION IH fdenti®atlon of Other Interested eersoos 

. Give the names and addresses of the following parties: (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

"· N'&"nd ma!Ung r of p~ppllcant: . ~.;!: 

·tt~£ii~~ 
b. Names and maiUng addressps as available of those who te&tffled (either yerbaUy or in 
writing) at the city/county/port hearings (s). Include other parties which you know to be 
Interested and should receive notioe of this appeal. . · 

(1) (!<Zm.IJNfta:. /;~ Fis{pJ ---;.;b:prvwA,J-1) 
: :::~~_. ~JJ;;1-;-tt;;, hiisz 

:: 

: 
(4) ------------..:----------

SECTION IV. 8§asooa Supporting This Agpe§l · 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors 
and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeallmonnatton sheet for 
assistance in completing this section which continues on the next page. · 

;;;~e PE~hibit D 
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TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

FROM: DUANE P. LEIB, GENERAL SERVICES DIRECTOR 

DATE: JANUARY 18, 2000 

SUBJECT: PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND CAMBRIA 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT TO ACQUIRE A PORTION OF 
THE EAST-WEST RANCH TO PROVIDE A COMMUNITY PARK IN 
CAMBRIA 

RECOMMENDATION 

Your Board is requested to: 1) approve an appropriation transfer of$500,000 from Parks Public 
Facility Fees to Budget Unit 4126, Parks, to pay the Cambria Community Services District 

• 

(CCSD) for County's share of the project; and 2) direct staff to prepare a Joint Use Agreement • 
between the County and CCSD. 

DISCUSSION 

The Cambria Community Services District is spearheading an effort to purchase the East-West 
Ranch in Cambria. fu addition to providing open space preservation, the portion of the ranch 
immediately east of Highway 1 has long been proposed as a community park site. The County's 
1988 Parks and Recreation Master Plan identifies the need for a 25-30 acre community park in 
Cambria and this portion of ranch, known as Rodeo Grounds, meets that need. 

Working with the American Land Conservancy, which is assisting with the acquisition of the 
Ranch, CCSD is seeking $2 million in funding from local government toward the purchase of the 
East-West Ranch. That money will be paired with an additional $2 million being raised privately 
in the community 'to provide a $4 million total which will trigger a matching $4 million 
contribution from the California Coastal Conservancy. CCSD has committed $1.5 million to the 
project and staff is proposing that the County contribute $500,000 to CCSD to reach their $2 
million local government total. Those funds are currently available in the Parks Public Facilities 
Fees (PFF) program without negatively impacting any other budgeted projects and use of the 
funds is consistent with the PFF Financing Plan. Cooperation with CCSD to acquire a 
community park site in Cambria is currently the highest rated project in Parks' Capital 
hnprovement Program and is endorsed by the County Parks and Recreation Commission. 

Board of Supervisors 
January 18,2000 
Page two 
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Should your Board approve this $500,000 contribution toward the project, staff will prepare a 
Joint Use Agreement with CCSD which will include assurances that the services district will 
provide the 25-30 acre community park proposed in the County's Parks and Recreation Master 
Plan as a condition of receiving the PFF funds. That agreement will assure continued public 
access to the facility. Given the limited suitable land available for park development in the 
Cambria area and the high cost of land acquisition, this partnership with CCSD is an effective 
alternative to the County working independently to meet local recreation needs. 

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

The County Parks and Recreation Commission has endorsed this proposal. 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

This is a contribution of$500,000 from Parks Public Facilities Fees. 

INTENDED RESULTS 

Assist in the public acquisition of the East-West Ranch to provide a community park on the 
Rodeo Grounds portion of the property . 

f:lbos\0 11800\east·west 



CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT 

By: 

ATTEST: 

P:\BOARD\East West Ranch JUA.wpd 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL 
EFFECT: 

By: __________________ __ 

Date: -------------------

J 
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JOINT USE AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
AND THE COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 

FOR JOINT ACQUISITION OF 

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY PARK 

This Agreement is made this __ day ?f , 2000, between the CAMBRIA 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT ("DISTRICT"), a public entity in the state of California and 
the COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO ("COUNTY"), a public entity in the state of California, with 
reference to the following facts: 

1. The DISTRICT and COUNTY are authorized under the authority of the California 
Government Code, Section 6500 et. seq., jointly to provide any services for which each might 
individually be responsible. 

2. The DISTRICT is seeking to purchase certain property know as the East West Ranch 
to preserve for open space preservation and public use and intends to set aside approximately 60 
acres of said property as a community park as shown on Exhibit A, "East West Ranch," attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference . 

3. The DISTRICT and COUNTY have determined a need for additional public 
recreational facilities within the unincorporated community of Cambria and both desire to make 
accommodations for such needs. 

4. The DISTRICT and COUNTY believe a joint effort to finance the purchase of a site 
for such outdoor recreational facilities rather than to provide separate and less appropriate facilities 
would be in the best interest ofboth entities and the citizens within the DISTRICT and the 
COUNTY as a whole. 

5. The DISTRICT will have the benefit of additional outdoor recreational facilities 
which might otherwise be beyond the ability of the DISTRICT to purchase without the COUNTY's 
financial contribution. 

6. The COUNTY and its residents will receive the benefit of increased outdoor 
recreational facilities for children and adults at considerable savings and viability than if the 
COUNTY were to undertake such a project at its own expense. 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, and other good and valuable 
consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as 
follows: 

Section I - Authority 

1.1 The DISTRICT and COUNTY are authorized under the authority of the California 
Government Code, Section 6500 et. seq, jointly to provide any services for which each might 

,:::.,'("Uc;" ~.;' g.,. "'fk.., D 
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individually be responsible. Under such authority, the parties to this Agreement may designate any 
one of the parties as the agency to administer the program and to exercise such power or powers as 
may therein be specified. The parties agree that the DISTRICT shall be the administrator of this 
Agreement as discussed in Section N of this Agreement. 

Section II - Term of Agreement 

2.1 This Agreement shall be in effect for a period of 5 years, unless earlier tenninated 
pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement. The term shall commence upon execution of this 
Agreement by both the COUNTY and DISTRICT. During the period of this Agreement, the 
DISTRICT agrees to pursue the purchase of the East West Ranch and establish a 50-60 acre portion 
of said Ranch as a community park for use for any and all residents of the COUNTY under the 
same conditions and costs as it provides such services to residents of the DISTRICT. 

2.2 Neither party to this Agreement shall assign or transfer this Agreement or any 
interest herein without the prior written consent to the other party. 

Section III - County Contribution 

3.1 The COUNTY is authorized under Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 91-536, 

• 

• 

dated October 15, 1991, to collect and use Public Facility Fees for the acquisition and construction • 
of recreational facilities that serve the neighborhood and community needs of the unincorporated 
areas of the COUNTY. 

3.2 Under that authority, COUNTY shall contribute a total capital outlay of five hundred 
thousand dollars ($500,000) toward the cost of acquiring a community park at the East West Ranch 
site. 

Section IV- Manner of Operation 

4.1 The DISTRICT and COUNTY have agreed to cooperate in funding the acquisition 
of a community park at the East West Ranch; however, no independent entity has been established 
nor is one intended with regard to the DISTRICT and COUNTY in carrying out the tenns of this 
Agreement. 

4.2 The parties agree that the DISTRICT shall be the administrator of this Agreement. 
The DISTRICT will be responsible for all bids, offers to purchase, escrow and monitoring ()fall 
legal compliance, including but not limited to those laws governing construction of public facilities 
related to the purchase. The DISTRICT will be responsible for all payments to the seller, and will 
have sole responsibility for and authority over the manner in which the transaction is camp leted. 

4.3 Upon acquisition, the DISTRICT shall be responsible for all maintenance and 
upkeep of the site. 

4.3 The DISTRICT may improve, change or alter the site in any manner which is not 
inconsistent with the parties intended result of providing a community Pl[,~cr~~(ijmfents D 
of the DISTRICT and the COUNTY. 4c.' 1.1..2 
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4.4 The DISTRICT agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the COUNTY and its 
officers, agents and employees from and against any and all claims, demands, costs, expenses, 
judgements, causes of action and liability which may be incurred by reason of injury to person or 
property due to any dangerous conditions at the community park site for which the DISTRICT is 
responsible. 

Section V- Accounting 

5.1 The parties agree that the General Manager for the DISTRICT shall be the 
designated official who shall be responsible for maintaining and accounting for all funds 
contributed by the DISTRICT and the COUNTY for the costs of acquiring the community park site. 

Section VI - Default 

6.1 Failure or delay by either party to perform any term of provision of this Agreement 
constitutes a default under this Agreement. The nondefaulting party shall notify the defaulting party 
that a default exists and that the defaulting party must cure same within thirty (30) days of receipt of 
the notice of default. The party who so fails or delays must immediately commence to cure, correct 
or remedy such failure or delay and shall complete such cure, correction or remedy with reasonable 
diligence and during any period of curing shall not be in default. Such the DISTRICT fail to 
successfully acquire the East West Ranch or be able to provide a 50-60 acre community park site 
resulting from said acquisition, the DISTRICT shall return all COUNTY contributed funds. 
Recognizing that the DISTRICT is providing $1.5 million ($1,500,000) of its own funds toward the 
purchase of the East West Ranch, should the DISTRICT be unable to obtain the additional 
necessary funds to purchase the East West Ranch and also recover less than the $2 million 
($2,000,000) contributed by the DISTRICT and COUNTY, the COUNTY agrees to accept 25% of 
the DISTRICT total cash recovery as full and complete repayment ofthe COUNTY's contribution. 

Section VII - Miscellaneous 

7.1 This Agreement may be amended or modified only in writing, signed by DISTRICT 
and COUNTY. 

7.2 No waiver of any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be deemed, or shall 
constitute, a waiver of any other provision, whether or not similar, nor shall any waiver constitute a 
continuing waiver. No waiver shall be binding unless executed in writing by the party making the 
wmver. 

7.3 The laws ofthe State of California shall govern the interpretation and enforcement of 
this Agreement. 

7.4 Notices desired or required to be given pursuant to this Agreement or by any law 
now or hereafter in effect may be given by enclosing the same in a sealed envelope addressed to the 
party for whom intended and by depositing such envelope with postage prepaid in the United States 
Post ?~fice or any su~station thereof, or any public letter box, and any s~c~.-,J~p~i£.e apd.,thft. ~nvelopeQ 
contammg the same, 1fto COUNTY, shall be addressed as follows: ._.~7~ ~lU11bBI -
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COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 
I 087 Santa Rosa Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 
Attention: Parks Manager 

and any such notice and the envelope containing the same, if to the DISTRICT, shall be addressed 
as follows: 

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
P.O. Box 65 
Cambria, CA 93428 
Attention: General Manager 

Either party may, by notice to the other given in accordance with this Section 7.5, specify a 
different address for notice purposes. 

7.5 Non-Discrimination: DISTRICT and COUNTY shall not discriminate against any 
person or class of persons in violation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended or any other 
applicable laws prohibiting discrimination in the use of the Premises. 

• 

• 

7.6 Entire Agreement and Modifications: This Agreement embodies the whole • 
Agreement between the parties hereto as it pertains to the subject real property and there are no 
promised terms, conditions, or obligations referring to the subject matter hereof, other than as 
contained herein. Any alterations, changes or modifications to this Agreement must be in writing 
and executed by both DISTRICT and COUNTY. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this agreement the day and 
year first written above. 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 

By: ---------------------------------------
Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Approved by the Board of Supervisors this 
__ day of , 200_. 

