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dwelling on Lot 2. No structures, grading, or tree removal is proposed.

MOTION & RESOLUTION: Pages 5 & 6

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE EXISTS

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The motion and resolution for a “no
substantial issue” finding are found on pages 5 & 6. The appeal submitted on September 6,
2012, takes issue with the County’s approval of this project based on various perceived issues,
including: the potential for the project to reduce property values in the adjacent neighborhood,
the alleged “gifting of public funds” to the University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB), the
assertion that the lot split will free the land from local regulation by facilitating its transfer to
UCSB, whose development is exempt from all local government control, the assertion that the
City of Goleta has not reviewed the proposed project and has ignored its sphere of influence
policies, concern that “no consideration has been given to” impacts on habitats and impacts of
grading and dredging, the concern of increased potential for tsunami run up and expansion of the
seasonal mud flat, flaws in the process at the local level in failing to consider the lot split as a
development project, issues regarding CEQA review/environmental review inadequacies,
concerns that future development plans will not receive adequate environmental review,
concerns over the future loss of the golf course as a recreational facility, concerns that any
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habitat restoration on the site would not be effective, concerns regarding land use changes,
concerns about piecemealing, and general concerns about procedural irregularities.

However, the appellant fails to cite any specific policies from the County’s Local Coastal
Program (LCP) or public access policies of the Coastal Act relative to any of the above
referenced issues. The standard of review at this stage of an appeal requires the Commission to
determine whether the appeal of the project, as approved by the local government, raises a
substantial issue with respect to its conformity to the standards set forth in the certified LCP or
the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Moreover, although some of the issues raised do
relate to LCP and Coastal Act policies, the appeal only suggests that those policies are implicated
by future plans for the site and not by the project presently before this Commission on appeal.

In this case, the proposed project is limited to the subdivision of one 70.32-acre lot owned by
Devereux Creek Properties into three lots pursuant to a Tentative Parcel Map and the demolition
of an existing unpermitted residential trailer. No structural development, no grading and no tree
removal were proposed or approved as part of the project. As such, the approved project does
not raise a substantial issue regarding the project’s conformance with any of the relevant LCP
policies.

The Trust for Public Land has entered into a private agreement with the property owner to
purchase the resulting 63.93 acre “Parcel 1”. The Trust for Public Lands has indicated that its
purchase of Lot 1 is intended to allow for the restoration and preservation of the entire 63.93 acre
site in the future. However, this restoration will require a separate coastal development permit
since the County’s approval did not approve any restoration, or other new development, on the
site at this time. Thus, the appellant’s concerns regarding potential habitat impacts from future
habitat restoration activities, the potential loss of a recreational facility due to closure of the golf
course and implementation of habitat restoration on site, geologic hazards and other related
issues are premature because no specific development has been approved by the County. New
development on the subject property would be required to receive approvals from the Coastal
Commission, the County, or both, and would need to meet all applicable Coastal Act and LCP
standards, including those associated with environmentally sensitive habitat, wetland setbacks,
geologic and flooding hazards, as well as public access and recreation policies. Conversely, the
issues raised by the appeal that do relate to the current project, such as the concerns over
piecemealing, procedure, and alleged irregularities, are not related to any applicable LCP or
Coastal Act policies.

Although the appellant does not make the argument, it is true that any proposed land division
may have inherent implications for additional development simply by creating additional lots.
However, to the extent the appeal could be construed to raise this argument, it still has not
demonstrated how those limited and unspecified changes would necessarily result in violations
of any LCP policies. Finally, even if the subdivision were found to have significant impacts of
this sort, no such impacts would follow from the approved project because of the fact that the
County’s approval is expressly conditioned on the Coastal Commission providing a separate
CDP approval for the subdivision.
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As described in detail in the findings below (Section I11.), the County’s record adequately
supports its position that the proposed project is consistent with all potentially applicable LCP
policies related to habitat protection, public access and recreation, geologic and flooding hazards,
open space requirements, and landform alteration. In addition, the proposed development does
not have a significant adverse effect on coastal resources, has little precedential value, and does
not raise issues of regional or statewide significance. Therefore, the staff recommendation herein
is to find that no substantial issue is raised with regard to the grounds of appeal.
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. APPEAL JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURES
A. APPEAL PROCEDURES

The Coastal Act provides that after certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), certain local
government actions on Coastal Development Permit applications for development in certain
areas and for certain types of development may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Local
governments must provide notice to the Commission of their coastal development permit actions.
During a period of ten working days following Commission receipt of a notice of local permit
action for an appealable development, an appeal of the action may be filed with the Commission.

1. Appeal Areas

Approvals of CDPs by cities or counties may be appealed if the development authorized will be
located within the appealable areas, which include the areas between the sea and the first public
road paralleling the sea, within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high-
tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is greater, on state tidelands, or along or
within 100 feet of natural watercourses and lands within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face
of a coastal bluff. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a]). Any development approved by a County that
is not designated as a principal permitted use within a zoning district may also be appealed to the
Commission irrespective of its geographic location within the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act
Section 30603[a][4]). Finally, any action on an application for development that constitutes a
major public works project or a major energy facility may be appealed to the Commission.
(Coastal Act Section 30603[a][5]).

The project site for the project at issue in this appeal is located at 6925 Whittier Drive, in the
Goleta Community within unincorporated Santa Barbara County. (Exhibit 1). In this case, the
project site is located between the first public road and the sea and within 100 ft. of Devereux
Creek and its tributaries, and it is therefore within the geographic appeals area of the County’s
permit jurisdiction as shown on the Post-LCP Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction map
(Santa Barbara County Coastal Zone Map Sheets 123-124) certified for the County of Santa
Barbara. Thus, the County’s approval is appealable to the Commission.

It is also important to note that portions of the parcel proposed to be subdivided are within the
Commission’s original permit jurisdiction, so the applicant will need to obtain a Coastal
Development Permit from the Coastal Commission for the proposed lot split as well. The
applicants submitted a Coastal Development Permit application to the Commission (CDP 4-12-
044) on July 3, 2012.

2.  Grounds for Appeal

The grounds for appeal of a local government approval of development shall be limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local
Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in Division 20 of the Public Resources
Code. (Coastal Act Section 30603[b][1])
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3. Substantial Issue Determination

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal was filed. When Commission staff recommends that no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds of the appeal, the Commission will hear arguments and vote on the
“substantial issue” question. A majority vote of the Commissioners present is required to
determine that an appeal raises no substantial issues, so the Commission will not hear the appeal.
If the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists, then the local government’s
coastal development permit action will be considered final.

4. De Novo Permit Hearing

Should the Commission determine that a substantial issue does exist, the Commission will
consider the CDP application de novo. The applicable test for the Commission to consider in a
de novo review of the project is whether the entire proposed development is in conformity with
the certified Local Coastal Program and, for projects between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea, the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
Thus, the Commission’s review at the de novo stage of the hearing is not limited to the
appealable development as defined in Section .A.1.

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL

On May 7, 2012, the project that is the subject of this appeal was approved by the Santa Barbara
County Zoning Administrator. John Olson appealed the Zoning Administrator’s approval, and
the appeal was heard by the County Planning Commission on June 20, 2012. The County
Planning Commission denied the appeal and upheld the project approval. John Olson then
appealed that action to the County Board of Supervisors. The County Board of Supervisors
denied the appeal (Case No. 12APL-00000-00014) at a public hearing on August 21, 2012,
thereby upholding approval of the County Planning Commission’s approval of the project (Case
Nos. 11TPM-00000-00007 and 12CDH-00000-00009).

The Notice of Final Action for the project was received by Commission staff on August 27,
2012. Commission staff provided notice of the ten working day appeal period, which began on
August 28, 2012, and ended on September 11, 2012.

John Olson then filed the subject appeal on September 6, 2012. Commission staff notified the
County, the applicant, and all interested parties that were listed on the appeal and requested that
the County provide its administrative record for the permit. The administrative record was
received on September 13, 2012.

Il. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-4-STB-12-
061 raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which
the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Following the staff recommendation will result in passage of this
motion, 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 No. A-4-STB-12-061 raises No Substantial Issue with
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act
regarding consistency with the Certified LCP and/or the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act.

[11.FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR NO SUBSTANTIAL
ISSUE

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

The County of Santa Barbara approved development characterized by the following project
description:

Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 14,784) to divide one 70.32-acre lot (net and gross) into
three lots. Proposed Lot 1 would be 63.93 acres (net and gross) and is currently
developed with the Ocean Meadows Golf Course, clubhouse, restaurant, golf cart
storage building, parking lot and remote restroom. Proposed Lot 2 would be 5.89
acres (net and gross) and is currently developed with an employee dwelling (trailer)
and maintenance building. Proposed Lot 3 would be 0.50 acres (net and gross) and
is currently developed with a parking lot that serves the golf course. No structural
development, no grading and no tree removal are proposed.

The property is zoned Planned Residential Development (PRD-58) with a maximum
base density of 58 residential units. The purpose of the zone is to plan development
of the site as a whole, ensuring clustering of residential development and requiring
the provision of open space; however, no residential development is currently
proposed as a part of this lot split. The proposal includes assignment of 30 of the
base density residential units to proposed Lot 1 with the remaining 28 base density
residential units to be split between proposed Lots 2 and 3 upon future development
applications provided proposed development on Lots 2 and 3 is processed under one
Development Plan application. In the event Lots 2 and 3 come under separate
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ownership and/or proposals to develop the lots are processed under separate
Development Plan applications, the 28 residential units shall be allocated as follows,
based on lot size: Lot 2 shall be assigned 26 base density residential units and Lot 3
shall be assigned two base density residential units.

Upon recordation of the lot split, Lot 1 would be sold to The Trust for Public Land.
Immediately following the land acquisition by The Trust for Public Land, Lot 1 would
be deed restricted such that no residential development could occur on that property
in the future, consistent with the requirements of funding grantors. The Trust for
Public Land would then convey the property to a long-term term steward for
conservation and restoration, anticipated to be the University of California at Santa
Barbara (UCSB). The PRD zone requires at least 40% of the gross acreage be
maintained in open space and the Goleta Community Plan requires at least 60% open
space. These public and common open space requirements (found in Article 11, Sec.
35-75.16 and Goleta Community Plan DevStd LUDS-GV.2.1), which require a
minimum of 42.19 acres, will be satisfied on proposed Lot 1 for all three lots.
Therefore, future development projects on proposed Lots 2 and 3 will already have
met the open space requirements referenced above per this map.

An existing employee dwelling is located on proposed Lot 2. The Conditional Use
Permit for the dwelling expired in 1990 without renewal and currently the dwelling is
unpermitted. The applicant proposes to remove/demolish the dwelling prior to
recordation of the Tentative Parcel Map. The application includes a Coastal
Development Permit (Case No. 122CDH-00000-00009) to demolish the dwelling.

Existing access to the site is provided by an existing easement from Whittier Drive
across a small triangular parcel just north of the golf course parking lot (the entire
parcel is the easement) and by an existing 20-foot wide easement across UCSB
property from Storke Road. Access to Proposed Lots 1 and 3 would continue to be
from Whittier Drive via the easement from Whittier Drive. Access to Proposed Lot 2
would continue to be from Storke Road via the existing 20-foot wide easement across
the adjacent UCSB property.

Proposed Lot 1 is currently served and would continue to be served by the Goleta
Water District and Goleta West Sanitary District. A separate reclaimed water
system, which irrigates the golf course, is also located on the lot. Proposed Lot 2 is
currently served and would continue to be served by the Goleta Water District and
would also receive reclaimed water after the lot split. Proposed Lot 2 is currently
served by an onsite septic disposal system that will remain to serve the maintenance
building. This system would be abandoned in the future upon demolition of the
building and connection of new development to the Goleta West Sanitary District.
Proposed Lot 3 would be served by the Goleta Water District and the Goleta West
Sanitary District. The County Fire Department serves the entire property and would
continue to serve the three proposed lots.
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B. SITE DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

The existing 70.32 acre property (APN 073-090-062) is developed with the Ocean Meadows
Golf Course, which has been in operation since the 1960s, prior the effective date of the Coastal
Act. The property is located just west of Storke Road in the Goleta Community Plan area of
unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The site is adjacent to property owned by the University
of California, Santa Barbara to the south and east (with some residential development),
residentially developed property to the north, and open space to the south and west. The on-site
vegetation consists primarily of golf course turf grass and related ornamental plantings. Annual
grassland occurs along the margins of the turf grass and in disturbed, unmaintained areas, and
ornamental plantings border the golf course from the adjacent University-owned properties. The
habitat associated with three creek drainages that cross through the golf course are designated
ESHA in the Goleta Community Plan. These include Devereux Creek from the west, Phelps
Ditch from the north, and an unnamed eastern tributary of Devereux Creek that drains the eastern
arm of the golf course. The three drainages total approximately 1,700 feet in length.
Wetland/freshwater marsh and riparian scrub form dense cover with small ponded water areas
within the drainages. Some coastal salt marsh plant species are present due to the high salinity
that remains in the soil from when the slough was drained and filled to create the golf course in
the 1960s, prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act. Additionally, under Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) 4-02-176, the wetland marsh habitat along the lower portion of
Devereux Creek was expanded as mitigation for implementation of a ten-year Santa Barbara
County flood control maintenance program.

A Tentative Tract Map, Development Plan, Rezone and Local Coastal Program Amendment
were processed by the County in the early-mid 2000’s to facilitate development of 56 residences
(known as “Ocean Meadows Residences”) on the site, as well as retention of the golf course use.
The Commission approved LCP Amendment STB-MAJ-2-04-C on March 7, 2006 for
modification of land use and zoning designations on a portion of the site (APN 073-090-062)
from Planned Residential Development to Recreation. The amendment to rezone the golf course
property was an essential part of the Ocean Meadows Residence Project, which would have
clustered residential development potential on the approximately 70 acre Ocean Meadows Golf
Course parcel by limiting residential development to a 6.5-acre portion of the parcel and
allowing the existing golf course to continue operation on the remaining 63.5 acre portion of the
property. The redesignation/rezoning of the active golf course from residential to open space and
recreation would have eliminated all future residential development potential on the majority of
the property and would have allowed the existing golf course to remain. That amendment would
have brought the non-conforming use (golf course) into conformance. The Commission found
that redesignation/rezoning of the parcel to recreation would not adversely impact coastal
resources and was consistent with the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act and approved
the amendment with two suggested modifications, including a provision that would specifically
allow habitat restoration activities as a permitted use on Recreation-zoned properties, such as the
golf course, consistent with the intent of the zone district. The approved amendment did not
authorize any new development, but was focused solely on the redesignation/rezone of 63.5
acres of property from Planned Residential Development to Recreation.
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However, the project applicants withdrew their application at the County. Therefore, the Santa
Barbara County Board of Supervisors took no final action to accept the CCC approved LCPA
modifications or to approve the subdivision and development project. Subsequently, the LCPA
approval expired and the project was closed at the County level.

In addition, the proposed project is subject to separate review by the Coastal Commission
because portions of the existing parent parcel are within the Commission’s original permit
jurisdiction. A Coastal Development Permit application (CDP 4-12-044) has been submitted for
the same project approved by the County of Santa Barbara, with the exception of a request for
approval of the demolition of the unpermitted employee dwelling because that development does
not fall within the Commission’s retained permit jurisdiction. The application for CDP 4-12-044
is currently incomplete and has not yet been scheduled for Commission action. Further, any
future development on the property other than the proposed lot split and removal of residential
trailer would be subject to review by the County and the Coastal Commission.

