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ADDENDUM 
 
DATE: May 12, 2014 
 
TO:  Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Central Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item W21a, Santa Barbara County Appeal No. A-4-STB-14-0016 (Carr), 

Wednesday, May 14, 2014 
 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to (1) make one minor clarification to the staff report regarding the 
County’s administrative record, (2) attach and respond to correspondence from the applicants’ agent, 
and (3) attach ex-parte communication disclosure forms received to date.   
 
1. Staff Report Clarification: Section B, Page 45, of the May 1, 2014 staff report (Note: Underline 
indicates text to be added to the May 1, 2014 staff report and strikethrough indicates text to be deleted 
from the May 1, 2014 staff report) 
 
…The County’s administrative record was received on April 17, 2014. Information submitted to 
Commissioners and Commission staff by a representative of the applicants, Robyn Black, prior to 
release of the staff recommendation is not considered part of administrative record transmitted by the 
County. and has not been evaluated by Commission staff for purposes of whether to recommend 
whether substantial issue exists, . However, Commission staff notes that the County was not the source 
of these documents provided by Robyn Black, the applicant was the source, and the documents contain 
a factual error regarding the scope of the county approval (see below). The County’s Notice of Final 
Action (Exhibit 11) includes the language of the final project description, as approved by the County, 
and includes all of the County’s findings of approval for the project.  
 
2. The letter submitted by the applicant’s agent, Chip Wullbrandt, dated May 9, 2014, would lead the 
reader to believe that the County’s Coastal Development Permit approval included repairs to the 
shotcrete seawall below the cabana (see pages 1, 3, and 5 of the May 9, 2014 letter attached hereto). To 
provide clarification and prevent any confusion regarding the project before the Commission, the CDP 
approved by the County on March 4, 2014 (CDP 11CDH-00000-0003) did not include approval of 
repairs to the eroding shotcrete seawall below the cabana. The shotcrete was placed on the bluff below 
the cabana in 1989 pursuant to a permit issued by the County at that time, as described on page 8 of the 
May 1, 2014 staff report. Although the County’s March 4, 2014 staff report indicates that the 
applicant/owner expressed an interest in repairing the shotcrete, shotcrete repairs were not applied for 
by the applicant as part of subject project, nor has the County approved repair and maintenance to the 
shotcrete as part of any prior permit. Exhibit 11 to the May 1, 2014 staff report contains the Notice of 
Final Action for the subject project, dated March 18, 2014. The Notice of Final Action includes a final 
approved project description for CDP 11CDH-00000-00032 and it is clear that the project description 
does not include repairs to the shotcrete seawall. Additionally, materials provided to the Commission 
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by Robyn Black also erroneously list “repair and maintenance of the existing shotcrete seawall at the 
toe of the bluff” as part of the County’s approved project description for CDP 11CDH-00000-00032. 
The County did not approve repair and maintenance of the existing shotcrete as part of CDP 11CDH-
00000-00032. Therefore, repair and maintenance of the shotcrete is not before the Commission at this 
hearing on substantial issue, as it was not part of CDP 11CDH-00000-00032, as approved by the 
County on March 4, 2014.  
 
Next, the May 9, 2014 letter submitted by the applicant’s agent, Chip Wullbrandt, makes several 
statements indicating that the caissons were installed to support the deck and that the “factual context 
for the decision at issue is whether to approve as-built repairs to a deck associated with an historic 
beach cabana.” (May 9, 2014 letter, pg. 4) The letter also states that “[t]o the extent that the caisson 
system also supports the long-term preservation of the landmarked structure, it does so incidentally – 
its principal function, by design, is to support the accessway…”. (May 9, 2014 letter, pg. 4) As 
addressed on page 17 of the May 1, 2014 staff report, regardless of this assertion, it is clear, based on 
the record evidence discussed in the staff report, that the caisson foundation improvements provide 
support to both the cabana and attached deck and have the effect of extending the life of the cabana.  
 
Further, the May 9, 2014 letter states that staff analysis of substantial issue is biased, based on “a 
selective reading of the record relating to scope and nature of the project and expert testimony on 
geologic hazards of the site.” (May 9, 2014 letter, pg. 3) The letter also asserts that “the staff analysis 
appears biased in favor of finding a Substantial Issue based solely on the County staff recommendation 
and selective reading of the administrative record rather than proceedings of the Planning 
Commission’s deliberations and findings of fact.” (May 9, 2014 letter, pg. 2) These allegations 
regarding bias of the analysis are unfounded. In fact, the staff report discusses the conflicting County 
record (including the findings and evidence used to support the County’s decision to approve the CDP) 
throughout the May 1, 2014 staff report. Specifically, the County’s findings, both those supporting 
project approval and those supporting project denial, are described on pages 13-18 and 21-26 of the 
staff report regarding LCP provisions related to geologic hazards and bluff development standards, 
non-conforming structures, visual resources, and adequacy of public services, including fire 
department access.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Letter from Chip Wullbrandt, Price, Postel, and Parma, LLP to Commissioners, dated May 9, 
2014. (50 pages) 

2. Information received from the applicant (8 pages) 
3. Ex-Parte Communication Form received from Commissioner Zimmer, dated May 12, 2014 (2 

pages) 
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Re: Item W21a: A-4-STB-13-00016. Substantial Issue Determination. 
Applicant Lee Carr, 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara(APN 063-220-023) 

Dear Commissioners: 

We represent Lee and Julia Carr, owners of real property located at 4353 Marina Drive 
and identified as APN 063-220-023. On May 14, 2014, your Commission is scheduled to 
consider the above-captioned appeal of a decision by the Santa Barbara County Planning 
Commission on December 16, 2013 to consider whether a Substantial Issue exists with the 
approval of as-built repairs to a deck associated with an historic beach cabana. The repairs are 
the result of a prior owner that undertook the installation of several caissons and a cantilever 
support system specifically to address the condition of the deck but did so without first obtaining 
County permits. The deck serves as an integral part of an engineered accessway to the beach 
installed in 2004 and authorized by Coastal Development Permit OlCDP-00000-00015. The 
current owners, Le and Julia Carr, now seek a Cqastal Development Permit to legalize the deck 
repairs as installed, and they also propose drainage improvements associated with the walkway 
to the cabana and repair and maintenance to the permitted shotcrete applied at the toe of the bluff 
face in 1989. 

The Carrs commenced working with County staff in 2007 when they took ownership of 
the property. However, despite the ensuing seven years of effort by Mr. and Mrs. Carr to satisfy 
all of Santa Barbara County Planning and Development staffs concerns, a staff recommendation 

---------------------------...... 



California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
May 9, 2014 
Page 2 

of denial was forward to the Planning Commission based on the project's perceived 
inconsistency with Local Coastal Plan policies, stating that the project presents "competing 
goals" between preservation of an historic resource with the broader policies of coastal resource 
protection including coastal bluffs and scenic resources. The Planning Commission disagreed 
with the staff analysis and recommendation and found that the installation of the as-built repairs 
were properly engineered and installed and necessary to maintain a connection to an approved 
beach accessway- a permitted use under the County's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance. · 

We have reviewed the Substantial Issue staff report and believe the Coastal Commission 
staff analysis of the project is flawed and based on a fundamental misunderstanding of facts 
related to the project and its relationship to the pertinent resource protection policies of the 
County's certified LCP. Moreover, the staff analysis appears biased in favor of finding a 
Substantial Issue based solely on the County staff recommendation and selective reading of the 
administrative record rather than proceedings of the Planning Commission's deliberations and 
findings of fact. · 

Background 

The cabana was permitted and constructed in 1956 and constitutes a legal, non
conforming structure located within the required coastal bluff setback1 (see attached photos). 
Over time the cabana was modified to include an indoor toilet connected to the septic system of 
the main residence via a grinder pump, a wetbar, and enclosure of an approximately 34 square 
foot screen porch (neither the area under roof nbr the foundation was enlarged to accommodate 
this expansion). Based on a careful review of assessor records, it appears all of these slight 
modifications occurred prior to 1972. The site was also improved with an engineered beach 
access stairway approved in 2001 and the toe of the bluff below the cabana was reinforced with 
shotcrete under an emergency permit and follow-up special use permit in 1989. The project 
approved by the Planning Commission includes legalization of the pre-1972 unpermitted 
modifications (although we disagree with County staff on the necessity to do so given the scope 
of work and zoning requirements in place at the time construction commenced) and legalization 
of as-built installation of five caissons. The· caissons were installed by the prior owner 
specifically to address failure of the ocean-side support footing and posts of the deck attached to 
the cabana that functions to provide beach access for the parcel. 

1 Staff has been inconsistent in its view of the cabana location, fluctuating between referring to it as a 
"bluff face" and a location within the bluff top setback. In fact the bluff slopes gradually in this location, 
and the cabana sits on a "bench" in the bluff area that has been present for 58 years ifnot longer. 
Arguably bluff face protections do not apply here, but even if they do, an engineered accessway is 
permissible. 
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The caisson work was in direct response to a 2005 Notice ofNon-Compliance (attached) 
sent to the then property owner noting certain conditions including: "1) the decking has 
separated from dwelling at the southwest comer; 2) the decking shows signs of movement; 3) 
deck piers have fallen away and posts are no. longer supported; 4) the posts supporting the 
under-deck beam are no longer plumb; and 5) the retaining wall located at the rear of the 
structure is listing" (emphasis added). The failure of deck supports was the result of a water line 
rupture caused by a falling tree that eroded the area around the footings of the posts. These 
conditions were corrected by the caisson work and approved by the County Planning 
Commission on March 5, 2014. The Planning Commission's decision was based primarily on 
the fact that the caisson work was properly engineered and was the best method to support the 
deck which serves as an integral connection of a permitted beach accessway to the beach. The 
Planning Commission also found that the caisson work was in the best interest of public safety 
and protection for a historic landmark. 

Analysis of Substantial Issue 

The appellants contend that inconsistencies exist with regard to geologic hazards and 
bluff development standards, landform alteration, need for future shoreline protective devices, 
visual resources, and non-conforming structures, including LCP Policies 1-2. 1-3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 
3-14,4-5, GEO-GV-1, GEO-V-3, Coastal Act sections 30251 and 30253, and Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance sections 35-67 35-160, and 35-161. Without making a line by line comparison, it 
appears to us that this litany of inconsistencies ignores the deliberative process the Planning 
Commission used to reach its decision, its actual findings of fact, and the consistency of its 
findings with applicable law and policy. While your appealing Commissioners and staff may 
disagree with the conclusions we reached, that does not mean the Planning Commission's 
findings were reached without regard for the County's certified LCP policies and related 
ordinances. On the contrary, if you review the Planning Commission's deliberations it will be 
abundantly clear that all issues of policy consistency were addressed fully in reaching our 
decision. Instead, your staffs report relies simply on the County's staff analysis which the 
Planning Commission found to be flawed after careful consideration ofthe evidence. Moreover, 
the Substantial Issue analysis is biased by a selective reading of record relating to scope and 
nature of the project and expert testimony on geologic hazards of the site. 

Indeed, all of the issues raised in the staff report were resolved through earlier actions by 
County decision-makers and staff. Declaring any of these a "substantial issue" only reopens 
issues that have been exhaustively considered ano resolved by the Planning Commission. The 
heart of the matter is whether the approval itself- the action of the Planning Commission - is 
consistent with the LCP and, based upon the findings of fact made by the Planning Commission, 
it is. Accordingly, we request that your Commission determine there is no substantial issue here 
and the appeal therefore should not be considered. 
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The factual context for the decision at issue is whether to approve as-built repairs to a 
deck associated with an historic beach cabana. Again, the prior owner undertook the installation 
of several caissons and a cantilever support system specifically to address the condition of the 
deck identified in a May 6, 2005 Notice of Noncompliance, but did so without first obtaining 
County permits. As noted above, the deck serves as an integral part of an engineered accessway 
to the beach authorized by Coastal Development Permit 01CDP-00000-00015. Engineered 
stairways and beach accessways are specifically allowed under Article II section 35-67.5, and the 
repair and maintenance of such structures are provided for in Appendix C of Article II, section 
III.A.3. To the extent that the caisson system also supports the long-term preservation of the 
landmarked structure, it does so incidentally - its principal function, by design, is to support the 
accessway (see attached site and construction plans). Mr. and Mrs. Carr sought a Coastal 
Development Permit to permit the deck repairs as installed, and they also proposed drainage 
improvements associated with the walkway to the cabana and repair and maintenance to the 
permitted shotcrete applied at the toe ofthe bluff face in 1989. 

The Planning Commission considered very carefully the manner in which these caissons 
were installed and found, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the as-built deck 
support system functions in a manner which avoids areas of geologic hazards, minimizes 
erosion, and promotes bluff stability. Each of the geologic reports associated with the Carrs' site 
investigation acknowledges the stabilizing influence of the cabana as well as the support system 
on the bluff, and that absent the cabana, the deck, and the concrete pathways, water would fall 
directly on the bluff face and significantly exacerbate erosion (see attached letters from Braun 
and Associates dated August 15,2005 and December 12, 2011 and Grover Hollingsworth dated 
November 9, 2011). 

Meanwhile, the Board of Supervisors formally designated the Irene and Frances Rich 
Beach Cabana as Historic Landmark No. 49 on March 6, 2012. The Resolution adopted by the 
Board (attached) specifically includes as part of the landmark the cabana, the walkway to the 
beach from the cabana, and the deck with its caisson system and cantilevered support. The 
HLAC recommended, and the Board found, that the cabana met numerous criteria for 
designation as a landmark and that the cabana merited designation because of its unique location 
on the bluff face and the fact that it is one of only a handful of mid-century beach cabanas 
surviving in the County. The current application represents nothing more than an effort by the 
owners to do what is expected of any owner of an historic landmark - take actions necessary to 
preserve its historic structure and character. 

In considering the Carrs' request, the Planning Commission was aware of both the factual 
and procedural history. Planning staff had raised concerns similar to those your staff raises now, 
focused in particular on whether there is a potential conflict between coastal bluff resource 
protection and the preservation of an historic landmark. The Planning Commission resolved that 
potential conflict by recognizing that the as-built repairs to the deck/beach accessway and 
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proposed drainage improvements are entirely consistent with County policies for bluff 
development. 

In summary, the Planning Commission, while considering fully its responsibilities 
pursuant to the Local Coastal Program, also recognized that the Board of Supervisors, in 
designating the Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana a County historic landmark, declared that 
its preservation is in the public interest. None of the potential policy conflicts raised by Coastal 
Commission staff suggests any result other than the one requested by the Carrs and approved by 
the Planning Commission - a determination that the as-built repairs should be approved and that 
the additional minor paving modifications to the drainage system should be allowed so as to 
continue the preservation of this important County landmark. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. We urge the Commission to 
find that no substantial issue exists with the County's approval ofthe as-built deck repairs and 
the proposed drainage improvements and shotcrete repairs. These minor improvements to a 
historic structure should be allowed consistent with similar repairs allowed for the countless 
residences and accessory structures located within the required bluff setback along the entire 
coast of California. 

{!l;;2L, £ 
C. E. Chip Wullbrandt 
For PRICE, POSTEL, & PARMA LLP 

CC: Lee and Julia Carr 
Amber Geraghty, California Coastal Commission 
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NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
May 6, 2005 

Mr. Peter Capone, Trustee 
Capone Revocable Trust 
3981 Roblar Ave. 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

RE: NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
4353 Marina Drive 
APN: 063-220-023 
05BDV-00093 

Dear Mr. Capone, 

FILE COPY 

County records indicate that you are responsible party of record of the above referenced 
property. 

Based on report received by the Santa Barbara County Division of Building and Safety, and 
with the cooperation of Mr. Salvatore Griggs in providing access, a site visit was made to 
your property onApril 28, 2005. During the site visit, the following was observed: 

1. Due to the eroding bluff face, pier footings under the co"lumns wh ich previously 
supported the deck of the guest house appear to have fallen into the ocean. The 
columns hang from the remaining structure. 

2. Due to the continually eroding bluff face, the current proximity of the building 
foundation to the edge of the bluff top, the steep slope of the bluff face , and the height 
of the bluff, the soil supporting the structure may be compromised. 

3. Foundation elements no longer meet the prescriptive code requirements for setbacks 
from descending slopes. 

MAY 09 2014 

123 EastAnapamu Street · Santa Barbara, CA 93}01-2058 
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4. Work has been done without permit in violation of Santa Barbara County Code 
Chapter 10 Section 1 0-2.6 A. Observations which support this finding are: 

a. An old stairway was removed and has been reconstructed on the West end of 
the deck without permit. 

b. A picture taken on 04/28/05 shows a beam that has been installed since a 
picture was taken on 04/05/05. 

c. Deck and deck overhanging post supports have been supplanted by 
cantilevered beams and/or diagonal supports. 

In attendance at the site visit were Mr. Salvatore Griggs, owner's representative and General 
Contractor, Mr. Mark Braun; Geotechnical and Civil Engineer; and representing the County 
were Mr. Nick Katsenis , Supervising Building Inspector; Mr. Eric Hagen, Plan Check 
Engineer; and Mr. Curtis Jensen, Building Inspector. Mr. Braun said that he needed at least 
30 days to evaluate the condition and prepare submittal documents, so we agreed that 60 
days was reasonable to make an evaluation and prepare a submittal to justify the location of 
the building on the bluff edge or propose measures that will abate the condition. Mr. Braun 
may want to communicate with the Planning and Development Engineering Geologist, Mr. 
Brian Baca concerning the possibilities of measures to be considered in the abatement of the 
condition . Brian Baca can be contacted at Bbaca@ co.santa-barbara.ca.us and 
805 .568.2004. 

We found the guest house unoccupied and Mr. Griggs said that it has not been occupie-d 
recently. The building has been posted with a yellow notice which restricts entry into the 
building to construction and building design personnel only. Until engineers make a 
determination and the County concurs with the determination regarding the building's safety, 
the Limited Entry Notice will remain on the building. Mr. Braun asked what the procedure 
would be if he found the retaining wall on the ascending slope side of the building to be 
failing. If Mr. Braun determines that the retaining wall, building found~tion or structure is in an 
unsafe condition he will immediately notify the Division of Building arid Safety of his findings . 
In that event the abatement process will be commenced pursuant to the Uniform Code for 
the Abatement of Dangerous Buildings. 

Plans and calculations showing the building meets the minimum requirements of the 2001 
CBC must be submitted to the County of Santa Barbara Building Division within 60 days of 
this n_otice. If no submittal is received within 60 days of this hotice, the building will be 
deemed to meet the definition of a dangerous and substandard building in The 
Uniform Code for the Abatement of Dangerous Buildings Chapter 3 Section 302 
Subsection 8 and California Health and Safety Code Section 17920. 

A copy of the Uniform Code for the Abatement of Dangerous Buildings can be purchased at 
http://www.iccsafe.orqle/prodsearch. html?statelnfo= TkcNcivkfbainJxd7416% 7C3& words=ab 
atement&qo.x=31&qo.y=4. 