ATTEST: 

Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL 
EFFECT: 

By: __________________ __ 

Deputy County Counsel 

Date: ----------------

. ;~~~ Exhibit D 
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EXHIBIT A 
LOCATION OF EAST WEST RANCH 
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COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA ITEM TRANSMITTAL 

(1) DEPARTMENT (2) MEETING DATE (3) CONTACT/PHONE 

General Services January 18, 2000 Pete Jenny; 781-5204 

{4)SUBJECT 
Partnership between the County and the Cambria Community Services District to acquire a portion o 
the East-West Ranch to provide a community park in Cambria. 

(5) SUMMARY OF REQUEST 
County Parks and the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) have proposed a partnership in 
the acquisition of the eastern portion of the East-West Ranch in Cambria to provide a site for a 
community park. CCSD has committed $1 ,500,000 toward acquisition of the entire ranch, a portion of 
which is suitable to provide a 25-30 acre community park as proposed in the County Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan. An additional $2 million is being raised within the local community. A 
$500,000 contribution from Public Facilities Fees will bring the total local funding to $4 million which 
will trigger an additional match of $4 million dollars from the state Coastal Conservancy. An 
associated use agreement will assure that the County funds are used strictly for acquisition of a 
community park. 

{6) RECOMMENDED ACTION 
1) Approve an appropriation transfer of $500,000 from the Parks Public Facility Fees to Budget Unit 
4126, Parks, to pay CCSD for the County's share of the project; and 2) direct staff to prepare a Joint 
Use Agreement between the County and CCSD. 

{7) FUNDING SOURCE(S) {8) CURRENT YEAR COST {9) ANNUAL COST (10) BUDGETED? 
Public Facility Fees $500,000 

(11) WILL REQUEST REQUIRE ADDITIONAL STAFF? G No 

GPermanent -- G Limited Term - G Contract --

{12) ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE REVIEW 

{13) SUPERVISOR DISTRICT{S) 
1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, All 

{15) AGENDA PLACEMENT 
GConsent G Hearing (Time Est. ) 

G Presentation G Board Business (Time Est. 

{17) NEED EXTRA EXECUTED COPIES? 

G Number: G Attached GN/A 

none GYES GN/A 
GNO 

G Yes, How Many? 
G Temporary Help __ 

) 

{14) LOCATION MAP 
G Attached G N/A 

{16) EXECUTED DOCUMENTS 
G Resolutions (Orig + 4 copies) G Contracts {Orig + 4 copies) 

G Ordinances (Orig + 4 copies) GN/A 

(18) APPROPRIATION TRANSFER REQUIRED? 

G Submitted G 4/5th's Vote Required GN/A 
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• CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

• 

• 

TO: Board of Directors AGENDA NO. VIII. B. 

FROM: Vern Hamilton, General Manager 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Meeting Date: May 29, 2003 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Subject: Approval of Resolution 21-2003 
authorizing the General Manager 
to sign the Agreement with San 
Luis Obispo County Regarding 
Community Park Development 

Approve Resolution 21-2003 to authorize the General Manager to sign the attached agreement 
with San Luis Obispo County for the development of a community park on a portion of the 
East-West Ranch. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

There is no direct fiscal impact related to this recommended action. However, if the CCSD 
fails to develop a community park on a portion of the East-West Ranch as anticipated in the 
funding plan that was adopted for the project, the District could be liable to reimburse the 
County Park Development Fund the $500,000.00 that was contributed for the purchase of the 
property. The cost of developing the park will be determined by the final park plan to be 
adopted by the CCSD Board at a later date. 

BACKGROUND: 

At the time the East-West Ranch was purchased and the CCSD agreed to take ownership of 
the project, the County of San Luis Obispo contributed $500,000.00 in Park Development 
Funds. The intent of this contribution was to ensure the development of a community park on 
a portion of the East-West Ranch in the vicinity of Rodeo Grounds Road. The CCSD Board 
accepted this contribution with the above noted condition. Following the purchase and transfer 
of ownership, the County and the District were to enter into a formal agreement that would 
document the aforementioned condition. CCSD staff and County staff were directed to 
prepare the agreement and bring it back for review and approval by both the County Board of 
Supervisors and CCSD Board of Directors. For reasons unknown to current CCSD staff, this 
task was never completed. 

The attached Joint Use Agreement requires that the District purchase the property and begin 
the process of developing the Community Park within five years of the date of adoption of the 
agreement. It does not specify any specific elements that must be included in the final park 
design. The District has full authority to design and build a park that meets the requirements of 
the community, respects the constraints that have been identified on the site and satisfies 
environmental processing under CEQA. 

CCC El!hibit D 
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Jt is important to note that the key elements of the agreement have already been accomplished 
or are under way. The purchase has been completed and initial planning for the development 
of the park is being processed by your PROS Commission. 

A great deal of confusion has arisen within the community over this project. The following 
facts should be understood in approving this agreement: 

• For the pa~t several months, the PROS commission, through CCSD staff, has been 
coordinating the completion of an initial plan for the development of the park. This 
process has identified the features that various segments of the community would like to 
see included in the project. 

• The initial planning process was included in the 2002-03 FY CCSD Budget by the 
CCSD Board of Directors. This initial process is nearly complete. 

• Once the initial plan is completed, it will be subject to the C.EQA process to determine 
any impacts that require mitigation or elimination from the plan. 

• The CCSD Board will have final approval authority over the design of the park, including 
the elements to be constructed. 

• Funding for park development is extremely restricted at this time. The District has been 
authorized to receive a per-capita parks grant from the State in the amount of 
approximately $220,000.00 in the coming fiscal year. If the project is to proceed, all or 
part of this funding could serve as the local share of additional grants to build the 
project. 

• Regardless of the final scope of the project, it will be necessary to phase the 
development of the park as funding becomes available. 

• There is no plan, nor has there ever been a plan, to develop vehicular access to the 
park via a bridge over Santa Rosa Creek. Although the subject was raised in the initial 
planning process, the idea of a vehicular bridge was rejected by CCSD staff. CCSD 
Staff members have remained committed to the pedestrian/bicycle bridge that has 
always been anticipated in the Cross Town Trail Project. 

• The completion of the initial planning process does not serve as the end to planning for 
the project. The CCSD Board of Directors will conduct its own planning process, 
including community input, at the appropriate time. 

ln summary, the approval of this Joint Use Agreement does not bind the District to any action 
that it has not already undertaken. It was clearly anticipated at the time the purchase of the 
East-West Ranch was completed. Although it is regrettable that this task was not completed in 
a timely fashion, failure to do so at this time, to set the record straight, could require the District 
to reimburse the County for the $500,000.00 of Park Development funds that were expended 
for the purchase of the East-West Ranch. 

BOARD ACTION: Date----- Approved: ___ Denied:----

UNANIMOUS: CHALDECOTT COBIN FUNKE-BILU SANDERS VILLENEUVE - -- -- - - -
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CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

RESOLUTION NO. 21-2003 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

AUTHORIZING THE GENERAL MANAGER TO SIGN AGREEMENT WITH SAN 
LUIS OBISPO COUNTY REGARDING COMMUNITY PARK DEVELOPMENT 

The Board of Directors of the Cambria Community Services District does hereby 
resolve as follows: 

1. The agreement with the Cambria Community Services District and 
the County of San Luis Obispo regarding Community Park 
Development 

2. The President, and the General Manager in the President's 
absence, are hereby authorized to execute this agreement on 
behalf of the Cambria Community Services District. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 29th day of May 2003. 

ATTEST: 

Kathy Choate 
District Clerk 

llan Funke-Bilu, President, 
Board of Directors 

Art Montandon, 
District Legal Counsel 
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JOINT USE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

AND THE COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 
FOR ACQUISITION OF 

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY PARK 

This Agreement is made this day of 2003, between the CAMBRIA 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT ("DISTRICT'), a public entity in the state of California and the 
COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO ("COUNTY"), a public entity in the state of California, with reference to 
the following facts: 

1. The DISTRICT and COUNTY are authorized under the authority of the California 
Government Code, Section 6500 et. seq., jointly to provide any services for which each might individually 
be responsible. 

2. The DISTRICT is seeking to purchase certain property lmow as the East West Ranch to 
preserve for open space preservation and public recreational use and intends to set aside approximately 50 
acres of said property as a community park serving the recreational needs of Cambria, as shown on Exhibit 
A, "East West Ranch," attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

3. The DISTRICT and COUNTY have determined a need for additional public recreational 
facilities within the unincorporated community of Cambria and both desire to make accommodations for 
such needs. 

4. The DISTRICT and COUNTY believe a joint effort to finance the purchase of a site for 
such outdoor recreational facilities rather than to provide separate and less appropriate facilities would be in 
the best interest of both entities and the citizens within the DISTRICT and the COUNTY as a whole. 

5. The DISTRICT will have the benefit of additional outdoor recreational facilities which 
might otherwise be beyond the ability of the DISTRICT to purchase without the COUNTY's fmancial 
contribution. 

6. The COUNTY and its residents will receive the benefit of increased outdoor recreational 
facilities for children and adults at considerable savings and viability than if the COUNTY were to 
undertake such a project at its own expense. 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, and other good and valuable consideration, 
the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby aclmowledged, the parties agree as follows: 

Section I - Authority 

1.1 The DISTRICT and COUNTY are authorized under the authority of the California 
Government Code, Section 6500 et. seq, jointly to provide any services for which each might individually be 
responsible. Under such authority, the parties to this Agreement may designate any one of the parties as the 
agency to administer the program and to exercise such power or powers as may therein be specified. The 

-;."'' 

. ' 
• 

' • 

• 

parties agree that the DISTRICT shall be the administrator of this Agreement as discussed in Section IV of • 
this Agreement. · · 
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Section IT - Term of Agreement 

2.1 This Agreement shall be in effect for a period of 5 years, unless earlier terminated pursuant 
to the provisions of this Agreement. The term shall commence upon execution of this Agreement by both 
the COUNTY and DIS1RICT. During the period of this Agreement, the DIS1RICT agrees to complete the 
purchase of the East West Ranch and begin the development of an approximately 50-acre portion of said 
Ranch as a community park for use for any and all residents of the COUNTY under the same conditions and 
costs as it provides such services to residents of the DIS1RICT. 

2.2 Neither party to this Agreement shall assign or transfer this Agreement or any interest herein 
without the prior written consent to the other party. 

Section m -County Contribution 

3.1 The COUNTY is authorized under Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 91-536, dated 
October 15, 1991, to collect and use Public Facility Fees for the acquisition and construction of recreational 
facilities that serve the neighborhood and community needs of the unincorporated areas of the COUNTY. 

3.2 Under that authority, COUNTY shall contribute a total capital outlay of five hundred 
thousand dollars ($500,000) toward the cost of acquiring a community park at the East West Ranch site. 

Section IV - Manner of Operation 

4.1 The DISTRICT and COUNTY have agreed to cooperate in funding the acquisition of a 
community park at the East West Ranch; however, no independent entity has been establishednor is one 
intended with regard to the DISTRICT and COUNTY in carrying out the terms of this Agreement. -

4.2 The parties agree that the DISTRICT shall be the administrator of this Agreement. The 
DISTRICT will be responsible for all bids, offers to purchase, escrow and monitoring of all legal 
compliance, including but not limited to those laws governing construction of public facilities related to the 
purchase. The DISTRICT will be responsible for all payments to the seller, and will have sole responsibility 
for and authority over the manner in which the transaction is completed. 

4.3 Upon acquisition, the DIS1RICT shall be responsible for all maintenance and upkeep of the 
site. 

4.3 The DISTRICT may improve, change or alter the site in any manner which is not 
inconsistent with the parties intended result of providing a community park for use by the residents of the 
DISTRICT and the COUNTY. 

4.4 The DISTRICT agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the COUNTY and its 
t/ officers, agents and employees from and against any and all claims, demands, costs, expenses, judgements, 

causes of action and liability which may be incurred by reason of injury to person or property due to any 
dangerous conditions at the community park site for which the DIS1RICT is responsible. 