C. LOCAL PERMIT HISTORY

On May 7, 2012, the project that is the subject of this appeal was approved by the Santa Barbara
County Zoning Administrator. John Olson appealed the Zoning Administrator’s approval, and
the appeal was heard by the County Planning Commission on June 20, 2012. The County
Planning Commission denied the appeal and upheld the project approval. John Olson then
appealed that action to the County Board of Supervisors. The County Board of Supervisors
denied the appeal (Case No. 12APL-00000-00014) at a public hearing on August 21, 2012,
thereby upholding approval of the County Planning Commission’s approval of the project (Case
Nos. 11TPM-00000-00007 and 12CDH-00000-00009).

The Notice of Final Action for the project was received by Commission staff on August 27,
2012. Commission staff provided notice of the ten working day appeal period, which began on
August 28, 2012, and ended on September 11, 2012.

John Olson then filed the subject appeal on September 6, 2012. Commission staff notified the
County, the applicant, and all interested parties that were listed on the appeal and requested that
the County provide its administrative record for the permit. The administrative record was
received on September 13, 2012.

D. APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS

The County’s action was appealed by John Olson. The appeal was filed on September 6, 2012,
attached as Exhibit 5. The appeal submitted on September 6, 2012, takes issue with the
County’s approval of this project based on various perceived issues, including: the potential for
the project to reduce property values in the adjacent neighborhood, the alleged “gifting of public
funds” to the University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB), the assertion that the lot split will
free the land from local regulation by facilitating its transfer to UCSB, whose development is
exempt from all local government control, the assertion that the City of Goleta has not reviewed
the proposed project and has ignored its sphere of influence policies, concern that “no
consideration has been given to” impacts on habitats and impacts of grading and dredging, the
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concern of increased potential for tsunami run up and expansion of the seasonal mud flat, flaws
in the process at the local level in failing to consider the lot split as a development project, issues
regarding CEQA review/environmental review inadequacies, concerns that future development
plans will not receive adequate environmental review, concerns over the future loss of the golf
course as a recreational facility, concerns that any habitat restoration on the site would not be
effective, concerns regarding land use changes, concerns about piecemealing, and general
concerns about procedural irregularities.

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603 (b)(1) stated above, the grounds for appeal are limited to
an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified
Local Coastal Program (LCP) or the public access policies set forth in Coastal Act. In this case,
the September 6, 2012 appeal fails to raise any specific policies of the LCP or public access
policies of the Coastal Act. Nevertheless, any potentially applicable Santa Barbara County LCP
policy or public access policy of the Coastal Act raised by issues mentioned in the appeal are
analyzed below.

E. ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Pursuant to Sections 30603 and 30625 of the Coastal Act, the appropriate standard of review for
the subject appeal is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds raised by the
appellant relative to the locally-approved project’s conformity to the policies contained in the
certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. In this case, the appellant did not
raise any specific policies contained in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the
Coastal Act as grounds for appeal. Nevertheless, the appellant did raise concerns related to
habitat protection, public access and recreation, geologic and flooding hazards, CEQA review
issues, open space requirements, and various other issues unrelated to Coastal Act or LCP
standards.

The term "substantial issue™ is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.
The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it
"finds that the appeal raises no significant question.” (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Section
13115(b).) In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following
factors:

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP or with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;

3. The significance of coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretation
of its LCP; and

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.
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In this case, for the reasons discussed below, the Commission determines that the appeal raises
no substantial issue with regard to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, as discussed
below.

1. Analysis of County’s Approval

a. Habitat Protection

The appellant does not reference any specific LCP policies related to habitat protection but does
mention concerns regarding protection of existing golf course habitat on the subject property.
The appellant asserts that “[n]o consideration has been given to the existing irrigated habitats or
the long term impacts of massive grading and dredging,” that the plans will “expand the seasonal
‘mud flat’,” and that “the stated environmental goals will fail.”

The County’s LCP Land Use Plan and Goleta Community Plan (GCP) contain numerous policies
related to habitat protection that would apply to the project site, including but not limited to:

LUP Policy 2-11

All development, including agriculture, adjacent to areas designated on the land use
plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, shall be regulated to
avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory measures include, but are not
limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noise restrictions, maintenance of
natural vegetation, and control of runoff.

LUP Policy 9-1

Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on parcels shown on the
land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Area overlay designation or within
250 feet of such designation or projects affecting an environmentally sensitive habitat
area shall be found to be in conformity with the applicable habitat protection policies
of the land use plan. All development plans, grading plans, etc., shall show the precise
location of the habitat(s) potentially affected by the proposed project. . ..

LUP Policy 9-9

A buffer strip, a minimum of 100 feet in width, shall be maintained in natural condition
along the periphery of all wetlands. No permanent structures shall be permitted within
the wetland or buffer area except structures of a minor nature, i.e. fences, or structures
necessary to support the uses in Policy 9-10...

LUP Policy 9-37
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The minimum buffer strip for major streams in rural areas, as defined by the land use
plan, shall be presumptively 100 feet, and for streams in urban areas, 50 feet. These
minimum buffers may be adjusted upward or downward on a case-by-case basis. The
buffer shall be established based on an investigation of the following factors and after
consultation with the Department of Fish and Game and Regional Water Quality
Control Board in order to protect the biological productivity and water quality of
streams:

a. soil type and stability of stream corridors;

b. how surface water filters into the ground;

c. slope of the land on either side of the stream; and

d. location of the 100-year flood plain boundary.

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. Where
riparian vegetation has previously been removed, except for channelization, the buffer
shall allow for the reestablishment of riparian vegetation to its prior extent to the
greatest degree possible.

LUP Policy BIO-GV-2

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas and Riparian Corridors within the
Goleta Planning Area shall be protected and, where feasible and appropriate,
enhanced.

GCP DevStd BIO-GV-2.2

New development within 100 feet of an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH), shall
be required to include setbacks or undeveloped buffer zones from these habitats
consistent with those detailed in specific habitat protection policies as part of the
proposed development except where setbacks or buffer zones would preclude
reasonable use of the parcel. In determining the location, width and extent of setbacks
and buffer zones, the Goleta Biological Resources Map and other available data shall
be used (e.g., maps, studies, or observations). If the project would result in potential
disturbance to the habitat, a restoration plan shall be required. When restoration is
not feasible onsite, offsite restoration may be considered.

GCP Policy BIO-GV-3

Development within areas designated as ESH or Riparian Corridor shall comply with
the applicable habitat protection policies.

GCP Policy BIO-GV-8

The minimum buffer strip and setbacks from streams and creeks for new development
and actions within the ESH overlay that are regulatied by the County Zoning
Ordinances shall be as follows:
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a) ESH areas within urban, inner rural and existing developed rural neighborhoods: a
setback of 50 feet from either side of top-of-bank of creeks or existing edge of riparian
vegetation, whichever is further...

GCP Policy BIO-GV-15

Significant biological communities shall not be fragmented into small non-viable
pocket areas by development.

GCP DevStd BIO-GV-15.2

The County shall require appropriate protective measures (e.g., fencing) where
necessary to protect sensitive biological resources during construction.

The County’s June 20, 2012 staff report contains an analysis of the project in relation to
Local Coastal Plan Land Use Plan policies and Goleta Community Plan development
standards and policies, cited above. The County’s staff report notes that Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas are designated onsite as both wetland and riparian habitat associated
with Devereux Creek and states that no development is proposed with the lot split with the
exception of the demolition of the employee dwelling. The County’s staff report (p.10)
explains that if or when any future development occurs on the subject lots “it will be located
further away from the sensitive habitats than required by the minimum buffers of [the LCP]
policies.” The staff report further correctly notes that habitat restoration on Lot 1 at some
time in the future would expand environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) adjacent to
Lots 2 and 3; thus the future habitat restoration and enhancement activities would be
consistent with all habitat protection policies of the LCP. Moreover, any potential adverse
impacts from future development would be assessed at the time of a future development
application for restoration/enhancement.

In this case, the scope of the approved project is limited to the Tentative Parcel Map for the
lot split and demolition of the existing unpermitted residential trailer. The approved project
does not include “grading and dredging” as asserted by the appellant, nor any proposal to
develop the subject site. The subject site is developed with a golf course and although the
site does contain Devereux Creek and related tributaries, as well as wetland areas, the
approved project did not include any development plans that would affect the on site
resources. If and when further development proposals do come forward in the future, there
is no evidence to suggest that — or any logical reason why it would be the case that — the lot
split would preclude the reviewing agencies from ensuring that the development proposed at
that time is consistent with those policies. The unpermitted employee dwelling to be
demolished is not located within any environmentally sensitive habitat areas and it is located
more than 300 feet from Devereux Creek. In addition, the Lots 2 and 3, where future
residential development may occur, have been appropriately configured in a manner to
provide an adequate 100 ft. buffer for future new residential development from the existing
delineated wetlands and riparian habitat on site in order to avoid, or minimize, impacts to
these resources.
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Thus, a review of the record shows that the approved project complies with LCP policies
regarding ESHA and habitat protection policies of the County’s LCP and the Goleta
Community Plan and will not limit or prejudice the ability to ensure that future development
does the same. Therefore, the Commission finds that the County addressed the above
referenced issues and the appeal raises no substantial issue regarding habitat protection.

b. Public Access and Recreation

The appellant does not cite any specific LCP policies, but raises general issues related to
preserving existing recreational opportunities at the subject site. The appellant asserts that
“(future plans for the properties are expressed in the report and clearly represent a major project
that kills a recreational facility that is a community asset.”

All Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act regarding public access and recreation have been
incorporated in their entirety in the certified County LUP as guiding policies pursuant to Policy
1-1 of the LUP.

Coastal Act Section 30210 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 consistent with public
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners,
and natural resource areas from overuse.

Coastal Act Section 30211 states:

Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Coastal Act Section 30212(a) states:

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast
shall be provided in new development projects except where:

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of
fragile coastal resources.

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or,

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated access shall not be required
to be opened to public use until a public agency or private association agrees to
accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway.

Coastal Act Section 30212.5 states:

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the
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impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any
single area.

Coastal Act Section 30213 states:

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

Coastal Act Section 30214 states:

(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner that
takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access
depending on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not limited to,
the following:

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.
(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity.

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and
the proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses.

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the
privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area
by providing for the collection of litter.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be
carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances the
rights of the individual property owner with the public's constitutional right of
access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in
this section or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the
rights guaranteed to the public under Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution.

(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any
other responsible public agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of
innovative access management techniques, including, but not limited to, agreements
with private organizations which would minimize management costs and encourage
the use of volunteer programs.
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Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2)
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in
other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing
nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses
such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of
new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the
amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans with the
provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

Finally, Policy 7-1 of the LUP states, in relevant part, that:

The County shall take all necessary steps to protect and defend the public’s
constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline.

The above policies require maximum access and recreational opportunities be provided in coastal
areas. In this case, the scope of the approved project is limited to the subdivision of the parcel
pursuant to a Tentative Parcel Map and demolition of the existing unpermitted residential trailer.
The Commission finds that the change in use of the site from a privately-owned golf course to
public open space/habitat restoration with public hiking/bicycle trails would require a coastal
development permit. However, in this case, the approved project does not include any proposal
to restore or develop the subject site or remove the existing golf course use at this time.
Therefore, the approved project will not have any impacts to public access and recreation. And
again, if and when a proposal comes forward in the future to do so, there is no evidence to
suggest that — or any logical reason why it would be the case that — the lot split that is the subject
of the current appeal would preclude the reviewing agencies from ensuring that any such
proposed changes would be consistent with those policies. Regardless, although the future
intended change in use to convert the site from a privately owned golf course to a public open
space area providing public trails may result in a change in public access and recreation, these
changes has not yet been analyzed and will be reviewed in relation to any future application for
development of the subject property. Therefore, the Commission finds that this appeal raises no
substantial issue regarding public access and recreation.

C. Hazards

The appellant has appealed the County’s final action citing a general concern of the potential for
future hazards, specifically the concern of potential tsunami risk. The appeal raises the concern
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that the project will: “increase the threat of tsunami run-up and expand the seasonal ‘mud flat’
that only collect water during the winter from storm run-off.”

The County’s LCP Land Use Plan and Goleta Community Plan contain policies related geologic
or flood hazards that would apply to development on the subject site, including:

LCP Policy 3-8

Applications for grading and building permits, and applications for subdivision shall
be reviewed for adjacency to, threats from, and impacts on geologic hazards arising
from seismic events, tsunami runup, landslides, beach erosion, or other geologic
hazards such as expansive soils or subsidence areas. In areas of known geologic
hazards, a geologic report shall be required. Mitigation measures shall be required
where necessary.

GCP Policy FLD-GV-1

The number of persons and amount of property exposed to flood hazard shall be
minimized through requiring adequate setbacks from the floodway and/or other
appropriate means.

The County’s June 20, 2012 staff report contains an analysis of the project in relation to
Coastal Plan Policies and the Goleta Community Plan development standards and policies,
cited above. The staff repot explains that any future residential development would be
analyzed in relation to these policies.

In this case, the scope of the approved project is limited to subdivision of the parcel
pursuant to the Tentative Parcel Map and demolition of the existing unpermitted residential
trailer. The approved project does not include any proposal to develop the subject site and,
therefore, any geologic or flooding hazards impacts have not yet been analyzed and will be
reviewed in relation to any future application for development of the subject property. And
again, if and when a proposal for further development comes forward in the future, there is
no evidence to suggest that — or any logical reason why it would be the case that — the
currently proposed lot split in and of itself would preclude the reviewing agencies from
ensuring that any such development would be consistent with those policies. Therefore, the
Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue regarding geologic or flooding
hazards.

d. California Environmental Quality Act

The appellant raises concerns regarding issues that the environmental review performed pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was inadequate and raises concerns that
future development plans will not receive adequate environmental review. Specifically, the
appeal states: “EIR and CEQA requirements are required for developments,” “the staff report
submitted is an abuse of discretion because the report presented avoided CEQA and EIR
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requirements with exemption statements that were false and misleading.” and “Findings that
CEQA exemptions apply also fail to consider the existing habitat the golf course provides.”

An appeal to the Coastal Commission challenging a local agency’s approval of a coastal
development permit is limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the
standards set forth in a certified LCP. As a result, the Coastal Commission is not the appropriate
appeals forum for the appellant’s argument that the County did not comply with CEQA
requirements by issuing an exemption for the proposed development nor does this assertion
constitute grounds for an appeal of a coastal permit.

Regardless, the County did respond to the appellant’s CEQA arguments in its own response to
the earlier appeals and found that the County complied with all CEQA requirements.
Specifically, the County issued a CEQA Notice of Exemption for the approved project. In this
case, the County’s June 20, 2012 staff report explained that the demolition of the employee
dwelling was found to be categorically exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15201(1)(1), which exempts the demolition and removal of individual small structures from
further environmental review. Additionally, the County found that the lot split met the criteria
for a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15315, which exempts minor
land divisions in urbanized areas, zoned for residential use, into four or fewer parcels when the
division is in conformance with the General Plan and zoning, no variances or exceptions are
required, all services and access to the proposed parcels to local standards are available, the
parcel was not involved in the division of a larger parcel within two years, and the parcel does
not have an average slope greater than 20 percent.

Further, the County’s June 20, 2012 staff report (p. 13) specifically explains that determining the
specific location, design, size and scale of any future development, including habitat restoration
with its associated grading, would be speculative and that, given the processing requirements for
the PRD zone district, any future development on the lots would require processing of
applications for Development Plans. The County notes that a Development Plan is a
discretionary permit action that requires environmental review to access the physical impacts of
such development and that, although wetland habitat restoration is contemplated for the future on
proposed Lot 1 and residential development may be proposed for Lots 2 and/or 3, at this time no
proposal for development or restoration has been submitted and no environmental review beyond
the exemptions is warranted.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the appellant’s arguments with respect to CEQA raise no
substantial issue.

e. L CP development standards related to open space requirements

The appellant did not state any specific LCP policy related to the subject site but did cite
concerns regarding the preservation of open space on the project site.