G:\GROUP\B UD...DING\STREET FILES\SOUTH COUN1Y\MARINA DRNE\4353\NN 04-29-0S .doc 
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California Health and Safety Code, Section 17920 defines a substandard structure as 
follows: 

17920.3. Any building or portion thereof including any dwelling unit, guestroom or 
suite of rooms, or the premises on which the same is located, in which there exists 
any of the following listed conditions to an extent that endangers the life, limb, health, 
property, safety, or welfare of the public or the occupants thereof shall be deemed and 
hereby is declared to be a substandard building: 

Structural hazards which may cause a building to be deemed substandard are defined in the 
California Health and Safety Code, include, but are not limited to " ... Deteriorated or 
inadequate foundations." · 

Conditions at your site which support a finding of "deteriorated or inadequate foundations" 
are as follows: 

1. Plastic sheeting is covering areas of soil. erosion. 
2. Mark Braun, Geotechnical Engineer stated that this bluff is likely receding. 
3. The decking has separated from the dwelling at the SW corner of building. 
4. Decking shows signs of movement. 
5. Deck precast piers have fallen away and posts are no longer supported. 
6. Posts supporting beam under deck is not plumb. 
7. 4" by 8" structural lumber beneath deck no longer mid-span supported. 
8. Retaining wall located at rear of building is listing and is being evaluated by Mark 

Braun. 

Due to the structure's proximity to the bluff-face, your structure no longer meets the 
prescriptive requirements of the California Building Code. Therefore it is necessary for the 
Division of Building and Safety to require an investigation of the soil conditions adjacent to 
your building in the area of the slope failure and verify that your structure has proper 
structural support. 

The sections of the 2001 California Building Code which speak to slope setbacks are as 
follows: 

1806.5.3 Footing setback from descending slope surface. Footing on or adjacent to slope 
surfaces shall be founded in firm material with embedment and setback from the slop~ 
surface sufficient to proved vertical and lateral support for the footing without detrimental 
settlement. Except as provided for in Section 1806.5.6 and Figure 18-/-1, the following is 
deemed adequate to meet criteria. Where the slope is steeper than 1 unit vertical in 1 unit 
horizontal (1 00% slope), the required setback shall be measured from an imaginary plane 
45 degrees to the borizontal, projected upward from the toe of the slope. 

G:\GROUP\BUll . .DJNG\STREET FJLES\SOUTI! COUNTY\MARJNA DRIVE\4353\NN 04-29-05.doc 
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1806.5.6 Alternative setback and clearance . . The Building official may approve 
alternate setbacks and clearances. The building official may require an investigation 
and recommendation of a qualified engineer to demonstrate that the intent of this 
section has been satisfied. Such an investigation shall include consideration of 
material, height of slope, slope gradient, load intensity and erosion characteristics of 
slope material. 

To properly evaluate the structure and its support conditions, a structural evaluation is 
required. The attached pages are guidelines to assist your professionals in preparing a 
complete submittal. 

To satisfy this notice, all documents and reports shall be submitted to the Division of 
Building and Safety by July 7, 2005. 

For work done without permit, apply for land use and building permits at the same 
time you submit your structural evaluation documents. Stop all work on the guest house 
building and attached deck. Please note that any proposed alterations to the retaining wall at 
the ascending slope or the building will require permits. 

GUIDELINES FOR STRUCTURAL EVALUATION SUBMITTAL 

Provide four (4) complete sets of plans and two (2) sets of calculations and soils reports. 
Any drawings provided are to be legible and drawn to scale (engineering scale acceptable if 
legible). All documentation is to be prepared by currently registered professionals licensed in 
the State of California. In order to be accepted for processing, structural repair submittals 
must include, at a minimum, the following: 

1. Site Plan, to include (at minimum): 

• Project address 
• Name, address, and telephone humber of the owner and the person responsible for 

the preparation of the plans 
• Name, address, and telephone number of all consultants involved with the project 

design 
• Easements and/or restricted use areas, with dimensions 
• North arrow 
• Location of all property lines/dimensions from buildings to property lines 
• Current location of bluff top and toe, location of Mean High Tide Line 
• Locations of all buildings I structures on adjaq~.f.l.t .property _within 1 0 feet of property 

line: (For shoring requirements, see item 19) 
• Location and dimensions of walks, driveways and other hardscape 
• Drainage information, to include site drainage pattems and drainage devices (catch 

basins, area drains, sump pumps, etc.) 

r.·\r.R nT TP\Rlln nTNr.\.<;TRFFT Fll .FS\.<;()IJTH l.OUNTY\M ARINA DRTVE\4353\NN 04-29-0S.doc 
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2. Site Cross Section (minimum one; additional as necessary), to include: 

• Location of street and property line at front of property, location of building, location of 
Mean High Tide Line, current location of bluff top and toe (or top and toe at slope 
failure) ·· · 

• In the case of building support analysis, an outline of the existing foundation, showing 
footing locations, sizes, and depths 

3. Geotechnical Report: 

• A foundation investigation which includes soil classification is to be provided as per 
California Building Code Section 1804 

• Report is to include, at a minimum, the information outlined in Section 1804.3 of the 
California Building Code, including foundation design recommendations 

• The Building Official requires that Liquefaction Potential and Soil Strength Loss are to 
be evaluated as per California Building Code Section 18b4.5. 

• A slope stability analysis of the adjacent descending slope or bluff face prepared by a 
CA Licensed Geotechnical Engineer or Engineering Geologist in accordance with 
Chapter 18 of the California Building Code . 

• 
• 4. Structural Analysis and Plans (when required for building support 

analysis): 
• Geotechnical Engineer to provide approval of foundation designs for consistency with 

soils report recommendations 
• Calculations are to include the effects of lateral loads such as wind, seismic, potential 

wave damage, hydrostatic pressure and/or soil pressure on structural elements 
including caissons or columns 

• Include structural key, design dead and live loads 
• Provide size and spacing of all structural elements, co-nstruction assemblies, critical 

connection details, reinforcement detailing, and any other structural elements referred 
to in the structural design 

• Existing condition assessment (i.e., cracking, weathering , corrosion, erosion, etc.) 
Recommendations for testing, if required, to determine structural properties of 
materials. 

5. Additional Considerations: 

• Additional documentation will be required for proposals to correct substandard 
conditions which require work on the bluff or existing buildings, At a minimum, this 
would include more detailed site plans, floor plans, and elevations to show the building 
as attered complies with all aspects of the Santa Barbara County Zoning Ordinance 

·and California Building Codes. It should include a breakdown of project data showing 
square footage amounts. · . . 

• In order to expedite the plan review process, it is in the best interest of all parties that 
a special effort is made by the design team to comply with each and every_ one of the 

. items listed above_ 

r.-lr.RnT fPIRTm .nTNG\STRF.F.T FTI.F_<;\SOl ITH r.OtJNTY\MARINA DRTYE\4353\NN 04-29-0S.doc 



May 6, 2005 
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE DUE TO CHANGE IN SOIL CONDITIONS 
4353 Marina Drive 
APN: 063-220 -023 
OSBDV-00093 
Page 6 of 7 

Upon resolution of the building compliance case that has been identified on the property, 
building compliance recovery costs will be assessed to cover all time spent by County staff 
investigating and resolving the case pursuant to Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 10 
Section 10-2.12. The current fee in effect, as approved by the Board of SupeNisors is $85.00 
per hour. The payment of compliance costs is required regardless of any fines incurred 
under the Administrative Fine Program pursuant to Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 24A 
and; any investigation fee that is associated with any work that has been done without permit 
per the Section 107.5 of the California Building Code. 

Prior to the expiration of the above referenced 60 day period, you may submit in writing any 
information relating to the determination of the existence of a violation(s) or a request for an 
extension of the 60 day deadline. 

Failure to comply with this notice may result in but is not limited to any or all of the following 
actions: 

• Transmittal of Notice of Violation pursuant to Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 
24A; 

• Declaration of lien recorded of non-compliance against the property; 
• Other actions as prescribed by law. 

Please be advised that permits and inspections are required of all work. STOP WORK on the 
guest house. · 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please be advised that this notice only address 
conditions as noted. Other conditions discovered as a result of this compliance case may 
require additional compliance actions. You may be required to obtain other permits in order 
to comply with other portions of the County Code. 

Respectfully, 

Curtis Jens · 
Building Inspector 
(805) 884-6842 
cujensen@ co.santa-barbara.ca.us 

Cc: Nick Katsenis, Supervising.Building InspeCtor · 
Lincoln Thomas, Supervising Building Inspector 
Petra Leyva, Supervising Planner · 
Salvatore Griggs, General Building Contractor #639726; P.o ·. Box 884; Santa Ynez CA 93460 
Mark B-raun, Professional Engineer; P.O. Bcix 2004; Buellton: CA 93427-2004 
Compliance Case File 

- --------· ---- --...- -. ...... --~ ..... ~~• • .....,..,..,...,.,....., • ..,t:".., , ,.,..., 1'\A ..,1"\1'\C..l- -
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May 6, 2005 
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE DUE TO CHANGE IN SOIL CONDITIONS 
4353 Marina Drive 
APN: 063-220-023 
05BDV-00093 
Page 7 of 7 

ENCLOSED PICTURE OF SOUTH ELEVATION OF BEACH HOUSE 

G:\GROUP\BUllJ)lNG\STREET FILES\SOliTH COUNTY\MARINA DRJVE\4353\NN 04-29-0S.doc 
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ssociates, 

Inc. 

Mr. Peter Capone 
C/o SJG Construction 
P.O. Box 884 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Re: Beach House decking, 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara, CA 

Dear Mr. Capone: 

~,AY 09 2014 

August 15, 2005 

Per your request this letter discusses the damage and repair options for the Beach House deck 
which was damaged during the recent storms of2004-2005. 

In December 2004 the Santa Barbara area experienced severe flooding and high winds. As a 
result in many areas erosion along with toppling of trees had occurred. One such area of damage 
happened at the Beach House on the property referenced above. Based on discussions with you 
and your representative, Mr. Tori Griggs I understand that the damage to the wood deck and 
supporting structure occurred due to a large tree being knocked over by the high winds. The root 
ball broke an active water line. This damage was not discovered for approximately two days. The 
resulting concentrated water created an erosional channel, which undermined and exposed 
portions of the deck foundation system. The deck is a wood framed structure with concrete block 
footings placed on grade. The attachment of wood ledgers to the existing structure consisted of 
nails, which unfortunately pulled away from the building sill plate approximately 2-inches. 

Per the desire of the owner to repair the deck this firm recommends stabilizing the deck through 
the use of a deep foundation system. This would transfer the loads into the underlying bedrock 
formation. The design would generally utilize most of the existing wood framing with additional 
wood supports which would then be connected to the foundation system. It is expected the work 
would cause little to no disturbance of the bluff. It is expected however, should the deck be 
removed the exposed ground open to the weather would cause accelerated surface erosion. 

Once it has been decided as to the time frame for this work this firm can then provide the 
calculations along with field inspections for the repair of the deck. 

Soils Engineering • Materials Testing 

Mailing: P.O. Box 2004, Buellton, CA 93427 • Phone (805) 688-5429 • Fax (805) 688-7239 
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August 15, 2005 
4353 Marina/Capone 
Page 2 

Should you have any questions please call me at (805) 688-5429. 

MDB/dsc 

!697NING BCH HSE DEC REPAJR 



Grover 
Hollingsworth 

~~"""""""'.-.-.and Asaociates1 

Lee and Julia Carr 
43 53 Marina Drive 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 

~1AY 09 2014 

Inc. 

November 9, 2011 
GH14022-G 

Subject: Geologic and Geotechnical Assessment, Beach Cabana and Adjacent Bluff 
Stability, Parcel B, Parcel Map 10994, APN 083-220-23, 4353 Marina 
Drive, Santa Barbara, California. 

Reference: Reports by Grover-Hollingsworth and Associates, Inc.: Geologic and 
Engineering Exploration, Landslide Evaluation, Site Stability Assessment, 
Beach Cabana Stability Assessment, Proposed Sewage Disposal System and 
Possible Future Site Development, dated August 9, 1999; and Geologic and 
Soils Engineering Update and Plan Review, Proposed Residence Additions, 
Pool and Retaining Wall, dated July 31, 2008. 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Carr, 

The following provides additional geologic and geotechnical assessment of the stability 

of the beach cabana and adjacent bluff. This assessment follows a recent site visit 

performed on October 13, 2011, review of our above-referenced reports, review of 

recently provided letters and reports by Mark Braun and J.N. Brouwer and review of 

historic oblique air photographs. Additional subsurface exploration, soil sampling, 

laboratory testing and slope stability analyses have not been performed as our earlier 

detailed studies referenced above are still deemed to be valid. It is our understanding that 

those earlier reports have been provided to Santa Barbara Planning and Development 

Engineering Geology Geotechnical Engineering 
31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 



November 9, 2011 
GH14022-G 
Page2 

Department and so they are not now being resubmitted. They are, of course, available on 
request. 

2005 DECK STABILIZATION PROJECT 

We have recently learned that a deck stabilization project was undertaken at the beach 

cabana following a 2004 waterline break that caused local erosion slumping of the 

residual soil beneath the southwest portion of a wood deck that is situated south of the 

beach cabana. The erosion/slumping removed support for at least one of the piers 

supporting the southern edge of the deck. Another pier at the southeast comer of the deck 

was also unsupported due to earlier erosion. 

The deck repair plans were prepared by Braun and Associates and are dated 

April 12, 2004. The plans detail the installation of five north/south-trending girders 

extending from the southern east/west-trending deck support beam, to five new pier 

footings under the beach cabana floor. These new girders extend over original the 

southern beach cabana footing. The Braun design documentation shows that the existing 

southern cabana footing was underpinned with three, minimum 35-foot-deep, 18-inch

diameter, steel reinforced, concrete friction piles. These piles and the five new pad 

footings under the beach cabana floor provide vertical support for the five new girders 

that now provide cantilever support for the deck. This new support system allowed 

removal of the original wood posts that formerly supported the southern side of the deck. 

Two additional concrete friction piles were installed under the eastern side of the wood 

deck. 

Our visual inspection conducted on October 13, 2011 confirmed that the Braun repairs are 

performing as intended to support the deck in a level, sound condition. We also observed 

that the cabana building itself showed no signs of structural problems or foundation 

movement. 

The 2004 Braun plans do not suggest that the beach cabana was to be releveled or 

repaired as part of the deck stabilization project. The August 17, 2005, Coastal Geology 

and Soils Inc. report that was prepared after completion of the deck repair project also 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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Page 3 

does not suggest that damage to the original beach cabana foundation system was 

apparent. In addition, Curtis Jensen, who observed the beach cabana and deck after 

completion of the deck repair project, discussed damage to the deck and its original 

support system but not to the beach cabana itself. Further, the undersigned did not 

observe obvious evidence of settlement or damage to the beach cabana foundations in 

1999. Therefore, while the original southern deck foundations, that were shallow and 

located on the descending natural slope above the steep bluff experienced damage over 

time, the cabana foundation system that is located farther from the bluff face has 

performed adequately since original construction in 1956. 

BLUFF RETREAT 

As part of our work, we reviewed vertical air photographs of the site on file at the 

University of California Santa Barbara. The vertical air photographs reviewed are :from 

1928, 1943, 1954, 1964, 1975, and 2001-2002. Stereoscopic review of the photos reveals no 

significant erosion ofthe existing bluff face between 1928 and 2002. 

We have also reviewed available oblique air photographs of the site that are available on the 

California Coastal Records Project website. The 1972 and 1979 oblique photographs depict 

the bluff prior to placement of the gunite at the bluff toe in 1989. A series of shallow sea 

caves are depicted at the base of the bluff in the area of the beach cabana. The 

configuration of the bluff below the cabana is not obviously different over this time interval. 

The October 2004 oblique air photographs show the condition of the bluff 15 years after 

installation of the gunite. The gunite appears to be performing as it was intended to 

function, to prevent significant bluff retreat below the beach cabana. The configuration of 

the bedrock in the bluff face above the gunite appears substantially the same as that 

depicted in the earlier 1972 and 1979 images. The October 2004 photographs depict a local 

shallow erosion within the residual soil at the top of the bluff below the southwest portion 

of the deck. That failure reportedly occurred as a result of a waterline break. The 

photographs also show evidence of a similar but smaller local area of slumping/erosion at 

the top of the bluff below the southeast comer of the deck. Neither of these areas of 

erosion/slumping involve the bedrock beneath the cabana. 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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More recent oblique photographs, dated September 2006, September 2008, and September 

2010, as well as our recent site observation do not reveal any obvious changes to the gunite 

protection at the toe of the bluff or the bluff face between the top of the gunite and the 

beach cabana. 

Our historic air photograph review indicates that there has been no significant retreat of the 

bluff in the area of the cabana since its original construction in 1956. We have also 

concluded that the gunite at the base of the bluff has arrested all significant retreat due to 

wave action since its installation in 1989. Assuming that the gunite is maintained to achieve 

its historical level of performance, bluff retreat due to wave action will not represent a risk 

to the cabana's stability. 

ACTIVE LANDSLIDES 

A shallow active landslide exists on the southwest portion of the property within the lower 

portion of the re-entrant canyon. The location of this landslide is shown on our Geologic 

Map. This landslide is not located in an area where it can affect the stability of the cabana. 

That landslide reportedly occurred in the summer of 1998, following the rupture of an 

irrigation line on the slope above. The failure reportedly occurred four days after the water 

line rupture. The earth materials involved in the failure were likely already saturated as a 

result of the heavy winter rains of early 1998. 

The southwestern failure area measures approximately 165 feet long and 15 to 50 feet wide, 

narrowing toward the head scarp. The head scarp is approximately 10 feet high. The failure 

debris extends toward the beach below. At the time of our site visitin 1999, approximately 

10 to 15 feet of failure debris was present at the toe of the slide. Our 2008 site visit revealed 

that in place bedrock was exposed at the toe of the slide above the beach. It is likely that 

failure debris at the toe of the landslide had been removed by erosion and wave action. 

During our site visit in 1999, earth cracks ranging up to 6-inches wide were present within 

the slide mass. These cracks were not observed during our 2008 and recent site visits. 

A second active landslide is present at the extreme southeast corner of the property. This 

landslide is located on the bluff face and extends offsite to the east. This bedrock landslide 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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appears to have occurred within steeper south-dipping bedrock located south of the 

eastward projection of the fold axis that crosses the subject site. This landslide is apparent 

on both oblique and vertical air photographs taken after 1978 and is not located in the area 

of the beach cabana. We believe that this landslide occurred during the heavy winter rains 

of 1978. 