Section V- Accounting 

5.1 The parties agree that the General Manager for the DIS1RICT shall be the designated 
official who shall be responsible for maintaining and accounting for all funds contributed by the DIS1RICT 
and the COUNTY for the costs of acquiring the community park site. 

CCC ExhBbit 0 
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Section VI - Default 

6.1 Failure or delay by either party to perform any term or provision of this Agreement 
constitutes a default under this Agreement The nondefaulting party shall notify the defaulting party that a 
default exists and that the defaulting party must cure same within thirty (30) days of receipt of the notice of 
default. The party who so fails or delays must immediately commence to cure, correct or remedy such 
failure or delay and shall complete such cure, correction or remedy with reasonable diligence and during any 
period of curing shall not be in default. Should the DISTRICT fail to successfully acquire the East West. 
Ranch or be able to provide an approximately SO-acre community park site resulting from said acquisition, 
the DISTRICT shall return all COUNTY contributed funds. 

7.1 
COUNTY. 

Section Vll- Miscellaneous 

This Agreement may be amended or modified only in writing, signed by DISTRICT and 

7.2 No waiver of any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be deemed, or shall constitute, a 
waiver of any other provision, whether or not similar, nor shall any waiver constitute a continuing waiver. 
No waiver shall be binding unless executed in writing by the party making the waiver. 

7.3 The laws ofthe State of California shall govern the interpretation and enforcement of this 
Agreement. 

• 

• 

7.4 Notices desired or required to be given pursuant to this Agreement or by any law now or 
hereafter in effect may be given by enclosing the same in a sealed envelope addressed to the party for whom • 
intended and by depositing such envelope with postage prepaid in the United States Post Office or any 
substation thereof, or any public letter box, and any such notice and the envelope containing the same, if to 
COUNTY, shall be addressed as follows: 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 
1087 Santa Rosa Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 
Attention: Parks Manager 

and any such notice and the envelope containing the same, if to the DISTRICT, shall be addressed as 
follows: 

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
P.O. Box65 
Cambria, CA 93428 
Attention: Generai Manager 

Either party may, by notice to the other given in accordance with this Section 7 .5, specify a different 
address for notice purposes. 

7.5 Non-Discrimination: DISTRICT and COUNTY shall not discriminate against any person or 
class of persons in violation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended or any other applicable laws 
prohibiting discrimination in the use of the Premises. 

7.6 Entire Agreement and Modifications: This Agreement embodies the whole Agreement 
between the parties hereto as it pertains to the subject real property and there ~~~r~x;i~ D 
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conditions, or obligations referring to the subject matter hereof, other than as contained herein. Any 
alterations, changes or modifications to this Agreement must be in writing and executed by both DISTRICT 
and COUNTY. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this agreement the day and 
year first written above. 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 

By: __________________ _ 

Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Approved by the Board of Supervisors this 
___ day of 2003. 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL 
EFFECT: 

B~~ 
Deputy County Counsel 

Date: 3 { ?>I [ 0,.'3 

CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT 

By: ______________________ __ 

ATTEST: 
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CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
P.O. Box 65 • Cambria, CA 93428 • Telephone: (805) 927-6223 • Fax: (805) 927-5584 

KEY FACTS FOR 
PROS COMMISSION MEETING ON 3/12/03 

What is the authority of the CCSD to provide Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
services? The CCSD has been authorized by LAFCO and the CCSD Charter to provide all of 
the services contained in the Government Code. 

What is the role of the PROS Commission? The PROS Comm,ission is the policy 
recommending body for the CCSD Board of Directors. The Commission does not have the 
authority to expend District funds or to direct the activities of District staff. No expenditures or 
other allocations of resources for these activities can occur without CCSD Board approval. 

Why is the Park needed? The Cambria area has an identified deficiency in Park and 
Recreation services. Existing facilities on school sites are not sufficient to meet the demand 
for uses. The existing Shamel Park on Windsor is far too small to support a population of over 
6,000 people; it has no athletic fields or community center, which are major stated community 
needs. There are not enough public facilities, such as ball fields, soccer fields, and tennis 
courts to serve the local demand. A local non-profit organization currently provides programs 
for the youth of the community that must struggle with funding issues on a regular basis. 

Why is the Community Park being planned on the East Ranch? Since the funding 
package for the purchase of the East/West Ranch was completed, the Community Park has 
been established as a feature on the East Ranch property. The County of San Luis Obispo 
contributed $500,000.00 to the project specifically to support the development of the park. The 
~ast/West Ranch planning process has identified the location and scope of the park project in · 
several public meetings and in numerous newspaper articles. There are no other locations in 
Cambria that meet the basic requirements for locating a community park. 

Why can't more athletic fields be constructed at local schools? There is no excess 
capacity at the school sites. No other facilities can be incorporated. 

How will the Community Park be funded? The CCSD General Manager recommended that 
no additional resources be allocated to Parks and Recreation services until a secure revenue 
source is implemented to support those services. Cummt CCSD general fund revenues are 
not sufficient to absorb any expansion in these services, This means that staff will complete 
the projects that are currently under way and manage the programs that are already in place 
(development of the park plan, completion of the Santa Rosa Creek Tr:i~k~"t:!tfiiLliwn Q 
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Trail, implementation of the recommended East/West Ranch Management Plan, operation of • 
the Veterans' Memorial Hall at the current level, etc.). However, it is not recommended tha~ 
any new projects or programs be undertaken (actual development of the park on the East 
Ranch property, hiring of dedicated Parks and Recreation staff. offering recreation program~ 
etc.) until there are funds in place to support them without any additional impact on the currenb 
staff. Staff will attempt to identify and secure grant funding for additional projects and manage 
any election necessary for the voters to approve funding dedicated to these services. 
However, without the dedicated funding in place, seeking out grants will be minimized, as there 
will be no staffing for maintenance and operation of any subsequent projects. 

How much truth ·to the rumor about "charging admission" to our proposed Community 
Park? ABSOLUTELY NONE!· No "admission fees".will be charged to users of the Community 
Park. It will be free and open to the public. 

What's this about building a "sports complex" on the East Ranch? It is NOT the District's 
intent to propose a sports complex exclusively. The proposed Community Park Master Plan 
will incorporate athletic activities, passive recreation activities (open space and trails), a tot lot 
area, picnic tables, benches, and will be more rural in setting, open and natural, fitting within 
the landscape and blending with the environment. 

What amount of lighting is planned for the Community Park? The site is limited to safety 
lighting in the parking area and at the restroom facilities. The proposed athletic fields will NOT • 
be~h~d. · 

What will be the Park's impact on the potable water supply? Irrigation to the Community 
Park site will be served by reclaimed or runoff water; it will not be served by potable water 
supply for irrigation purposes. 

What about the potential for elevated noise and traffic at the Community Park site? 
These potential impacts, along with others, will be researched and analyzed as part of the 
required environmental review process and will be open for public comment and input. 

When will games be played? Games and events at the Community Park will be scheduled 
within specified daily hours of operation, yet to be determined. Game play will be limited to 
daytime hours. since there will be no lighted fields. 

Presented by: 

Tammy Rudock 
Assistant General Man~ger 
3/12/03 
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EAST WEST RANCH ACQUISITION 

z;cc E::dnibit D 
~f.JC3Jge:Jilof &.i pages) 

i 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Project Summary 
October 26, 2000 

EAST WEST RANCH ACQUISITION 

File No. 00-005 
Project Manager: Prentiss Williams 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Authorization to accept one million one hundred dollars 
($1, 1 00,000) of federal Transportation Enhancement Activities 
Program grant funds, and to disburse these funds and three 
million five hundred thousand dollars ($3,500,000) in Coastal 
Conservancy funds to the American Land Conservancy for 
acquisition of the East West Ranch in Cambria. The source of 
the Coastal Conservancy funds would be. the Coastal 
Conservancy's FY2000/2001 budget appropriation from the 
Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and Coastal 
Protection Bond Act of2000 (Proposition 12). 

• 

• 

LOCATION: On the Pacific Ocean, in the unincorporated community of 
Cambria, 32 miles northwest of the City of San Luis Obispo in 
San Luis Obispo County (see Exhibits 1 and 2 attached to the 
accompanying Staff Recommendation). 

PROGRAM CATEGORY: Coastal Access 

ESTIMATED COST: Coastal Conservancy Funds 
Current Proposed Authorization: $4,600,000 

(TEA Grant: 1,100,000) 
(Proposition 12 Appropriation: 3,500,000)* 

March 23, 2000 Authorization: $3,500,000** 
Coastal Conservancy Total: $8,100,000 
* Funds designated specifically for acquisition of the East 

West Ranch 
** Coastal Conservancy Challenge Grant Program 

Other Funds 
Cambria Community Services District: 

Community Fundraising Campaign: 
Real Property Donation: 
(estimated cash value) 
County of San Luis Obispo 

A-1 

$ 1,500,000 t 
1,000,000 * 
1,000,000 * 

500,000 



San Luis Obispo Council 
of Governments 100,000 

American Land Conservancy: 1 oo,ooo 
Other Funds Total: $ 3,200,000 
t Local/Private M.atch for Challenge Grant 

GRAND TOTAL: $11,300,000 t 
t Includes purchase of 14 peripheral lots 

PROJECT SUMMARY: Staff is proposing that the Conservancy authorize the 
disbursement of four million five hundred thousand dollars 
($4,600,000) to the American Land Conservancy (ALC) to 
complete the acquisition of the 400-acre East West Ranch 
property in the town of Cambria in San Luis· Obispo County. 
The proposed disbursement, along with a previous 
Conservancy grant and funds raised from local sources, will 
enable ALC to close escrow and transfer the 400-acre property 
to the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) for 
ownership and management. 

The East West Ranch consists of 400 acres of coastal terrace 
and riparian corridor and is situated on both the east and west 
sides of Highway 1. Public acquisition of this property would 
allow the development of a continuous public access trail from 
downtown Cambria all the way out to the edge of the ocean 
bluffs. Public acquisition would also enable placement of a 
1.2-mile segment of the Coastal Trail along the bluff edge, 
connecting tq Shamel County Park and San Simeon State 
Beach (see Exhibit 3 attached to the accompanying Staff 
Recommendation). 

At its meeting of March 23, 2000 in Cambria, the Conservancy 
authorized disbursement of $3,500,000 from its Challenge 
Grant program for acquisition of the East West Ranch (see 
Exhibit 4 attached to the accompanying Staff 
Recommendation). This grant was conditioned on ALC 
securing the remainder of the funds needed to complete the 
purchase. As a requirement of the Challenge Grant program, at 
least $3,500,000 of these funds had to be raised from non-state 
sources. Since March, ALC has been successful in raising the 
required matching funds for the Challenge Grant and in 
facilitating the commitment of additional public funds to 
complete the transaction. 

: 

• 

• 

• 
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The matching funds have been raised entirely from local and 
private sources. These include: 

• One million five hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000) 
from the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD). 

• One million dollars ($1,000,000) in cash contributions from 
private individuals and local organizations. 

• A donation of 22 acres of real property, valued at one 
million dollars ($1,000,000), from Mid-State Bank, a local 
financial institution. 

The inclusion of the real property donation in the local match is 
a recent development. Although the donated land could be sold 
by ALC and the resulting cash used for the purchase of the East 
West Ranch, staff has determined that the highest value from 
this donation would be realized by incorporating the property 
into the project. 

The donated land is adjacent to the eastern portion of the East 
West Ranch property and is largely undeveloped (see Exhibit 5 
attached to the accompanying Staff Recommendation). It 
contains important natural resources, including a portion of 
Santa Rosa Creek. The property will be added to the East West 
Ranch project, bringing the total number of acres protected to 
422. As seen in Exhibit 5, this parcel encompasses the entire 
northern bank of Santa Rosa Creek as it flows past the East 
West Ranch. The addition of the Mid-State Bank property 
would enable greater protection of Santa Rosa Creek, as well as 
providing potential locations for various kinds of visitor 
serving facilities. 