The applicable LCP Policy is Goleta Community Plan Development Standard LUDS-GV-2.1,
which requires that a minimum of 60% open space be retained over the whole of the “golf course
site” (the subject 70.32 acre lot).
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The County’s June 20, 2012 staff report (p.14) responds to the appellant’s concern regarding
open space requirements and explains that the purpose of the lot split is to allow The Trust for
Public Land to purchase one lot of 63.93 acres to facilitate the future preservation and restoration
of the property. The County found that, given the future deed restrictions for open space uses and
restoration that are anticipated to be placed on the 63.93 acre lot, Lot 1 will meet more than the
60% open space requirement for the parcel as a whole and would meet the intent of the LCP
standard. In addition, even if that specific transaction were not to come to fruition, there is,
again, nothing inherent in the currently proposed lot split that would preclude the relevant
agencies from ensuring that the area required to be preserved as open space would be so
preserved in the context of any future development.

Thus, the Commission finds that the County has addressed the issue related to open space
requirements and no substantial issue exists with respect to the LCP development standards
for the property.

f. Miscellaneous Additional Arguments

The appellant raises several other arguments, but these arguments have no apparent relationship
to any LCP or Coastal Act policy. These include the following:

e that the proposed project is the “beginning of a major project” (1 1) and that the fact that
no residential development is requested at this time “skirt[s] the transparency the written
laws and citizens expect and deserve” (1 6), perhaps suggesting a piecemealing concern.

e That the proposed project “will lower neighboring property values” (1 1)

e That it will constitute or at least facilitate a gift of public funds (19 2, 8, respectively)

e That it will free the land from local regulation by facilitating a transfer to UCSB, which
can develop property exempt from local control (1 2)

e That there were suspicious procedural irregularities, described variously as “back room
deals” (1 2), “misleading and biased methods” used to avoid proper review (1 5), “insider
influence” and “gaming” the system (1 9)

None of these claims involves any clear relationship to any Coastal Act or LCP policy, and the
appeal does not draw any such connections. Accordingly, these are not property grounds for an
appeal and cannot be considered by this Commission.

Finally, the appellant claims that the “major flaw in the [Zoning Administrator’s] hearing was
[it] did not consider this Lot Split as a “development” when it clearly is” (1 5). This, too, is not
related to a Coastal Act policy. In addition, regardless of whether the lot split was expressly
designated as “development,” the parcel map authorizing the lot split was listed as appealable
and is the subject of this appeal. Thus, the approval of the lot split is before this Commission as
the subject of this appeal.

2. Substantial Issue Factors Considered by the Commission
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The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.
The Commission’s regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it
“finds that the appeal raises no significant question” (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Section
13115(b)).

In evaluating the issue of whether the appeals raise a substantial issue, the Commission considers
the following factors:

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;

3. The significance of coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretation
of its LCP; and

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.

In this case, based on the analysis above, the County has provided a high degree of factual
and legal support for the decision that the proposed development is consistent with the
certified LCP policies related to habitat protection, public access and recreation, geologic and
flooding hazards, and open space requirements.

The second factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
extent and scope of the development as approved by the County. In this case, the scope of the
approved project is limited to the Tentative Parcel Map for the lot split and demolition of the
existing unpermitted residential trailer. Any future development plans on any of the parcels
created by the approved lot split would be subject to coastal development permitting
requirements and applicable LCP policies and implementation measures. Thus, in analyzing the
factors relevant to the issue of whether this appeal raises a substantial issue, the Commission
finds that the extent and scope of the lot split and removal of unpermitted residential trailer is
relatively minor.

The third factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
significance of coastal resources affected by the decision. In this case, there would be no
significant coastal resources affected by the decision. As previously discussed, any future
development on the project site would be subject to coastal development permit requirements
and must comply with applicable LCP policies and the lot split will not necessarily lead to any
significant additional impacts on coastal resources. This is even more true because the County’s
approval is expressly conditioned on the Coastal Commission providing a separate CDP approval
for the subdivision. Thus, no significant coastal resources are affected by the decision to
approve the lot split and removal of unpermitted residential trailer.

The fourth factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the
precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretation of its LCP. In this
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case, as described above, the Commission finds that the project is consistent with the policies of
the LCP with respect to the grounds of appeal. As such, the County’s decision will have no
adverse precedential value for future CDP decisions.

The final factor in evaluating the issue of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is whether
the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. In this case, the
appeal for the lot split appears to raise only local issues, and there has been no demonstration that
it implicates issues of regional or state wide significance.

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the approved project conforms to the policies and
provisions of the LCP related to habitat protection, public access and recreation, geologic and
flooding hazards, and open space requirements, that the extent and scope of the subject project is
minor, and that no significant coastal resources would be affected. The project approval will not
be a precedent for a lot splits and the issues raised by the appeal relate only to local issues.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the assertions of the appeal do not raise a substantial issue.

F. CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, no substantial issue is raised with respect to the consistency of
the approved development with the policies of the County’s certified LCP or the public access
policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Applying the five factors identified above, the
Commission finds the County’s record adequately supports its position that the proposed project
is consistent with the applicable LCP policies. In addition, the development doesn’t have a
significant adverse effect on significant coastal resources, has little precedential value, and
doesn’t raise issues of regional or statewide significance. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the appeal does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which it was filed.
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APPENDIX A

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Santa Barbara County Staff Report to the Zoning
Administrator for Case No. 11TPM-00000-00007 and 12CDH-00000-00009, dated April 19,
2012; Santa Barbara County Staff Report to the County Planning Commission for Case Nos.
12APL-00000-00007, 11TPM-00000-00007 and 12CDH-00000-00009, dated June 1, 2012;
County Planning Commission Action Letter, dated June 22, 2012; Santa Barbara County Board
of Supervisors Agenda Letter for the hearing of August 21, 2012;Santa Barbara County Board of
Supervisors Action Letter, dated August 22, 2012; Santa Barbara County Staff Report Olson
Appeal (12APL-00000-00007) dated June 1, 2012; CEQA Notice of Exemption, dated June 20,
2012.
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION SEP 06 2012

EBROWN JR, Governor

California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

VENTURA, CA 93001-4508 South Central Coast District
VOICE (805) 585-1801 FAX (805) 641-1732

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI Appellant(s)

Name:  John Olson
Mailing Address: 7041 Marymount Way
City:  Goleta Zip Code: 93117 Phone:  805-685-5761

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:
Santa Barbara County
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

Lot éplit to facilitate the purchase of 63 acres of 2 70 acre active golf course by the Trust for Public Lands.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., Cross street, etc.):

6925 Whittier Drive, Goleta CA 93111, AP No."6733'-090-i)6.2, Crosé St. St‘o‘.rke Roéd

4.  Description of decision being appeal_ed (check one.):

Approval; no special conditions

X Approval with special conditions:
1 Denial

Note: For juﬁsdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is 4 major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable. ’

| EXHIBIT 5
| Appeal A-4-STB-12-061
Appeal (9 pages)




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

[l  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors
[]  Planning Commission
[0  Other
6. Date of local government's decision: August 21, 2012

7. Local government’s file number (if any): 12APL-00000-00007

SECTION III. 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:

The Trust for Public Land

¢/o Tily Shu

101 Montgomery St., Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94194 '

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and should

receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Mary Jo Farrington
7054 Marymount Way
Goleta, CA 93117

@)

©)

4)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

e 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.

e 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.)

e This 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.

This lot split is the begmnmg ofa maJor project that will lower nelghbonng property value and

' greatly alter the env1ronment that I call home. The purchase is a bad idea!”

[ am forced to: object for many reasons: The 63 acre purchase is a. glftmg of pubhc _ﬁmds

) .

inappropriate as well since UCSB: development is unfortunately exempt from.. all local government
control. Further, Goleta. City .Council has not: ‘examinied the proposal which has ignored sphere of

influence policies. This. County 1sland has never been offered for sale and th1s fact makes the back room‘- '
- deal bemg put forth very suspect. e : S

No cons1derat10n has been grven 10 the ex1stmg 1rr1gated hab1tats or the‘ long;__te "

1 ,open connectron W1th ocean water as w1th mos ', land:
“The stated env1ronmenta1 goals will fail!” v
- Hopefully- this: $7,000, 000+ grftmg;. is. brought

$8. Restormg wetlands requrres more than o i :
The major flaw in the’ May 7 hearrng; i ¢ ed 'ocuments d1d not
clearly 1s Tlns grlevance s1mply pornts out the

ing used' by the Land Owner ‘and the Trust toslide’ thrs.

are requlred for: developments
~ Thestaff report submitted: is an abuse of drscretron because the report presented aV01ded CEQA
and EIR requlrements with exemptron statements: that were false and misleading. ‘Findings' that. the lot.

- split action is not a “development” but rathera lot split to’ facilitate the purchase and stating that no “new

residential development is requested at this time”. clearly skirt the transparency the written laws and
citizens expect and deserve. Future plans for the properties. are. expressed in. the- report and- clearly
represent a major ‘project that kills a- recreatronal facility that is a commumty asset The 1nterest1ng
history of this’ parcel was not ‘mentioned in the report and it should be noted that in-2005 a development
proposal was processed up to final BOS approval and withdrawn. Findings. that CEQA exemptlons
apply also fail to con51der the- ex1st1ng hab1tat the golf course prov1des : :

‘An EIR. should be requtred to determme 1f a “reasonable foreseeable 1nd1rect physwal change m
the environment” is positive or negative. -No expert analysis has been presented To me the 63 acres are
_ toohlgh above sea level to create.a. v1able Wetland : o » :




’ miore: 1mportant1y will be irrever
~owner ‘from ope space: requirements on- h1s future developme projects. on
retains . The “whole ] parcel” con\ ept isithen’ cleverly avoided by planners
“that is clearly the ?ﬁrst step ina major development but ask for no’
time. - i -

about 1960: The pho
- was:the natural’ state
ﬂtlme rarsed the

Allowrng this lot’ spht is: unlawful because it w111 allow/ support the “glftmg of pubhc funds” andf
ible. ;-Treatmg the entire p: el as.a whole i 1s mentroned to exempt the

upporting ar

o Planners must avo1d even the perceptron of msrder influence and thrs srmple lot split: falls the

o smell test. I feel strongly that “gammg” the system should be dlscouraged atall levels of the planning
“and land use processes . . _

I assure you itis not easy for me to conflict with the powerful estabhshed env1ronmenta1 folks

but ‘the expansion of. the Devereux Slough vision- bemg sought is’ unreahstrc ‘The Trust does- not
_generally purcha '

eveloped property and. then restore it to. nature but rather purchases open land that’




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)
SECTION V. Certification

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

2, oy

Sign?( of A'ppellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date: September 4, 2012

Note: If signed by agcnt, appellant(s) must also sign below. -

Section VL. Agent Authorizatio/n _

" I/We hereby authorize /\/

‘to act as my/our representative al}(f to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Aok

' Signatm?of Appellant(s)

1 : | ' v | Datey 7//4 %/2/
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Ocean Meadow appeal text by John Oison Dated May 16, 2012

- ©

This lot split is the beginning of a major project that will lower neighboring property value and greatly
alter the environment that | call home. The purchase is a bad idea!

I am forced to ohject for many reasons: The 63 acre purchase is a gifting of public funds including CREF
monies and collected mitigation fees. The planned gifting of more property to UCSB is inappropriate as well
since UCSB development is unfortunately exempt from all local government control. Further, Goleta City Council
has not examined the proposal which has ignored sphere of influence policies. This County island has never
been offered for sale and this fact makes the back room deal being put forth very suspect.

No consideration has been given to the existing irrigated habitats or the long term impacts of massive
grading and dredging. The vague plans presented will increase the threat of tsunami run-up and expand the
seasonal “mud flat” that only coliects water during the winter from storm run-off. Devereux Creek is a dry creek
and there is no open connection with ocean water as with most wetland estuaries. The stated environmental
goals will fail!

Hopefully this $7,000,000+ gifting is brought forward with the best intentions but the development needs
reconsideration by the County with expert environmental review being part of the process. Restoring wetlands

requires more than lobbying and wishful thinking.

The major flaw in the May 7 hearing was the staff presentation and associated documents did not
consider this Lot Split as a “development” when it clearly is. This grievance simply points out the obvious
misleading and biased methods being used by the Land Owner and the Trust to slide this project through the
planning process avoiding proper, reasonable review. EIR and CEQA requirements are required for
developments.

The staff report submitted is an abuse of discretion because the report presented avoided CEQA and EIR
requirements with exemption statements that were false and misleading. Findings that the lot split action is not a
“development” but rather a lot split to facilitate the purchase and stating that no “new residential development is
requested at this time” clearly skirt the transparency the written laws and citizens expect and deserve. Future
plans for the properties are expressed in the report and clearly represent a major project that kills a recreational
facility that is a community asset. The interesting history of this parcel was not mentioned in the report and it
should be noted that in 2005 a development proposal was processed up to final BOS approval and withdrawn.
Findings that CEQA exemptions apply also fail to consider the existing habitat the golf course provides.

An EIR should be required to determine if a “reasonable foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment” is positive or negative. No expert analysis has been presented. To me the 63 acres are to high
above sea level to create a viable wetland.

Allowing this lot split is unlawful because it will allow/support the “gifting of public funds” and more
importantly will be irreversible. Treating the entire parcel as a whole is mentioned to exempt the owner from

open space requirements on his future development projects on the high ground land he retains. The “whole

parcel” concept is then cleverly avoided by planners supporting an exempt lot spiit that is clearly the first step in
a major development but asks for no new “residential” development at this time.

Planners must avoid even the perception of insider influence and this simple lot split fails the smell test.

1 feel strongly that “gaming” the system should be discouraged at all levels of the planning and land use

processes.

| assure you it is not easy for me to conflict with the powerful, established environmental folks but the
expansion of the Devereux Slough vision being sought is unrealistic. The Trust does not generally purchase
developed property and then restore it to nature but rather purchases open land that might be developed and

_protects it.

Returning property to a natural state is commendable so | attached a photo of the area taken about 1960.

_ “The photo looks north from over the ocean south of Storke Road. The expansive mud flat was the natural state

mainly because there is no natural water source in the local creeks. Silting over time raised the mud flat until the
ocean connection closed. The current land use is best left as is. Good buffer, good habitat, and good for people.
I suggest the Trust enhance the Creeks and a new owner operate the golf course properly.

Please support this appeal and guide this application back to the dfawing board.




e County of Santa Barbara
- Planning and: Development

Glenn S Russell PhD Dlrector
Dlanne Black, Ass1stant Dlrector
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NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION | o AUG 2 7 2012

Au ust 22- 2012 . : E Cohfornlc: Coosfol Commxsso
g L South Central Coast Dns’mcl:tn

On August 21, 2012 Santa Barbara County took final actlon on the appealable N
. development described below: - : ,

B Appealable Coastal Development Perrmt [lZCDH-OOOOO 00009]
' B Dlscretlonary actmn ona [llTPM 00000- 00007] ,

~Pr0Ject Apphcant ' : - .'Property Owner
* The Trust for Public Land L Devereux Creek Properties
. ¢/o Tily Shue - ‘ t/o Mark Green
" 101 Montgomiery St., Suite 900 : .- 6925 Whittier Drive
San Francisco, CA 94194 oo .- Goleta, CA 93111
(415) 800 5296 S L : 7_(310) 864-2222

,Pro;ect Descrlptlon Request of Gmger Andersen, Penfield & Sm1th ‘on behalf of The
. Trust for Public Land and- Devereux Creek Properties, to consider:

. a) llTPM-OOOOO—00007 [apphcatlon ﬁled on December 12, 2011] for approval ofa .
Tentative Parcel Map in compliance with County Code - Chapter 21 to.divide 70.32

- acres’ 1nto three lots of 63.93 acres, 5:89 acres, and 0.50 acres, on property zoned PRD- - |
- 58; _ : .