A small area of surficial soil erosion/slumping is present below the western portion of the 

wood deck south of the beach cabana. This failure reportedly occurred in 2004 as the result 

of a broken water pipe that saturated the near surface residual soil above the bedrock. The 

failure does not involve the bedrock. Our recent site observation does not reveal evidence 

of enlargement of this feature. 

We have concluded that there are no landslides in the area of the cabana that represent a risk 

to its stability 

SLOPE STABILITY 

Static stability calculations were performed for the existing south-facing descending slope 

in the area of the beach cabana. The calculations were performed using the SLIDE 

Computer Program by Rocscience. We chose the Corrected Janbu's Method for non-circular 

failures as potential planar failures are most critical in the area of the beach cabana. 

Our slope stability models along Section C include a region of crushed bedrock located 

along the fold axis that was encountered in Boring B-3 and observed during our geologic 

mapping. The fold extends across the entire property from the eastern property line to the 

western property line and was observed in the exposed east-facing bedrock slope outside the 

property line along the beach. The presence of the fold eliminates any potential for 

continuous bedding planes along the section line that extend from the beach through the 

beach cabana to the top of the slope. The presence of this fold likely contributed to the 

steepness of the bluff in the area of the beach cabana and offsite to the west while the 

adjoining areas to the east are less steep. 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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Our slope stability model along Section C designates the downslope portion of the bedrock 

below the crushed bedrock to have anisotropic bedding shear strength parameters between 

the angles of20 to 29 degrees (apparent dip). The bedding along Section C daylights on to 

the over-steepened bluff face at the beach. The bedrock above the crushed zone was given 

anisotropic-bedding shear-strength parameters between 40 and 50 degrees. 

We have calculated slope stability following commonly accepted methods and using the 

results of our earlier and detailed geologic studies. These methods assume a fully water 

saturated structure to represent a "worst case"or minimum factor of safety. These 

calculations also ignore the improvements to stability provided by the Braun friction pilings 

implemented as a part of the deck repairs. With these assumptions, static stability 

calculations with planar failures extending from the toe of the slope to points under the 

beach cabana along Section C indicate a static factor of safety of 1.17 (SLIDE file 14022C 

static planar lower). Static stability calculations with planar failures extending from the toe 

of the slope along Section C to points upslope of the beach cabana indicate a static factor of 

safety of 1.22 (SLIDE file Carr14022G SecC Static Stability Planar). 

CONCLUSIONS 

The current beach cabana rests on a small pad that appears to have been excavated into the 

moderately steep natural slope above the steep bluff that descends to the beach. The beach 

cabana and the adjacent wood deck were permitted and constructed in 1956. The beach 

cabana was constructed on continuous perimeter concrete footings and isolated interior 

piers based on work by Braun and Brouwer (2004-2005). The wood deck was supported by 

the southern beach cabana wall/foundation and by a southerly wood beam that was 

supported by small, isolated concrete piers and wood posts. These shallow deck support 

piers were located at or on the top of the steep bluff face south of the cabana. They did not 

extend into the bedrock. These piers supporting the southern edge of the deck experienced 

downslope movement over the 48 year period between their initial construction in 1956 and 

their elimination (as deck support elements) in 2004. 

The foundation beneath the cabana building itself performed well over that 48 year period 

and was continuing to provide adequate support for the cabana in 2004 when the deck 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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repair project was undertaken. The deck repair project has eliminated the need for the 

failing southern row of deck piers by providing a cantilever structure tied to five new 

friction piles and that are founded in bedrock. The 2004 repair provides the deck, which is 

a part of the onsite beach access path, with a foundation system that conforms with current 

Code requirements with respect to foundation setback to the face of the descending slope. 

The five new reinforced concrete friction piles also improve the stability of the pad upon 

which the beach cabana rests by improving the shear resistance along the south-dipping 

bedding. 

The beach cabana pad was excavated into a natural slope that is underlain by gently south

to southwest-dipping sedimentary bedrock. The bedrock section below the beach cabana is 

exposed in the central and upper portions of the bluff face. The bedrock exhibits consistent 

structure and no evidence of bedrock displacement due to landsliding. The bedrock along 

the lower portion the bluff is covered with gunite placed in 1989 under an emergency 

permit to repair sea caves at the base of the bluff. These sea caves are visible in the 1972 

and 1979 oblique air photograph that we recently reviewed. The gunite has eliminated 

significant bluff retreat due to wave action. 

The stability of a slope, such as that upon which the beach cabana is built can be evaluated 

qualitatively through review of historic data and quantitatively through geologic and 

geotechnical exploration, laboratory testing and engineering analysis. Our qualitative 

analysis has been performed by reviewing historic vertical and oblique air photographs and 

reviewing the performance of the cabana. This work suggests that the bluff below the 

cabana has not visibly retreated since the beach cabana was constructed. The bluff has been 

very stable since the 1989 emergency gunite installation at the base of the bluff with the 

exception of the small residual soil erosion due to the waterline leak. There has been no 

significant change to the bluffs bedrock structure beneath this residual soil area. Based on 

our review of the Braun repair design documentation, the added friction piles extend into 

that bedrock and do not rely upon the residual soil for their support. 

Our quantitative analysis also suggests that the bluff and the cabana building pad are stable 

under non-seismic conditions even when we assume that the bedrock profile beneath the 

cabana is fully water saturated. The assumption that a slope is fully saturated is normally 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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required for stability analyses performed as part of a new development. Such an 

assumption can however be overly conservative for analysis of the stability of an existing 

condition. Our analyses suggest a static factor of safety for the bluff below the cabana and 

the bluff and natural slope above the cabana under saturated conditions of 1.17 to 1.22. 

Since a factor of safety of 1.0 indicates theoretical failure this result indicates that the slope 

below the beach cabana is stable. The factor of safety would be significantly higher if the 

shear tests, upon which the analyses are based, were run under non-saturated conditions. It 

is our opinion that presence of the beach cabana that collects roof drainage and conducts it 

to the beach, and the presence of the fold axis upslope of the cabana that cuts off 

groundwater flow along bedding toward the beach, make it unlikely that the bedrock profile 

beneath the cabana ever becomes saturated. Consequently, we conclude that the actual 

stability of the slope is greater than indicated by our stability analyses. Its historic stability 

throughout all events since 1956 supports that conclusion. 

We understand that questions have been posed regarding the relationship of the current 

stability of the cabana compared to that at the time it was built. It is our opinion that the 

beach cabana remains at least as stable as the day it was completed. There is no evidence 

that any significant bluff retreat has occurred since the cabana was constructed. The 1989 

emergency toe-of-bluff stabilization continues to perform well and continues to protect the 

bluff from wave attack. In addition, the friction piles added as part of the deck stabilization 

project improve the stability of the bluff above the base of those piles. 

The presence of the beach cabana actually improves bluff stability and reduces the danger 

posed to members of the public for several reasons. First the cabana, its water impervious 

roof and its water drainage collection system covers the majority of the relevant residual 

soil at the top of the bluff preventing saturation and possible failure of these soils. Second 

the cabana reduces the infiltration of incident rainfall into the bedrock. As discussed above, 

the bedrock factor of safety suggested by our analyses may, at most, be relevant if the 

bedrock becomes fully saturated. Limiting deep water infiltration is therefore important to 

long term bluff stability. Finally, the piles that were installed as part of the deck 

stabilization project increase the shear resistance along the adversely oriented bedding 

planes thereby improving bluff stability. 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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Please call this office with any questions. This report and our exploration are subject to the 

following Notice. 

NOTICE 

General Conditions 

The subsurface conditions, excavation characteristics, geologic structure and contacts 

described herein and shown on Cross Section C have been projected from excavations on 

the site, as indicated and should in no way be construed to reflect any variations which may 

occur between or away from these excavations or which may result from changes in 

subsurface conditions. The projection of geologic contacts is based on available data and 

experience and should not be considered exact. 

This report is issued and made for your sole use and benefit. The intent of this report is to 

advise our client on geotechnical matters involving the proposed improvements. It should 

be understood that the geotechnical consulting provided and the contents of this report are 

not perfect. Any errors or omissions noted by any party reviewing this report, and/or any 

other geotechnical aspect of the project, should be reported to this office in a timely fashion. 

Any liability in connection herewith shall not exceed our fee for the exploration. 

Geotechnical engineering is characterized by uncertainty. Geotechnical engineering is often 

described as an inexact science or art. Conclusions presented herein are partly based upon 

the evaluations of technical information gathered, partly on experience, and partly on 

professional judgment. The conclusions presented should be considered "advice." Other 

consultants could arrive at different conclusions. No warranty, expressed or implied, is 

made or intended in connection with the above exploration or by the furnishing of this 

report or by any other oral or written statement. 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 



Should you have any questions, please call. 

Respectfully submitted, 

RAH:pr 

Enc: Coastal Geology & Soils Inc. Geologic Map 
Coastal Geology & Soils Inc. Section A 
GHA Geologic Map (pocket) 
GHA Section C 
Calculation Sheets (10) 

xc: (13) Addressee 
( 1) Addressee, via email 

November 9, 2011 
GH14022-G 
Page 10 

31129 Via Colinas, Suite 707, Westlake Village, California, 91362 • (818) 889-0844 • (FAX) 889-4170 
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Carr-14022-G Sec C Static Stability Lower Planar 
janbu corrected 
The 1 0 surfaces with the lowest factors of safety 
1.169 

Bedrock-Bedding 
20-29 degrees 

Terrace Deposits 

Bedrock-Bedding 
4Q-50 degrees 



Slide Analysis Information 
Document Name 

File Name: 14022C static planar lower 

Project Settings 

Project Title: Carr-14022-G Sec C Static Stability Lower Planar 
Failure Direction: Right to Left 
Units of Measurement: Imperial Units 
Pore Fluid Unit Weight: 62.4 lb/ft3 
Groundwater Method: Water Surfaces 
Data Output: Standard 
Calculate Excess Pore Pressure: Off 
Allow Ru with Water Surfaces or Grids: Off 
Random Numbers: Pseudo-random Seed 
Random Number Seed: 10116 
Random Number Generation Method: Park and Miller v.3 

Analysis Methods 

Analysis Methods used: 
Janbu corrected 

Number of slices: 25 
Tolerance: 0.005 
Maximum number of iterations: 50 

Surface Options 

Surface Type: Non-Circular Block Search 
Number of Surfaces: 5000 
Pseudo-Random Surfaces: Enabled 
Convex Surfaces Only: Disabled 
Left Projection Angle (Start Angle): 110 
Left Projection Angle (End Angle): 165 
Right Projection Angle (Start Angle): 45 
Right Projection Angle (End Angle): 70 
Minimum Elevation: Not Defined 
Minimum Depth: Not Defined 

Tension Crack 

Tension crackWater level: dry 

Material Properties 

Material: Terrace Deposits 
Strength Type: Mohr-Coulomb 
Unit Weight: 125 lb/ft3 
Cohesion: 160 psf 
Friction Angle: 24 degrees 
Water Surface: None 

Material: Bedrock-Lower 
Strength Type: Anisotropic function 
Unit Weight: 100 lb/ft3 
Water Surface: None 



c=190, phi=31 

• 90 to 29 degrees: c=BOO, phi=36 
29 to 20 degrees: c=190, phi=31 

• 20 to -90 degrees: c=BOO, phl=36 

Material: Bedrock-Upper 
Strength Type: Anisotropic function 
Unit Weight: 1 00 lb/ft3 
Water Surface: None 

c=BOO, phi=36 

• 90 to 50 degrees: c=BOO, phi=36 
50 to 40 degrees: c=190, phl=31 

• 40 to -90 degrees: c=BOO, phi=36 

Material: Crushed Bedrock 
Strength Type: Mohr-Coulomb 
Unit Weight: 100 lb/ft3 
Cohesion: 400 psf 
Friction Angle: 35 degrees 
Water Surface: None 

Global Minimums 

Method: janbu corrected 



FS: 1.168590 
Axis Location: -2.879, 65.241 
Left Slip Surface Endpoint: 20.000, 11 .000 
Right Slip Surface Endpoint: 47.527, 41.764 
Left Slope Intercept: 20.000 11.000 
Right Slope Intercept: 47.527 49.764 
Resisting Horizontal Force=21 083.3 lb 
Driving Horizontal Force=18041 .6 lb 

Valid /Invalid Surfaces 

Method: janbu corrected 
Number of Valid Surfaces: 4474 
Number of Invalid Surfaces: 526 
Error Codes: 
Error Code -1 05 reported for 38 surfaces 
Error Code -1 08 reported for 179 surfaces 
Error Code -111 reported for 90 surfaces 
Error Code -113 reported for 5 surfaces 
Error Code -1000 reported for 214 surfaces 

Error Codes 

The following errors were encountered during the computation: 

-105 =More than two surface I slope 
intersections with no valid slip surface. 

-108 =Total driving moment 
or total driving force < 0.1. This is to 
limit the calculation of extremely high safety 
factors if the driving force is very small 
(0.1 is an arbitrary number). 

-111 = safety factor equation did not converge 

-113 =Surface intersects outside slope limits. 

-1000 = No valid slip surfaces are generated 
at a grid center. Unable to draw a surface. 

List of All Coordinates 

Material Boundary 
96.000 73.000 
99.000 73.000 
1 06.000 73.000 
163.000 75.000 
197.000 114.000 

Material Boundary 
80.000 -50.000 
99.000 73.000 

Material Boundary 
106.000 73.000 
120.000 -50.000 

External Boundary 
240.000 -50.000 
240.000 137.000 



203.000 
197.000 
183.000 
167.000 
151.000 
134.000 
128.000 
115.500 
115.500 
104.000 
96.000 
90.000 
71.000 
60.000 
50.000 
32.000 
30.000 
22.000 
20.000 
17.000 
0.000 
0.000 
80.000 
120.000 

120.000 
114.000 
113.000 
102.000 
93.000 
90.000 
91.000 
86.000 
82.000 
81.000 
73.000 
72.000 
55.000 
51.000 
51 .000 
42.000 
39.000 
14.000 
11.000 
10.000 
9.000 
-50.000 
-50.000 
-50.000 

Tens ion Crack 
30.000 31.000 
32.000 34.000 
50.000 43.000 
60.000 43.000 
71.000 47.000 
90.000 64.000 
96.000 65.000 
1 04.000 73.000 
115.500 74.000 

Focus/Block Search Window 
24.414 8.547 
111 .032 14.012 
111.032 74.399 
29.742 34.590 

Focus/Block Search Point 
20.000 11 .000 
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Carr-14022-G--Sec C Static Stability Planar 
14022C static planar 
janbu corrected 
The 1 0 surfaces with the lowest factors of safety 
Global Minimum FOS = 1.217 
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Slide Analysis Information 

Document Name 

File Name: 14022C static planar 

Project Settings 

Project Title: Carr-14022-G--Sec C Static Stability Planar 
Failure Direction: Right to Left 
Units of Measurement: Imperial Units 
Pore Fluid Unit Weight: 62.4 lb/ft3 
Groundwater Method: Water Surfaces 
Data Output: Standard 
Calculate Excess Pore Pressure: Off 
Allow Ru with Water Surfaces or Grids: Off 
Random Numbers: Pseudo-random Seed 
Random Number Seed: 10116 
Random Number Generation Method: Park and Miller v.3 

Analysis Methods 

Analysis Methods used: 
Janbu corrected 

Number of slices: 25 
Tolerance: 0.005 
Maximum number of iterations: 50 

Surface Options 

Surface Type: Non-Circular Block Search 
Number of Surfaces: 5000 
Pseudo-Random Surfaces: Enabled 
Convex Surfaces Only: Disabled 
Left Projection Angle (Start Angle): 110 
Left Projection Angle (End Angle) : 165 
Right Projection Angle (Start Angle) : 45 
Right Projection Angle (End Angle): 70 
Minimum Elevation: Not Defined 
Minimum Depth: Not Defined 

Tension Crack 

Tension crackWater level: dry 

Material Properties 

Material : Terrace Deposits 
Strength Type: Mohr-Coulomb 
Unit Weight: 125 lb/ft3 
Cohesion: 160 psf 
Friction Angle: 24 degrees 
Water Surface: None 

Material: Bedrock-Bedding 
Strength Type: Anisotropic function 
Unit Weight: 1 00 lb/ft3 
Water Surface: None 



c=190, phl=31 

• 90 to 29 degrees: c=500, phi=29 
29 to 20 degrees: c=190, phi=31 

• 20 to -90 degrees: c=500, phi=29 

Material: Bedrock 
Strength Type: Anisotropic function 
Unit Weight: 100 lb/ft3 
Water Surface: None 

c=500, phi=29 

• 90 to 50 degrees: c=500, phi=29 
50 to 40 degrees: c=190, phi=31 

• 40 to -90 degrees: c=500, phi=29 

Material: Crushed Bedrock 
Strength Type: Mohr-Coulomb 
Unit Weight: 1 00 lb/ft3 
Cohesion: 400 psf 
Friction Angle: 35 degrees 
Water Surface: None 

Global Minimums 

Method: janbu corrected 



FS: 1.217290 
Axis Location: -2.229, 164.185 
Left Slip Surface Endpoint: 20.000, 11 .000 
Right Slip Surface Endpoint: 125.942, 82.142 
Left Slope Intercept: 20.000 11.000 
Right Slope Intercept: 125.942 90.177 
Resisting Horizontal Force=1 09733 lb 
Driving Horizontal Force=90145.4 lb 

Valid /Invalid Surfaces 

Method: janbu corrected 
Number of Valid Surfaces: 4956 
Number of Invalid Surfaces: 44 
Error Codes: 
Error Code -113 reported for 44 surfaces 

Error Codes 

The following errors were encountered during the computation: 

-113 = Surface intersects outside slope limits. 