The remainder of the purchase price would come from the 
County of San Luis Obispo, the San Luis Obispo County 
Council of Governments, the American Land Conservancy and 
the Coastal Conservancy. The proposed Coastal Conservancy 
disbursement would come from a federal TEA grant and from 
funds designated for this acquisition by the Legislature in the 
Conservancy's Fiscal Year 2000/01 budget appropriation from 
the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and 
Coastal Protection Bond Act of2000 (Proposition 12). 

Upon acquisition, ALC will place a public access and 
conservation easement over the property and then transfer title 
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to the CCSD. ALC will then initiate a plamring process to 
develop guidelines for public access and resource protection. 

In support of the Conservancy's authorization of March 23, 
2000, the Conservancy received over 600 letters from residents 
of the region as well as people from all over the country. The 
project is supported as well by local and state legislators and a 
variety of national and local non-profit organizations. 
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STAFF 

COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Staff Recommendation 
October 26, 2000 

EAST WEST RANCH ACQIDSITION 

File No. 00-005 
Project Manager: Prentiss Williams 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the State Coastal Conservancy adopt the 
following Resolution pursuant to Sections 31400 et. seq. of the 
Public Resources Code: 

"The State Coastal Conservancy hereby authorizes the 
acceptance of one million dollars ($1,100,000) from the 
federal Conservation Lands share of the Transportation 
Enhancement Activities (TEA) program, and the 
disbursement of an amount not to exceed four million five 
hundred thousand dollars ($4,600,000) to the American 
Land Conservancy (ALC) for the acquisition of fee title to 
the approximately 400-acre property known as the East 
West Ranch (San Luis Obispo County Assessor Parcel Nos. 
13-121-014, 13-121-021 and 13-131-036) located in 
northern San Luis Obispo County, as shown on Exhibit 2 of 
the accompanying staff recommendation, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Prior to the disbursement of funds for acquisition, the 
ALC shall submit for the review and approval of the 
Executive Officer of the Conservancy: 

a. All relevant acquisition documents, including but 
not limited to, appraisals, agreements of purchase 
and sale, escrow instructions and documents of title 
necessary to the acquisition of the property; and 

b. By March 31, 2001, evidence that ALC has 
available all funds necessary to complete the 
acquisition. 

c. Evidence in an approved appraisal report that the 
real property offered as a portion of the local match 
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STAFF DISCUSSION: 

-

for the Conservancy's challenge grant has a fair 
market value of at least one million dollars 
($1 ,000,000). 

2. ALC shall pay no more than fair market value for the 
property acquired pursuant to this authorization, as 
established in an appraisal approved by the Executive 
Officer of the Conservancy; 

3. ALC shall permanently dedicate the property acquired 
pursuant to this authorization for resource enhancement 
and public access; and 

4. ALC shall submit for the review and approval of the 
Executive Officer a signing plan for the project 
acknowledging Conservancy participation." 

Staff further recommends that the Conservancy adopt the 
following finding: 

"Based on the accompanying staff report and attached exhibits, 
the State Coastal Conservancy hereby finds that the acquisition 
of the East West Ranch remains consistent with the resolution 
and findings and discussion accompanying the Conservancy 
action of March 23, 2000, attached as Exhibit 4 to this staff 
recommendation." 

Project Description: The action proposed in this staff recommendation is the 
acceptance of $1,100,000 from the federal Conservation Lands 
share of the Transportation Enhancement Act (TEA) fund, and 
disbursement of $4,600,000 to ALC for the acquisition of a 
400-acre property in San Luis Obispo County known as the 
East West Ranch. These funds, together with a previous 
Conservancy grant of $3,500,000 and more than $4,000,000 in 
local and private funds, would enable ALC to finalize an 
acquisition that has been more than 10 years in the making. 

At its meeting of March 23, 2000, the Conservancy authorized 
the disbursement of $3,500,000 from its Challenge Grant 
program for acquisition of the East West Ranch (see Exhibit 4). 
This grant was conditioned on ALC securing the remainder of 
the funds needed to complete the purchase. As a requirement 
of the Challenge Grant program, at least $3,500,000 of these 

: ~ :r~·.-6"" If.~' "'"Rn; ~an. ilolb D 
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funds had to be raised from non-state sources. Since March, 
ALC has been successful in raising the required matching funds 
for the Challenge Grant and in facilitating the commitment of 
additional public funds to complete the transaction. 

In a recent development, the local match for the Challenge 
Grant now includes a donation of 22 acres of real property, 
valued at an estimated $1,000,000, from Mid-State Bank, a 
local financial institution. This property donation, together with 
the $1,000,000 in cash donations raised by ALC and the 
Cambria community and the $1,500,000 contribution from the 
Cambria Community Services District (CCSD), brings the total 
amount of non-state funds up to $3,500,000, meeting the 
Conservancy's matching fund requirement. 

Although the donated land could be sold by ALC and the 
resulting cash used for the purchase of the East West Ranch, 
property, staff has determined that the highest value from this 
donation would be realized by incorporating the property into 
the project. The property is adjacent to the East West Ranch 
property and is largely undeveloped (see Exhibit 5). It contains 
important natural resources, including a portion of Santa Rosa 
Creek. As seen in Exhibit 5, this parcel encompasses the entire 
northern bank of Santa Rosa Creek as it flows past the East 
West Ranch. The addition of the Mid-State Bank property 
would enable greater protection of Santa Rosa Creek, as well as 
provide potential locations for various kinds of visitor serving 
facilities. 

The remainder of the purchase price would come from a federal 
TEA grant and from funds designated for this acquisition by 
the Legislature in the Conservancy's Fiscal Year 2000/01 
Proposition 12 appropriation. 

Public acquisition of the East West Ranch property would 
allow the development of a continuous public access trail from 
downtown Cambria all the way out to the edge of the ocean 
bluffs. Public acquisition would also enable placement of a 
1.2-mile segment of the Coastal Trail along the bluff edge, 
connecting to Shamel County Park and San Simeon State 
Beach (see Exhibit 3). 

Upon acquisition, ALC would place a public access and 
conservation easement over the property and then transfer title 
to the CCSD. The CCSD, together with ALC would then 
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initiate a planning process to develop guidelines for public 
access and resource protection. 

Project Financing: Expected Sources for Current Proposed Authorization· 
TEA Grant: $ 1,100,000 * 
Proposition 12 Appropriation: 3,500,000 ** 
Total: $ 4,600,000 

* Funds provided through the Conservation Lands share of 
the federal Transportation Enhancement Act Program 

** Funds specifically designated for acquisition of the East 
West Ranch through the Conservancy's FY2000/01 budget 
appropriation from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean 
Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 
(Proposition 12). 

March 23, 2000 Authorization· 
SCC Challenge Grant: 

Non-State Match for Cha11enge Grant· 
Cambria Community Services 
District: 
Community Fundraising Campaign: 

Mid-State Bank Property Donation: 
Total Value ofMatch: 
* estimated fair market value 

Other Funds· 
County of San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo Council of 

Governments: 
American Land Conservancy: 

Other Funds Total: 

$3,500,000 

$ 1,500,000 
1,000,000 

$2,500,000 
1,000,000 t 

$3,500,000 

$ 500,000 

100,000 
100,000 

$ 600,000 

Site Description: East West Ranch is a spectacular oceanfront property in the 
community of Cambria, located approximately 32 miles 
northwest of the City of San Luis Obispo (see Exhibit 1). The 
property is divided by Highway 1 into two sections. The 
eastern portion is approximately 52 acres and slopes to the west 
from the center of Cambria along the floodplain of Santa Rosa 
Creek. The western portion is about 350 acres in size and lies 
along the coastal terrace adjacent to the ocean (see Exhibit 2). 
The most outstanding feature of the East West Ranch is the 
dramatic ocean bluff that extends approximately 1.2 miles 
along the Pacific coast. 

---.. 
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Natural resources on the property include the lower creek 
corridor and floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek, a confirmed 
steelhead fishery. There are two natural springs on the property 
as well as a freshwater wetland in its southwest corner. There 
are numerous opportunities for resource enhancement, 
particularly within the Santa Rosa Creek floodplain. 

The primary purpose of a public acquisition of the East West 
Ranch property, however, is the opportunities it would afford 
for coastal access. Public ownership would allow the 
development of a public access trail connecting downtown 
Cambria with the ocean bluffs on the westernmost edge of the 
property. A segment of the Coastal Trail could also be located 
along the bluff edge, providing a connection to Shamel County 
Park and San Simeon State Beach to the south (see Exhibit 3). 

A more detailed property description is included the March 23, 
2000 Staff Recommendation attached as Exhibit 4. 

Project History: On March 23, 2000, the Conservancy approved a grant of 
$3,500,000 to ALC for acquisition of the East West Ranch . 
The grant was made from the Conservancy's Challenge Grant 
Program, which requires an equivalent amount of matching 
funds from non-state sources. The grant was approved with the 
understanding that the Conservancy's funds would be matched 
with $1,500,000 from the Cambria Community Services 
District (CCSD) and $2,000,000 derived from private sources. 

Since March, ALC and the Cambria community have been 
successful in raising a total of $1,000,000 in private donations. 
ALC has also received a donation of 22 acres of real property, 
valued at $1,000,000, from Mid-State Bank, a local financial 
institution. This property donation, together with the 
$1,500,000 contribution from CCSD, has brought the total 
amount of non-state funds up to $3,500,000, meeting the 
Conservancy's matching fund requirement. 

fu June of this year, a grant to the Conservancy for acquisition 
of the East West Ranch from the federal TEA program was 
approved by the California Department of Transportation. The 
Conservancy also received a · special appropriation of 
Proposition 12 bond funds in its FY2000/2001 budget 
specifically for the East West Ranch project. The funding to 
complete this acquisition is now in place. 
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A detailed history of the East West Ranch property can be 
found in the March 23 Staff Recommendation attached as 
Exhibit 4. 

PROJECT SUPPORT: As was demonstrated at the Conservancy meeting held on 
March 23, 2000, this project enjoys tremendous public support. 
Over 600 letters of support were received by the Conservancy, 
from individuals, as well as organizations (see Exhibit 4). The 
project has the support of State Senator Jack O'Connell, 
Assemblyman Abel Maldanado, and Congresswoman Lois 
Capps. Organizations supporting the project include the 
County of San Luis Obispo, the Cambria Land Conservancy, 
the North Coast Alliance, the Environmental Defense Center, 
EcoSlo, the State Department of Parks and Recreation State 
Parks (both San Simeon and San Luis Obispo Coast Districts), 
The Nature Conservancy, Friends of the Ranch, Sierra Club, 
the Cambria Forum, the Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo, 
and others. The Office of the Governor and the Resources 
Agency also received many letters supporting this project. 

CONSISTENCY WITH 
CONSERVANCY'S 

ENABLING LEGISLATION: The Conservancy has general authority to apply for and accept 
federal grants pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
31104. Acceptance of the TEA funds will help carry out the 
purposes of Chapter 9 . of the Conservancy's enabling 
legislation, Division 21 of the Public Resources Code (Sections 
31400-31405), regarding public access and enjoyment of 
coastal resources. 

CONSISTENCY WITH 
CONSERVANCY'S 

With regard to the Conservancy's disbursement to the ALC, 
see the March 23, 2000 Staff Recommendation, attached as 
Exhibit 4, at page III-11. 