'b). 12CDH—OOOOO 00009 [application ﬁled on ‘March 1, 2012] for a Coastal o

.~ Developmient. Permit in compliance with Section 35-169 of Article II, the Coastal .
“Zoning Ordinance; on property zoned PRD 58 to allow the removal and demohtlon of '
an employee dwellmg, ~ »

and to determme the project is exempt pursuant to. sections 15315 and 15301(1)(1)
respectively, of the State Guldehnes for Implementatlon of the California Env1ronmental
Quahty Act

Location: The project involves AP No. 073 090-062, located at 6925 Whittier Dnve in .
the Goleta area, Santa Barbara County, Callforma

_The receipt of th1s letter and the attached. matenals start the 10 workmg day appeal period
during which the County’s “decision may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. -
_-Appeals must be in writing'to the appropnate Coastal Commlssmn dlstrlct office.

Please contact Julle Harris, the case planner at (805) 568- 3518 if you have any quest1ons
regarding the County s action of this not1ce .

123 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbars, CA 93101 - Phone: (805)-565- 2000 - FpT=s=

A

624 West Foster Road, Santa Maria, CA 93455 Phone: (805) 934-6250 - FA) EXHlBIT 6

www.sbcountyplanning. org Appeal A-4-STB-1 0‘094.'
' : | Final Local Action Notice (32 pages)




AL A //

LJﬁheHams F/rOJectPlanner R . Date’ . /7

‘.. CC:

: Attachments ‘ :
"Fmal Act1on Letter dated August 22; 2012

'bThe Trust for Pubhc Land, c/o Trly Shue 101 Montgomery St., Ste. 900 San

Francisco, CA 94194

o Devereux Creek Propertles c/o Mark Green 6925 Whlttrer Dnve Goleta CA -
93111

.Gmger Antiersen Penfield & Smlth 111 E VICtOl‘la Street Santa Barbara, CA - |

93101~
John Olson 7041 Ma.tymount Way, Goleta, CA 93117




. Glenn S. Russell, PL.D., Director
" Dianne Black, Assistant Director

Received
AeR7AZ

. Aué'ust 22, 20121 ‘. o 'quifomia Codastal Commission

. South Central Coost District

TJohn Olson ~ | . N
7041 Marymourt Way - - . - - - BOARD-OF SUPERVISORS - -
‘Goleta, CA 93117 .~~~ . - - . HEARING OF AUGUST 21, 2012

124PL-00000-00014

" “RE: Olson "Appéal',of the Trust for Public Land'/D.evereux Creek Properties - Lot~ Splif; _.

. Hea’rin’g to QOnSidér 'tlie"appéal ‘filed by John -Olson of the ,C'ounty‘ Plamﬁng Commission’s June 20,
-~ 2012 approval of the Trust for Public Land/Devereux Creck Properties Lot Split. The project involvés
- AP No. 073-090-062, located at 6925 Whitter Drive, in the Goleta area, Third.Supewisorial-’,District.

4. Appove de novo the. lot split, Case No. 11TPM-00000-00007, subject to the conditions

“Dear Mr. bl‘son: o

At th_e‘. Board of Super.visor-'s’.heéririg of  August 21, 2012, Supervisor Farr rﬁovcd,‘ “seconded - by

Supervisor Wolf and carried by a vote of 5-to 0 to:

““1. - Deny the appeal, Case No. 12APL-00000-00014, thereby upholding’ the County Planning

- . Commission’s approval of the project;

2. Make the reqﬁired_‘ﬁndings for approval of the-project‘ speciﬁed in Attaéhrﬁeht 1 of the Board

‘Letter, dated August 14, 2012, including CEQA findings;

S 30 | Determine the project is exempt from CEQA pﬁréuant to Sections 15315 and 15301(1)(1) of the . |
State Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality. Act,. as

‘ 'Spga'ciﬁed in Attachment 4 of the Board Letter, dated August 14, 2012;

‘included as Attachment 2 of the Board Letter, dated August 14,.2012; and

5. Appfove' de novo the Coastal Development Permit for demolition of an employee dwelling,

~Case No. 12CDH-00000-00009, subject to the conditions included in Attachment 3 of the.

‘ Boa’rd-'Letter, dated August 14, 2012.

A protest of mitigation fees imposed may be ﬁledAp.ui'suan_t to Government Code Section

..66020(a). - The protest shall be filed- at the time of approval or conditional approval of the
-.development. or within 90 days after the ‘date of the imposition of the fees, dedications, "

reservations, or other exactions to be imposed on a development project. “The ‘Applicant is
hereby notified that the 90-day approval period in which the Applicant may protest has begun.

ceteceees FERTTRETPPE PPN e eteessieraaas heeee d ...........,..............'...'....,...-.;........4.,.“; ......................... .

'123 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 - Phone: (805)'568-2000 - FAX: (805) 568-2030 |
624 West Foster Road, Santa Maria, CA 93455 - Phone: (805) 934-6250 - FAX: (805) 934:6258

~ www.sbcountyplanning.org.

' County of Santa Barbara
L Planning and Development




' -.'Board of Supervxsors Hearmg of August 21 2012 - LT e
Olson Appeal of the Trust for Public Land/Devereux Creek Propertles Lot Spht 12APL—00000-00014
S Page 2, : , ‘ ) .

R "'Sinc':érély,

’ Ll I/VI t’f [adcz
DIANNEM BLACK i
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

co:  Case File: 12APL:00000-00014
~ . Clerk of the Board '
" Owner: Devereux Creek Properties, c/o Mark Green 6925 Whittier Drive, Goleta, CA 93111 A '
Applxcant ‘The Trust for Public Land,.c/o Tily Shue, 101, Montgomcxy Street; Suite 900, San Francisco, CA 94194 T
- Agent: Ginger Andersen, Penfield & Smith, 111 E. Victoria Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101
California. Coastal Commission, 89 S Cahfomla Street, Suite 200, Ventura,.CA 93001 .
A County Chief Appraxser . o
*.County Surveyor
Fire Department
Flood Contro}
- .Community Serv1ces Depamnent
,Publlc Works -
Envxronmental Health Serv1ces
- APCD ,
'.Rachel .-Van Mullem, Semor Deputy County Counsel
"Juhe Hairis, Plariner

Atta'ch‘in’e’nts: Fmdmgs S

S - : tions of Approval 11TPM—00000 00007
Development Permit
~ Board. of Supervxsors’ Mmute Order dated August 21, 2012

DB:dmv

G:\GROUP\PERMITTINGICASE FILES\APL\20005\12 CASES\ 2APL-00000-00014 OLSON:TPL BOS\08-21-12ACTLTR.DOC
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_;1 1

. FINDINGS OF APPROVAL
Case Nos. llT’PM-OOOOO 00007 (TPM 14 784) and 12CDH-OOOOO 00009

CEQA FINMNGS '
CEQA Exemptxon )

. The Board of | Superwsbrs fmds that the proposed pro_;ect is. exempt from envxronmental review under
" the California Environmental: Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA’ Guidelines Section 15315
: (Tentatlve Parcel Map) and 15301()(1) (Employee Dwelling Demolition): . Please see Attachment 4 of
. the: Board Agenda Letter for. August 21 2012 Notlce of Exemptron mcorporated herein by reference.

2.0 -
24.

SUBDIVISION MAP ACT FINDINGS

andmgs for. all Tentatzve Maps In complzance wzth the Subdzvzszon Map Act; the review .

_authority shall ‘mdke the Jollowirig. fi inidings for The Trust for Publzc Land/Devereux Creek L

o 5 'Propertzes Lot Splu‘ Case No Il TPM 00000 00007 (T PM 14, 784):

2.1 - St

redulre a subSeq

2.4.2;

3.1, The design of the subdivision for whzch a tem‘afzve map zs-"‘
i lépravzde to. the extent féaszble for fuz‘ure passzve or natural .
heatzng or coolmg opportumtzes in the subdzvzszon 4 :

"V,e.d to'Lots 2 and. 3 4 Upon recordatron of the"'I%arcel Map, Lot 1 w1ll be

‘ A.sold to The Trust for Public Land. Immed1ately followrng the land acqulsltron by The Trust for

: 'h WOuld allow for future passwe or natural heatlng :

g ¢ actlvrcy to. develop 28 iinits on these two- lots .would .
subdmsmn and~a Devéloptent Plan 4t ‘which'time  detailed opportunltles '
for pdssive or natural heatmg or coohng could be de31gned Therefore thrs ﬁndlng ‘canbe.
made. : : : . :

-State Govem'"‘ant Code §664 73. 5. No local agency shall approve a tentative map; ora parcel
. map for which

tentative map was not. requzred unless the legislative’ body. fin nds that the -
proposed subdivision, together with- the provisions for-its design and improvement is consistent
with the general plan required, by Article 5 (coinmencing with §65300).of Chapter -3 of Division

- 1 orany speczf ic plan adoptea’ pursuant to Artzcle 8 (commencmg wzth § 65 45 0) of . Chapter 3 of

Dzvzszon 1

As dtscussed in section 5.4 of the staff report to the- Zomng Administrator dated Aprll 19, 2012,

and section 5.1 of the staff report to the Planning Commission dated June 1, 2012 both -

- incorporated herein by reference, the design of the subdivision is consistent with the’ County’s

 2.4.3.
- Parcel Map/Tract Map. ifit makes any of the following fi ndmgs

General Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan and the Goleta Community Plan Therefore _' S
this ﬁndrng can be made :

State Government Code §664 74. The Board of Supervzsors shall deny approval of a T entaz‘zve

a. The proposed map is not conszstent wzth applzcable general and. speczf ic plans as speczf ed
- in §65 45 1 ' '

R As discussed in sectron 5.4 of the staff report to the Zonmg Adrmmstrator dated April 19,2012,

- and. section 5.1" of .the staff. report-to- the- Planmng Comimission dated June 1, 2012 both
- mcorporated herem by reference the proposed map’ IS consistent with the. County s General. ‘
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' Plan mcludmg the Coastal Land Use Plan and the Goleta Commumty Plan

- b. The deszgn or zmprovement of the proposed subdzvzszon is not conszst‘ent wu‘h applzcable .

generadl and specific plans.

- As discussed in section 5.4 of the staff Teport to the Zomng Admmrstrator dated Apnl 19 2012 o
and "section. 5.1 of the,'staff report to' the Planning. Commission dated . June. 1, 2012 both

o incorporated-heréin by. reference the design of the subdivision is consistent with the County s

._ ‘ General Plan, 1nclud1ng the Coastal Land Use Plan and the Goleta Commumty Plan
' c The site.is not physzcally suztable Jor the type of development proposed

No new development is. proposed with this Tentative Parcel Map.. - However, the srte is
physically suited for the desrgn and layout of the three. resulting lots. - ‘Residential development

- -onLots 2'and 3 would require subsequent dlscretronary review via'a Development Plan.
- d. The: sn‘e is not physzcally suzted for the proposed denszty of development . -
" No new development 18 proposed with, tlus Tentative Parcel Map However, - the s1te is

.physically suited for the density allowed by existing -land. use ‘and zoning desrgnatrons as .
"+ disciisséd in’ section’5.4 of ‘the -staff Teport to the Zoning Administrator dated April 19, 2012, -

and section *5:1 of :the ‘staff report’ to the: Planmng Cornmrssron dated June I, 2012 both

: mcorporated herem by reference

- The deszgn of the subdzvzszon or the proposed zmprovements are likely to cause: substanz‘zal '
environimental damage or subst‘anttally and avozdably znjure f sh or. wzldlzfe or their
habzfat S . , o

L .As drscussed in, sectron 5 1 of the staff report to.the. Planrung Cornrmssron dated June 1, 2012
. and Aftachment 4 of the Board, Agenda Lettér.for August 21, 2012, both. 1ncorporated herem by

. -'subd1v131on will not ‘cause eny.

reference,therg is 1o new. developrnent proposed with the prOJect .The design of the
nental. damage and w1ll notigjure fish: or wildlife or their .
p, Lot .1 will be sold:to. The Trust for Public Land:
g tk - acqu i by The Trust for Pubhc Land, Lot 1 wonild be deed
restncted such that .10 resrdentlal development could occur on that property in the future

- consistent with the requrrements of funding grantors

- The' deszgn of -the subdzvzszon or type of lmprovements is lzkely fo cause sertous publzci !

health problems

 There” is 6o new development proposed with -this prolect The design of this 'three lot

' subd1v151on w111 not cause seribus public health problems

g The des1gn of. the subdzvzszon or the type of- zmprovements will. conﬂzct with easements,
- "acquired by the publzc at large Jfor access through or use of properzj/ within the proposed
subdzvzszon .

There are no pubhc easements for access through or use of the property, so no conflicts will

OCCllI.'

_ 2:A:4. State Government Code §664 74 4 The legzslatzve body of a county’ shall deny approval of a

tentative. map or parcel map_if it finds that the land is subject to a contract entered into -

. puisuant to the California Land.Conservition Act of 1965 and that either the resulting parcels
JSollowing d subdivision of that land would be too small to sustain their agrzcultural use or the

subdivision will result in residential development not.incidental to the commercial agrzcultural
use of the land, is subject fo-an open space: easement. entered into pursuant to the Open Space

. Easement Act of 1974, is subject to dn agricultural conservation easement entered info

pursuant to Chapter 4 of Division 10.2 of the Public Resources Code, or is subject to a

conservation easement entered into pursuant to Chapter 4 of part 2of dzvzszon 2 of the szzl ce

Code.
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“The land is not zoned..or used .for-‘agficulmre and is Iidtjlibj@pt to a contract pursuant to the

-+ California Lard Conservation Act of 1965 or an agricultural conservation easement.  The': -
- propertyisa

Iso’not sitbject-to-an open space easement or a conservation easement: .Therefore,

» this finding can be-made, . -

C o 245 State Govertiment Coide §66474:6: The governing body of ahy local agency shall determine -

whether discharge ‘of waste from the proposed-subdivision info an existing community. sewer

system would result in violation of existing requirements prescribed by a_ California Regional.
Wateér Quality Control Board pursuant to Division 7 (commencing with $13000) of the Water

“._report to the Planning Commission dated June 1, 2012, incorporated herein by reference, the- . -

No new devéldpméntié‘ proposed with this project. As-discussed in Section’5.1 of the staff’

" Goletd West Sanitary District confirmed: that. it will continue to .serve proposed Lot:1 through

the éxisting infrastructure.and connections; and that it has sufficient capacity to serve proposed

" Lots2 and3 (lettér from Mark Nation, Goleta West Sanitary District dated Febitary 1,:2012). .

Thus, discharge into an existing community sewer system.from this lot split would not result in -

. ~ a violation =of'r§g1§ifém§;i§s of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and ‘this finding can

“beimade. -

In addition to the findings above, the following' ﬁndjt_l.gs.:' apply t.(.)l_s.ubq'iyi'sion_s' 'in~t'l:1e' Coastal

Zone per Article II, Section 35-130: -

2B

‘adequate water is-available to serve the newly created lots except for lots to be designated as

I_h .'or_'d'e,r-‘ to :obtdin ‘approval. for a 'di_ui&io'n. of land, the A-subdiui‘d.e,r: shall. demonstrate fhd{

“Not a Building Site” on the recorded subdivision or parcel map.