List of All Coordinates 

Material Boundary 
96.000 73.000 
99.000 73.000 
106.000 73.000 
163.000 75.000 
197.000 114.000 

Material Boundary 
80.000 -50.000 
99.000 73.000 

Material Boundary 
106.000 73.000 
120.000 -50.000 

External Boundary 
240.000 -50.000 
240.000 137.000 
203.000 120.000 
197.000 114.000 
183.000 113.000 
167.000 102.000 
151.000 93.000 
134.000 90.000 
128.000 91.000 
115.500 86.000 
115.500 82.000 
104.000 81 .000 
96.000 73.000 
90.000 72.000 
71.000 55.000 
60.000 51.000 
50.000 51.000 
32.000 42.000 
30.000 39.000 
22.000 14.000 



20.000 
17.000 
0.000 
0.000 
80.000 
120.000 

11.000 
10.000 
9.000 
-50.000 
-50.000 
-50.000 

Tens ion Crack 
71.000 55.000 
71.000 47.000 
90.000 64.000 
96.000 65.000 
104.000 73.000 
115.000 74.000 
116.000 78.000 
128.000 83.000 
134.000 82.000 
151.000 85.000 
167.000 94.000 
183.000 105.000 
197.000 106.000 
203.000 112.000 
240.000 129.000 

Focus/Block Search Window 
85.647 27.393 
178.034 40.554 
171.717 98.987 
82.752 60.821 

Focus/Block Search Point 
20.000 11 .000 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RESOLUTION OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY '""' :_ ~ 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

DETERMINATION OF THE SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TI.lA T THE 
IRENE AND FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA 

MAY 09 2 14 

LOCATED AT 4353 MARINA DRIVE, SANTA RESOLUTION NO. 12-45 

BARBARA, CALIFORNIA, ASSESSOR'S PARCEL 
NO. 063-220-023 MEETS THE ELIGIBILITY 
CRITERIA FOR A COUNTY HISTORIC LAND~ 
AND IS WORTIIY OF PROTECTION UNDER 
CHAPTER 18A OF TilE SANTA BARBARA COUNT 
CODE; AND DESIGNATION OF TIIE CABANA AS 
COUNTY LANDMARK #49 PRESCRIBING 
CONDITIONS TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE IT 

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors (hereinafter 
"Board") has considered the historical significance of a certain portion of the property 
located at 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara, California, (hereinafter "IRENE AND 
FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA") on Assessor's Parcel No. 063-220-023 and as 
shown on the map and legal description attached hereto as Exhibit A, in accordance 
with the requirements, standards and criteria contained in County Code, Chapter 18A, 
and has determined that it is worthy of protection as a County Historic Landmark; and 

WHEREAS, IRENE AND FRANCES RJCH BEACH CABANA is 
historically significant because: 

I. It exemplifies or reflects special elements of the County's cultural, social or 
aesthetic history, as it is a small, surviving remnant of the California Dream 
that flourished on the coast of Southern California in the mid-Twentieth 
Century and was part of a notable arts colony that flourished on the 
property in the 1950's; and 

2. It is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national 
history, including famed actress Irene rich, her daughter and renowned 
artist Frances Rich, Santa Barbara Mayor and State Assemblyman W. Don 
MacGillivray, and numerous notables from the worlds of art and 
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entertainment such as artist Diego !Qvera, actress Katharine Hepburn, opera 
singer Lottie Lehman and many others; and 

3. It has a location on an ocean-front bluff with unique physical characteristics 
and a view or vista representing an established and familiar visual feature 
of the Hope Ranch community; and 

4. It is one ofthe few remaining examples in the county, region, state or 
nation possessing distinguishing characteristics of a historical type or 
specimen, as it is one of only a handful of beach cabanas surviving in the 
County of Santa Barbara. 

NOW, THEREFORE IT IS FOUND, DETERMINED AND RESOLVED as 
follows: · 

1. The IRENE AND FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA meets the 
eligibility requirements for a County Historic Landmark as described in 
County Code, Chapter 18A, Section 18A-3, and is worthy ofprotection. 

2. The Board of Supervisors hereby designates the IRENE AND FRANCES 
RICH BEACH CABANA, including landscaping and pathways, as an 
Historic Landmark, subject to the following conditions: 

a. Demolition, removal or destruction, partially or entirely, is prohibited 
unless an application has been submitted to the Historic Landmarks 
Advisory Commission and express consent in writing is first obtained 
from the Commission. Such consent may impose all reasonable 
conditions deemed appropriate by the Commission to accomplish the 
purposes of County Code, Chapter 18A. 

b. No alterations, repairs, additions or changes (other than normal 
maintenance and repair work) shall be made unless and until an 
application has been submitted to the Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission and all plans therefor have first been reviewed by the 
Commission and approved or modified, and reasonable conditions 
imposed as deemed necessary, and that all such work shall be done 
under the direction and control of the Commission or other qualified 
person designated by it. 

c. The foregoing conditions shall not be imposed in such a way as to 
infringe upon the right of the owners of the IRENE AND FRANCES 
RICH BEACH CABANA to make any and all reasonable use of the 
property that is not in conflict with County Code Chapter 18A. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Santa Barbara County Board 
of Supervisors at Santa Barbara, California, this 6th day of March, 2012 by the 
following vote: 

A YES: Supervisor Carbajal, Supervisor Farr, . Supervisor Gray, : .. 

· NOES: Supervisor Wolf 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: None 

~/::_L 
DOREEN F ARR ' -
Chair, Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Barbara 

AITEST: 

CHANDRA.WALLAR 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Byaa ·, 

Deputy Cled 

Supervisor Lavagnino 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS MARSHALL 
County Counsel 

By f,JLtuJ.#r?]uiu~ 
Deputy County Counsel 

G:IGROUP\PERMITnNG\Case Fil•siCDH\1 I Cases\ I JCDH.()()0()()-00032 Carr Cabana\\Board Action 3.6.12\Attachm•nt A BAL 03.06.12.doc 
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Exhibit A 
Rich Cabana Historic Area 

A portion of land in the County of Santa Barbara, State of California, being a portion of Parcel B 
of Parcel Map 10,994 according to the map recorded May 20, 1969 in Book 5, Page 51 of Parcel 
Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County. 

Said portion of land is described as follows: 

Beginning at the nmthwesterly terminus of that certain course along the southerly boundary of 
said Parcel B labeled N 63° 00' W, 146.63; thence, 

1st along said southerly boundary S 63° 00' 00" E, 117.57 feet; thence, 
2nd N 39° 04' 36" E, 70.29 feet; thence, 
3rd N 55° 18' 34" W, 127.53 feet; thence, 
4th S 30° 56' 03" W, 86.00 feet to the point of beginning. 

This real property description was prepared by me, or under my direction, in confoxmance with 
the Professional Land Surveyor's Act. 

Signature:&~b Date: 9/ZB)!O 
Mark E. R~inhardt, PLS 

P:\2008 rnornoso 113 ~farin :.\PM\Cah:.na legal Desc.dCJC 
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California Coastal Commission May 5, 2014 
South Central Coast District 

MAY 09 2014 
89 South California Street Suite 200 
Ventura CA 93001-2801 

Appeal No. A-4-STB-14-0246 (Carr, Santa Barbara Co.) 

Dear Ms. Geraghty, 

The Irene and Frances Rich bluff cabana located at 4353 Marina Drive in 
the Hope Ranch area of Santa Barbara County is a designated County 
landmark and a historical resource. The description in the appeal 
regarding this property omits the fact that the as-built development of the 
cabana occurred ten years ago. 

The California Coastal Commission has a history of protecting, 
maintaining, and, where feasible, enhancing and restoring the overall 
quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and man made 
resources. Because of their unique characteristics, special communities 
and neighborhoods are to be protected. The Irene and Francis Rich 
Beach Cabana is a historic man- made resource and Hope Ranch is a 
special community. 

The Pearl Chase Society is a 370-member conservancy dedicated to 
preserving Santa Barbara's historic architecture, landscapes, and cultural 
heritage. The Society has been supporting the preservation of the Irene 
and Frances Rich Beach Cabana for many years . Along with the Santa 
Barbara County Planning Commission, we feel that the issues outlined by 
Staff have been addressed by the Carrs and are no longer substantive. 
We respectfully request that the Coastal Commission deny the Zimmer/ 
Bochco appeal by voting yes, thereby ruling that the issues raised are not 
substantial. Your vote will further the Commission's goal to protect and 
maintain California's coastal zone resources both natural and man-made. 

Respectfully, 

Kellam de Forest 
Preservation Chairperson, Pearl Chase Society 



IRENE ANd FRANCES RICH LANDMARK CABANA AS SHE SITS TODAY - Appeal A-4-STB-14-0016 

MAY 09 2014 
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MAY 09 2014 

THE IRENE AND FRANCES RICH CABANA 
Continuations 10, 12 and 13 

It is rare, enchanting and 
irreplaceable! 

In fact it is: 
... a unique and special piece of 

local history 
... a work of art in its own right 
built 55 years ago in Hope Ranch 

It was the "California Dream" of 
its creators and is a tangible link to 
a simpler and bygone era, quite 
unlike the ever supersizing and "up 
scaling" world we live in today. 

The cabana is surrounded by Mother Nature's blessings: an "infinity edge" 
ocean view, the sound of waves crashing on the beach, tide pools teaming 
with life, fragrant cypress trees, beautiful flowering plants, plus a rarely 
available beach front commodity coveted by those both in and out of the 
limelight: privacy. Its unique setting is an integral part of its merit. 

It captures the hearts of all who come upon it, have visited in it or have 
stayed in it over the years: Katherine Hepburn - Channing Peake -
William Rohrback- Ray Strong- Charles Lloyd - Enzo Ferrari -
Rudolph Nureyev- Steve McQueen and Ann Margaret to name a few. If 
you come and visit it yourself, you will experience its magic first hand and 
you will agree - this rare gem deserves to be preserved! 

r ··• • I 
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THE CREATORS of the Cabana built in 1956: 

IRENE RICH was an acclaimed film actress with more than 100 credited 
roles as a star, co-star and supporting actress. Will Rogers selected her to 
be in eight of his films including "They Had to See Paris". She co
starred with John Wayne in the only film he ever produced which some 
claim to be the best western ever: "Angel and the Badman". She had 
supporting roles in two epic films "Fort Apache" with Henry Fonda, 
Shirley Temple, and John Wayne and also "Joan of Arc" starring 
Ingrid Bergman. She also co-starred in "Sunset Jones", the last film 
made by the Santa Barbara based film company known as the "Flying 
A". 

She worked with over 200 "names" in her long film career including but not 
limited to: Luis Armstrong, Lon Chaney, James Stewart, Mary 
Pickford, Robert Montgomery, Myrna Loy, Carole Lombard, George 
Irving, John Ireland, Rita Hayworth, James Garner, Ava Gardner, 
Glenn Ford, Duke Ellington, Jimmy Durante, W.C. Fields and Shelly 
Winters. 

In vaudeville she was in nearly 5,000 performances. She also played in the 
long running musical "As the Girls Go" with George M. Cohan. 

For more than a decade, a national radio audience regularly tuned to the hit 
dramatic series, "Dear John". Her main sponsor, Welch's claimed she 
increased sales by 638°/o by losing weight as promoted in the "Welch's 
Reducing Plan". She coined the phrase Dear John still used today for a 
break up letter by starting and ending each of her radio shows with a "Dear 
John Letter" to boys in the service from the gals they left behind. 

She was awarded two stars on the Hollywood "Walk of Fame" for her 
accomplishments, only a few have earned more than one. To date, just 
over 2000 celebrities have received a star on the walk, the ones that have 
reached the very top of their profession. The Walk of Fame is one of the 
most popular attractions in Los Angeles visited by over 10 million people 
each year. Irene is a part of it, actually make that two parts. 

The self portrait Diego Rivera painted in Francis Richs ' studio, dedicated to 
Irene, bears her name on a note held in his hand in the portrait. The 
head portion from that portrait is the one currently printed on the front of the 
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Banco De Mexico 500 Pesos bill. The translation of the words directly 
underneath his image on that bill says: DIEGO RIVERA SELF 
PORTARAIT DEDICATED TO IRENE RICH. She is right on the 
money! Of all the images available for that honor, this is the one that was 
chosen. This is an extremely high honor for both Diego and Irene for the 
entire world to see. 

Her daughter FRANCES RICH also had a brief Hollywood and Broadway 
career before her service in the Navy in World War II, was a full professor at 
Smith College, and became a world renowned artist. Her sculptures are 
featured locally, one at Cottage Hospital and the only one currently on 
display in the Santa Barbara Historical Museum's courtyard. 

Her sculptures are in private collections such as those of: Cecil de Mille, 
Madame Lotte Lehman, John Ford, Katherine Hepburn and Will 
Rogers and are on public display in places such as: The Arlington 
National Cemetery, Smith College, Purdue University, The Palm Springs 
Desert Museum, The American Shakespeare Festival Museum in Stratford 
Connecticut, StPeter's Episcopal Church in Redwood City, The Milles 
Sculpture Garden in Sweden, and The Pierce College in Athens Greece. 

Her works capture notables Lottie Lehmann and Katherine Hepburn her 
long time friend and traveling companion. William Mann, Hepburn 
biographer said, "Kate would often turn to Fran in times of particular 
stress, personal or professional. This would have been the ideal setting 
for Kate to unwind ... she loved being in nature, close to the sea." 

Diego Rivera came to Santa Barbara for the very first time in order to 
paint a portrait fresco of Frances that hung on the wall of Irene and 
Frances home in Hope Ranch, she in tum sculpted him. He also painted the 
self portrait now on the pesos note during that same time period and stayed 
with the Rich's in their Hope Ranch home. The Santa Barbara News Press 
ran stories with pictures about these events and of their friendships. 

Frances had shows in several museums including one at the Santa Barbara 
Museum of Art with pieces lent from Spencer Tracy, the Arlington 
National Cemetery and many others. There is an exhibition of a few of her 
works at the Santa Barbara Historical Museum right now including the 
bust of Diego Rivera and a bronze mask of Katherine Hepburn. 
According to the Executive Director, David Bisol, they have recently 
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acquired enough of her works to have an entire exhibition on her alone along 
with a few items of her mother's. The rest of her extensive collection is at 
the American Collage of Greece in Athens. 

W. DON MACGILLIVRAY was a noted local builder for over a decade. 
He was appointed to serve on the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport 
Commission for four years, served two terms on the Santa Barbara City 
Council and was a much loved Mayor of Santa Barbara for three terms. 
He was a California State Assemblyman for three terms, served on the 
President's National Highway Safety Advisory Council and President 
Reagan personally appointed him to be a member of the National 
Capital Planning Commission. 

He was instrumental in preserving the land for Shoreline Park. There is 
even a point on the bluff front in the park named after him along with a 
comemortive plaque acknowledging his service to community, state and 
nation. 

Each of these exceptional people contributed to the creation of the cabana, 
carefully chose its setting and purposely constructed it as close to the ocean 
bluff as possible for dramatic architectural effect and for the viewing "wow 
factor" from inside. 

Harold Chase assisted by authorizing a rare ocean front lot split to 
accommodate building the cabana. He even changed the Hope Ranch rules 
to allow for its construction. Pearl Chase, assisted in finding cypress trees 
that were planted by Irene and Frances to create a movie set appearance 
reminiscent of Big Sur. 

It's Merit as a Historic L~ndmark: The Santa Barbara Historic 
Landmark Advisory Commission reviewed the history of the cabana in the 
context of the County Code and unanimously and enthusiastically 
designated it as County Landmark #48. This designation was made on 
October 11, 2010. The HLAC found that it was "a small surviving remnant 
of the California Dream" and met four of nine criteria set out by Code. 
Only one is required for land-marking. It found that it that: 1. it was 
identified with significant persons, 2. that it reflected special elements of 
cultural, social, and aesthetic history, 3. that it had unique physical 
characteristics, and 4. That it was one of the few remaining examples of its 
type. 
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It's Merit as "Art" and as an Irreplaceable Community Asset: The 
cabana and its setting are magical. It is one with nature and is elegant in its 
simplicity. It is isolated by the configuration of the surrounding bluffs to 
create a world of its own; the ocean, the bluffs, the mesmerizing dance of 
sunlight and moonlight on the water, the parades of dolphins, birds and other 
sea life. People of all ages and walks of life find themselves enchanted by it. 

The restrictions of modem life have conspired to deny any more 
opportunities for art in this form. The luxury of simplicity and privacy are 
rapidly disappearing. The cabana and its setting is an asset worthy of 
every effort to maintain for future generations so they to can know how 
we once lived. 

If you agree, please send a letter of support to us as soon as you can to: 

Lee and Julia Carr, 4353 Marina Dr, Santa Barbara, CA 93110. 

Or by email to lee-carr@sbcglobal.net or juliawynn@bouve.com. 
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Drawn on March 2nd 2014 - India Longo - Save the Landmark Cabana support for her 
generation to enjoy!!! 

MAY 09 2014 
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Name or description of project, LPC, etc. Rich Cabana (Carr) Appeal No. A-4-STB-14-0246 (Carr, Santa Barbara 

Co.) 

Date and time of receipt of communication: May 12, 2014 9:00- 9:45 

Location of communication: Santa Barbara 

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): telecon 

Person(s) initiating communication: Robyn Black, Lee and Julia Carr, Chip Wullbrandt. 

Robyn: tremendous amount of support from the preservationist societies. 

Lee Carr: Their goal is to answer questions. I suggested he focus on their important responses to the staff 
report. They are totally in agreement that the coast is an asset, their goal is to do the thing most protective 
of the coast. They agree that the Commission's function is vital. They think the intent of the policies is 

correct. 

Repairs were done by a prior owner; their goal was to get all outstanding issues resolved; working for 7 
years. They can agree the cabana could never, ever be built today because of the ordinances and policies. 
They agree that the staff report is correct in that regard. The staff report addresses the cabana as if it were 
new construction regarding bluff setback, availability of services, erosion. They think none of these things 
apply; its been there since before those things were requirements. Its been there because it's a legal 
nonconforming structure. The cabana is not new; the pathway to the beach, stairway, deck are not new. All 
done with a permit or prior to coastal permits. With the evolution of requirements, it is a legal 
nonconforming structure. 

This has had extensive review in the County; through the HLAC, Planning Commission. Local staff has 
looked at it through every angle. It really started about 10 years ago; the record reflects consideration from 
all possible angles. Wullbrandt wondered whether any of this overlapped with my tenure at the County; 
reminded him I left in 1991. 

This does not have to be a balancing of policies. If the repairs have to do with engineered accessways to the 
beach, they are permissible. Wullbrandt emphasized what he asserted was staffs dismissal of this being 
'part' of the engineered accessway to the beach. Asserted that the Planning Commission's factual finding 
that it was part of the accessway to the beach. I asked him which finding, told him I listened to the Planning 
Commission tape. He asserted that the Planning Commission visited the site, one of them was a contractor, 
he said this was the only way to repair the accessway to the beach. He urged that I visit the site; I told him I 
had seen it from the beach and seen all the photos. 

Wullbrandt: In this instance, the LCP allows for the permitting of development on the bluff for an 
engineered accessway to the beach. He claimed that the very specific findings were that this set of caissons 



were part of it. They believe that the entire thing was an 'engineered' accessway pre coastal act. I asked 
how they define 'engineered' accessway. He stated it was designed. They got permits to repair to half of it. 
They did not get permits for the repairs to the rest of it. 

What they asked for, and the Planning Commission believes they approved, are permits, in part as built 
permits, the repair approved in 2005 was approved so the deck could continue to function as accessway to 
the beach. Also asked for pavers to go to the upper end of the deck. There used to be posts; now it is a 
cantilevered system. 

He asserts that the Planning Commission made a specific finding that this is a project for the engineered 
accessway. He said he would mark it; I told him I listened to the tape and did not remember it. 