PROGRAM GUIDELINES: The proposed project is consistent with the Conservancy's 
interim Program Guidelines adopted May 27, 1999 in the 
following respects: 

Required Criteria 
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CONSISTENCY WITH 

Consistency with Purposes of Funding Sources: The 
anticipated source of funds for the proposed Conservancy grant 
would be a federal grant in the amount of $1,000,000 from the 
Conservation Lands share of the federal Transportation 
Enhancement Act Program (TEA). This grant was awarded to 
the Conservancy specifically for acquisition of the East West 
Ranch property. The other expected source of funds for the 
proposed grant would be the Conservancy's FY2000/0 1 budget 
appropriation from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, 
Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 
(Proposition 12). These funds have been designated by the 
Legislature specifically for acquisition of the East West Ranch 
property. 

Additional Criteria 

Realization of Prior. Conservancy Goals: The proposed 
action is entirely consistent with the intentions of the 
Conservancy when it approved the challenge grant to ALC on 
March 23, 2000. 

Other Required Criteria and Additional Criteria 

See the March 26, 2000 Staff Recommendation, attached as · 
Exhibit 4, at pages ill-11 through Ill-13. 

THE COASTAL ACT: The project remains consistent with the policies of the Coastal 
Act as described in the March 23,2000 StaffRecornmendation, 
attached as Exhibit 4, at pages lll-13 and Ill-14. 

CONSISTENCY \VITH 
LOCAL COASTAL 

PROGRAM POLICIES: The East West Ranch project is consistent with Policy 1 of the 
Coastal Plan Policies pertaining to shoreline access contained 
in the certified San Luis Obispo Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
Land Use Element. 

Policy 1 states that: "Public prescriptive rights . . . shall be 
protected through public acquisition measures or through 
permit conditions which incorporate access measures into new 
development." 
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COMPLIANCE 

Public access to the East West Ranch property was allowed by 
its owners for at least 20 years prior to the property's sale to the 
current owners in 1993. Several informal trails exist on the 
property, primarily along the bluff edge. Acquisition of the 
property would enable the fonnal provision of public access 
and would ensure the preservation of the public's right in 
perpetuity. 

The North Coast Area Plan, which includes the town of 
Cambria, makes specific mention of the East West Ranch 
(formerly !mown as the Fiscalini Ranch) as an area where 
public access should be preserved and improved. 

WITH CEQA: The proposed project is exempt from the California Environ
mental Quality Act (CEQA) according to 14 Code of 
Regulations Section 15325. This Section exempts from CEQA 
review " ... transfers of ownershiR of interests in land in order 
to preserve open space." 

The proposed project is also exempt under Section 15316, 
which exempts from CEQA review " ... acquisitions of land for 
the purpose of establishing parks, where the land is in a natural 
condition and either a management plan for the park has not 
been prepared, or the management plan proposes to keep the 
area in a natural condition." 

Staff will file Notices of Exemption upon approval of the 
project. 
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PROJECT LOCATION 
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COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Project Summary 
March 23, 2000 

EAST WEST RANCH ACQUISITION 

File No. 00-005 
Project Manager: Carol Arnold 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Authorization to disburse an amount not to exceed $3,500,000 
to the American Land Conservancy for the acquisition of 400 
coastal acres known as East West Ranch in San Luis Obispo 
County. · 

LOCATION: On the Pacific Ocean, in the unincorporated community of 
Cambria, 32 miles northwest of the City of San Luis Obispo 
(See Exhibit 1: Location Map and Exhibit 2: Site Map) 

PROGRAM CATEGORY: Coastal Access 

ESTI11ATED COST: Challenge Grant Program 

Coastal Conservancy 
Match: Cambria Community 

Services District 
Private Donations 

Other 

$3,500,000 * 

1,500,000 
2,000,000 

$7,000,000 

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 
County of San Luis Obispo 

100,000 
500,000 

Potential Other Funds: 

TOTAL: 

3,1 00,000 ** 
3,700,000 

$10,700,000 

* The source of the proposed Conservancy grant is the Chal
lenge Grant Program, which provided $10,000,000 from 
General Fund monies to the Conservancy for Fiscal Year 
1999/2000. 

** The American Land Conservancy is exploring potential 
contributions from the State Department of Parks and Rec
reation and the Wildlife Conservation Board. They have 
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also applied for a California Transportation Commission 
Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program Grant 
and are investigating other private and public funding 
sources. 

The proposed authorization will help the American Land Con
servancy (ALC) acquire 400 acres of coastal terrace and flood
plain property located in Cambria, both to the east and west of 
Highway 1. This will allow the development of a public access 
trail on the property that will extend from downtown Cambria, 
west along the floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek, under Highway 
1, and onto the coastal terrace where spectacular ocean views 
greet the visitor. Plans for the trail include a segment of Coastal 
Trail extending north and south along approximately 1.2 miles 
of the bluff, and north. through an easement on property owned 
by the Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) to 
Shamel County Park and San Simeon State Beach, also known 
as Moonstone Beach (see Exhibit 3: Proposed Access Align
ment). 

Conservancy funds are being provided to ALC as a challenge 
grant, which requires at least a one-to-one match from non
state funds. The Cambria Community Services District will 
provide $1,500,000 of the match; the remaining $2,000,000 is 
expected to be raised from private donations by December 31, 
2000. Currently, secured private donations total more than 
$500,000, raised by ALC in a three-month period, primarily as 
small contributions from community members. If ALC has not 
raised the necessary funds by the end of the year, the Conser
vancy grant will become available for other projects that qual
ify for the Challenge Grant Program. 

The potential for a popular trail in a part of the coast not well 
served by public access, the beauty of the views from the prop
erty, the outstanding natural resources including the lower 
creek corridor and floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek, as well as a 
grove of Monterey Pine in the southern extent of its range and 
other rare plants and animals, make this project of great interest 
to many individuals, organizations, and government agencies. 1 

The Cambria Monterey Pine forests are the primary reason the 
area was identified as one of the 15 most important conserva
tion areas in San Luis Obispo County in a report recently com
pleted by The Nature Conservancy and The Land Conservancy 
of San Luis Obispo County for the Packard Foundation. 
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The purchase price for the property has been established by an 
appraisal of fair market value, approved by the State Depart
ment of General Services in July 1999. The appraisal is based 
upon the existence of 31legallots which could be appro':'ed for 
development within a year. The Local Coastal Program for 
northern San Luis Obispo County would allow the develop
ment of up to 340 units on the western portion of the ranch, as 
well as a golf course and other development on the eastern por
tion, assuming that a master development plan is approved. In 
spite of the development potential, the property is also re
stricted due to the need to protect environmentally sensitive 
habitat such as the Monterey Pine Forest, riparian areas, and 
coastal terrace habitat. 

The Conservancy has received over 600 letters of support for 
this project from residents of the region as well as visitors from 
all over the country and world. Many letters have been received 
from organizations and political representatives as well. Addi
tionally, both the Office of the Governor and the Resources 
Agency have received many letters supporting this funding re
quest. 
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COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

StaffRecommendation . 
March 23, 2000 

EAST WEST RANCH ACQUISITION 

File No. 00-005 
Project Manager: Carol Arnold 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the State Coastal Conservancy adopt the 

following Resolution pursuant to Sections 31400 et seq. of the 
Public Resources Code: 

"The State Coastal Conservancy hereby authorizes the dis
bursement of an amount not to exceed three million five 
hundred thousand dollars ($3,500,000) to the American 
Land Conservancy for the acquisition of fee title to an ap
proximately 400-acre property lmown as the East West 
Ranch (San Luis Obispo County Assessor Parcel Nos. 13-
121-014, 13-121-021 and 13-131-036) located in northern 
San Luis Obispo County, as shown on Exhibit 2 of the ac
companying staff recommendation, subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Prior to the disbursement of funds for acquisition, the 
American Land Conservancy (ALC) shall submit for 
the review and approval of the Executive Officer of the 
Conservancy: 

a. All relevant acquisition documents, including but 
not limited to, appraisals, agreements of purchase 
and sale, escrow instructions and documents of title 
necessary to the acquisition of the property; and 

b. By December 31, 2000, evidence that ALC has 
available all funds necessary to complete the acqui
sition including at least $2,000,000 in private funds 
and $1,500,000 from the Cambria Community Ser
vices District. 

2. ALC shall pay no more than fair market value for the 
property acquired pursuant to this authorization, as es
tablished in an appraisal approved by the Executive Of
ficer of the Conservancy; 
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STAFF DISCUSSION: 

3. ALC shall permanently dedicate the property acquired 
pursuant to this authorization for resource enhancement 
and public access; and 

4. ALC shall submit for the review and approval of the 
Executive Officer a signing plan for the project ac
knowledging Conservancy participation." 

Staff further reconunends that the Conservancy adopt the fol
lowing findings: 

''Based on the accompanying staff report and attached ex
hibits, the State Coastal Conservancy hereby finds that: 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the purposes 
and criteria set forth in Division 21, Chapter 9 of the 
Public Resources Code (Sections 31400 et seq.); 

2. The proposed project is consistent with the interim Pro
ject Selection Criteria and Guidelines adopted by the 
ConservancyonMay27, 1999; 

3. The American Land Conservancy is a private nonprofit 
organization existing under Section 501(c)(3) of the 
United States Internal Revenue Code, and having 
among its principal charitable purposes the preservation 
of land for scientific, historic, education, ecological, 
recreational, agricultural, scenic or open space opportu
nities; and 

4. The project meets greater than local needs." 

Project Description: The American Land Conservancy has applied to the Conser
vancy for assistance in acquiring the East West Ranch, 400 
acres of beautiful coastal land in the community of Cambria, 
northern San Luis Obispo County. ALC has mounted a strong 
fund-raising campaign to help with the acquisition cost which it 
expects will result in the purchase of the entire property by 
year's end (see Exhibit 4: Fundraising Brochure). 

The property is being acquired in phases. The first phase, con
sisting of a $2,000,000 purchase of property on the north side 
of the western portion of the ranch closed escro.w in February 
2000. Phase I was acquired by ALC with a loan from Environ
ment Now, a nonprofit foundation, secured by a deed of trust 
on the property, and was accomplished to avoid a nonrefund
able option payment on the property by ALC. The second phase 
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will result in the purchase of the remainder of the ranch. Con
servancy funds will not be disbursed until any and all deeds of 
trust on the property are extinguished and ALC can deliver 
clear title to the entire ranch. ALC expects that all funds will be 
in place to acquire the entire property by December 31, 2000, a 
requirement of the Conservancy's challenge grant. 

The East West Ranch has long been of interest to environ
mental and community groups because of its outstanding natu
ral and scenic resources and potential for public access in a part 
of the coast that is not well served by such amenities. Cambria 
is an extremely popular destination for tourists driving the 
Highway 1 corridor and visiting other favorite attractions in the 
area, including the Hearst Castle, which draws millions of visi
tors a year. 

The property would be acquired by ALC and transferred to the 
Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) for long-term 
management. A local nonprofit organization, most likely the 
North Coast Small Wilderness Area Preservation group 
(SWAP), will hold a conservation easement that will provide ·· 
additional protection for the property. 

The CCSD, with the assistance of SWAP and other community 
groups, will develop a management plan, including design of a 
public hiking and bicycle trail from downtown Cambria, west 
along the floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek, under the bridge 
span on Highway One, and west onto the coastal terrace. From 
there, conceptual plans include the development of a 1.2-mile 
segment of coastal trail along the bluffs, and a link through an 
access easement on property owned by the CCSD (where park
ing will be provided) north to Shamel County Park and San 
Simeon State Beach, also known as Moonstone Beach. A 
County regional park will be developed on a small portion of 
the property east of Highway 1 to provide for more active 
forms of recreation, park uses that are much needed in this re
gion. 

Access will be signed from Highway 1 and parking will be 
available downtown and on the CCSD property north of East 
West Ranch. The CCSD also contemplates utilizing a shuttle 
system to transport people from downtown to various points on 
the property, which will help those who do not want or are un
able to hike the longer trails. (See Exhibit 3: Proposed Access 
Alignment.) 
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Project Financing: The Conservancy's grant would derive from the Challenge 
Grant Program, a $10,000,000 allocation of General Funds in 
the Conservancy's Fiscal Year 1999/2000 budget for access 
development and wetland protection and/or enhancement pro
jects. 