;As‘disi;jus:'s_ed in 'Sgcthn 5.1 5of:the staff report to 'thé'Plalnniri:g: Commission -dat{:d' June. 1; 201‘2, '

‘incorporatéd herein-by, reference, the- Goleta: Water District has indicated its intent to- serve the

thrée lots throuph a reallocition of the existing water ‘meters that serve the existing property.
Lots 1 and 2 are currently served-and.will continue to be served. In addition, a Can and Will

. Serve letter for Lot 3 is required by County Environmental Health Services prior to recordation -
~-of the final. Parce] Mép, plrsuant to “its: condition letter dated April 16, 2012.. Therefore, -
‘adequate water is available to serve the new lots:and this finding can be made. S

2.C

3.0

3.4

341

- “As a requirement for approval of any proposed land division of&gf'z_’culiural land des‘igl_/zatéd as
 AG-I or AG-H, ‘the County shall make a findirig that the long-term. agricultural productivity of

the land will not be diminished by the proposed division.

The project site is not designated or used for agriculture. Therefore, this finding ddes not _apply.

' CHAPTER 21 TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP FINDINGS

_The_ follow_z'ng,"cih;qng others, shall be cause fdr disapproval of.a ‘te'nt‘ati\)e inap including

fentative ‘parcel maps, but the tentative map may nevertheless be approved: in spite of the
existence of-such conditions where circumstances warrant: ' - o

Edsernents or rights-of-way along or across proposed county streets' which are rot expressly
subordinated to street widening, realignment, or change of grade by an instrument in writing

‘recorded, or capable of being recorded, in the Office of the County Recorder, provided,

‘however, that the Director of Public Works may approve such easements or rights-of-way.
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. " Viithout such siubordinations: Eaéemérité' or fz’éhtsfoﬁﬁ'fay'sha'll- not be gréxntea’ along: or across’

.t propo

sed county streets before filing for record of the final subdivision map by the. County.

. ““Recorder, unless. the Director of Public Works shall-.approve such grdnts. If the Director of

- Public Warks does not grant such._approvals-within fourteen ddys from the date they were = e

" réquested, they shall:be-deemed.to have been refused. Appeal from refusal of the Director of
- Public Works to grant such approyals may be made in writing fo. the Board: of Supervisors, .

‘which may overrule the Directorof Public Works and grant such requested approvals in'whole
or in part. : . T :

‘This Tentative Parcel Map:inéludes no easements or rights-of-way along or across existing or

. 3A2 '

proposed county streets. Thus; there 1s no cause for disapproval of this map.

Ld¢k. of adequate width or z'mpf.ovémeni‘ of. access- ~rodd$- to the property; creafibh of a-
landlocked lot:or parcél without frontage on a street or other approved ingress and egress from

 the street;

‘Section 51 of the staff réi)ort'_to'iche 'Plénﬁing Commission dated Tune ‘1,”_201‘2, incorpqr-éf.éd

herein by reference, demenstrates that the lots created by this Tentative. Parcel Map ‘have

- existing access roads .and access ¢asements of adequate width to access each. perqs_é:d lot.-

343,

Therefore, thete is no causé for disapproval of this map.

* Cuts’ o¥ fills having such steep slopes or- great h'éights_ as to be:unsafe under the circumstances

or- unattractive to view; - . -

“There is no gradirig associated with this proj ect. The lots created by the map do not have steep

slopes or slopes of ‘great heights.” Any future development would not result in"grading that

~ would be unsafe or’unattractive; all future:grading greater than 50 cubic 'yards would require - -
" :permits and additional review. Therefore, there is no cause for: di's_app_rov.al_of this map.

344,

Grading or. construction work on any proposed stréet or lot. Grading or. construction work

" shall not be commenced prior to recordation of the final or parcel map without specific

- authority grarnited by and subject to conditions approved by the Board of Supervisors;

" There is no grading associated with this project. Therefore, there is no-cause.for disapproval.of

.34.5.

thi$ map. - S
Potential creation of hazard to life or-property from floods, fire, or other catastrophe;

There is no new.-c.le'velopmenf associated with. this map. As discussed in section 5.4 of the ét-_aff
report to the Zoning Administrator dated April 19, 2012, and Section 5.1 of the staff report to

the Planning Commission dated June 1, 2012, both incorporated heréin by reference, the design

. of-the subdivision will riot result-in any. future development being located in areas that would
create hazard to life or property: Therefore, there is no.cause for disapproval of this map. .

346

Nonconfbrniance with the County’s Comprehensive .P.lannor with any alignment of a state

~ highway officially approved or adopted by the state department of transportation,

 As discussed in section 5.4 of the staff report t6 the Zoning Administrator dated April 19,2012,

and Section 5.1 of the staff report to the Planning Commission dated June 1, 2012, both
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-mcorporated herem by reference the - Tentatlve Parcel map conforms to the . County s - _
Comprehensive. Plan, mcludmg the Coastal Land. Use Plan and the Goleta Commumty Plan. .

The project site is not Iocated near any - exxstmg or proposed state hlghway ahgnment )

L Therefore there 1s no’ cause for dJsapproval of this map

3.4.7.

Creation’ of a lot -o'r Zo'ts which hav‘e ci ratio of depth to widfh‘in"e)tcess of 3 io 1

The Tentatlve Parcel Map would create three lots from a 70.32- -acre, parcel Lots 2 and 3 would :
be relatively:small consisting of only 9%. (combined) of the total area of the original parcel Eot

~ -1 would be 63.93 acres. The existing 70.32-acre parcel is of an irregular shape with.a-depth to-

" ‘unique: charact erlsucs of the site,. the project, and the. PRD zone, the fact th two of the lots ) '

width ratio much ‘greater than. 3 to' 1. Lots I and 2- will continue to have irregular shapes with -
depth to. width ratios,greater than3. to: 1. . Upon.completion.of the project (recordatior -of the.
parcel map and. transfer of tifle to The Trust for Public. Land), consistent with' thie lithitations

.. placed on the"__.-grant funds used - by the Trust to- purchase the_property, Lot 1. uses will -be .
o restrlcted Sp

hab1tat resto'r.atron recreatton and educatlonal u'_ sgltt w111 ot

lot irregiddti -ha\;'e a dept' ‘to width-rati

= _would not meet, the 3 to:1 depth to width ratio:is not.a cause for dlsapproval of_.,_ s map. -

© 348
. ~cross the property (Devereux: Creek and one tributary) would: be located céntral to Lot.1 and - s

3.8

.- Subdi»visiorz designs 'wt’,z‘h- lots ._backing up to ~water_cqurses.

The. desxgn of the subd1vrs1on does’ not back up onto a water coutse. The water courses that

none of the new lots would back up to these creeks. Therefore this ﬁndmg can be made

A tentatzve map mcludmg tentatzve parcel map shall not be approved zf the deczszon-maker _

- firids. that-the map-design or improvement: of the proposed.subdivision is not.corisistent-with:this
" "Chapter, the requirements of the State ‘Subdivision -Map- Act; California-Governmerit Code

- Section 66410.¢t seq., the County's. Comprehenszve Plan, the applzcable zomng ordznance or:

’ other applzcable County regulatzons

As drscussed in sectlon s. 4 of the staff report to the Zonmg Admlmstrator dated Apnl 19 2012,

-and section 5.1 of the staff report to. the Planning Commission dated June 1, 2012, both .

iricorporated heréin by reference, the design of the-subdivision is consistent with “thxs chapter” -
(i.e., Chapter 21), the County S Comprehenswe Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan and
the Goleta Community Plan, and the applicable Coastal Zoning Ordinance. As discussed in

- Séction 2 of thé Findirigs above (hetein ‘ihcorporated by:reference), the tentative parcel map

4.0

R 4.A.

can be made

* design is consistent with the ﬁndmgs of the State Subd1v151on Map Act. Therefore this, ﬁndmg

'- COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS

- Finding required. for all Coastal Development Permzts‘ In complzance wzth Sectzan 35-60.5 of

the Article II Zoning Ordindrice, prior to the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit the
review aurhorlty shall f rst find, based on mformaz‘zon provided by envzronmental documem‘s




© 4.B3.
: ~ regulatzons pertaining to. zoning uses, subdivisions, setbacks and any other applzcable »
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staff analyszs and/or the appltcant that adequate publzc or przvate services: and resources (z e.,. '

_ water, sewer, roads etc ) are available to serve the proposed development , _
The Coastal Development Perrmt would allow the demoh’uon ofan. ex1st1ng employee dwelhng'-

trailer; for which its permit explred in 1990 No serv1ces are requlred to. demohsh a. structure .

' therefore this ﬁndmg can be. made S

) Findings required for Coastal Development Permzt appltcatzons subject to Sectzon 35—"

+169.4.2. In compliance with Section 35-169.5.2 of the. Article IT Zoning Qrdinance, prior to the

" approval or conditional approval of an application for a Coastal Development Permit subject -

. "to'Section 35-169.4.2 ‘the'review authority shall first make all of the followmg f ndzngs :
4.B.1. .. ‘ :

‘A a. To the applzcable polzczes of the Comprehenszve Plan zncludzng the Coastal Land Use :

T ie proposed development conforms

Plan

As dlscussed in sectlon 5 1 of the staff report to the Planmng Comrmssron dated June 1 2012 '

+incorporatéd herein by refetence, the demolition ‘conforms o the apphcable pohc1es of the
. Comprehensive Plan, meludmg the Coastal Land. Use. Plan and ‘the employee dwelhng is.not’

. .locatedin an envxronmentally sensitive Area.. Only Coastal Plan. Polrey 3-19, which requires
. protection of water qualit

ty-of.- nearby streams.and wetlands, is’ apphcable 10 the dénmolition of

. ~the dwelling.- ‘The. dwellmg is ‘located .300+" feet from Devereux Greek and. its associated

- -wetland; .and._the ‘Coastal: Development Bermit is :condifioned. 0 :Tequire ‘use -of water quahty '
: _proteetlon Tneasures durmg demoht1on Therefore tl'llS ﬁndmg can be made. . :

B b Wzth the appllcable provzszons of thzs Artzcle or the proyect falls wzthzn the lzmzted"

4B.2

and Structures)

As discussed in sectlon 5.4 of the staff report to the Zomng Admlmstrator dated Apl‘ll 19 2012, . -

1ncorporated herein by.reference, demolition of the employee dwelling will bring the: property
into-full .compliance w1th th15 Art1cle (1 €., the Coastal Zomng Ordmance) Therefore this
fmdmg ¢an be made. e

The proposed development is located ona legally created lot

" The lot was created on August 9, 1994 as Lot 1 ofa Lot Lme Adjustment as ﬁled in Book 146
" of Record of Surveys Pages 41 a.nd 42. Therefore; thrs findifig can ‘be made. '

The. subject property and development on the properly is in. complzance with. all laws, rules and '

- -provisions of this Article, and any applicable zoning violation enforcement fees and processing - '

4.B.4.

fées Have been.paid. This subsection shall not be interpreted to impose. fiew requiréments on
legal nonconformmg uses and structures’ in complzance with Division. ]0 (Nonconformtngv
Structures and Uses) : :

As dxscussed in sectron 5.4 of the staff" report to the Zoning ‘Administrator dated April 19, 2012
1ncorporated herein by reference, demolition. of the employee. dwelling will bring the. property ...

into full compliance with this, Article (i.e., the Coastal Zoning Ordinance). . Therefore, this
finding can: be made. - _Demohtlon of the dwellmg 1s - condmoned to occur - pnor to map_‘
recordation. : : o . '

The development wzll not szgnzf cantly obstruct public views ﬁom any publzc road or from a
public recreatton drea to, and along the coast. . :

_ The- development would demolish an exrstmg employee dwellmg Removal of the structure

‘would net obstruct:any public views: from any pubhc road or public reereation area. Therefore

- this findirig can be made. -

4B5

The development is compatzble w:th the establtshed physzcal scale of the area
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" 4B&

" “The ;devélbpmeﬁtl would derolish an existing: employee dwelling. * Thus, “re_irioi}ai of ‘the -
- structure. would not conflict with' the established. physical scale of the area. " Therefore; this
finding can be made. T S

: ,Thé»de{zélio'p't{zfehtﬁil‘l comply with the public access dand récredtiqnj;dlicies of z"ht',';vﬂ-r,ft'z'cle and

the Cormprehénsive Plan including the Coastal Land Use Plan. -

. The developmentwould" demolish- an - existing employee _'dwelling., - Thus, ferr_ib_\fal_ of the -
structure would not.affect any: public dccess and recreation policies of this Article (i.e.,-Coastal -

" Zoning Ordinan

L 4C

* development standards i

ce) .or the Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan and. the -

Goleta Community Plan. ‘Therefore, this finding can be made.

In addition to . the findings that are_ required for approval- of a devélopment: pr\‘oj.'ec't_'(as
development is defined .in this Article), as identified in each section of Division 11 (Permir

Procedures) of Article II, a finding shall also be made that the project meets all the. applicable

included in the Goleta Community Plan of the. Land Use Element of the '
Cqmpreheh&ive-Plan. LT L I ' -

- As dis,ét_iés;ed-in section 5.1 of the étaffrepdft to the P-l_l"axining"Commi'ssi.ori dated. June 1,2012, ..
-incorporated herein by reference, ‘the project meets ‘all the applicable development standards

included in the Goleta Community Plan of the Land Use Elemént of ‘the Comprehensive Plan.

Therefore, thisfinding can be made.




1. Proj Des-01 Project Discription., This T

B l:exﬁﬁ'\}éi'l"a'r'e proposed.

- processed under one Develo

. " CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL |
. CaseNo. T1TPM-00000-00007 (TPM 14,784) -~

entative Parcel Map ié. based' upon and liniged to

h T Y e

. ~compliance. with the" project desgription, the hearing exhibits marked “Zoriing Admifiistrator- *
- Exhubit 1, dated May 7, 2012, ‘and Plannitig Cogornission Exhibit 1,'dated June 20;.2012” and all -

Rt

" conditions "of ‘approval sef forth below,. including mitigation’ measures ‘and-'spécified plans and' "

. agreements ingluded by reference, 45. well as all -applicable’ County rules and tegulations. The -
) prpjccftdéspﬁpﬁgn.is as follows:: P o T .

 Thie request is for s Tentative Parcel Map (FPM 14,784) ta divide one 70.32-acre lot (nét and
. grosg) into three lots. Proposed Lot 1 would ‘be 63.93 acres (net and gross) and- is'currently

developed with the Ocean’ Meéadows Golf Goiirse, clubhoiise, restavrant; golf cart storage
building, parking lot and remote restroom. Proposed Lot 2 Would .be 5.89 acres (uet.and-
gross) and is currently developed with an employee dwelling (trailer) and indinénance
building. . Proposed Lot 3 wou 0.50 acxes (et 5) 4
ot that.serves the golf course. - No.str

leyelopment, no ‘grading aid ‘no tree -

re.de

poient Plan. ap
separate ownership and/or proposals to .

Cation. In the event Lots 2 Aiid 3 conie under
velop the lots are processed  under separate -

- Development Plan applications, the28 residential iinits shill bé aliocated as follows, based on "

lot size: Lot2 shall be assigned 26 base density residential units and Lot 3-shall ‘be assigned

' two. base density residential units,

lit, Lot 1 would be sold fo The Trust for Public Land.

b

. réstoration; anticipated to-be the Universi
* PRD zotie réquires at least

of the'gross aeredg
't least 60% op¢

-gramunity Plan

An existing ém-ployee dwelling i$ located on proposed Lot 2. .The Conditional Use Permit for

~ the dwelling expired in 1990 without renewal and currently the dwelling is unpermitted. The

applicint proposes to remové/déitiolish the dwelling prior to’ recordation of the Tentative

. Parcel Map. The application incliides-a’ Coastdl Development Perumit (Case No. 12CDH- .
- '00000-00009) to demolish the dwelling. P - .