The Planning staff recommended denial, then came back after the public hearing with revised findings at the 
end of the day. They were urged by Glen Russell, the Planning Director, to get the cabana landmarked; he 
was having problems with his own staff. The issue is an engineered accessway. Not trying to make any 
changes to the cabana. 43 square feet of change. All they want to do is repair and maintain the accessway 
to the beach 

Claims that the staff report relies on old information, ignored the Planning Commission. The issue is the 
remedy. If the remedy is removal, then there is additional damage to the bluff. Then the historic part 
becomes important. The rules encourage preservation of the landmark. We discussed that the 'remedy' is 
not at issue in the substantial issue hearing, that a finding of substantial issue simply means that the 
Commission takes jurisdiction over the permit, and will hold a de novo hearing to consider whether to 
approve the same permit the County approved, approve a permit with additional or different conditions, or 
deny the permit. The remedy of removal is not at issue now. 

Carr: added that the issue is, what is the best coastal resource to protect; what is the best view, the public's 
enjoyment of the ocean front. The public support for the landmark issue is universal. The presence of the 
cabana is a benefit. 

Wullbrandt: the Board of Supervisors resolution makes the specific finding that this is an important part of 
the visual resources of the coast. 

He believes that if staff had analyzed this based on this being repair of an engineered accessway to the 
beach, it would have been a different result. 

May 12,2014 Is/ Jana Zimmer 



 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA – NATURAL RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 

VENTURA,  CA  93001   
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STAFF REPORT:  APPEAL 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: County of Santa Barbara 
 
LOCAL DECISION:  Approval with Conditions 
 
APPEAL NO.:  A-4-STB-14-0016 
 
APPLICANTS: Lee Carr 
 
APPELLANTS: Commissioner Jana Zimmer and Commissioner Dayna Bochco  
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara County (APN 063-220-023) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Development associated with a 789 sq. ft. cabana, including: 1) 
as-built foundation reinforcement work including installation of five 18-inch diameter by 35-foot 
deep concrete caissons and five “dead-man” counter-weights; 2) as-built deck and deck stairway 
repairs; 3) as-built addition of 34 sq. ft. and a ¾ bathroom; 4) as-built addition of 9.5 ft. long 
wetbar; 5) as-built addition of a sanitary waste connection from the cabana to the existing septic 
system serving the existing single-family dwelling, including a grinder pump and waste water 
lines; 6) drainage repairs and improvements on the bluff face (i.e., repairs on the walkway 
leading to the cabana); and 7) less than 50 cu. yds. grading. 
 
MOTION & RESOLUTION: Pages 6-7 
 
NOTE: The Commission will not take public testimony during this phase of the appeal hearing 
unless at least three commissioners request it. If the Commission finds that the appeal raises a 
substantial issue, it will schedule the de novo phase of the hearing for a future meeting, during 
which it will take public testimony. Written comments may be submitted to the Commission 
during either phase of the hearing. 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE EXISTS 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a 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 (for which a “no” vote is recommended) are found on page 6-7.  
 
The appellants contend that the approved project is not consistent with policies and provisions of 
the Coastal Act and Santa Barbara County’s certified Local Coastal Program (LCP)  with regard 
to geologic hazards and bluff development standards, landform alteration, need for future 
shoreline protective devices, visual resources, and non-conforming structures, including Land 
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Use Plan (LUP) Policies 1-2, 1-3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 3-14, 4-5, GEO-GV-1, GEO-GV-3, Coastal Act 
Sections 30251 and 30253 (as incorporated into the LCP pursuant to Policy 1-1), and Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance (Article II) Sections 35-67, 35-160, and 35-161. 
 
The standard of review at this stage of an appeal is whether the County’s approvals are consistent 
with the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program and the public access policies 
of the Coastal Act (see Page 5 for appeal grounds). The determination is made after a review of 
the administrative record as a whole. 
 
To determine whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, the Commission considers the 
following five 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.  
 
The existing cabana was originally constructed on the bluff side in 1956. According to 
geologic reports in the record, landslides and erosion have occurred on the bluff in the 
vicinity of the cabana. Unpermitted foundation reinforcement work for the cabana and other 
improvements were conducted by the previous owner of the property in 2005. The 
unpermitted work included the installation of three 18-inch diameter concrete caissons 
beneath the footings of the cabana, the installation of two 18-inch diameter caissons under a 
retaining wall adjacent to the cabana, and the replacement of several footings and posts 
below the deck portion of the structure with cantilevered beams. The caissons extend 
approximately 35 feet deep into the bedrock off the bluff. According to County engineers 
from the Building and Safety Division and information contained in the geologic reports 
prepared for the project, the unpermitted work was undertaken in order to reinforce the 
foundation of the cabana due to geologic instability and will extend the life of the structure.   
 
As for the first substantial issue factor, a thorough review of the record demonstrates that the 
County did not adequately support its findings that the project would be consistent with the 
appeal grounds raised by the appellants. First, regarding geologic hazards and bluff 
development standards, evidence in the record clearly supports a conclusion that the 
development is not consistent with LCP policies which require development to be sited to 
avoid areas of geologic hazard, landform alteration, and reliance on future shoreline or bluff 
protection devices because the development, which extends the life of the non-conforming 
structure, is located on a geologically unstable bluff unsuitable for development. The County 
did not provide consistency findings for several applicable policies and factual and legal 
evidence does not exist for the County’s final determination that the project is consistent with 
LCP Policy 3-7 (which prohibits development on the bluff face except for beach accessways 
and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent industry) and LCP Policy 3-14 
(which requires development to be sited to avoid areas of known soils, geologic, flood, or 
erosion hazards). In fact, evidence in County’s record, including engineering reports and 
reviews prepared by three separate firms, supports an opposite conclusion.  
 
Next, the County did not provide factual or legal support for its determination that an exception 
in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Article II) allowing improvements to non-conforming 
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structures designated as historic landmarks outweighs other LCP resource protection policies. 
The County found the project to be consistent with the LCP, including the non-conforming 
building and use provisions of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Article II) and provisions of the 
Land Use Plan regarding geologic hazard and bluff development, because Article II, Section 35-
1621.a.1 allows improvements to non-conforming structures designated as historic landmarks. 
The cabana and its setting were designated as County Historical Landmark #49 by the County 
Board of Supervisors on March 6, 2012. The County also approved the project based on a 
determination that the protections afforded to historic landmarks are more protective of coastal 
resources than LCP policies restricting bluff development. However, the County has not 
provided a high degree of factual or legal support for its determination that the historic landmark 
designation outweighs other LCP resource protection policies. In fact, the Article II exception for 
improvements to non-conforming buildings designated historic landmarks only provides an 
exception to other provisions within Article II and does not trump resource protection policies of 
the LCP. Further, LUP policies regarding bluff development and siting to avoid geologically 
hazardous areas are more protective of coastal resources and outweigh other LCP provisions 
regarding historic resources in this case (see pgs.19-24, below). Therefore, a substantial issue 
exists with respect to the project’s conformance with the grounds of appeal regarding Article II 
non-conforming use provisions and LCP Policies 1-2 and 1-3 regarding policy conflicts. 
 
Next, regarding visual resources, the project approved by the County has the effect of extending 
the life of the bluff side cabana in a highly scenic coastal area of Santa Barbara County and 
altering the natural bluff landform in conflict with Coastal Act Section 30251 and LUP Policy 4-
5. No factual or legal evidence has been presented by the County for the project’s consistency 
with visual resource policies and a substantial issue is raised with respect to visual resources.  
 
Additionally, the County did not make the specific finding required by Policy 2-6 that adequate 
public services can be provided to the cabana. In fact, record evidence shows clearly that the 
County would not be able to find that adequate fire department access could be provided, since 
the only vehicular access to the cabana is via a switch-back golf cart path incapable of allowing 
fire department vehicles to pass. Thus, a substantial issue exists regarding the project’s 
conformance with Policy 2-6.  
 
As for the additional four factors the Commission has considered to determine substantial 
issue, given the project scope of the unpermitted development associated with the cabana 
structure, the extent of the development is extensive as the caisson foundation, reaching 35 
feet into the bluff, extends the life of the non-conforming cabana for the foreseeable future; 
the project is expected have adverse impacts on significant coastal resources, including the 
geologically unstable coastal bluff;  the project is likely to serve as an adverse precedent for 
the County’s future interpretation of its LCP because it allows an exception to all LCP 
policies for historic landmarks and allows historic resource LCP provisions to take 
precedence over all LCP policies regarding bluff development and geologic hazards; and, the 
appeal raises issues of statewide importance regarding extending the life of non-conforming 
structures in geologically hazardous areas and the potential for requests for shoreline 
protective devices. Therefore, pursuant to Coastal Act Sections 30603 and 30625, the 
Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to the grounds 
raised by the appellants relative to the project’s conformity to the policies contained in the 
certified LCP. 
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I. APPEAL JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURES 
A. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

The Coastal Act provides that after certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), a local 
government’s 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 is to 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, developments which constitute major public works or major 
energy facilities may be appealed to the Commission. (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)(5)).   
 
In this case, the County’s CDP approval is appealable to the Coastal Commission because the 
project site is located between the sea and the first public road.  

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 the Coastal Act (See Public Resources 
Code Section 30603(b)(1)). 
 

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 a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the grounds of the appeal, a substantial issue is deemed to exist unless three or more 
Commissioners wish to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question. If the 
Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents 
and opponents will have three minutes per side, at the Chair’s discretion, to address whether the 
appeal raises a substantial issue. Pursuant to Section 13117 of the Commission’s regulations, the 
only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue stage of the 
appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local 
government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons 
must be submitted in writing. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no 
substantial issue is raised by the appeal.   
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4. De Novo Permit Hearing 
Should the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists, 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 proposed development is in conformity with the certified 
Local Coastal Program and, if the development is between the sea and the first public road 
paralleling the sea, the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  Thus, the 
Commission’s review at the de novo hearing is not limited to the appealable development as 
defined in this Section I. If a de novo hearing is held, testimony may be taken from all interested 
persons.  

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL 

On December 16, 2013, the Zoning Administrator of the County of Santa Barbara denied Coastal 
Development Permit 11CDH-00000-00032 for after-the-fact approval of unpermitted foundation 
repairs (including caissons and cantilevered beams), deck and deck-stairway repairs, addition of 
34 sq. ft., a ¾ bathroom, and wetbar to the cabana, sanitary waste connection to existing septic 
system, and proposed drainage repairs and 50 cu. yds. of grading. The Zoning Administrator’s 
December 16, 2013 denial of the CDP was appealed to the Planning Commission on December 
24, 2013 by Lee Carr. The Santa Barbara County Planning Commission approved Coastal 
Development Permit 11CDH-00000-00032 on March 5, 2014.  
 
The Notice of Final Action for the project was received by Commission staff on March 19, 2014. 
A ten working-day appeal period was set and notice provided beginning March 20, 2014, and 
extending to April 3, 2014. 
 
An appeal of the County’s action was filed by Commissioners Jana Zimmer and Dayna Bochco 
on April 3, 2014, during the appeal period. Commission staff notified the County, the applicant, 
and interested parties that were listed on the appeal form and requested that the County provide 
its administrative record for the permit. The administrative record was received on April 17, 
2014. Information submitted to Commissioners and Commission staff by a representative of the 
applicants, Robyn Black, prior to release of the staff recommendation is not considered part of 
administrative record and has not been evaluated by Commission staff for purposes of whether to 
recommend whether substantial issue exists. However, Commission staff notes that the County 
was not the source of these documents, the applicant was the source. The County’s Notice of 
Final Action (Exhibit 11) includes the language of the final project description, as approved by 
the County, and includes all of the County’s findings of approval for the project.  
 

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
 
 MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-4-STB-14-

0016 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 NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on the 
application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this motion will 
result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local actions will become final and effective. 
The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners 
present (i.e., a tied vote results in a finding that a “substantial issue” is raised). 
 
RESOLUTION TO FIND SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 
 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-4-STB-14-0016 raises a Substantial Issue 
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under §30603 of the Coastal Act 
regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
 

III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL 
ISSUE 

 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PHYSICAL SETTING  

The project approved by the County includes development associated with a 789 sq. ft. cabana 
(Santa Barbara County Landmark #49, (“the Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana”), including: 
1) as-built foundation reinforcement work including installation of five 18-inch diameter by 35-
foot deep concrete caissons and five “dead-man” counter-weights; 2) as-built deck and deck 
stairway repairs; 3) as-built addition of 34 sq. ft. (enclosure of a portion of the existing deck and 
outdoor shower area) and a ¾ bathroom to the cabana; 4) as-built addition of 9.5 ft. long wetbar 
to the interior of the cabana; 5) as-built addition of a sanitary waste connection from the cabana 
to the existing septic system serving the single-family dwelling, including a grinder pump and 
waste water lines; 6) drainage repairs and new drainage improvements on the bluff face (i.e., 
repairs on the walkway leading to the cabana); and 7) less than 50 cu. yds. grading for drainage 
improvements. (Exhibits 3-10) 
 
The project site is located at 4353 Marina Drive in the Hope Ranch area of Santa Barbara County 
(APN 063-220-023), a developed residential neighborhood. The subject parcel is 4.2 acres in size 
and bounded on the north by Marina Drive and bounded on the south by a steep coastal bluff and 
the Pacific Ocean. (Exhibits 1-3). The bluff on the south facing side of the subject site is 
approximately 120 ft. in height. Development on the subject site consists of an approximately 
4,270 sq. ft. single-family residence, swimming pool, single-story guest house and associated 
development, constructed in 1969-1970, which is setback from the bluff top. Additionally, the 
site includes an approximately 789 sq. ft. cabana and deck built into the bluff side, a switch-back 
golf cart path down the bluff face for access to the cabana, a retaining wall between the bluff and 
the cabana, a sanitary waste connection from the cabana to the septic system for the main 
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residence, and a private beach stairway.  (Exhibit 3) The elevation of the cabana foundation is 
approximately 50 ft. above mean sea level (msl). (Exhibit 4) 
 
The steep bluff on the project site is generally devoid of vegetation. However, parts of the 
descending slopes include non-native vegetation, including non-native ivy and invasive iceplant. 
Several non-native mature trees are located to the west of the cabana near the beach access 
stairway. Site drainage for the north portion of the property is generally directed towards the 
south and southwest of the main residence and pool location.  
 
A shallow active landslide exists on the southwest bluff portion of the property within the lower 
portion of the re-entrant canyon. The landslide reportedly occurred in the summer of 1998 
following the rupture of an irrigation line on the slope above. The failure area measures 
approximately 165 ft. long and 15 ft. to 50 ft. wide. The head scarp is approximately 10 ft. high. 
At the time of the slope failure, approximately 10 ft. to 15 ft. of failure debris was present at the 
toe of the slide. However, likely due to erosion and wave action, failure debris has washed away 
and only bedrock is exposed at the toe of the slide above the beach. Additionally, a second active 
landslide is present at the extreme southeast corner of the property. This active landslide is 
located on the bluff face and extends offsite to the east. A small area of surficial solid 
erosion/slumping is present below the western portion of the wood deck south of the beach 
cabana. This failure reportedly occurred in 2004 as the result of a broken water pipe that 
saturated the near surface residual soil above the bedrock. (Grover Hollingsworth, 11/9/11, pgs. 
4-5) 
 

B. BACKGROUND AND LOCAL PERMIT HISTORY 

Cabana Permit History 
 
The existing beach cabana was constructed in 1956 (Building Permit No. 876) which included a 
735 sq. ft. structure with a 386 sq. ft. porch, outdoor shower, outhouse, and no electrical service. 
According to the County’s December 15, 2013 Zoning Administrator Staff  Report, at some 
point between 1956 and 1990, without the benefit of permits, the beach cabana was enlarged to 
789 sq. ft. and a ¾ bath was installed.  
 
In 1989, the County approved emergency permit (89-EMP-002) for shotcrete injections into the 
caverns and undercut areas of the bluff below the cabana. According to County, the approval was 
specifically based upon a determination by the County’s Building and Safety staff that the eroded 
bluff presented a safety hazard to the public on the beach below the structure and not to protect 
the cabana structure. The shotcrete extends horizontally along the base of the bluff 
approximately 180 ft. and is approximately 8 to 10 feet high. A follow-up Special Use Permit 
(89-SUP-072) for the shotcrete was issued by the County in 1990. This permit would have been 
appealable to the Commission; however, it is unclear whether a Notice of Final Action for CDP 
was received by the Commission at that time. 
 
A Coastal Development Permit (Case No. 01CDH-00000-00015) was approved by the County 
on June 21, 2004, for an engineered beach access stairway on the property after unpermitted 
stairway work was cited as a violation. The Commission received the County’s Notice of Final 
Action for the stairway on July 8, 2004 and no appeal was filed for the stairway.  



 A-4-STB-14-0016 (Carr) 
 Page 9 

 
According to the County’s December 6, 2013 Zoning Administrator Staff Report, in 2004 and 
early 2005, the former property owner undertook additional work on the cabana structure without 
obtaining the required County permits. The unpermitted work included the installation of three 
18-inch diameter caissons beneath the footings of the cabana, the installation of two 18-inch 
diameter caissons under a retaining wall adjacent to the cabana, and the replacement of several 
footings and posts below the deck portion of the structure with a cantilevered beam. Other 
footings and posts supporting parts of the deck and adjacent stairs were relocated and 
reconstructed. The County’s December 6, 2013 staff report indicates that the unpermitted work 
was undertaken to reinforce the foundation of the cabana and its deck in response to erosion and 
subsequent damage to the support structures of the cabana due to damage from a broken water 
line based on information obtained from a letter prepared by an engineering firm to the previous 
owner, dated August 15, 2005. (12/6/13 Staff Report, pgs.5-6)  
 
The County opened building violation Case No. 05BDV-00000-00093 on March 9, 2005 for the 
unpermitted installation of structural improvements to the cabana. A Coastal Development 
Permit application was submitted by the former owner on August 23, 2005 to authorize the 
unpermitted development. The County recommended denial of that permit and the application 
was withdrawn by the former owner on March 26, 2006 prior to final action. A zoning violation, 
Case No. 06ZEV-00000-00057, was opened on March 31, 2006 after withdrawal of that 
application. A Notice and Order to Vacate was sent to the current property owner on September 
5, 2007.  
 
Subsequently, on August 20, 2009, the current owners submitted an application for approval of 
the as-built construction. This application was withdrawn on March 30, 2011, after a staff 
recommendation to the Zoning Administrator to require demolition of the cabana. Another 
permit application to retain the as-built construction was submitted by the current owner to the 
County on July 28, 2011.  Although County staff recommended denial of that application, the 
application was approved by the County Planning Commission on March 5, 2014, and is the 
project that is the subject of the present appeal.  
 