This Challenge Grant Program requires at least a one·to-one 
match from non-state sources. The CCSD has allocated 
$1,500,000 toward the project, and the ALC has embarked on a 
private fundraising campaign towards a goal of at least 
$2,000,000 by the end of the year. To date, over $500,000 of 
private funds have been raised in a three-month period, primar
ily from relatively small donations. Environment Now, a non
profit foundation, has provided a bridge loan to ALC in the 
amount of $2,000,000 (secured by a deed of trust on the prop
erty) which has enabled ALC to acquire a portion of the prop
erty. If this had not occurred, ALC would have been required to 
make a nonrefundable option payment in order to extend the 
option beyond June 1999. 

ALC plans to repay the loan from Enviromnent Now with pri
vate donations. As mentioned above, they have undertaken an 
extensive fund-raising program (see Exhibit 4: Fundraising 
Brochure) and have opened a Cambria office for this purpose. 
The private funds, combined with the CCSD contribution, will 
meet the match requirements of the Conservancy's challenge 
grant. The Conservancy will require that all funds are in place 
to complete the entire purchase by December 31, 2000. Addi
tionally, no Conservancy funds will be disbursed until existing 
deeds of trust on the property are extinguished. 

Remaining funds will be forthcoming from a variety of sources. 
As mentioned above, the County of San Luis Obispo has ap
proved $500,000 of its Public Facility Fund toward the project, 
and the San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments 
(SLO-COG) has reprogrammed $100,000 from another project 
to be used for the East West Ranch acquisition. Finally, ALC is 
exploring potential contributions from other public agencies, 
including the State Department of Parks and Recreation, the 
Wildlife Conservation Board, and the California Transportation 
Commission Envirorunental Enhancement and Mitigation Pro
gram, as well as additional private sources. 

Following is a summary of secured and/or anticipated funding 
sources. 
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Cha11enge Grant Program 

Coastal Conservancy 
Match: Cambria Community 

Services District 
Private Donations 

D1het 

$3,500,000 * 

1,500,000 
2,000,000 

$7,000,000 

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 
County of San Luis Obispo 

100,000 
500,000 

3,100,000 ** 
3,700,000 

Potential Other Funds: 

TOTAL: $10,700,000 

Site Description: East West Ranch is a spectacular oceanfront property in the 
community of Cambria, approximately 32 miles northwest of 
San Luis Obispo. The property is divided by Highway 1 into 
two sections. The eastern portion is approximately 52 acres and 
trends to the west from the center of Cambria along the flood
plain of Santa Rosa Creek. The western portion contains about 
350 acres and lies along the coastal terrace ·adjacent to the 
ocean. 

Natural resources on the property include the lower creek cor
ridor and floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek, a known steelhead 
stream, on the eastern portion of the property. There are two 
natural springs on the property as well as a freshwater wetland 
in its southwest corner. There are numerous opportunities for 
resource enhancement, particularly within the Santa Rosa 
Creek floodplain. 

Undoubtedly, one of the most outstanding features of the East 
West Ranch is the dramatic ocean bluff that extends approxi
mately 1.2 miles along the Pacific shoreline. This portion of the 
property trends almost due east and rises to a high point about 
250 feet above sea level before returning to about 20 feet above 
sea level at Santa Rosa Creek. 

Native Monterey pines thrive in scattered groves on about 65 
acres of the property. These trees, combined with other groves 
in the Cambria area, are considered to be very important ge
netically because they exist on the southern extreme of the 
Monterey pine range, and have not been as severely impacted 
by pitch pine canker as have the trees in the northerly part of its 
range. Other vegetation on the property includes coast live oak 
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woodlands, coastal scrub, seabluff scrub communities, and ri
parian forest, Over half of the ranch is grassland; each spring it 
boasts outstanding wildflower displays readily viewed from 
Highway 1. 

There are several rare plants on the property, including compact 
cobweb thistle, San Luis Obispo sedge, and San Luis Obispo 
morning glory. Rare fauna include the threatened red-legged 
frog, California steelhead, and California sea otter, the endan
gered California brown pelican and tidewater goby, and the 
western pond turtle, a "species of special concern." There are 
six species potentially present on the ranch that are also listed 
as species of special concern. These are the silvery legless liz
ard, two-striped garter snake, Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned 
hawk, ferruginous hawk, and long-eared owl. 

The property is crossed by trails used by residents of and visi
tors to Cambria. In addition to its spectacular ocean panorama, 
the property affords excellent views of the coastal mountain 
range and links with the downtown area of Cambria. 

Project History: The East West Ranch was once part of the Rancho Santa Rosa 
Mexican Land Grant, a huge expanse that stretched approxi
mately from San Simeon to the Cayucos area. The last intact 
portion of this Rancho-the East West Ranch-was purchased 
in· the 1800s by the Fiscalini famjly and used for cattle grazing 
and the production of alfalfa for many years. In 1979 it was 
purchased by Rancho Pacifica, a Limited Partnership, which 
three years later submitted the Fiscalini Ranch Development 
Plan. Proposed development included up to 880 residential 
units, apartments, and two 140-room hotels. In the mid-80s the 
development plan was reviewed by the County, but never went 
to public hearing and was later abandoned. 

In 1989, under a prospective new ownership, a plan amend
ment was submitted for a 265-unit residential development, 
200 senior units, a golf course, and school. This company ran 
into financial difficulties and the property ended up in bank
ruptcy proce~dings. In 1992, the property was marketed by 
Rancho Pacifica's Chapter 11 Trustee and in 1993 the property 
was sold to new owners. 

In 1996, following extensive studies and planning, a Master 
Development Plan was submitted to the County, including 300 
residential units and a school. The County agreed to review the 
Plan, but the owners were not forthcoming with funds for en vi-
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ronmental documents and the future of the property remains in 
limbo. 

A major problem facing developers of East West Ranch is lack 
of a sufficient water supply. There is a severe water shortage in 
Cambria, although water meters can be purchased from the 
waiting list. The CCSD oversees the granting of water permits 
for properties within its jurisdiction. Most of the East West 
Ranch is not within the CCSD 's jurisdiction, although annexa
tion of the property is a process which could be completed 
within a year. Additionally, proposals for the development of a. 
desalination plant on the East West Ranch have been made and 
seriously considered. 

In addition to water issues are the strong feelings held by resi
dents of and visitors to Cambria regarding the beauty and 
openness of this property. It is truly viewed as a treasure by 
residents and visitors alike, and major development proposals 
are vigorously opposed. 

In response to all of these concerns, over time various organiza
tions have initiated discussions with the owners to explore a 
potential acquisition for conservation purposes. In June 1999, 
in return for a $300,000 non-refundable deposit, the American 
Land Conservancy was successful in acquiring an option on the 
property for a limited term of one year. In order to extend the 
option period beyond the one-year anniversary, ALC must 
close escrow on a portion of the property by June 1, 2000 or 
pay a hefty nonrefundable fee, which has necessitated the 
phased acquisition described above. 

ALC completed an appraisal of the property, which was ap
proved by the State Department of General Services in July 
1999. Subsequently, the ALC initiated a strong fundraising 
campaign, which led to their application for funds from the 
Conservancy. 

PROJECT SUPPORT: This project enjoys tremendous public support. Over 600 letters 
of support have been received by the Conservancy, many from 
individuals, but also from organizations and political interests 
including Senator Jack O'Connell, Assemblyman Abel 
Maldanado, County of San Luis Obispo, the Cambria Land 
Conservancy, the North Coast Alliance, the Environmental De
fense Center, EcoSlo, State Parks (both San Simeon and San 
Luis Obispo Coast Districts), The Nature Conservancy, Friends 
of the Ranch, Sierra Club, the Cambria Forum, the Land Con-
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CONSISTENCY WITH 
CONSERVANC~S 

servancy of San Luis Obispo, and others. The Office of the 
Governor and the Resources Agency have also received many 
letters supporting this project. For the sake of brevity, we have 
not included the over 550 letters of support from individuals. 
Additional letters from organizations, agencies, or political in
terests will be hand-delivered. (See Exhibit 5: Letters of Sup
port.) 

ENABLING LEGISLATION: This project is undertaken pursuant to Chapter 9 of the Conser- . 
vancy's enabling legislation, Division 21 of the Public Re
sources Code (Sections 31400-31405), regarding public access 
and enjoyment of coastal resources. Section 31400 states that 
the Conservancy shall have a principal role in the implementa
tion of a system of public accessways to and along the state's 
coastline. Through the proposed action, the Conservancy will 
play a primary role by funding the development of an important 
public accessway in northern San Luis Obispo County. 

CONSISTENCY WITH 
CONSERVANCY'S 

Subject 31400.1 allows the Conservancy to award grants to the 
public agency for accessways that serve more than local public 
needs. The subject of the proposed action, East West Ranch, is 
located in the heart of a region that is a major destination point 
for millions of visitors each year from throughout the State and 
around the world. Travelers on Highway 1 and visitors to 
Hearst Castle comprise most of those visitors. · 

Section 31400.2 provides that the Conservai_lcy may provide up 
to the total cost of land acquisition for the initial development 
of public accessways. 

Section 31400.3 states that the Conservancy may assist public 
and nonprofit organizations in developing and implementing a 
system of public accessways to and along the state's coastline. 
The proposed project will further these goals by providing a 
link in the coastal trail in a heavily visited coastal area. 

PROGRAM GUIDELINES: The proposed project is consistent with the Conservancy's in
terim Program Guidelines adopted May 27, 1999, in the fol
lowing respects: 
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Required Criteria 

Promotion of the Conservancy's Statutory Programs and 
Purposes: As described in the paragraphs above, the proposed 
project is consistent with Sections 31400-31405 of Chapter 9 
of the Conservancy's enabling legislation (Division 21 of the ,. 
Public Resources Code) regarding public access and enjoyment 
of coastal resources. 

Consistency with Purposes of Funding Sources: The antici
pated source of funds for the proposed Conservancy grant 
would be the Governor's Coastal Resources Challenge Grant 
Program for access and wetland protection/enhancement pro
jects. Consistent with the purposes of this Program, the project 
is being undertaken to develop coastal access. Also consistent 
with the Program, the Conservancy's grant will be matched on 
a one-to-one basis by $3,500,000 of non-state funds. 

Support: In addition to the various legislators, state agencies, 
local officials, governing boards, and environmental groups 
supporting this project, to this project manager's knowledge, 
more letters of support from individuals have been received for 
this project than any other Conservancy project in the agency's 
history . 

Location: The location is a spectacular coastal property, with 
outstanding views to the ocean and the coastal mountains. Sur
rounded by the small, quaint town of Cambria, which, along 
with Hearst Castle and the scenic Highway 1 corridor, draws 
millions of visitors a year. 

Need: Coastal access in this region is greatly needed to ac
commodate the many visitors. There is a great need for a col
laborative funding approach to the purchase of East West 
Ranch so that access can be provided. Conservancy funds are 
needed as a challenge grant to encourage contributions of other 
funds to provide the one-to-one match. Conservancy and pri
vate funds can combine with already conunitted funds from lo
cal government and the community service district, as well as a 
potential contribution from other state agencies. This collabora
tive approach offers the only hope of achieving this project. 

Additional Criteria 

Urgency: ALC has already acquired one part of the East West 
Ranch with a loan from Environment Now, and holds an option 
to purchase the remainder of the property. If the acquisition is 
not completed by the end of the year, it is likely that all nego-
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tiations will be off. It is imperative that all funders come to
gether quickly to try to make this acquisition happen. 