- Existing access to the site is provided by an existing easement from Whittier Dxive across a

small triangular parcel just north of the golf course parking lot (the entire parcel is the

- easemient) and by an existing, 20-foot wide easement across UCSB property from Storke
‘Road. Access to Proposed Lots 1 and 3 would continue to be from Whittier Drive via the

easement from Whittier Drive. Accéss to Proposed Lot 2 would continue t6 bé from Storke

- . Road via the existing 20-foot'wide easement across the adjacent UCSB property. -

d gross) and'is currently develgped with -
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R Proposed Lot 1:is currently served; and.wou_ld contmue to be served by the Goleta -?Water .

ctjand Goleta West Sanlta' P

would'contmue to be served by the. Go)
' water after the Tot-split. “Propos -2 is currently served by an-‘onsite sépt .
system that will. remaln to seive the maintenance building. This system would b aba doned

. in_ the future upon deinolition of the. burldmg and conpnection of. new - development to the "

" Goleta ‘West: Samt""ry; trict. Proposed Lot 3 would be served by the Goleti Water ‘District. - '.
,;"and ‘the Goleta West Sanltary Dlstrlct “The " -County Fire Department serves the entlre
o property and would contmue to sefve the three proposed lots ‘ o T

lAny dev1at1ons from the pI'O_]eCt deSCI'lptIOIl exhlbrts or condltrons must be revrewed and approved

by the County for confonmty with: this. approval ‘Deviations may require approved-changes to the - o

L permit and/or -further eénvironmerital review. Dev1at1ons thhout the above descrlbed approval w1ll
: constltute a v1olat10n of perrmt approval ~

- 2. “.Pro.| Des 02 I’ro'ect Co ‘formrty The gradmg, _development use; and mamtenance o ‘_,the'
" . property, the'$ iz hd : ' ites. parkinp & )

- above and the hearing exhibits and ¢ond _t1ons ‘of approval below. “The property and',any portions

' thereof shall be. sold, leased or financéd' in compliance with this' project desctiption “anid the
and’ conditions of approval thereto.. “All plans (such s Landscape and
RN Plans) ‘must be submrtted for réview, and approval and shall be. 1mplemented as -
‘-approved by e,County SRR : : :

PROJECT SPEC{FIC CONDITIONS ,

3 Specral Condition-01. Prior to recordat1on of the Parcel Map . the apphcant shall demohsh the -
- existing: employee dw 'ng located on pr osed Lot 2. Plan Requlrements and Timing: :Piorto -
_tecordation. of the I Map, the ‘applicant shall’ obtain issuancé of the. Coastal Dévélopiment
Permit for demohtlon and a Demohti_ ] Perrnlt from Building and Safety. ‘Deinolition of. the
employee dwelhng must. be completed prior to recordation of the Parcel Map Monxtormg
Applrcant shall submit photos to P&D after demohtron and’ P&D shall mspect in the. ﬁeld

TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP CONDITIONS ‘

4. Map-Ol Maps—Info Prior to recordatron of the tentatwe parcel map and subJect to P&D approval =
. as.to form and content the Owner/Apphcant shall include- ‘all of the" miitigation measures, - -
",c':ond-ition's, agreem ,and specific plans ‘assGeiated withor required by this project ‘approval on a
separate informatiohal .sheet(s) to be récordéd with the Parcel Map. All apphcable ‘conditions and
mitigation measures of the projéct shall be prmted on gradinig and/or burldmg plans and shall be
graphically 1llustrated where feasrble

5. Map 0la Maps-I‘uture Lots. Any lot created by the recordation of this Tentatrve Map is subJect
to the conditions of this Tentative Map durmg any future grading or construction activities and . .
during any subsequént development oil any lot creatéd by thé recordation of this Tentative Map,
each set of plans accompanying any permlt for development shall contain the condltrons of this
Tentatlve Map. : -

6. : Map-04 TPM TM LLA Submlttals - Prior to recordatlon of the Parcel Map, the :

‘Owner/Apphcant shall submit a Parcel Map: prepared by a licensed land surveyor -or Registered.
.- Civil .Engineer to the County Surveyor.. The Map shall. conform .to all- approved exhibits, the-
| pro;ect descnptron and condrtlons of approval as well as all apphcable Chapter 21 Land DlVlSlOl’l _
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_ 'requ1rements ‘as well as. apphcable pro_]ect components requlred as part of recorded pI'O_]CCt. o
'+ ‘conditions. : : : : '

. ;.‘.Map-08 Water and Sewer Connectrons If pnor to. the Board actron to approve the recordrng of.

the Final Map, the ‘water or-sewer: efitities. in whlch the proposed stibdivision is located deglares:its

‘inability to permit.new water. or sewer connections and has so notified the County or is opérating
under a connection.ban by the California Water Quality Control Board Central Coast Region, the :
subdivider shall submit to the County Surveyor an "exemption letter" frorm the appropriate water or
'sewer entity stating that the. lots in the subdivision have been granted or qualify for an exemption.
from the entity's-or Water Board's prohibition on new service -corinéctions, subject to the. rules,’

* ‘regulations, resolutions, and ordinances of the entity under which the exemption was: granted, or -
.+ letters from the County ‘Health- Department;and P&D Building & Safety stating that:the lots iri the -

RN

‘appeal” ‘has been filed, ‘the: pl__

“subdivision will be served by an approved potable source of water and an approved prlvate sewage '

dlsposal system

' -‘,COUNTY RULES AND REGULATIONS

l1cable appeal penod prov1ded an. appeal has not been ﬁled If an
ing-permit-shall not be deemed. effective until final action by the

upon the exprratmn of the :

T review authorlty on the appeal" including action -by the .California Coastal Cor_nmrssron 1f the

'planmng perrmt is appealed to the Coastal Cornmrssron [ARTICLE hi § 35-169]

'.-Rules-04 Addltlonal Approvals Required.. Approval of this. Tentatrve Parcel Map is. subJect to -~ '

the: Coastal Commissiot. approving the required Coastal Developmerit Peimit because a’portion of

" the site is located within the Coastal Zone Appeal Jurlsdrctron The Coastal Developrnent Perrmt is
) requrred pnor to recordatron of the Parcel Map :

~10.

'Rules-«OS Acceptance of Condltlons The Owner/Apphcant‘s aeceptance of this perm1t and/or

- cominéncement -of use; .cofistrittion: and/or . operations under this perrmt shall be : deemed

11:

2

i ,acceptance of’ all condrtrons of this permrt by the: Owner/Apphcant

Rules-07 DP Conformance Specral No perrmts for new development 1ncludmg gradlng, shall a
be: 1ssued except in: conforrnance w1th an approved Flnal Development Plan. : :

Ruiles-08 Sale of Slte The prolect site and any portlons thereof shall be sold leased or ﬁnanced in

- comphance with the exhibit(s), project descnptron and the cond1t1ons of approval mcludmg all related -
.covenants and agreements ' :

13,

- 14

_Rules 19. Maps/LLA Revisions, If the unrecorded Tentatlve Parcel Map is proposed to be rev1sed '

including. revisions to the conditions of approval, the revisions shall be approved in the same
manner as the ongmally approved Tentative Parcel Map .

: Rules-23 Processmg Fees Required. Prlor o issuance of recordatron of the- Parcel Map, the

- Owner/Applicant shall pay all apphcable P&D permrt processmg fees in full as requrred by County

15

ordinances and’ resolutrons

. DIMF-24¢g DIMF Fees-Transportation. - In compliance with the provisions of ordinances and

resolutions adopted: by the County, the Owner/Applicant shall be required to pay development

'rmpact mitigation fees to finance the.development of facilities for transportation. Required

mitigation fees shall be as determined by adopted mitigation fee resolutionis ‘and ordinances and
applicable law at the t1me of payment The total DIMF amount for Transportatror_l is currently
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" assessed currently at $27 822 Tlus is based on a pI‘O_]CCt type of a three-lot subd1v1sron resultmg In __.' "

two net new lots

."_';TIMZ[NG Transportatlon DIMFS shall be pa1d to the County Pubhc Works Department-f'
: Transportatlon Dw1sxon pnor to recordaﬁon of the Parcel Map : .

1 6.:Ru1es-29 Other Dept Condltlons Comphance w1th Depa.rtmental/Dlwsmn letters requlred as

) follows

BRUA

Ao op

"County Surveyor dated January 3, 2012 . '

- ‘Environmental Health Services DIVISIOD dated Aprll 16, 2012
Fire Department dated Aprili3,2012;" -

'Flood Conttol: Distiict dated January 4 2012
Transportatton Division dated Apnl 18 2012

Rules-33 Indemmty and Separatlon The Owner/Apphcant shall defend Lndemmfy and hold -
haimless the Couinty or its agents or.officérs and employees from any clann action or proceedmg

. ‘against'the: County of its agents ‘offiers or employees to attack, set aside,void, of dnniil, in Whole ~
©_or in_part, the ‘Coun

not1fy the" Owner 7 APp]

.

s-approval of-this project. In the. event that the County fails - promptly to
ant of ‘any such claim, action or procéeding, or that the County fails to

- ‘cooperate fully in the defense of sald clarm th1s condltlon shall thereafter be of no further force or :

18.-

effect.

'Rules-36 Map/LLA Expxratlon This Tentat1ve Parcel Map shall exp1re three years after. approval

. by :the final county. teview authority-unless otherw15e prov1ded in the Subd1v1s1on Map ‘Act.and

19,

_ Chapter 21 of the Santa Barbara County Code o

_Rules-37 Time Extensions-All Pl‘OjeCtS The Owner / Apphcant may request a time extensmn
" priof+to the expiration .of the permlt or ‘enititlefrieit for ‘development. The review authonty with -
' Junsdrctlon over-the project: may, upon good catse- shown -grant- a.time extenswn n cornphance

© . ‘with County rules ‘and tegulations, which include reﬂectmg changed citcumistances and ensuring

comphance with-CEQA. - If the- Owner / Applicant requests-a time extension, for this permlt the -

‘permit -may, be revised to inchide updated language to-standard- condltlons ‘and/or -mitigation y
measures - ‘and. additionial’. conditions and/or mitigation ‘measures Wthh reﬂect changed :
-c1rcumstances or addltlonal 1dent1ﬁed prQ] ect impacts. '
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S Deveraux Creek Properties/ Trust for Public Land Split.
. 6925 Whittier Drive, Goleta Area.. - e

-APN:073-090-062 -

" O’mdi_ejr’ S '-Deveraux Creek P.rope.rﬁes,. Inc.

- Agent: . .Ginger Anderson _
-+ Penfield and Smith -
111 East Victoria Street
- Santa Barbara, CA 93101 .

* Requirements of the County S‘urv,eybr’s Office: R U S :
Pursuant to’ Section 66448 -of the. State Subdivision Map Act and County Subdivision - .
Regulations Chapter. 21 , Section 21-9; the Parcel Map shall be based.upon.a field survey | o

- made:ix conformity with, the Professional Land Surveyors.Act. - Furthermore, ‘property’.
" lines shall be montmented in-accordarice with Section21-1 6 of said-County Code.
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~,anta 'Barbara County

, '»Erlvirohméntal Healt'h SeNicéé-

- 21258 Centerpomte Pkwy #333 :
| Sarita Maria, CA 93455-1340 el
.~ 805/346-8460 + FAX 805/346—8485 X

1O Juhe Hams Planner
R ~ Planning & Development Deparrment
' Development Review Drvrsron

FROM: ~ Paul E: Jenzen - -
S E Envrronmental Health Servrces

" DATE: . Apn‘] 16,2012 |
SUBJECT:  CaseNo. HTPM 00000-00007, TPM14, 784/12CDH 00000~00009 . Goleta Area -

' Agghoan- D ' Trust for Pub]re Land . o
' - A 101 Montgomery St., Suite 900 - -
San Francrsco CA. 94]04

' Assessor’s Parce] No. 073 090- 062 zoned PRD- 58 located at 6925
Whrttler Drive.

© This is a revised Jetter based on mfo: mation recelved by Env:ronmenta] Health Services subsequent to.the
© "writing of the-letter dated 4/4/12. 11 TPM-00000- OOOO?/lZCDH-OOOOO 00009 represents a request to divide” _
. one 70.32-acre lot into three Jots. Proposed Lot 1 would be 63.93 acres and is currently developed with the Ocean: -
Meadows Golf Course, clubliouse, restaurant, golf cart storage building, parking Jot and remote restroom
. Proposed Lot 2 would be 5.89.acres and is current]y developed with an employee dwel]mg and mamtenance
o burldmg Proposed Lot 3 would be 0.50 acres and is currently developed with'a parkmg ]ot that serves the vo!f
. course: No struemra] deve]oprnent 1s proposed. .

, An existing employee dwelling is located on proposed Lot 2. The permrt for the dwellin g exprred in. 1990 w1thoui
- -renewal and currently the dwelling is unpermrtted The apphcant proposes to remove the dwelling pﬂor to
recordation of the Tentative Parce] Map.

Domestrc water supply is- proposed to be provrded by the Goleta Water Drstrrct Proposed Lot l is currently
. served and would continue to be served by the Goleta Water Distiict. A separate reclaimed water system is also
located on the lot, which irrigates the golf course. Proposed Lot 2 is currently served and would continue to-be
.. served by, the Galeta Water District and would also receive reclanmed water after the lot split. Proposed Lot 3
- would be served by the Goleta Water District.

Con espondence ﬁom the Goleta Water Dlstnct mdlcates that adequate meters emst to.serve the entire pI’O_]eCt but.
: '_wrll need to be repurposed to serve each lot. This will need to be aocomphshed pnor to recordatlon otherwise a
“can and will serve™ letter will be requu ed: '
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" Planning and Development, , - parimerit © - B -\;t-‘-'-‘;-'

. “Case Ninbers 11TPM-00000- OOOO?/]ZCDH—OOOOO 00009
April#/ 3012 -

Sewage drsposal 1S proposed to be prOV1ded by the Goleta West Samtary Drstrxct Proposed Lot Tis currenﬂy

Sserved and would contmue to'be served by the Goleta West Sanitary District. Proposed Lot 2 is currently sérved
by an-onsite wastewater treatment system connected to'the workshop and an employee trailer.- The onsite

wastewater treatment system will be abaidoried when the lot is connected to the sewer. Proposed Lot 3-is

" ’proposed to bc served by ‘the Goléta West Samtary District.

Provrdmg the Zoning Admtmstrator grants approval of the apphcants request, Envrronmenta] Health Servrces :

SN

recommends the following be included as Conditions of Approval

Prior to Recordatlon Envrronmental Health Servrces shall receive and approve wntten notlce from the

Goleta Water District indicating thiat said district can and will prov;de domestic water service.upen

-~ demand and wrthout exception: for proposed lots. 2 :& 3. If the existing, water meters are to be
: repurposed then that shal] be accomp]rshed pnor to recordatron

Prior to Recordatlon Envn‘onmenta] Health Servrces shall receivé a guarantee of service, typlcally a

" “can dnd will serve” létter or a .connection permit from the Goleta West-Sanitary District for sewage o

col!eetlon and dlsposal for proposed lots 2 & 3.

’ Concnrrent to Connectlon to the Sewer the exrstmg onsite wastewater treatment system sha]l be

a abandoned under perinit and mspectxon from Envrronmental Health Services.

. 'Pnor to. Recordatlon the apphcant shall submrt a eopy of the final map to, Envrronmental Health

Servroes

LU-5116-

A ent1 Gmger ‘Anderson, Penﬁeld & Smlth
Goleta Water District

‘ Goléta West Saiiitary District.