Historic Landmark Designation 
 
The cabana and its setting were first nominated for Landmark status by the Historical Landmarks 
Advisory Commission (HLAC) on October 11, 2010. After the first nomination by the HLAC, 
the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors denied the Historic Landmark designation for 
the cabana on December 7, 2010. The applicants then filed suit against the Board, claiming 
denial of landmark status after the HLAC had recommended such status constituted abuse of 
discretion. (Lee Carr v Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara County, civil case 1374320, filed 
Mar 3, 2011.) Subsequently, after the HLAC nominated the cabana for Landmark Status again 
on December 12, 2011, the County Board of Supervisors approved the cabana and its setting as 
County Historical Landmark #49 (“Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana”) on March 6, 2012. 
(Exhibit 13) The Historic Landmark designation was based on standards and criteria contained in 
County Code, Chapter 18A, which not part of the County’s certified LCP. According to Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No. 12-45, the cabana was determined to be historically significant, in 
part, because it “exemplifies or reflects special elements of the County’s cultural, social or 
aesthetic history, as it is a small surviving remnant of the California Dream that flourished on the 
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coast of Southern California in the mid-Twentieth Century and was part of a notable arts colony 
that flourished on the property in the late 1950’s…”. (Exhibit 13) 

C. APPELLANTS CONTENTIONS 

The appeal filed by Commissioners Zimmer and Bochco is attached as Exhibit 12. The appeal 
grounds assert that the approved development is inconsistent with the County of Santa Barbara’s 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) regarding geologic hazards and bluff development standards, 
visual resources, and non-conforming structures, including Land Use Plan (LUP) Policies 1-2, 1-
3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 3-14, 4-5, GEO-GV-1, GEO-GV-3, Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 (as 
incorporated into the LCP pursuant to Policy 1-1), and Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sections 35-
67, 35-160, and 35-161. 

D. ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

Pursuant to Sections 30603 and 30625 of the Coastal Act, the appropriate standard of review for 
an appeal is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds raised by the appellants 
relative to the project’s conformity to the policies contained in the certified County of Santa 
Barbara Local Coastal Program (LCP) or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. The 
appellants contend that the project, as approved by the County, is inconsistent with the County of 
Santa Barbara’s LCP policies regarding geologic hazards and bluff development standards, 
visual resources, and non-conforming structures. No public access policies were raised here.  
 
Based on the findings presented below, the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to Land Use Plan (LUP) Policies 1-2, 1-3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 3-14, 4-5, GEO-GV-1, GEO-
GV-3, and Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 (as incorporated into the LCP pursuant to 
Policy 1-1).  
 
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 appeal raises 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. 
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In this case, for the reasons discussed below, the Commission determines that the appeal raises a 
substantial issue with regard to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, as discussed 
below, including: geologic hazards and bluff development standards, visual resources, and non-
conforming structures, including Land Use Plan (LUP) Policies 1-2, 1-3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 3-14, 4-5, 
GEO-GV-1, GEO-GV-3, Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 (as incorporated into the LCP 
pursuant to Policy 1-1), and Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sections 35-67, 35-160, and 35-161. 
 

1. Degree of Support for Local Approval Regarding Appeal Grounds 
 
a. Geologic Hazards and Bluff Development Appeal Grounds 
 
The appellants assert that the proposed project fails to conform with the following Coastal 
Land Use Plan (LUP) policies and provisions regarding geologic hazards and bluff 
development standards:  
 
Coastal Act Section 30253 (incorporated into the LCP by Policy 1-1) states:  

  
New development shall: 
 
(1)  Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
 
(2)  Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs 
and cliffs. 
 
(3)  Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air 
Resources Control Board as to each particular development. 
 
(4)  Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 
 
(5)  Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which, because of their 
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

 
LUP Policy 1-1 states:  

 
The County shall adopt the policies of the Coastal Act (PRC Sections 30210 through 30263) as the 
guiding policies of the land use plan.  

 
LUP Policy 3-4 states: 
 

In areas of new development, above-ground structures shall be set back a sufficient distances from 
the bluff edge to be safe from the threat of bluff erosion for a minimum of 75 years, unless such 
County shall determine the required setback. A geologic report shall be required by the County in 
order to make this determination…  

 
LUP Policy 3-7 states: 
 

No development shall be permitted on the bluff face, except for engineered staircases or accessways 
to provide beach access, and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent industry. 
Drainpipes shall be allowed only where no other less environmentally damaging drain system is 
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feasible and the drainpipes are designed and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, toe and 
beach. Drainage devices extending over the bluff face shall not be permitted if the property can be 
drained away from the bluff face. 

 
LUP Policy 3-14 states: 
 

All development shall be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and any 
other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading and other site preparation is kept to an 
absolute minimum. Natural features, landforms, and native vegetation, such as trees, shall be 
preserved to the maximum extent feasible. Areas of the site which are not suited for development 
because of known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards shall remain in open space.  

 
LUP (Goleta Community Plan) Policy GEO-GV-1 states: 
 

All new development on ocean bluff-top property shall be sited to avoid areas subject to erosion and 
designed to avoid reliance on future shoreline and/or bluff protection devices. 

 
LUP (Goleta Community Plan) Policy GEO-GV-3 states: 
 

Where feasible and where consistent with Local Coastal Plan Policies, relocation of structures 
threatened by bluff retreat shall be required for development on existing legal parcels, rather than 
installation of coastal protection structures.  
 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-67. Bluff Development Standards: 
        … 

5. No development shall be permitted on the bluff face, except for engineered staircases or 
accessways to provide beach access, and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent 
industry. Drainpipes shall be allowed only where no other less environmentally damaging drain 
system is feasible and the drainpipes are designed and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, 
toe, and beach. Drainage devices extending over the bluff face shall not be permitted in the 
property can be drained away from the bluff face. 

 
As described above, the development includes unpermitted structural improvements to an 
approximately 789 sq. ft. cabana, including installation of five 18-inch diameter by 35-foot deep 
concrete caissons and five “dead-man” counter-weights under the cabana and deck; deck and 
deck stairway repairs;  addition of 34 sq. ft. (enclosure of a portion of the existing deck and 
outdoor shower area) and a ¾ bathroom to the cabana; addition of 9.5 ft. long wetbar to the 
interior of the cabana; and, addition of a sanitary waste connection from the cabana to the 
existing septic system serving the single-family dwelling, including a grinder pump and waste 
water lines. The approved project also includes drainage repairs and drainage improvements on 
the bluff face (i.e., repairs on the walkway leading to the cabana) and approximately 50 cu. yds. 
grading, which has not yet been completed.  
 
Appellants’ Assertions: 
 
Coastal Act Section 30253, as incorporated into the LCP by Policy 1-1, LCP Policy 3-14, LCP 
Policy GEO-GV-1 and LCP Policy GEO-GV-3, require development to be sited to avoid areas of 
geologic hazard, to avoid landform alteration, and to avoid reliance on future shoreline or bluff 
protection devices.  The appellants assert that the development does not comply with Coastal Act 
Section 30253, as incorporated in the certified LCP; LCP Policy 3-14; and LCP Policy GEO-
GV-1 because the development would serve to prolong the life of a non-conforming structure 
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located on an unstable coastal bluff in an area of known geologic and erosional hazards and has 
caused additional alteration to the natural bluff landform.  Further, due to the geologic and 
erosional hazards present at the bluff on the subject site, prolonging the life of the structure will 
likely result in the request for additional shoreline or bluff protective devices to protect the 
development in direct conflict with Coastal Act Section 30253 and LCP Policies GEO-GV-1 and 
GEO-GV-3.  The County’s approval does not have a permit condition prohibiting future seawalls 
at the site. An emergency permit for shotcrete placement on the bluff below the cabana structure 
was approved by Santa Barbara County in 1989 based upon a determination by the Santa 
Barbara County Building and Safety Division that the eroded and undercut bluff presented a 
safety hazard to the public. It is likely that future repairs to stabilize the bluff and prevent erosion 
will be requested in the future, as the County’s March 4, 2014 staff report indicates that the 
applicant/owner is interested in repairing the shotcrete area and is contesting the requirement for 
permits.  
 
Additionally, the appellants assert that the approved development is inconsistent with LUP 
Policy 3-7 and Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II Section 35-67 because the unpermitted 
development inappropriately prolongs the life of a non-conforming structure on the bluff face. 
LCP Policy 3-7 and Article II Section 35-67 specifically prohibit development on a bluff face, 
except only in very limited circumstances for beach access stairways and pipelines for scientific 
research or coastal dependent industry. The approved development does not fit these exceptions 
because the development is not a beach access stairway or pipeline for scientific research. 
Further, the appellants assert that the development does not comply with LCP Policy 3-4, which 
requires development to be set back from the bluff edge to be safe from the threat of erosion, 
because the development prolongs the life of the structure that is located directly on the bluff and 
has no bluff setback.  
 
Degree of Factual and Legal Support for the County’s Decision that the Development is 
Consistent or Inconsistent with Geologic Hazards and Bluff Development Standards  
 
The question is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance 
with Coastal Act Section 30253, as incorporated into the LCP by Policy 1-1, LCP Policy 3-
14, LCP 3-14, LCP Policy GEO-GV-1 and LCP Policy GEO-GV-3, which require bluff 
setbacks, prohibit development on bluff faces with limited exceptions, require development 
to be sited to avoid areas of geologic hazard, to avoid landform alteration, and to avoid 
reliance on future shoreline or bluff protection devices. The first factor in evaluating whether 
the appeal raises a substantial issue is the degree of factual and legal support for the local 
government’s decision that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the policies 
cited above regarding geologic hazards and bluff development. 
 
County’s Analysis: 
 
The County’s Findings of Approval (Exhibit 11), dated March 5, 2014, submitted with the 
Notice of Final Action for the project state that the project is consistent with LCP Policies 3-
7 and 3-14 regarding geologic hazards and bluff development, as follows: 
 

• “The project is consistent with Coastal Land Use Plan Policy (CLUP) 3.7, which limits 
development on bluff faces except for engineered stairways and access. Insofar as the 
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cabana is a designated Historic Landmark it may be located on the bluff along with its 
deck access pathway to the beach.” (3/5/14 Notice of Final Action Findings of Approval, 
Section 2.1, March 5, 2014)   
 

• “The project is also consistent with CLUP Policy 3-14, which requires development to be 
designed to fit the site topography, geology, hydrology, etc. The cabana has been located 
on the bluff face since 1956 and is part of the landscape.”  (3/5/14 Notice of Final Action 
Findings of Approval, Section 2.1, March 5, 2014)   

 
The County’s Findings of Approval, dated March 5, 2014, do not include policy consistency 
findings for Coastal Act Section 30253, LCP Policy GEO-GV-1, and LCP Policy GEO-GV-
3. Further, the County did not include any factual evidence to support its findings that the 
project is consistent with LCP Policy 3-7 and 3-14 regarding geologic hazards and bluff 
development. Rather, the County’s findings of approval rely on an exception in the Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance which allows improvements to non-conforming structures that have been 
designated as a Historic Landmark by the County Board of Supervisors, discussed in detail in 
Section D. 1. b. below.  
 
In contrast to the Findings of Approval, dated March 5, 2014, submitted with the Notice of 
Final Action for the project, the County’s February 13, 2014 Planning Commission staff 
report for the appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the project; the County’s 
Findings for Denial (Exhibit A to the County’s February 13, 2014 staff report); and, the 
County’s December 6, 2013 staff report for the Zoning Administrator hearing include 
findings which state that the project is not consistent with LCP Policies 7-3, 3-14, GEO-GV-
3, and CZO Section 35-67.5 regarding geologic hazards and bluff development, as follows: 
 

• The LCP consistency findings for CLUP Policy 3-7 state: “Inconsistent: 
‘Development’, as defined in the Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance includes the 
placement of any solid material, including caissons and other structural support. The 
site map submitted by the applicant correctly shows that the cabana is entirely on the 
bluff face. Thus, the as-built repair work involving caissons and other new structural 
supports is inconsistent with this policy.” (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff 
Report, pgs. 5-6 and 12/6/13 Zoning Administrator Staff Report, p.7) 
 

• The LCP consistency findings for CLUP Policy 3-14 state: “Inconsistent: Review of 
the site by former County Geologist Brian Baca and by current County consulting 
geologists Fugro West, Inc. indicates that the beach cabana is located on a potentially 
unstable landslide plane. Geology and soils reports provided by the applicant (Grover 
Hollingsworth, 1999; Coastal Geology and Soils, 2005; and Braun and Associates, 
2005) do not provide calculations demonstrating adequate stability of the underlying 
bluff area (personal conversation with Eric Hagen, Building & Safety, April 2010), 
nor do they include discussion or determination of bluff face retreat over time. In a 
January 17, 2005 letter to prior owner Peter Capone, Mr. Braun refers to the 1999 
Grover Hollingsworth analysis by stating ‘Based on their analysis and findings, the 
potential for slope failure is possible during times of heavy surf, heavy rain or strong 
seismic event.’ As such, the bluff face cannot be determined to be suited for 
development and therefore the project is inconsistent with this policy.” (2/13/14 
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Planning Commission Staff Report, p. 6 and 12/6/13 Zoning Administrator Staff 
Report, p.7) 

 
• The LCP consistency findings for Goleta Community Plan Policy GEO-GV-3 state: 

“Inconsistent: The proposed structure is currently protected by bluff retreat by 1989 
shotcrete injections into the caverns and undercut areas of the bluff that were present 
at that time. The application of shotcrete was allowed specifically in order to create a 
seawall to protect the public on the beach below from potential failure of the bluff 
and cabana. The shotcrete constitutes a coastal protection structure that, by virtue of 
its location, also protects the cabana. The applicant/owner is interested in repairing 
the shotcrete area and is contesting the requirement for permits. Consistency with this 
policy would require relocation of the existing cabana to avoid the threat of bluff 
retreat rather than installation of new materials to repair the deteriorating shotcrete 
seawall. (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff Report, p. 7 and 12/6/13 Zoning 
Administrator Staff Report, p.8) 
 

• The LCP consistency findings for Section 35-67.5, Bluff Development Standards 
state: “Inconsistent:...the unpermitted repair work including the installation of 
supporting caissons and other…structural improvements intended to perpetuate the 
life of the nonconforming structure in situ on the bluff face is inconsistent with these 
policies and ordinance standards.” (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff Report, p. 9 
and 12/6/13 Zoning Administrator Staff Report, p.9) 

 
The County’s “Findings for Denial” contained in the County’s February 13, 2014 Planning 
Commission staff report found that the project was not consistent with the LCP, as follows: 
 

• “As discussed in Section 6.0 of the staff report dated February 13, 2014 and 
incorporated by reference herein, the proposed project is not consistent with the 
applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan 
and the Goleta Community Plan, regarding development on bluff faces, adequacy of 
services, and primacy of policies most protective of coastal resources (CLUP Policies 
1-2, 2.6, 3-7, 3-14, and GCP Policy GEO-GV-3). The proposed project is also 
inconsistent with applicable provisions of Article II regarding bluff development 
standards and structural changes to nonconforming structures. Therefore, these 
findings cannot be made.” (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff Report, Attachment 
A) 

 
Evidence in Record: 
 
The County supported its findings in the February 13, 2014 Planning Commission staff 
report, Findings for Denial (Exhibit A to the 2/13/14 County staff report) and the December 
6, 2013 staff report for the Zoning Administrator hearing with geological and geotechnical 
engineering studies and letters that were prepared to evaluate the site and are included in the 
County’s administrative record. (See Appendix A) These studies and letters indicate that the 
project site is an unstable bluff subject to landslides and erosion and that the unpermitted 
caisson foundation repairs were undertaken in order to extend the life of the cabana and have 
the effect of extending the life of the cabana.  
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As noted above, landslide activity has occurred on the bluff in the vicinity of the cabana. A 
shallow active landslide exists on the southwest bluff portion of the property. A second 
active landslide is also present at the extreme southeast corner of the property. This active 
landslide is located on the bluff face and extends offsite to the east. A small area of surficial 
solid erosion/slumping is present below the western portion of the wood deck south of the 
beach cabana. (Grover Hollingsworth, 11/9/11, p.4)  
 
A comprehensive Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration report was prepared in 1999 by 
Grover Hollingsworth and Associates, Inc. showing that the development is located in a 
“potentially unstable” area. According to the report, the purpose of the exploration was “to 
evaluate the nature, distribution, engineering properties, relative stability, and geologic structure 
of the earth materials underling the property with respect to the evaluation of an existing 
landslide on the lower, southern portion of the site, the assessment of the stability of other slopes 
on the site, assessment of the stability of the beach cabana structure, and possible future 
development.” (Grover Hollingsworth, 8/9/99, p.1) The report evaluated data from field 
exploration, which included excavating twelve test pits, drilling three borings, mapping outcrops 
adjacent to and within the property, and obtaining samples from the site and concluded that: 
 

The southern slope and seacliff areas are potentially unstable. The beach cabana is located 
on or above bedrock which is unfavorably oriented with respect to the seacliff. This bedrock 
orientation has led to landsliding along the seacliff east of the subject property. We believe 
that the bluff and slope in the area of the beach cabana are marginally unstable. Failure of 
the beach cabana could occur during a period of heavy rainfall, wave attack, or strong 
seismic shaking. (Grover Hollingsworth, 8/9/99, p.13) 

 
Although a letter prepared by the same engineering firm in 2011 states that “there are no 
landslides in the area of the cabana that represent a risk to its stability,” this 2011 assessment was 
prepared after the unpermitted caisson placement to reinforce the foundation of the structure was 
conducted in 2005 to stabilize the structure.  (Grover Hollingsworth, 11/9/11, p. 5) 
 
Further, three separate letters prepared in 2005 by Braun & Associates, an engineering firm, 
indicate that structural stability of the beach cabana was at issue and the friction pile foundation 
system was designed to support the cabana and deck in order to extend the life of the structure. A 
January 17, 2005 letter prepared by Braun & Associates states that “[d]ue to the desire of the 
owner to provide an increased life for the structure it was decided the use of caissons extending 
into the bedrock and supporting the existing foundation system would be the most feasible.” 
(Braun & Associates 1/17/05, p.1) A subsequent letter prepared by Braun & Associates, dated 
December 7, 2005, reiterates that “[t]he work conducted on the Beach House was done in order 
to extend the life or usefulness of the structure while at the same time providing additional 
stabilization of the slope within this area.” (Braun & Associates, 12/7/05, p.1) 
 
Further, an August 15, 2005 letter prepared by Braun & Associates also discusses the structural 
foundation of the cabana. This letter states: 
 

The owner had significant concerns as to the stability of the Beach House. Based on 
discussions with the owner and review of the Grover Hollingsworth report, I was in 
agreement with the concerns of the owner. Within the geotechnical review by Grover 
Hollingsworth discussions as to stabilizing the Beach House and deck were provided. Mr. 
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Capone was most concerned with loss of the structure and deck from seismic activity. Based 
on our discussion this firm designed a cast in place friction pile foundation system to 
support the structure and remove the loads from the deck. (Braun & Associates 8/15/05, p.1) 

 
The August 15, 2005 Braun & Associates letter concluded that “[b]ased on the work it is my 
opinion the Beach House has been strengthened by this new foundation system in a method 
consistent with typical underpinning procedures for the area” and “the structure is now supported 
by a deep foundation system with footings that extend well into the bedrock in accordance with 
the Grover Hollingsworth report and proper engineering procedures.” (Braun & Associates 
8/15/05, p.2)  A letter provided by a third engineering firm, Coastal Geology & Soil, Inc., also 
specifically states that “[t]he foundation system appears to be well designed and adequate to 
provide support for the beach house against foundation failure due to the poor surficial stability 
of the upper Qc type materials.” (Coastal Geology & Soil, Inc. 2005, p.3) 
 
Therefore, the reports and letters prepared by three separate engineering firms make clear that 
the project site, a coastal bluff, is not geologically stable and the work was conducted in order to 
stabilize the foundation of the cabana and extend the life of the non-conforming cabana structure 
and the work has the end effect of prolonging the life of the cabana.  
 