Greater-than-local interest: Letters have been received in 
support of this project from people all over the region, state, 
nation, and world. There is no question that this property cap
tures the imagination of many, many people, and this interest is 
expected to increase after it is officially opened up to public ac
cess and signed on Highway 1. We anticipate that many thou
sands of visitors from all over the world will use the trails de
veloped here every year. 

CONSISTENCY WITH 

Resolution of more than one issue: This project will resolve a 
long-standing land use controversy surrounding this property. It 
will also assure the long-term protection of the site's important 
natural resources, including wetlands, stream, floodplain, for
est, coastal scrub, grasslands, and endangered plants and ani
mals. Finally, this property has the potential to develop what 
can be expected to be one of the most popular coastal trails in 
the region. Thus, many issues are resolved by this project. 

Leverage: The Conservancy's Challenge· Grant of $3,500,000 
will leverage $3,500,000 from non-state sources. Other funds 
that are assured total $600,000, and there is a good likelihood 
of an additional amount of $3,100,000 will be forthcoming 
from other state agencies or additional private funds. Thus, 
Conservancy funds will provide less than one-third of the pro
ject costs. 

Readiness: ALC has already purchased a portion of the prop
erty with a loan from Environment Now, and holds an option 
on the remaining property. A substantial portion of the funds 
needed to complete the acquisition are in place, and an active 
fundraising campaign for the remainder is underway. The 
CCSD is willing to assume long-term ownership and manage
ment responsibilities. Thus, the project is ready to move ahead. 

THE COASTAL ACT: Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act (Division 20 of the Public 
Resources Code) identifies as one of the basic goals of the state 
for the coastal zone to: 

"Maximize public access to and along the coast and 
maximize recreational opportunities in the coastal zone 
consistent with sound resources conservation principles 
and constitutionally protected rights of private property 
owners." [Public Resources Code Section 30001.S(c)] 
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The primary purpose of the East West Ranch acquisition is to 
maximize public access to the coast in the northern San Luis 
Obispo County region. Because ALC is working with willing 
sellers and negotiates acquisitions of fair market value, the 
rights ofpriyate property owners are protected. 

CONSISTENCY WITH 
LOCAL COASTAL 

Further, Public Resources Section 31012 states that: 

"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 con
sistent with public safety needs and the need to protect 
public rights, rights of private property owners, and 
natural resource areas from overuse." 

By purchasing property from willing sellers at fair market 
value, the development of the East West Ranch project would 
not interfere with the rights of private property owners. More
over, the design of the trail will be carried out to assure maxi
mum public safety. 

Finally, Public Resources Code Section 30251 states that: 

"The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall 
be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. Permitted access development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas ... and, where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually de
graded areas." 

Consistent with this Section, the East West Ranch project will 
result in protected views to and along the ocean and in scenic 
coastal areas. \Vhere feasible, any degraded areas are likely to 
be restored as an outcome of this project. 

PROGRAM POLICJES: The East West Ranch project is consistent with the policies 
contained in the certified San Luis Obispo North Coast Area 
Plan, in the following respects: 

Although the North Coast Local Coastal Plan allows develop
ment of at least 340 residential units on the western portion of 
the ranch, and a golf course and other development on the east
ern portion of the ranch, the property is also overlaid with land 
use designations that restrict it. These include requirements for 
sensitive resource protection of the Santa Rosa Creek stream 
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COMPLIANCE 

corridor, riparian vegetation, wetlands, a.p.d floodplain; the 
Monterey Pine forest; and the coastal terrace and shoreline. No 
development is allowed in these areas. 

The East West Ranch project will assure permanent protection 
of the entire property, thus assuring the protection of the sensi
tive resource areas known to be on the property. 

At the current time, the North Coast Area Plan is undergoing an 
update which will place additional restrictions on the East West 
Ranch property. This process is expected to take at least an
other year to complete. 

WITH CEQA: The proposed project is exempt from the California Environ
mental Quality Act (CEQA) according to 14 Code of Regula
tions Section 15325. This Section exempts from CEQA review 
". . . transfers of ownership of interests in land in order to pre
serve open space." It is also exempt under Section 15316 for 
acquisitions of land for the purpose of establishing parks, 
where the land is in a natural condition and either a manage
ment plan for the park has not been prepared, or the manage
ment plan proposes to keep the area in a natural condition. 
Staff will file a Notice of Exemption upon approval of the pro
ject. 
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EXHIBIT 5 

Letters of Support 

The Conservancy has received over 550 letters from individuals around the world 
supporting the acquisition of East West Ranch. They have not been included for 

the sake of brevity in the staff recommendation . 
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EXHIBIT3 
PROPOSED TRAIL ALIGNMENTS ON EAST WEST RANCH 

POSSIBLE 
EAST WEST 
USES 

•• • • • • • RIPARIAN SETBACK 
FOOTPATH (HISTORIC} 

• • • • M ULTI·USE TRAIL 

• • • • MULTI-USE TRAill 
EMERGENCY"ROAD 

- EXISTING FOREST 
~ PROPOSED REFORESTATION 

;:t:.:Y COMMUNITY PARK 

WETLAND RESTORATION 
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• COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Project Summary 
February 22, 2001 

EAST WEST RANCH PUBLIC ACCESS PLAN 

File No. 00-005 
Project Manager: Prentiss Williams 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Disbursement of an amount not to exceed two hundred 
thousand dollars ($200,000) to the Cambria Community 
Services District (CCSD) for the preparation of a Public Access 
and Land Management Plan (the Plan) for the property in 
Cambria known as the East West Ranch. 

• 

• 

LOCATION: The unincorporated community of Cambria located 32 miles 
north of the City of San Luis Obispo in San Luis Obispo 
County (Exhibits 1 and 2) . 

PROGRAM CATEGORY: Coastal Access 

ESTIMATED COST: $200,000 

PROJECT SUMMARY: 

The anticipated source of the Coastal Conservancy funds would 
be the Coastal Conservancy's FY2000/200 1 budget 
appropriation from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, 
Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 
(Proposition 12). 

Last year, on March 23 and October 26 of 2000, the Coastal 
Conservancy granted a total of $7,000,000 to the American 
Land Conservancy (ALC) for the acquisition of the 425-acre 
property known as the East West Ranch. The acquisition was 
completed on November 16, 2000 and title to the property was 
subsequently transferred to the CCSD. 

The Conservancy granted these funds because of the property's 
visual qualities and the opportunities it afforded for public 
access. However, the East West Ranch also contains important 
natural resources. The management of public access on the site 
must be carefully integrated with the protection and 
enhancement of Santa Rosa Creek, the Monterey Pine forest 
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and other sensitive natural areas of the site. The development 
of a plan for the use and management of the property is 
therefore necessary in order to realize fully the potential of the 
property to become a coastal accessway of statewide 
significance. 

The management plan would include design of a public access 
trail connecting downtown Cambria with the ocean bluffs on 
the westernmost edge of the property. A segment of the 
Coastal Trail could also be located along the bluff edge, 
providing a connection to Shamel County Park and San Simeon 
State Beach to the north (see Exhibit 3). The portion of the 
property located in downtown Cambria has the potential. to be 
developed more intensively with recreational and . visitor
serving facilities. 

Although title to the East West Ranch will be held by the 
CCSD, the property will be managed by a local non-profit 
organization (the Property Manager). The Property Manager 
will also be responsible for raising the funds necessary to 
maintain and manage the site. The Plan will be developed 
jointly by the CCSD and the Property Manager working in 
close consultation with Coastal Conservancy staff and 
members of the Cambria community. 

The CCSD does not currently have the necessary funds available to 
prepare an access plan for the East West Ranch. In order to carry out 
the planning process in a timely manner, as well as to assure the 
Coastal Conservancy has a role in that process, staff is recommending 
that the Coastal Conservancy provide the necessary funds. 

•-
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STAFF 

COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Staff Recommendation 
February 22, 2001 

EAST WEST RANCH PUBLIC ACCESS PLAN 

File No. 00-005 
Project Manager: Prentiss Williams 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the State Coastal Conservancy adopt the 
following Resolution pursuant to Sections 31400 et.seq. of the 
Public Resources Code: 

"The State Coastal Conservancy hereby authorizes the 
disbursement of an amount not to exceed two hundred 
thousand dollars ($200,000) to the Cambria Community 
Services District (CCSD) for the preparation of a Public 
Access and Land Management Plan (the Plan) for the 
property known as the East West Ranch, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Prior to the disbursement of any Conservancy funds the 
CCSD shall submit for the review and written approval 
of the Executive Officer of the Conservancy: 

a. a work plan, budget and schedule for the 
preparation of the Plan; 

b. the names and qualifications of any contractors to 
be employed to carry out the work plan; and 

c. evidence that the CCSD has taken title to the 
property donated by Mid-State Bank; and 

2. The CCSD shall incorporate the guidelines of the 
Conservancy's 'Standards and Recommendations for 
Accessway Location and Development' into any design 
criteria included in the plan." 

Staff further recommends that the Conservancy adopt the 
following fmdings: 

"Based on the accompanying staff report and attached 
exhibits, the State Coastal Conservancy h~r~~~~fmds tha:: o ,, D 
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STAFF DISCUSSION: 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the purposes 
and criteria in Chapter 9 of Division 21 of the Public 
Resources Code (Sections 31400 et. seq.) regarding the 
creation of a system of public accessways to and along 
the coast; 

2. The proposed project is consistent with the Program 
Guidelines adopted by the Conservancy on January 24, 
2001;and 

3. The development and implementation of the East West 
Ranch Public Access Management Plan will assure that 
public use of the East West Ranch meets greater than 
local access needs." 

Project Description: The proposed project is the authorization of a grant of two 
hundred thousand dollars ($200,000) to the CCSD for the 
preparation of a Public Access Plan for the East West Ranch 
property. 

The 422-acre East West Ranch property was purchased by the 
American Land Conservancy (ALC) on November 16, 2000 
and title was transferred to the CCSD in January of2001. The 
property was purchased using $7,000,000 in grant funds from 
the Coastal Conservancy, approved on March 23 and October 
26,2000. 

The purpose for a public acquisition of the East West Ranch 
property was to protect the opportunities the property affords 
for coastal access. Public ownership will allow the 
development of a public access trail cormecting downtown 
Cambria with the ocean bluffs on the westernmost edge of the 
property. A segment of the Coastal Trail can also be located 
along the bluff edge, providing a cormection to Shamel County 
Park and San Simeon State Beach to the south (see Exhibit 3). 
The portion of the property located in downtown Cambria has 
the potential to be developed more intensively with recreational 
and visitor-serving facilities. 

There is currently a modest level of public access on the 
property, but this access is primarily by local residents and is 

• 

• 

• 

confined to a narrow corridor along the coastal bluff. As • 
mentioned above, the property has many other areas that could 
provide opportunities to the public for access and recreation. O 

·~~~ ~l!hibit --
A-4 (~ase/2Lot&.i. pages) 



• 

• 

• 

However, the property also has a number of sensitive natural 
resources, including Santa Rosa Creek and the Monterey Pine 
forest, in need of protection and enhancement. Careful planning 
is needed in order to realize the property's full potential as a 
coastal accessway and at the same time protect its natural areas. 

Although the CCSD is the owner of the East West Ranch 
property, due to its limitations of staff and resources, the CCSD 
will not be managing the property on a day-to-day basis. 
Instead, the CCSD will enter into a long-term agreement with a 
local non-profit organization that will be better suited to the 
tasks of planning and developing trails, carrying out restoration 
projects, conducting routine maintenance, and managing public 
access. The previous Coastal Conservancy acquisition grants 
were authorized with the understanding that an access 
management plan would be developed by the CCSD and its 
property manager, working in close consultation with the 
Coastal Conservancy and members of the local community. 