Office of the County Surveyor
Marilyn Merrifield, Enviranmental Health Services

- Norman Fuymoto Envnronrnental Health Servrces

Healthier communities th'roug’h. leadership, partnership and science. ‘
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- Aemorandum.
5 - - QPR ‘16 101

P e ; S.B:.-COUNT,Y'-..
ATEt .._.Apn113,.2012-. | .4 . DLANN,NGRHFV’:’ ODM‘F“

0 '»]uheHarns .
S , PIanrungandDevelopment o
e "'SantaBarbara . S
. ROM: Enc Peterson, Flre Marsh { :
S 'FxreDepartment . L

'UBIECT:, . APN:. 073-090- 062 Pemut* 11TPM—OOOO7 TPM 14, 784 |
. Site: 6923 Whittier Drive, Goleta
Pro]ect Lot Split

This Condztzon Memorandum Supersedes the Premous Condztwn Memorandum
Dated ]anuary 13, 2012 :

‘ire Deparb:nent staff has rev1ewed the above referenced pro]ect and has no develoPment condmons to pl -
n the pro]ect as presented at this ume : » : :
_ o | MAP RECORDATION
The flre department has no ob]ectlon to the map recordahon of Tract 14, 784

.- 'The followmg mformatlon shall be recorded Wlth the map

In the event proposed Lot?2 (073—090—062 OOTPM—OOOO7) is subd.w-rded in the future, the owner/ applicar '

of proposed Lot 2 shall obtain an aécess easement over “Venoco Road” as it runs east-west from Storke "
Road to proposed Lot 2, or other access way. suitable to and approved by the County Fire. Department.

The access easement shall be a minimum of 30 feet in width and conform. to the most current Fire ‘

_ ADeparh:nent Development Standards The access easement shaJl be obtained prror to development on ¢

N proposed Lot 2. " : . '

THE FOLLOWING IS ADVISORY ONLY

Itis understood by all parttes that this departure from the: currerit Fire Department Standards is based o+
the establishment of ari.acceptable access by UCSB for this project and does not seta precedent orseta
‘direction for applymg condmons to future development(s) "

As always, if you have any questlons or requrre further Jnforrnatlon please call 805-681- 5523 or E
" 181-5500. : oo : .

. YP-mkb

" Goleta Water District, 4699 Hollister Av, Goleta 93110




Santa Barbara County Publlc Works Department
‘ Flood Control @ Water Agency
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 JulieHarsis; Plariner © e T ‘, J/m 06 2017 "
- -County of Santa Barbara " o L P ATy
.Plarmmg&Development Department o e SB COUNTY

. 123E. AnapamuSt L Ce _.PLANNlNC_R.DE‘/C"lmll:l\”
SantaBarbara CA93101 ' - IR S

Re:f' 11TPM-00000 00007 Devereaux Creek Propertles/T rust
. APN 073 090 062 Goleta '

' _Dear Ms Harns

The: Drstrrct has no foxrnal cond1t10ns prlor to: Map Recordatlon for the above referenced pl‘OJCCt

However the pro;eet is located wrthm a spec1al flood hazard ‘area and contams & Flood Control_
Dlstnct access and maintenance easernent Therefore the Drstnet wrshes to use thrs letter to
~docurnent the followmg adv1sor1es ' : : :

L. Pnor to.any. future development - : R ' ‘ .
’ » " a. The apphcant shall comply w1th the Santa Barbara County Flood Control Dlstnct
'Standard Condltlons of Approval dated January 2011 - 7 ' P
- (http //www countvofsb org/uploadedFlles/pwd/Water/Development/StdCondmons -
_ +Jan201 1. pdf) -
- b. . The appl1cant shall provrde a site plan. of thie proposed development followmg the
) gmdelmes provxded in'the Standard Conditions of Approval. - -
“The appllcant shall submrt all Maps 1mprovement plans, gradmg and dramage
- plans drarnage studles and landscape ‘plans to the Dlstrrct for review and
. ' approval : ' :
. Any development w1th1n a Specml Flood Hazard Area wrll be subJect to the
L requirements‘of Chapter ISA (Floodplam Management) of the County Ordinance.
+ e., Any developiient near a watercourse w1ll be Sle]CCt to the requirements of
_.Chapter;15B (Development Along Watercourses) of the’County Ordinance. .
'f. - The applicant shall acquire and. submit all required data forms and certlﬁcatlons
oS descnbed in the Standard CODdlUODS of Approval

' G \WaterResources\Flood Control\Engmecnng\Development\DREV\CND\l lTPMOOOOOOOOO'Icnd doc

‘ott D McGolpin C - 1‘23‘ East Apapa,rnu Street, Santa Barbara, California 93101 - Thomas D. Fayrarn .
ilic Warks Director - "PH: 805 568-3440 FAX: 805 568-3434 www.countyofsb.org/pwdiwater . Deputy- Public Works Direc




Sincerely, " .f. :

- SANTA BARBARA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL & WATER CONSERVATION '

" DISTRICT

- ‘N]Ck Bruckbauer , _
. Deve]opment Revxew Engmeer

C,c: ) Devereaux Creek Propertles c/o Mark Gree, 6925 Wh]ttler Dr., Goleta CA 931 11 _
- Glnger Anderson Penﬁe]d & Smith; 111 E. Vlctona St., Santa Barba:a CA 93]01

GA\WaterResources\Flood ControNEngineering\Developmen\DREVACND\I1 TPM0000000007cnd.doc




- COUNTY QF SANTA BARBARA -
" . PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT %

* 123.East Anapamu Street IR
Santa Barbara; California 93101 :
B05/568-3232 FAX 805/568:3222 . _ -

CApril18;202

TO:

Julie Barris, Planner

Development Review
FROM: William Robertson, Transportation Planner
S .Public Works, Transportation Division
SUBJECT: . Conditions of Approval (1 pagé)

.Devéreaux Créel Properties Tentative Pa rcel M :'ap,'
11TPM-00000-00007; TPM']4,784' o
.~ APN:073-090-062/ Goleta

Traffic Mitipation Fees

L

Pursuant to Ordinarice No. 4270’regmding Tx‘anspgjrtatioﬁ Impact Fees, the gpj)licam will be réduifed-lb payia'fee for eaéﬁ ‘new
peak-hour trip (PHT), for the purpose of funding transportation facilities within the Unincorporated Goleta Planining Area-of the
County., i ., o . s . o o .

Based on the current fee schedule, the total e.s'tirﬁated fee for the proposed project is $2,7,i34_ (2 new developa El'é,.r"midenti'al I_o‘fs .
x $13,567/10t). The Transportation Impact Mitigation Fee Program is designed to collect fees-from any project that generates
mare than one additional peak hour trip. Fees are due prior to map recordation and shall be based on the fee schedulein .

effect when paid. This office will not accept payment or process a check received prior-to project approval.

Fees are payable to.the County of Santa Barbara, aid may bé paid in person or mailed to: Santa Barbara County Tran_sboriati_én
Division, 123 E. Anapamu St., 2 Floor, Santa Ba;béra, CA 9310]-or Santa Barbara County Tra‘nsporlation Division North, 620

o West Foster Road, Santa Maria, CA 93455. Piease phone this office prior to payment if unsure as to the final fee required. -

//4—7 .71%}2/.7%&/2

If you have'any.qqestionsi please contact e at 739-8785.

Sincerely,

William T. Robertson - , " Date

cc: 11TPM-00000-00007, TPM 14,784 : -
Chris.Sncddon, Trensporiation Manager, County of Santa Barbarn, Public ‘Warks Department R . -
E:\Gyoup\']'ranspunation\T{afﬁc\Tﬁnspoﬂarion Planning\Development Rcvicw\Golc(n\D:vErmu.x Creek Properties Tentarive Parcel Map 11TPNM-Cond.doc

o1




COUNTY. OF SANTA BARBARA - -
_Planmng and Development
S ' COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
- 'Case No 120DH ooooo 00009
"'rPrOJect Name Employee Dwe]hng Demohtlon o

K Pro;ect Address 6925 Whlttler Dr1ve 1
Assessor s Parcel No.: 073 090- 062

, Appllcant Name The Trust: for Pubhc Land/Devereux Creek Propertles

'The Board of Superwsors hereby approves l’hlS Coastal Dévelopment Permit for the. development
descnbed below based upon the reqwred fi ndlngs and subject to the attached terms. and condmons

' Assocuated Case Number(s) 11TPM.- 00000- 00007

. Pro;ect Des_crlptlon Summary Demohtlon of an employee dwe]hng
.:PrOJect Spemﬁc Condltrons See Attachment A. '

R ;"Permlt Compllance Case ._'_-Ye-s‘ _.l_No

Permlt Compllance Case No

' ﬁAppeals The approval of thls Coastal Development Permit' may be appealed 1o the Callfornla

. _Coastal Commlsslon by the appllcant or an aggrieved person WIthln ten worklng days. of recelpt by the - B

Coastal Commlsswn of the County s notlce of final action.

-Terms of Permit Issd’ance""

'i1.~_,'Work Prohlblted Prior to Permit lssuance No- work, development or use mtended to be
“"'authonzed pursuant to thls approval shall commenice prior to issuance of this  Coastal -

'“Development Permit and/or any other requ1red permlt (e g., Bulldmg Permlt) Warnlng' Thls is
‘not.a: Burldmgl‘Gradmg Permit. : . :

2, Date of Perm:t lssuance Th|s permlt shall not issue prior to the explratlon of the appeal perlod "
A or if: appealed prior to the final action on the appeal by the deClsmn maker; nor.shall this. permit.be
: lssued until- all prier-to-i rssuance condltlons have been satlsfed or any other necessary approvals
have been obtamed This Permlt shall be deemed effeotlve and issued on the date sngned and
: |ndlcated below. - : :

3. Tlme Limit. The approval of thls Coastal Development Permit shall be valid for one year from the
© date of approval. Failuré to obtain a required ‘construction,. demolition, or ‘grading-permit ‘and to
- “lawfully'commence development within two years of permit issuance shall render this Coastal
: Development Permlt null and void. .

‘NOTE Approval and issuance of a Coastal Development Permit for this: prolect does not. allow'
"'constructlon -or use outside of the" prOJect descnptlon terms or condltlons nor shall it be construed to

be’ an approval of a vaolatlon of any provision of any County Pollcy Ordinance or other governmental
. regulatlon :




- .The Trust for Pubhc Land/Devereux Creek Propertles Employee Dwellmg Demolmon :
. Case No. 12CDH-00000-00009 _ . ’
: Attachment 3 Coastal Development Pemut
* Page C—2 .

. OwnerIAppllcant Acknowledgement Undersugned perrnlttee acknowiedges recelpt of thls pendlng
_' approval and agrees to- ablde by all terms and condltlons thereof -

| P;ir'{tNa}n{a; '_ T o 3:."-.[sfi'_gnatu_'r'é — — | _Dafé""
baié ‘o‘f Boatf'd;ef;Seper‘visorezgp;.)"rova.lz', . 'Ag{;ﬁfsi 21, 561 2 |
: Elaeqi:ng end' p‘e\)eiopmer;t ‘D.'epartmm‘t Alis_'s.tIan'ce” by: A'
Pririt Name' R .:.Sli"gna,tere T [ __'Dete

| 6:\GROUPWPERMITTING\Case Files\CDH\12 Cases\12CDH-00000-00009\12CDH-00000-00009.doc
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‘_“descnptlon above and the ‘hearing exh

. “The Trust for. Pubhc Land/Devereux Creek Propertles Employee Dwellmg Demohtxon -
- Case No. IZCDH-OOOOO 00009:. . .

*. . Attachment 3 - Coasta] Development Permrt
. -Page 3 : )

'ATTACHMENTA PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS o R Lo ) '
: Pro; Des-01 Prorect Descrlptlon ‘This Coastal Development Permrt is based upon and Ilmrted, e

“fo: compllance with' the: project: descnptron afid. all:conditions ‘of approval- set forth below mcludrng'

mltlgatron measures and specified. planis. and: agreements included-by- reference as well as all

»apphcable County rules and regulatrons The project descrlptlon is as follows

_"'The pro;ect rs the demolmon of an exrstmg employee dwellmg Access to the project site
is provrded by -an; exrstmg 20-foot ‘wide, easementiacross ucsB property ftom. Storke

Road Thesrte is- currently served by the. Goleta Water lstnct an onsite. septrc.dlsposal

';system and the County Fire Department. ‘The property is addressed as. 6925 Whlt’uer :

Drrve APN 073 090 062 Goleta Thlrd Supervrsorlal Dlstrlct

‘Any devratrons from the prorect descrrptlon exhlbrts or- condrtrons must be revrewed and .

-approved by’ the- County for- -conformity with this’ approval Deviations. may . requiré approved .
: ._changes to- the permit and/or further enwronmental review. Devratrons wrthout the. above-
. "descrrbed approval wrll constltute a vrolatron of permrt approval: :

' :Pro] Des-02 Project Conformrty The gradlng, development -use, and marntenance of the, ;
aréas.and. -

property, the- size, -shape, . -arr; n_gement and locatron of 1
Iandscape areas, and the: protectrbn a_nd pre ervatron of reso

g str uctures, -parking
cés shall conformto the’ prorect
t ndltrons of & proval elow. The. property and
any portions. thereof shall be sold, leaséd orfinanced in com iarice with this prolect descrrptron.r

‘and .the -approved: ‘hearing exhrb|tst .angd-.conditions "of .app] ',L-.thereto . All._plans (such as;
3 -,Landscape -and-Tree :Protection Plans) must be . submltted for revrew and approval and shall be
" |mplemented as approved by the County . . S

CONDITIONS BY lSSUE AREA

3.

SolrdW—LOZ Solld Waste Recycle The OWner/Appllcant and their . contractors and"'.: .
actors . shali séparate demolltlon and exeess . constructron materrals onsite. for" s
: reuSe/recyclmg or proper disposal (eg concrete asphalt 'Wood,;: brush) The Owner/Appllcant'
....shall -provide, separate onsite bins - as needed for recychng PLAN REQUIR NTS: . The
waner/Applrcant shall print: this requrrement on all demiolition. plans. “FIMING:’ Materrals shall be - o
recycled as necessary throughout demolrtron All materlals shal! be recycled prlor to Frnal o
Building Inspectlon Clearance ' : :

B WatConv 01, Sedrment and Contamlnatlon Contamment - Specral The Owner/Appllcant‘ ’
.shall prevent water contamination durrng demolltron by rmplementlng Best Management_

Practices (BMP) desrgned to protect natural watercourses/cregks prevént erosion; ‘and convey -
clean storm water runoff to existing ‘drainages while keeprng contammants and- sedrments onsite.
Such.measures may includé but not be llmlted to:

a. Use of silt-fences, coir rolls or other S|m|lar devised to prevent the mrgratron of polluted storm ‘
- -water from the demolrtron area to the creek. :

b. Stabilization of entrances/exits ‘to- the demolltron site shall be stabrhzed usmg methods '
designed to reducetransportofsedlment off site. .

Cover storm drarns and manholes wrthrn the demolrtlon area.’

' "Id._ Store, handle and drspose of constructron matenals and waste such as palnt mortar

concrete slurry, fuels, etc. in ‘a manner which mlnlmrzes the potentral for storm water
: 'contamrnatron . o . .