As part of the Carr’s appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the project, the Carr’s 
alleged that “staff’s recommendation for denial of the project is based upon staff’s conclusion 
that the cantilevered support system was designed and installed with the intention of prolonging 
the life of the cabana.” (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff Report, p.5) The County’s response 
to the Carr’s appeal issue regarding the form and function of the cantilever caisson foundation 
support is as follows: 
 

• “The proposed as-built construction of the cantilever support system has been reviewed 
by the Planning & Development, Building & Safety Division (B&S). During the review 
of the plans against the California Building Code, B&S staff concluded that the support 
system had been designed and constructed to not only provide cantilevered support for 
the existing deck, but that it was also directly tied into the foundation of the cabana and 
provides support to the cabana itself…The LCP consistency findings for Section 35-67.5, 
Bluff Development Standards state: “...the unpermitted repair work including the 
installation of supporting caissons and other…structural improvements intended to 
perpetuate the life of the nonconforming structure in situ on the bluff face is inconsistent 
with these policies and ordinance standards.” (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff 
Report, p. 9 and 12/6/13 Zoning Administrator Staff Report, p.9) 

 
Thus, the record shows that the engineering reports and project plans discussed above were 
reviewed by the County’s Building and Safety Division, and the Building and Safety Division 
concluded that the cantilevered support system, supporting both the cabana and attached deck, 
has the effect of extending the life of the cabana. During a meeting with Commission staff on 
4/22/14, the applicants and their representatives asserted that the foundation improvements were 
conducted in order to provide support to the deck and deck stairway leading to the approved 
beach access stairway. Regardless of this assertion, it is clear, based on the record evidence 
discussed above, that the foundation improvements provide support to both the cabana and 
attached deck (Exhibits 4-7) and have the effect of extending the life of the cabana. Indeed, as 
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noted above, the previous owner who initiated the unpermitted repairs had the intent of 
extending the life of the cabana by performing the structural repairs.  
 
Therefore, contrary to the County Planning Commission’s findings of approval that are factually 
and legally unsupported, evidence in the record clearly supports a conclusion that the project is 
not consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253, as incorporated into the LCP by Policy 1-1, LCP 
Policy 3-7, LCP 3-14, LCP Policy GEO-GV-1 and LCP Policy GEO-GV-3 because the 
development, which extends the life of the non-conforming structure, is located on a geologically 
unstable bluff unsuitable for development. In its approval of the project, the County did not 
provide consistency findings for Coastal Act Section 30253, LCP Policy GEO-GV-1 and LCP 
Policy GEO-GV-3. Further, evidence does not exist for the County’s final determination that the 
project is consistent with LCP Policy 3-7 (which prohibits development on the bluff face except 
for beach accessways and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent industry) and 
LCP Policy 3-14 (which requires development to be sited to avoid areas of known soils, 
geologic, flood, or erosion hazards) given that evidence in County’s record supports an opposite 
conclusion. In fact, the County Planning and Development Department staff recommended 
denial of the project for four separate County hearings, including hearings in 2005, 2011, 2013, 
and 2014. Therefore, a substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance with 
Coastal Act and LCP policies which require development to be sited to avoid areas of geologic 
hazard, landform alteration, and reliance on future shoreline or bluff protection devices. 
  
b. Non-Conforming Use Coastal Zoning Ordinance Provision and Land Use Plan 

Policy Conflicts 
 
The appellants assert that the approved project raises issues regarding consistency with the 
following Coastal Zoning Ordinance provisions regarding non-conforming uses and LUP policy 
conflicts related to bluff development and geologic hazards as compared with protections 
afforded to historic resources:  
 
LUP Policy 1-2 states:  

 
Where policies within the land use plan overlap, the policy which is most protective of coastal 
resources shall take precedence. 
 

LUP Policy 1-3 states:  
 
Where there are conflicts between the policies set forth in the coastal land use plan and those set 
forth in any element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan or existing ordinances, the policies of the 
coastal land use plan shall take precedence.  

 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-160. Purpose and Intent: 

…It is the intent of this Article to permit these nonconformities to continue until they are removed, 
but not to encourage their survival… 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-161. Nonconforming Use of Land, Buildings and 
Structures: 

A nonconforming use may be continued subject to the following regulations, so long as such use 
remains otherwise lawful. 
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1. Structural Change. Except as otherwise provided in this article…no existing building or 
structure devoted to a nonconforming use under this Article shall be enlarged, extended, 
reconstructed, moved, or structurally altered…  

 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-162. Nonconforming Buildings and Structures: 

If a building or structure is conforming as to use but nonconforming as to setbacks, height, lot 
coverage, or other requirements concerning the building or structure, such structure may remain 
so long as it is otherwise lawful, subject to the following regulations. 

1. Structural Change. A nonconforming structure may be enlarged, extended, moved, or 
structurally altered provided that any such extension, enlargement, etc., complies with the 
setback, height, lot coverage, and other requirements of this Article. Seismic retrofits, as defined 
in Section 35-58 and pursuant to Section 35-169.2.1.m are allowed throughout conforming and 
nonconforming portions of the structure or building. No living quarters may be extended into an 
accessory building located in the required front, side, or rear yards by such addition or 
enlargement.  

a. Exceptions: A nonconforming structure may be enlarged, extended, reconstructed, 
moved, and/or structurally altered, subject to the following criteria: 

1) The structure has been declared to be a historical landmark pursuant to a resolution 
of the Board of Supervisors may be structurally altered provided that the County 
Historical Landmarks Advisory Commission has determined that the proposed 
structural alterations will help to preserve and maintain the landmark in the long term 
and has reviewed and approved the proposed structural alterations.  

 … 

Archeological and Historical Resources Policies 
 
LUP Policy 10-1 states:  

 
All available measures, including purchase, tax relief, purchase of development rights, etc., shall 
be explored to avoid development on significant historic, prehistoric, archaeological, and other 
classes of cultural sites 

 
LUP Policy 10-2 states:  

 
When developments are proposed for parcels where archeological or other cultural sites are 
located, project design shall be required which avoids impacts to such cultural sites if possible. 

 
LUP Policy 10-3 states:  

 
When sufficient planning flexibility does not permit avoiding construction on archeological or 
other types of cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall be required. Mitigation shall be designed in 
accord with guidelines of the State Office of Historic Preservation and the State of California 
Native Heritage Commission. 

 
LUP Policy 10-4 states:  

 
Off-road vehicle use, unauthorized collecting of artifacts, or other activities other than 
development which could destroy or damage archeological or cultural sites shall be prohibited. 

 
LUP Policy 10-5 states:  
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Native Americans shall be consulted when development proposals are submitted which impact 
significant archaeological or cultural sites.  

 
 
Appellants’ Assertions: 
 
The appellants also assert that the development is inconsistent with the Land Use Plan (LUP) 
policies of the LCP relating to development in coastal and blufftop areas and Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance, Article II Section 35-160 that allows nonconforming structures and uses to continue 
until they are removed, but seeks to prohibit improvements that would extend the life of the non-
conforming structure. The appellants assert that the structural improvements to the bluff side 
cabana, constructed in 1956, inappropriately extend the life of the non-conforming cabana 
located in a geologically unstable area unsuitable for development. Although Article II, Section 
35-162.1.a.1 provides an exception to the rule and allows a non-conforming structure to be 
improved provided that the structure has been declared a historical landmark pursuant to a 
resolution of the Board of Supervisors, the appellants assert that this Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
provision does not trump the other resource protection policies of the County’s LCP.  Article II, 
Section 35-162.1 specifically states that “[a] non-conforming structure may be enlarged, 
extended, moved, or structurally altered provided that any such extension, enlargement, etc., 
complies with the setback, height, lot coverage, and other requirements of this Article.” The 
exception for structures that have been declared a historical landmark by the Board of 
Supervisors provides an exception for “setback, height, lot coverage, and other requirements of 
this Article” (emphasis added) and not an exception to the wider policies and provisions of the 
entire Local Coastal Plan, including the LUP. Therefore, the exception for improvements to a 
non-conforming structure designated as a historic landmark is an exception only to the other 
requirements of “this Article,” which refers to Article II of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance.   It is 
not an exception that would allow contravention of all other LCP policies, including LUP 
provisions strictly regulating development on bluffs and in geologically hazardous areas, and 
generally prohibiting such development with narrow exceptions not applicable here. Thus, a 
project must be consistent not only with the Coastal Zoning Ordinance provisions of the LCP but 
also with all policies and provisions of the certified LUP.  Specifically, although Section 35-
162.1.a.1 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance may allow for exceptions to other provisions of the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, the project must still comply with all provisions of the certified LCP. 
 
Furthermore, the appellants assert that, pursuant to LUP Policy 1-2 and Policy 1-3, LUP policies 
which require bluff setbacks, prohibit development on bluff faces with limited exceptions, 
require development to be sited to avoid areas of geologic hazard, to avoid landform alteration, 
and to avoid reliance on future shoreline or bluff protection devices are more protective of 
coastal resources than provisions of the LUP regarding historic resources. Thus, the appellants 
assert that, in this particular case, Coastal Act Section 30253, as incorporated into the LCP by 
Policy 1-1, LUP Policy 3-7, LUP Policy 3-4, LUP 3-14, LUP Policy GEO-GV-1, and LUP 
Policy GEO-GV-3, take precedence over the other LUP provisions related to historic resources. 
These LUP policies are clear and comprehensive. For example, LUP Policy 3-7 specifically 
limits development on bluff faces to only two types of development, beach access stairways and 
pipelines for scientific research. Further, LUP policies regarding bluff development and siting to 
avoid geologic hazards and landform alteration are reiterated in several different policies 
throughout the LUP. These policies, as applied to the subject development, are discussed above 
in detail in Section D.1.a of this report.  
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On the other hand, LUP provisions related to historic sites are more general in nature, do not 
provide specific protections for historic landmarks, and are focused on protections for 
archeological and cultural sites as opposed to sites designated as historic landmarks by the 
County (see Policies 10-1, 10-2, 10-3, 10-4, and 10-5).  Although the LUP lists 20 historic sites 
in Santa Barbara County1, the LUP does not include specific policies that protect these resources, 
but rather only “recommendations” in LUP Section 3.10.5 (Historical Resources), cited above. 
For example, recommendation 2 in Section 3.10.5 states: “[t]he significant sites should be 
designated as landmarks by the County Advisory Landmark Committee and restrictions imposed 
as currently permitted by County Ordinance No.1716.” Ordinance No.1716 is not certified as 
part of the LCP, nevertheless, applying LCP Policy 1-3, policies of the certified LUP would take 
precedence over any standards within that Ordinance related to historic landmarks. Further, the 
County Code which provides for a Historical Landmarks Advisory Committee and outlines 
historic landmark criteria, Santa Barbara County Code Section 18A, is not certified as part of the 
County’s Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Article II).  Thus, LCP policies regarding bluff 
development restrictions and siting to avoid geologic hazards would take precedence over other 
County Comprehensive Plan provisions or existing ordinances regarding historic landmark 
designations. Therefore, as applied to the development in this case, per Policy 1-2 and Policy 1-
3, LUP policies regarding bluff development and siting to avoid geologically hazardous areas are 
more protective of coastal resources and outweigh LCP provisions regarding historic resources. 
 
Degree of Factual and Legal Support for the County’s Decision that the Development is 
Consistent or Inconsistent with Non-Conforming Use Provisions of the Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance and Policy Conflict Provisions of the LCP 
 
The question is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance with 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance provisions regarding non-conforming uses and LCP policies regarding 
policy conflicts. The first factor in evaluating whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the 
degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the development is 
consistent or inconsistent with the provisions, cited above, regarding non-conforming uses and 
policy conflicts. 
 
County’s Analysis: 
 
The County’s Findings of Approval (Exhibit 11), dated March 5, 2014, submitted with the 
Notice of Final Action for the project include the following LCP consistency findings: 
 

• “[T]he project is consistent with CLUP Policy 1-2 which allows the policies most 
protective of coastal resources to take precedence over any concerns about bluff face 
development; it would be damaging to the bluff to remove the structure and structural 
alterations form the bluff. Additionally, the project conforms to the Article II 

                                            
1 The twenty historic sites include the following: Vicente Ortega Adobe, Point Sal, Point Perdernales, Point 
Conception Lighthouse, Gaviota Landing, Gaviota Pass (State Historical Landmark), Baron Adobe, La Vigia, 
Refugio Beach Park, Erro Pepper Tree, Ygnacio Ortega Adobe, Bruno Orella Adobe, El Capitan Beach Park, Dos 
Pueblos (Historic Site, Cabrillo Anchorage), Whaling Camp (Goleta Point Area), Asphaltum Mine (Goleta-UCSB 
Area), Massini Adobe (Montecito), First Oil Well (Summerland), Fleishman House (Lambert Road), and Shepard’s 
Inn (Carpinteria Valley) 
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development standards for nonconforming structures. Specifically, the cabana is a 
historic landmark, it benefits from the exemption to nonconforming development 
standards afforded historic landmarks, and thus can be improved. As such, this finding 
can be made.” (3/5/14 Findings of Approval 2.1, Planning Commission Hearing, March 
5, 2014)   

 
In contrast to the Findings of Approval, dated March 5, 2014, finding consistency with 
Article II (Coastal Zoning Ordinance) non-conforming use provisions and policy conflict 
provisions, the County’s Findings for Denial (Attachment A to the 2/13/14 Planning 
Commission staff report); the County’s findings in the February 13, 2014 Planning 
Commission staff report; and, the County’s findings in the December 6, 2013 staff report for 
the Zoning Administrator hearing find that the project is not consistent Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance provisions regarding non-conforming uses and state that LCP policies restricting 
bluff development take precedence over LCP provisions regarding historic landmarks. 
 
The County’s “Findings for Denial” contained in the County’s February 13, 2014 Planning 
Commission staff report found that the project was not consistent with the LCP, as follows: 
 

• “As discussed in Section 6.0 of the staff report dated February 13, 2014 and 
incorporated by reference herein, the proposed project is not consistent with the 
applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan 
and the Goleta Community Plan, regarding development on bluff faces, adequacy of 
services, and primacy of policies most protective of coastal resources (CLUP Policies 
1-2, 2.6, 3-7, 3-14, and GCP Policy GEO-GV-3). The proposed project is also 
inconsistent with applicable provisions of Article II regarding bluff development 
standards and structural changes to nonconforming structures. Therefore, these 
findings cannot be made.” (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff Report, Attachment 
A) 
 

• “As discussed in Section 6.2 of the staff report dated February 13, 2014 and 
incorporated by reference herein, the as-built construction work on the cabana is not 
consistent with the provisions of Section 35-67(5) (Bluff Development Standards) or 
Section 35-162 (Nonconforming Structures) of the Article II Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance. Section 35-67(5) disallows development on the bluff face except in 
limited circumstances. The cabana is located on a bluff face where structural 
improvements constitute new development and would not be permitted. Section 35-
162.1.a.1 (Nonconforming Structures) prohibits enlargement, extension, 
reconstruction, movement or structural alteration of nonconforming structures with 
the exception of those nonconforming structures that have been designated as historic 
landmarks. The cabana is a nonconforming structure and was designated County 
Historic Landmark #49. Regardless, applicable Coastal policies prioritize protection 
of coastal resources, including bluff faces, over protection of historic resources. The 
exception under 35-162 for Historic Landmarks does not outweigh the policies which 
prohibit development on the bluff face. These policies implement the goals of 
protecting public safety for the landowners and beach-goers, protecting coastal bluff 
habitat, and preserving the bluff’s iconic scenic value.” (2/13/14 Planning 
Commission Staff Report, Attachment A) 
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The County’s findings in the February 13, 2014 Planning Commission staff report and the 
County’s findings in the December 6, 2013 staff report for the Zoning Administrator hearing 
make the following findings regarding non-conforming use CZO provisions and LUP provisions 
regarding historic landmarks: 
 

• The LCP consistency findings for Article II, Section 35-160 and Section 35-162 state: 
“Inconsistent: The unpermitted work conducted in 2005 (i.e., structural improvements 
with caissons and grade beams etc.) was inconsistent with the intent of the 
nonconforming structure provisions of Article II. This application is intended to rectify 
that by validating the work on the basis of the fact that the cabana was designated County 
Landmark #49 on March 6, 2012. However, as noted throughout this staff report, the 
cabana is located on a coastal bluff. Development on a coastal bluff is highly restricted 
both by ordinance and policy. Moreover, the CLUP requires application of the most 
protective resource conserving policies, including those applicable to coastal bluffs, to 
any given project. (2/13/14 Planning Commission Staff Report, p. 10 and 12/6/13 Zoning 
Administrator Staff Report, p.10) 
 

• The LCP consistency findings for LUP Policy 1-2 state: “Inconsistent: …CLUP Policy 
10-1 calls for all available measures to avoid development on significant historic 
sites…The cabana is located on the face of the coastal bluff. Coastal Land Use Plan 
Policy 3-7 specifically disallows development on the bluff face except for engineered 
staircases, pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent industry, or drainpipes in 
limited circumstances. Policy 3-7 is protective of bluff faces as coastal resources, and 
implements the goals of protecting public safety (for both landowners and beachgoers), 
protecting coastal bluff habitat, and preserving the coastal bluff’s iconic scenic value. 
When balanced with the absence of specific policies affording protection to historic 
resources in the Coastal Act, Policy 3-7 is most protective of coastal resources.” (2/13/14 
Planning Commission Staff Report, pgs.7-8 and 12/6/13 Zoning Administrator Staff 
Report, pgs.8-9) 

 
• The LCP consistency findings for LUP Policy10-1 state: “Consistent:…[g]iven the lack 

of protection of historic resources, this policy is outweighed by other policies (e.g. CLUP 
Policy 3-7) based on CLUP Policy 1-2 which places [the] highest value on policies most 
protective of coastal resources.  