The management plan would include design of a public hiking 
and bicycle trail from downtown Cambria west along the 
floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek and onto the coastal terrace. 
Other likely elements would be the development of a 1.2-mile 
segment of coastal trail along the bluffs, and a link through an 
access easement on property owned by the CCSD (where 
parking will be provided) north to Shamel County Park and San 
Simeon State Beach, also known as Moonstone Beach (see 
Exhibit 3). A County regional park could be developed on the 
portion of the property east of Highway 1 to provide for more 
active forms of recreation, park uses that are much needed in 
this region. 

The CCSD does not currently have the necessary funds 
available to prepare an access plan for the East West Ranch. In 
order to assure that the planning process is carried out in a 
timely manner, as well as to assure the Coastal Conservancy 
has a role in that process, staff is recommending that the 
Coastal Conservancy provide the necessary funds. 

Project Financing: $200, 000 
It is anticipated that the proposed project would be funded 
through the Conservancy's FY2000/0 1 budget appropriation 
from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, 
and Coastal Protection Bond Act of2000 (Proposition 12). 
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Site Description: East West Ranch is a spectacular oceanfront property in the· 
community of Cambria, located approximately 32 miles 
northwest of the City of San Luis Obispo (see Exhibit 1). The 
property is divided by Highway 1 into two sections. The 
eastern portion is approximately 7 4 acres and slopes to the west 
from the center of Cambria along the floodplain of Santa Rosa 
Creek. The western portion is about 350 acres in size and lies 
along the coastal terrace adjacent to the ocean. The most 
outstanding feature of the East West Ranch is the dramatic 
ocean bluff that extends approximately 1.2 miles along the 
Pacific coast. The property is crossed by informal trails used 
primarily by residents of Cambria. In addition to its 
spectacular ocean panorama, the property affords excellent 
views of the coastal mountain range and links with the 
downtown area of Cambria. 

Natural resources on the property include the lower creek 
corridor· and floodplain of Santa Rosa Creek, a confmned 
steelhead fishery. There are two natural springs on the property 
as well as a freshwater wetland in its southwest comer. There 
are numerous opportunities for resource enhancement, 
particularly within the Santa Rosa Creek floodplain. · 

Native Monterey pines thrive in scattered groves on about 65 
acres of the property. Other vegetation on the property includes 
coast live oak woodlands, coastal scrub communities, and 
riparian forest, Over half of the ranch is grassland; each spring 
it boasts outstanding wildflower displays readily viewed from 
Highway 1. 

There are several rare plants on the property, including compact 
cobweb thistle, San Luis Obispo sedge, and San Luis Obispo 
morning glory. Rare fauna include the threatened red-legged 
frog, California steelhead, and California sea otter, the 
California brown pelican and tidewater goby, and the western 
pond turtle, a "species of special concern." There are six 
species potentially present on the ranch that are also listed as 
species of special concern. These are the silvery legless lizard, 
two-striped garter snake, Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, 
ferruginous hawk, and long-eared owl. 

Project History: The residents of Cambria and its surrounding communities 
historically had access to the bluff top for many years through 
informal agreement with the property's private owners. Indeed, 
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the East West Ranch was something of a landmark in Cambria . 
The property was managed as a ranch for decades but in 1979, 
it was sold to a private company that proposed to develop the 
property with a combination of residential units and hotels. 
Subsequent owners proposed similarly ambitious development 
plans. 

The local community vigorously opposed all of these major 
development proposals. In addition to community opposition, 
potential developers were faced with the major issue of 
insufficient water supply. Water shortages in northern San 
Luis Obispo are chronic and sometimes severe. Due to all of 
these factors, no development proposals ever received final 
approvals. 

Various scenarios for public acquisition of the property were 
proposed over the years by a number of different organizations 
and finally, in 1999, ALC was able to obtain a purchase option 
for the property. After an extensive fundraising effort 
coordinated by ALC and numerous community groups, the 
property was purchased on November 16, 2000 . 

The Coastal Conservancy contributed $7,000,000 to the 
acquisition through two actions on March 23, 2000 and 
October 26, 2000. These grants were made from the 
Conservancy's Challenge Grant Program and from a special 
appropriation from Proposition 12 respectively. The challenge 
grant was matched with $1,500,000 from the CCSD and 
$2,000,000 derived from private sources, including a donation 
of 22 acres of contiguous real property, valued at $1,000,000, 
from Mid-State Bank, a local financial institution. The Coastal 
Conservancy also received a grant of $1,000,000 for the 
acquisition from the federal Transportation Enhancement 
Activities (TEA) fund approved by the California Department 
of Transportation. 

PROJECT SUPPORT: As was demonstrated at the Conservancy meeting held on 
March 23, 2000, this project enjoys tremendous public support. 
Over 600 letters of support were received by the Conservancy, 
from individuals, as well as organizations. The project has the 
support of State Senator Jack O'Cormell, Assemblyman Abel 
Maldanado, and Congresswoman Lois Capps. Organizations 
supporting the project include the County of San Luis Obispo, 
the Cambria Land Conservancy, the North Coast Alliance, the 
Environmental Defense Center, EcoSlo, the State Department 
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CONSISTENCY WITH 
CONSERVANCY'S 

of Parks and Recreation State Parks (both San Simeon and San 
Luis Obispo Coast Districts), The Nature Conservancy, Friends 
of the Ranch, Sierra Club, the Cambria Forum, the Land 
Conservancy of San Luis Obispo, and others. The Office of the 
Governor and the Resources Agency also received many letters 
supporting this project. 

ENABLlNG LEGISLATION: This project is undertaken pursuant to Chapter 9 of the 
Conservancy's enabling legislation, Division 21 of the Public 
Resources Code (Sections 31400-31405), regarding public 
access and enjoyment of coastal resources. Section 31400 states 
that the Conservancy shall have a principal role in the 
implementation of a system of public accessways to and along 
the state's coastline. Through the proposed action, the 
Conservancy will play a primary role in developing a public 
access plan for an important public coastal property in northern 
San Luis Obispo County. 

Section 31400.1 allows the Conservancy to award grants to the 
public agency for accessways that serve more than local public 
needs. Cambria is located in the heart of a region that is a major 
destination point for millions of visitors each year from 
throughout the State and around the world. The proposed 
action, development of a public access management plan for 
the East West Ranch, would assure that access to property is 
well-marked and readily available to visitors to Cambria from 
outside the local community. 

::::onsistency with Conservancy's 

Section 31400.3 states that the Conservancy may assist public 
and nonprofit organizations in developing and implementing a 
system of public accessways to and along the state's coastline. 
Development of a public access plan for the East West Ranch 
is the first step towards developing and improving public 
access to and on this property. 
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Standards And 
Recommendations For 

Accessway Location 
And Development: The project is a design and planning program, so the 

"Standards and Recommendations" are not directly applicable. 
However, the plan shall incorporate these guidelines into the 
planning process so that the accessway projects ultimately 
implemented will be consistent with these recommendations~ 

CONSISTENCY WITH 
CONSERVANCY'S 

PROGRAJ\1 GUIDELINES: The proposed project is consistent with the Conservancy's 
Program Guidelines adopted January 24, 2001, in the following 
respects: 

REQUIRED CRITERIA 

Promotion of the conservancy's statutory programs and 
purposes: As described in the paragraphs above, the proposed 
project is consistent with Sections 31400-31405 of Chapter 9 
of the Conservancy's enabling legislation (Division 21 of the 
Public Resources Code) regarding public access and enjoyment 
of coastal resources. 

Consistency with purposes of the funding source: The 
source of funds for the proposed project would most likely be 
the Coastal Conservancy's FY2000/01 budget appropriation 
from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, 
and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 (Proposition 12), 
specifically, the Conservancy's allocation for Coastal Resource 
Development. 

Support: As discussed in the "Project Support" sections 
above, the proposed project enjoys a high level of support from 
a wide variety of private citizens, local and state legislators, 
and non-profit organizations. 

Location: The East West Ranch property is located entirely in 
the Coastal Zone. 

Greater-than-local-interest: The East West Ranch, is located 
in the heart of a region that is a major destination point for 
millions of visitors each year from throughout the State and 
around the world. Travelers on Highway 1 and visitors to 
Hearst Castle comprise most of those visitors. There is no 
question that this property has already captured the imagination 
of many people, and this interest will only increase after it has 
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CONSISTENCY WITH 

been better developed for access and signed on Highway 1. We 
anticipate that many thousands of visitors from all over the 
world will visit the East West Ranch and wander its trails every 
year. 

Need: As discussed in the "Project Description" section 
above, the proposed Conservancy grant is needed in order to 
facilitate the property's development as a public accessway of 
statewide significance. 

ADDITIONAl, CRITERIA 

Resolution of more than one issue: As discussed in the 
"Project Description, " the East West Ranch property has the 
potential to become one of the most popular coastal accessways 
in the region. There are also important natural resources found 
on the site in need of protection and enhancement. The 
development of a comprehensive access plan for property is 
necessary in order to balance these potentially conflicting 
factors. 

Readiness: With the fmal acquisition of the property still so 
recent, there is a great deal of enthusiasm and energy on the 
part of the individuals and organizations most responsible for 
creating the access plan. By initiating the planning process 
quickly, the CCSD and the Coastal Conservancy can capitalize 
on the momentum that has been created by the recent 
culmination of many years of effort on the part of the local 
community. 

Realization of prior Conservancy goals: The proposed action 
is entirely consistent with the intentions of the Conservancy 
when it approved the grants to ALC on March 23, 2000 and on 
October 26, 2000. 

THE COASTAL ACT: Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act (Division 20 of the Public 
Resources Code) identifies as one of the basic goals of the state 
for the coastal zone to: 

"Maximize public access to and along the coast and 
maximize recreational opportunities in the coastal zone 
consistent with sound resources conservation principles 
. . . "[Public Resources Code Section 30001.5(c)] 
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CONSISTENCY WITH 
LOCAL COASTAL 

The purpose of the proposed project is to maximize public 
access to the coast in the northern San Luis Obispo County 
region in a manner consistent with sound resource conservation 
principles. 

Further, Public Resources Section 31012 states that: 

"fu 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." 

The purpose of the proposed project, the development of a 
public access plan for the East West Ranch, is to increase and 
enhance the opportunities for coastal access and recreation in 
the northern San Luis Obispo County. The plan is needed in 
order design access improvements that can assure maximum 
public safety and protect natural resources. 

Finally, Public Resources Code Section 30251 states that: 

"The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall 
be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. Permitted access development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas ... and, where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas." 

Consistent with this Section, the acquisition of the East West 
Ranch has already resulted in protected views to and along the 
ocean and in scenic coastal areas. An access plan is now 
needed in order to maximize the public's enjoyment of these 
views and to restore degraded areas for the enjoyment of future 
generations. 

PROGRAM POLICIES: The East West Ranch project is consistent with Policy 1 of the 
Coastal Plan Policies pertaining to shoreline access contained 
in the certified San Luis Obispo Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
Land Use Element. 
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C0!\.1PLIANCE 

The North Coast Area Plan, which includes the town of 
Cambria, makes specific mention of the East West Ranch 
(formerly known as the Fiscalini Ranch) as an area where 
public access should be preserved and improved. 

WITH CEQA: The project is statutorily exempt from the provisions of the 
, California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to 14 California 
Code of Regulations Section 15262 because the project 
involves only feasibility and planning studies for possible 
future actions which have yet to be approved or adopted. As 
required by this Section, these documents will involve the 
consideration of environmental factors. This project does not 
include the funding of any construction activities. Staff will file· 
a Notice of Exemption upon approval of the action. 
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Exhibits: 

Exhibit 1 -Property location Map 
Exhibit 2- Detailed map of property 
Exhibit 3 -Proposed access alignments 
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PROJECT LOCATION 
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EXHIBIT2 
EAST WEST RANCH 

PROPERTY BOUNDARY 



EXHIBIT3 
PROPOSED TRAIL ALIGNMENTS 
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