N :A.The Trust for Publxc Land/Devcrcux Creek Propertxes Employee chllmg Demohtxon g Lo R Ve

. ‘Attachment 3 - Coastal Development Permit
- Page 4

Case No. 12CDH-00000-00009 : S R L

‘P’LAN REQ’UlREM'E.NTS The Owner/Appllcant ‘shall-. ensure all ‘above constructton stte-',-_ o

; measures are. pnnted as: notes on. demolmon plans

o :TIMING Stabtllzmg rmeasures shall be in. place pnor to commencement of constructuon Other.
" ~'..:measures shall be'i m place throughout constructlon ‘

COUNTY RULES AND REGULATIONS

5. Rules-02 Effectrve Date-Appealable to CCC ThlS Coastal Development Permlt shall become
c effectlve upon the explratlon of th lappllcable appeal penod provrded an appeal has’ not been
filed. If an appeal has bgenfi led ‘the plannlng permlt shall not be deemed effectlve unttl final o
action by the .review:- authenty on the appeal mcludlng action by’ the’ Caiiforria Coastal .
Commlssron if- the planmng permlt is appealed to-the Coastal Commtssron [ARTICLE II § 35-+
169] o R : S _ ,

6. - Rules-03 Addltlonal Permtts Requnred The demolmon of any structures authonzed by thlS
-.]approval shall not commence -until the - all necessary “planning. and demoliti

- obtaingd: efore any. Permtt W|ll be issuied by Plannmg “Znd- Development the Appllcant
must obtaln wntten clearanc' from"'~" de artments havmg condrtrons such clea ance shall'

L ;4:"le_s-05 Acceptance f C‘ it ,ons The’ Ow er/Appllcants acceptance of thlS permlt and/or.
commencement of use, ‘constriiction and/or operatlons undeft -this permlt shall be deemed*‘ ;
acceptance of all conditions of this permlt by the Owner/Appllcant o

8.. Rules- 10 CDP Explratlon No CUP or DVP. The approval or condttnonal approval of a Coastal'
o Development Permit: shall be valid for one year from the date of - actlon by the Board of -

»’Supe_rvrsors Prier to. the exptratron of -the- approval the - réview: authonty who approved the.-’-'

' Co stal Development Permlt may extend the approval one trme for one year lf good cause is ,'

'establrshed or commenced in: conformance W|th the effectlve perm|t Pnor to the )

such two year penod the Dlrector may extend such perlod one time for one year for gt od cause

o _shown prowded that. the t"ndlngs for approval requ1red in compltance wrth Sectron 35 169 5, as’
: ‘-appllcable cani still be made '

9. Rules 23 . Processmg Fees. Requrred Pnor to issuance of the Coastal Development Permlt

the Owner/AppIrcant shall pay all applicable -P&D. permlt processing fees in- fuII as: reqwred by '
County ordlnances and resolutions.

10. ,Rules 29. Other Dept Condmons Compllance ‘with Departmental/Drwsnon letters requxred as

“follows: _ ‘
. a Air Pollution Control DiStrict-da’ted April 18, '201'42' .
b. Envrronmental Health Serwces Drwsron dated Apnl 16, 2012.

11. Rules-30 Plans Requrrements The Owner/Appllcant shall ensure all appllcable final condltlons
* of -approval. are pnnted in their entrrety on appllcable pages of gradtng/constructlon or burldlng :

n permlts are. =



:The Tru'st for Publlc Land/Devereux Creek Propertles Employee Dwellmg Demoh’non

Case Na. 12CDH—OOOOO 00009

" Attachment3 - Coastal Development Permlt

Page 5 '
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13,

14.

'_plans submltted to P&D or Bunldmg and Safety D|v13|on These shall be graphlcally lllustrated :
~where feastble -

.Rules-32 ‘Contractor and Subcontractor Notlf catlon The- Owner/Appllcant shall ensure that5

- potenhal contractors are aware of County requurements Owner / Apphcant shall notify all'
- - contractors -and. subcontractors in wrltmg of the"'site rules, restrictions, and Condltlons of
" Approval and 'submit-a copy of the notice to.P&D compliance monitoring staff. : '

[Rules-33 lndemmty and Separatlon The Owner/Apphcant shall defend, mdemmfy ‘and hold
vharmless the County or its" agents or officers - and employees . from any claim; -action. or'.
proceeding’ agamst the County or its- agents, officers or employees, to. attack, set aside; void, or -

annul, in whole or in part, the County's approval of this- project. In the event that the: County fails

-promptly to nottfy the..Owner / Appllcant of any such claiim, action -or proceedlng, or.that the
- ‘_'_County fails to cooperate fuIIy in‘the defense ‘of said clalm this condmon shall thereaﬁer be of no-

further force or effect.

Rules-37 T|me Extensmns-AIl PrOJects The Owner / Apphcant may request a tlme extenswn'

pnor to the expiration-of the permlt or entltlement for development The review authorlty W|th -
' Junsdlctlon overthe prOJect may, upon good- cause shown grant a time extensioh in comphance

with County’ rules and regulatlons -which include. reflecting changed circumstances and ensuring

. compliance W|th CEQA. Ifthe Owner / Appllcant requests a time "extension for this permlt the
permit may be rewsed to ‘include updated Ianguage to standard condltlons and/or mltlgatlon-

- measurés and addmonal condmons and/or . mitigation measures ‘which - reﬂect changed
,cxrcumstances or addltlonal ldentlfed project lmpacts :

G: \GROUP\PERMITTI’NG\Case F 1les\APL\20005\12 cases\IZAPL 00000 00014 Olson-TPL BOS\Attach 3 Coastal Development .
Perrmt doc ) )
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= .Santa: Barbara County ,
1r Pollution Control District

3 Ap:r-’;l.-"is, 2012 . -

o JulieHards - - S R
Santa Barbara County - S o o RE&R‘.E ‘a"E
' Plannlng and Deve[opment . s -
123 °E. Anapamu Street ) N P o f\PR 1( ZBlZ

.'santa Barbara CA 93101
| §8. COUNTY

“Re:”  APCD Comments on Dévereaux Creek PrOpertles T ‘ PLANNN(\ ¢ NCUCt ~Ne *"'”
' TPM 11TPM-00000 00007 12CDH- 00000-00009

) 'Dear Ms.,Harris:

ThlS comment letter supersedes the APCD comment letter dated January 9, 2012. Since the time of the
. last. review the project has been revised to include the demolition of an existing employee dwelling. The :
© Air Pollutlon Control District (APCD) ‘has revnewed the referenced case, Wthh consnsts of dlwdmg an
- existing 70-acre parcel into three lots ofapprommately 63 acres, 5.89 acres and 0.5 acres No other
development is'proposed. The SUbJECt property is zoned PRD-58 and is identified i in the Assessor Parcel.
“Map Baok. as APN. 073 090 062. The parcel is located at 6925 Whlttler Dnve in the unmcorporated
' 'Goleta area,

Air Pollution Control Dl_strict staff o_ffers the following suggested co'nditlor;.s:

‘1. APCD Rule 345, Control of Fuglttve Dust from Constructlon and Demolltlon Acttvmes establlshes
: |Imlt5 on the generatlon of visible fugmve dust emissions at demolltnon and construction sites..
The rule- includes measures for minimizing fugitive dust from on-s:te actwltles and from trucks
moving on- ‘and off-site. The text of the rule can be v1ewed on the APCD webstte at _‘
- www. sbcapcd org/ruIes/download/rule345 pdf.

2. The appllcant is reqmred to. complete and submlt an-Asbestos Demolxtlon/Renovatlon -

Notification (APCD Form ENF-28 which can be downloaded at ’ : o

. "www sbeaped: org/eng/dl/dl@S htm ) for each regulated structure to be demollshed or

renovated Demolltxon notifications are required regardless of whether asbestos is. present or
not. The completed: notification'should be’ presented or mailed to the Santa Barbara County Air
Pollutlon Control District with @ minimum of. 10 working days advance notice prior to dlsturbmg

- asbestos in a renovation or starting work-on a demolition. For additional information regardmg -
asbestos notification requirements, please visit our website at

. www.sbeapcd. org/blz/asbestos htm or contact APCD's Engmeerlng and. Comphance DlVlSlon at
‘(805) 961-8800.

. lf you or the pro;ect applicant have any questlons regardmg these comments please feel free to contact
me at (805) 961-8893 or via emall at edg@sbcapcd OfE. :

f Louts D. Van Mullem Jro e Aar POllUthl’l Control Of’flcer
lorth San Antonio Road, Suite A Santa sarbara CA 93110-wwwsbcapcd org's 805. 9618800 805. 961 880

\\
A
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Sincerely, -~

- Eric Gage,
~ Air Quahty Specnallst
, Te chnology and Env&ronmental Assessment Dwnsnon

cc: GmgerAnderson - o S
PijECt Fsie ‘ :
TEA Chron File:
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‘Env,i'r'o'n;n'lehta_l: Health SAeryi.ciés .

" 24255 Cériterpoirite Pwy., #333
Santa Maria, CA 93455-1340

. | 805/346-8460 + FAX 805/346-8485 . -

 Devilopment Review o RECEIVED
: :FROM:' :Pau]'-.E.-..;]:en.z_.en o :. S - -A | _. . APR 19 20\2
i - SB.COUNTY

A ~:.En‘yironmental‘-Hca]ﬂl:S.ervit-;es' -
o ODATES - Apili6202 . o1 ANNING & DFUF PPMENT

© SUBJECT: . " CaseNo. LITPM-00000-00007, TPMI14,784/12CDE-00000-00009 . Goleta Area
| V:Ap.p'licaqt; . Trust for Public Land ‘
S ‘101 Montgomery St., Suite 900

_ San Francisco, CA. 94104 -

Assessor's Parcel No. 073-090-062, zoned PRD-S8, located at 6925 -
Whittier Drive, . |
‘This is a revised letter based on information received by Environmental Health Services subsequent to the
~ writing of the letfer dated 4/4/12. 11TPM-00000-00007/12CDH-00000-00009 represents a requést to divide . -
~ one 70.32-acre lot into three lots. Proposed Lot 1 would be 63.93 acres and-is currently dévejoped with the Océanr
* Meadows Golf Course, clubhouse, restaurant, golf cart storage building, parking lot and remote. restrgom.. . '
- Proposed-Lot 2 would be 5.89 acrés-arid is currently developed with an employee dwelling and maintenance
"building. Proposed.Lot 3 would bé 0.50 acres-and s currently developed with a parking lotthat serves the.golf -
course. Nostructural development is proposed. Ll o Co v o

An existing employee dwelling js located on proposed Lot 2. The permit for the dwelling expifgd,'in 1990 WithO'Ut.'

. renewal'and currently the dwelling is unpermitted. The applicant proposes to reniove the-dwelling jprior to

_récordation of the Tentative Parcel Map.

' ‘.Domes'ticA\'ev_ater supply is proposed to bc provided by the Goleta-Water. D.ish“ig;t. Prépo's'ed'Lot 1is currently .

served. and would continue to be served by the Goleta Water District. A separate reclaimed water system isalso .- -

located on the lot, which-imrigates the golf course. Proposed Lot 2 is currently served and would Qontihue to be"‘.‘
.. served by the Goleta Water District and would also receive reclaimed water after the lot split. Proposed Lot3 .

would be se_x':ved by the Gok;ta Water District.

Correspondence from the Goleta Water District indicates that adequate mefcefs exist to serve the entire project but
. will need to be repurposed to serve each lot. This will need to be-accomplishied prior to recordation otherwisea .
. “can and will serve” letter will be required. o '




'Planning and Developmeilt epartment -

‘Case Numbers 11TPM-00000- 00007/12CDH 60000-00009 o e

April4, 2012
"Page 2 of 2

Sewage dlsposal is proposed to be provrded by the Goleta West Sanltary Dlstnct Proposed Lot ] is currently
.- served and would continue to be served by the Goleta West Sanitary District. Proposed Lot 2 is currently served

S by an ohsite-wastewater treatment systemn connected to the workshop and an employee trailer. The onsite

' :'wasteWater treatment system. will be abaridoned when the lot i is connected to the sewer. Proposed Lot. 3 s
»'proposed to.be served by the Goleta West: Samtary District. ' » :

.Provrdmg the Zoning Admrmstrator grants approval of t‘he appllcant's request, Envrronmental Health Servrces ' '
: .recommends the. followmg be 1ncluded as. Condltlons of. Approval

1.
-Goleta ‘Water District mdxcanng that-said drstrxct can and will provide domestic water sérvice upon -

Prror to Recordatlon Envxronmental Health Servrces shall réceive: and approve written notice’ from the

. demand and without exception for proposed lots 2 & 3. If the existing . water meters are- to be
E repurposed then that shall- be. accomphshed prior to recordatxon

. Pnor to Recordatlon Envrronmental Health Servxces shall receive a. guaxantee of service, typrcally a
“can and will serve” letter- or-a connection perrnxt from the Goleta West Samtary Dlstnct for sewage ..
. collectlon and drsposal for proposed lots 2& 3

Concurrent to _Coninection to the Sewer, the existing onsite wastewater treatment system shall be
abandoned under penmt and rnspectxon from Environmental Health Servrces

Prior to Recordatlon the applrcant shall submlt a copy of the fi nal rnap to Env1ronmental Health .

V-Servxces :

Jeﬁ

'Paul E. :
Semor Er v
¢c: '
Afent, Ginger Anderson Penﬁeld & Smlth
Goléta Water District -
Goleta Weést Sanitary District
Office of the County Surveyor -
Marilyn Merrifield, Environmental Health Services
Norman Fujimoto, Environmental Health Servrces
LU-5116

Healthier communities. through leadership, partnership and sclence.




‘County of Santa Barbara
:BQARD"OF-SLE-J_‘PERVI'SOR'S:
Minute 0 rder
| A@hg;us,t_'_21, 2012

Present:- 5 - Supervxsor Carba_;al Superv1sor Wolf, Supervxsor Farr, Superv:sor Gray,
' and Supervisor: Lavagnmo ' -

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT oo B Fxle Reference No 12~00653

RE:. - HEARING - Con51der recomrnendatlons regardmg the Olson Appeal Case No. 12APL-00000- 00014
of Planning. Commlss:on Approval of-the Trust for Public-Land/Bevereux Creek Properties Lot Split, -
Case Nos. llTPM 00000 (00007 and lZCDH—OOOOO 00009, located at 6925 Whitfier Drive, in the’
Goleta area, APN 073-090- 062 Thlrd District, as follows (EST 'I'IME 1 HR)

. a) Deny the appeal Case No IZAPL-OOOOO 00014 thereby upholdmg the County Plannmg
a Commlssmn s approval of the’ prOJect

b) Make the requxred f ndin 8s for approval of the prOJCCt specxf ied mcludmg CEQA fmdmgs

c) Determme the pro_ject is exernpt‘ﬂ'tim CEQA pursuant to Sections 15315 ‘and 15301(1)( 1) of the -
State Guidelines for the Implementatxon of the Cahfomla Envxronmental Quality Act;

T d) Appr‘_ove de novo the lot split,..Case No..1 lTPMLOOOO'O_—00007 subject to the conditio"né' and .

- €) Approve de novo the Coastal Development Permit for demolmon of an employee dwelhng, Case
No. IZCDH 00000 00009 subject to the. condmons and

f) Refer back to staff lf the Board takes an ‘action other than the recommended action- for apprcopna(e ‘
ﬁndmgs and condxtlons -

} COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER S RECOMMENDATION POLICY

. Recelved and filed staff presentatlon and conducted publlc heanng

- A monon was ‘made by Supervisor Farr, seconded by Supcrvnsor Wolf that tlns matter )
bc Acted on as follows: :

a) Denied the appeal {Case No. IZAPL—OOOOQ-OOOM). :

b) Adop'ted requi'red ﬂndings for approval of project inclludin'g. CEQA ﬁndinge. ’
c)'A‘pprovcd. .

d) Approved de novo lot nplit (Case No. 11TPM-00000-00007).

‘e) Approved de novo (.:ogastal Devcl'opm.ent Permit (Case I‘io._liCDH-OOOOO-OOOO”.
)] -No further action taken, |

T-he motion'car'ri_ed by th‘e following vot'e:

k)

Ayes: . 5- Super\'lsor Carbajal Supervisor Wolf Supervlsor Farr Super\'tsor Gray
B ’ and Superwsor Lava!zmno

" County of Santa Barbara : ’ ’ : C Page 1
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