 
Given the conflicting findings in the County’s record regarding the project’s conformance with 
non-conforming uses and policy conflict provisions, the County’s final determination that the 
project is consistent with non-conforming use provisions allowing an exception for 
improvements to historic landmarks, and the final determination that  protections afforded to 
historic landmarks are more protective of coastal resources than LCP policies restricting bluff 
development, do not have a high degree of factual or legal support. The County’s rationale for 
finding that the project would be consistent with CLUP Policy 1-2 because it “would be 
damaging to the bluff to remove the structure and structural alterations from the bluff” is 
unsubstantiated because the County did not recommend removal of the structure here. 
Furthermore, the exception provided which allows improvements to non-conforming buildings 
that have been designated historic landmarks only provides an exception to provisions within 
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Article II (Coastal Zoning Ordinance) and does not trump other LCP resource protection policies 
of the LCP. Additionally, as applied to the development in this case and pursuant to Policy 1-2 
and Policy 1-3, LUP policies regarding bluff development and siting to avoid geologically 
hazardous areas are more protective of coastal resources and outweigh LCP provisions regarding 
historic resources. The County's interpretation of its LCP raises substantial issues with the 
possibility that local interests are overriding state interests in application of the Coastal Act.  
However, “the LCP and the development permits issued by local agencies pursuant to the 
Coastal Act are nor solely a matter of local law, but embody state policy.” (Charles A. Pratt 
Construction Co. v California Coastal Commission, (2008) (162 Cal. App. 4th 1068, 
1075.) Further, “[t]he Commission applies state law and policies to determine whether the 
development permit complies with the LCP.”  (Id at 1076.)  Moreover, the Court of Appeal in 
Pratt declined to allow the local government to interpret its LCP so that the LCPs own 
provisions were “easily defeated” and pointed out that “the Legislature made the Commission, 
not the County, the final word on the interpretation of the LCP.” (Id at 1078.) Therefore, a 
substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance Article II non-conforming use 
provisions and LUP policies 1-2 and 1-3.  
 
c. Visual Resources 
 
The appellant’s raise issues regarding the project’s conformance with Coastal Act Section 30251 
and LUP Policy 4-5.  
 
Coastal Act Section 30251 states:  
 

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

 
LUP Policy 4-5 states: 
 

In addition to that required for safety (see Policy 3-4), further bluff setbacks may be required for 
oceanfront structures to minimize or avoid impacts on public views from the beach. Bluff top 
structures shall be set back from the bluff edge sufficiently far to insure that the structure does not 
infringe on views from the beach except in areas where existing structures on both sides of the 
proposed structure already impact public views from the beach. In such cases, the new structure 
shall be located no closer to the bluff’s edge than the adjacent structures.  

 
Appellants’ Assertions: 
 
The appellants assert that the project is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30251 and LUP 
Policy 4-5 protecting scenic and visual resources because the development is located on a highly 
visible bluff face and public views from the beach will be adversely impacted by prolonging the 
life of the nonconforming structure. The development extends the life of the cabana which is not 
set back from the bluff, as required by Policy 4-5. 
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Degree of Factual and Legal Support for the County’s Decision that the Development is 
Consistent or Inconsistent with Visual Resource Policies 
 
The question is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance with 
Coastal Act Section 30251, as incorporated into the LCP by Policy 1-1 and LUP Policy 4-5 
which require development to be sited to protect scenic coastal areas, to minimize alteration of 
natural landforms, to be compatible with the character of the surrounding area, to restore and 
enhance visual quality where feasible and to be setback from bluffs to minimize or avoid impacts 
of public views from the beach. The first factor in evaluating whether the appeal raises a 
substantial issue is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision 
that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the policies cited above regarding visual 
resources.  
 
The County’s Findings of Approval (Exhibit 11), dated March 5, 2014, submitted with the 
Notice of Final Action for the project, state that the development will include the following 
findings regarding visual resources: 
 

• “The cabana has been located on the bluff face and has been part of the local landscape 
since 1956. The proposed project, including both foundation repairs and enclosure of the 
wetbar area, was designed so as not to alter the view of the cabana by the public from the 
public beach or along the coast in any significant way. While the caissons are minimally 
visible, they do not detract from the public views along the coast…” (3/5/14 Findings of 
Approval 2.4, Planning Commission Hearing, March 5, 2014)   
 

These Findings of Approval do not provide a policy analysis for the project’s consistency with 
Coastal Act Section 30251 and LCP Policy 4-5. The County’s February 13, 2014 Planning 
Commission staff report for the appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the project, the 
County’s Findings for Denial (Exhibit A to the County’s February 13, 2014 staff report) and the 
County’s December 6, 2013 staff report for the Zoning Administrator hearing also do not include 
policy consistency findings for Coastal Act Section 30251 and LCP Policy 4-5.   
 
The coastal bluff in the project area is generally undeveloped except for private beach access 
stairways. The project approved by the County has the effect of extending the life of the bluff 
side cabana in a highly scenic coastal area of Santa Barbara County and altering the natural bluff 
landform in conflict with Coastal Act Section 30251 and Policy 4-5. The County has not 
provided a high degree of factual or legal support for its findings regarding consistency with 
visual resource policies, and a substantial issue is raised with respect to the project’s 
conformance with the visual resource protection policies of the LCP. 
 
c. Adequacy of Public Services 
 
The appellants assert that the project does not comply with LCP Policy 2-6 regarding adequacy 
of fire department access.  
 
LUP Policy 2-6 states: 
 

Prior to the issuance of a development permit, the County shall make the finding, based on 
information provided by environmental documents, staff analysis, and the applicant, that adequate 
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public or private services and resources (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available to serve the 
proposed development. The applicant shall assume full responsibility for costs incurred in service 
extensions or improvements that are required as a result of the proposed project. Lack of available 
public or private services or resources shall be grounds for denial of the project or reduction in the 
density otherwise indicated in the land use plan… 

 
Appellants’ Assertions: 
 
The appellants assert that the project does not comply with LUP Policy 2-6 regarding adequacy 
of fire department access. LUP Policy 2-6 requires the County to make a finding, prior to 
issuance of a development permit, that adequate public or private services and resources (i.e., 
water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available and provides that lack of available services shall be 
grounds for denial of a project. 
 
Degree of Factual and Legal Support for the County’s Decision that the Development is 
Consistent or Inconsistent with Policy 2-6 
 
The question is whether a substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance with 
LUP Policy 2-6. The first factor in evaluating whether the appeal raises a substantial issue is the 
degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the development is 
consistent or inconsistent with Policy 2-6.  
 
The County’s Findings of Approval (Exhibit 11), dated March 5, 2014, submitted with the 
Notice of Final Action for the project, do not include a finding that adequate public services are 
available to serve the cabana as required by Policy 2-6. However, the County’s February 13, 
2014 Planning Commission staff report for the appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of 
the project and the County’s December 6, 2013 staff report for the Zoning Administrator hearing 
include findings that the project is inconsistent with Policy 2-6 because the cabana remains out 
of compliance with Fire Department access requirements, as follows: 
 

• LCP Policy 2-6: “Inconsistent: Pursuant to a site visit conducted by County Fire 
Department personnel in 2005, the cabana on the bluff is beyond reach of Fire 
Department equipment, as is currently reachable only by a ‘switch-back’ golf cart path 
down the slope. Hence, fire protection access to the cabana does not meet County Fire 
standards. County Fire standards for access have not changed since 2005 nor has the 
access been improved under permit to achieve Fire Department Standards…” (2/13/14 
Planning Commission Staff Report, p. 6 and 12/6/13 Zoning Administrator Staff Report, 
p.7) 

 
The County did not make, and in fact could not have made, the specific finding required by 
Policy 2-6 that adequate public services can be provided to the cabana. No evidence in the record 
shows the County would be able to find that adequate fire department access could be provided 
to the cabana. Thus, a substantial issue exists regarding the project’s conformance with Policy 2-
6.  
 
In conclusion, regarding the first factor of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, the 
County did not provide a high degree of factual and legal evidence to support its findings that the 
development was consistent with the County of Santa Barbara’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
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regarding geologic hazards and bluff development standards, visual resources, and non-
conforming structures, including Land Use Plan (LUP) Policies 1-2, 1-3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 3-14, 4-5, 
GEO-GV-1, GEO-GV-3, Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 (as incorporated into the LCP 
pursuant to Policy 1-1), and Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sections 35-67, 35-160, and 35-161. 
Therefore the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal 
has been filed. 
 

2.  Additional Substantial Issue Factors Considered by the Commission  
 
The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.  
In evaluating the issue of whether the appeals raise a substantial issue, in addition to considering 
the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision (first factor), as 
analyzed above, the Commission also considers the following additional factors: the extent and 
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government, the significance of 
coastal resources affected by the decision, the precedential value of the local government’s 
decision for future interpretation of its LCP, and whether the appeal raises only local issues, or 
those of regional or statewide significance. 
 
a. Extent and Scope of the Approved Project  
 
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. As described above in Section 
III.A., the project approved by the County includes development associated with a 740 sq. ft. 
cabana (Santa Barbara County Landmark #49 (“the Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana”), 
including: 1) as-built foundation reinforcement work including installation of five 18-inch 
diameter by 35-foot deep concrete caissons and five “dead-man” counter-weights; 2) as-built 
deck and deck stairway repairs; 3) as-built addition of 34 sq. ft. (enclosure of a portion of the 
existing deck and outdoor shower area) and a ¾ bathroom to the cabana; 4) as-built addition of 
9.5 ft. long wetbar to the interior of the cabana; 5) as-built addition of a sanitary waste 
connection from the cabana to the existing septic system serving the single-family dwelling, 
including a grinder pump and waste water lines; 6) drainage repairs and new drainage 
improvements on the bluff face (i.e., repairs on the walkway leading to the cabana); and 7) less 
than 50 cu. yds. grading for drainage improvements. 
 
Given the small size of the non-conforming cabana structure, the unpermitted foundation work 
undertaken to prolong the life of the structure required fairly substantial alterations to the coastal 
bluff. According to an engineering report prepared for the as-built project by Coastal Geology & 
Soils, Inc., the foundation system for the cabana consists of seven 18-inch diameter poured-in-
place concrete piles located below the cabana, which support five “girders,” which are tied into 
the subsurface on the north end of the cabana through 48-inch square by 36-inch deep “dead 
man” type foundation supports. The north/south trending “girders” are used to support the 
cabana and cantilever out to support the deck system on the south side of the cabana. The 
caissons extend approximately 35 feet into the subsurface soils and bedrock below the cabana.  
(8/17/05 Coastal Geology & Soils, Inc., p.2) Therefore, given the facts of this case, the extent 
and scope of unpermitted work undertaken to prolong the life of the cabana and improve the 
structure and foundation is significant. 
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b. Significance of Coastal Resources Affected by the Approval 
 
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. As noted above, Coastal Act Chapter 3 
Policy and LCP policy issue areas that are raised by this project relate to: bluff setbacks, 
development on bluff faces, requirements to site development to avoid areas of geologic hazard, 
to avoid landform alteration, and to avoid reliance on future shoreline or bluff protection devices,  
visual resources, and Coastal Zoning Ordinance provisions regarding extending the life of a non-
conforming structure located on a geologically unstable bluff. Thus, the project raises important 
coastal resource issues and the record raises substantial questions as to whether the project could 
be consistent with the certified Local Coastal Plan and applicable Coastal Act policies protecting 
those resources.  

 
c. Precedential Value of the Local Government’s Decision  
 
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. The 
County found that the Coastal Zoning Ordinance exception that allows improvements to non-
conforming structures for structures designated as Historic Landmarks takes precedence “over 
any concerns about bluff face development” and found that LCP provisions related to historic 
landmarks are more protective of coastal resources than bluff development standards. (Exhibit 
11, 3/5/14 County Findings of Approval) This policy interpretation is extremely problematic and 
raises significant coastal resource protection policy conflicts with the Coastal Act and LCP.   In 
addition, the landmark exception is an exception only to development standards within Article II, 
the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, not the entire LCP, including the coastal resource protection 
policies of the LUP. Allowing one exception in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance for historic 
landmarks to trump all other LCP provisions protecting coastal resources sets an adverse 
precedent for future interpretations of the County’s LCP. The County may receive applications 
for other non-conforming structures to be designated as Historical Landmarks so that these 
structures can be improved despite potential inconsistencies with other important LUP policies, 
such as those related to development in geologically hazardous areas or highly scenic areas.  
 
d. Local Issues and Issues of Regional and Statewide Significance 
 
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. This appeal 
raises issues of statewide significance regarding bluff development standards. The County has 
approved a project, undertaken without the benefit of required permits, that allows significant 
improvements to extend the life of a non-conforming cabana structure on a  highly constrained 
geologically unstable hazardous coastal bluff because the structure was designated a Historic 
Landmark after-the-fact. Extending the life of non-conforming bluff development raises 
important statewide issues, as structures that were constructed prior to the effective date of the 
Coastal Act in hazardous areas reach the end of their useful life and either must be removed or 
improved. Additionally, the permit approved for the development in this case does not include a 
condition of approval that would prevent the applicant from applying for a future seawall to 
protect the cabana and this raises an issue of statewide significance regarding coastal armoring to 
protect non-conforming structures in areas subject to erosion. Therefore, this project does raise a 
substantial question regarding issues of statewide significance related to bluff development 
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standards and development in geologically hazardous areas and issues related to requests for 
coastal armoring to protect structures located in areas subject to coastal hazards.  
 

E. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons discussed above, a substantial issue is raised with respect to the consistency of 
the approved development with the policies of the County’s certified LCP. Applying the five 
factors identified above, the Commission finds the County does not have a high degree of factual 
or legal support for its conclusions that the development is consistent with LCP provisions 
regarding geologic hazards and bluff development standards, visual resources, and non-
conforming structures, including Land Use Plan (LUP) Policies 1-2, 1-3, 2-6, 3-4, 3-7, 3-14, 4-5, 
GEO-GV-1, GEO-GV-3, Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 (as incorporated into the LCP 
pursuant to Policy 1-1), and Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sections 35-67, 35-160, and 35-161. 
 
In addition, the extent of the development is large because the caisson foundation, extending 35 
feet into the bluff, extends the life of the cabana for the foreseeable future; the project is expected 
have adverse impacts on significant coastal resources such as the geologically unstable coastal 
bluff;  the project is likely to serve as an adverse precedent for the County’s future interpretation 
of its LCP because it allows an Coastal Zoning Ordinance exception for historic landmarks to 
take precedence over LCP policies regarding bluff development and geologic hazards; and, the 
appeal raises issues of statewide importance regarding extending the life of non-conforming 
structures in hazardous areas and coastal armoring. Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
appeal does raise a substantial issue with respect to the grounds raised by the appellants relative 
to the project’s conformity to the policies contained in the certified LCP. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Substantive File Documents 
 
Certified Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Plan; Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
Staff Report dated February 13, 2014 (Case Nos. 13-APL-00000-00030 and 11CDH-00000-
00032) and attachments thereto; Santa Barbara County Zoning Administrator Staff Report dated 
December 6, 3013 (Case No. 11CDH-00000-00032) and attachments thereto; Resolution of the 
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 12-45 Designation of the Irene and 
Francis Rich Cabana Located at 4353 Marina Drive as County Landmark #49; Santa Barbara 
County Notice of Final Action for Coastal Development Permit 11CDH-00000-00032 and 
attachments, dated March 5, 2014; County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development 
Department Notice of Noncompliance to Mr. Peter Capone, dated May 6, 2005; Soils Report 
prepared by Grover-Hollingsworth & Assoc., dated August 9, 1999; Letter regarding seismic 
stabilization for guesthouse at 4353 Marina Drive, prepared by Braun & Associates, dated 
January 15, 2005; Letter regarding work performed on Capone Beach House, 4353 Marina 
Drive, prepared by Braun & Associates, dated August 15, 2005; Letter to address the safety issue 
of the Capone Beach House, 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara, CA, prepared by Braun & 
Associates, dated December 7, 2005; Geologic Investigation for the Capone Beach House, 
Located at 4353 Marina Drive, Hope Ranch, Santa Barbara County, prepared by Coastal 
Geology & Soil Inc., dated August 17, 2005; Geologic and Geotechnical Assessment, prepared 
by Grover Hollingsworth & Assoc., Inc., dated November 9, 2011; Letter regarding Structural 
Assessment, Beach Cabana & Deck, 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara, CA, prepared by Braun 
& Associates, Inc., dated December 12, 2011; Geotechnical Engineering Memorandum prepared 
by Fugro West, Inc. to County of Santa Barbara, dated December 2, 2005; Historic Report 
prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates, dated June 2, 2010. 
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Lt-S l ~- \ L\--D:L~ loCounty of Santa Barbara 

Planning and Development 
Glenn S. Russell, Ph.D., Director 

Dianne Bff{~~~i~~~\~{fJ(tfl 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION MAR 19 2014 
March 18,2014 Caiiiornic 

Coasta1 Commission 
On March 5, 2014 Santa Barbara County took final action on the appealable development described below: 

M Appealable Coastal Development Permit [11CDH-00000-00032] 

Project Agent: 
Chip Wullbrandt 
Price, Postel & Parma 
200 E. Carrillo Street, Suite 400 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
(805) 962-0011 

Property Applicant/Owner: 
Lee Carr 
4353 Marina Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
(805) 894-8955 

Project Description: The proposed project on appeal is for a Coastal Development Permit, Case No. 
11 CDH-00000-00032, to allow the following development as related to Santa Barbara County Landmark 
#49, the "Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabafia": 

1. As-built approval of the existing reinforcement work done to the foundation of the historic cabana, 
including the installation of five 35-foot deep caissons and five "dead-man" counter-weights; 

2. As-built approval of the repairs made to the existing deck and deck stairway; 
3. As-built approval of the enclosure of a portion of the deck and previous outdoor shower area, creation 

of internal access to this enclosed area and installation of a % bathroom. The as-built enclosure adds 
an additional 34 sq. ft. to the historic 740 sq. ft. cabafia originally permitted in 1956 [ref. Building 
Permit #876]; 

4. As-built approval of a wetbar in the cabafia with a maximum counter length of9' -6"; 
5. As-built zoning approval of the sanitary waste connection from the historic cabafia to the existing 

septic system on the parcel serving the existing single-family dwelling, including the grinder pump 
and waste water lines; and 

6. Approval of drainage repairs and improvements on the bluff face (i.e., located on the walkway leading 
to the cabafia). 

Location: The application involves APN 063-220-023, located at 4353 Marina Drive, in the Hope 
Ranch area of the Goleta Community Plan, Second Supervisorial District, Santa Barbara County, 
California. 

The receipt of this letter and the attached materials start the 1 0 working day appeal period during which 
the County's decision may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Appeals must be in writing to the 
appropriate Coastal Commission district office. 

Please contact J. Ritterbeck, the case planner at (S05) 568-3509 if you have any questions regarding the 
County' · or this notice. 

dJ If, ;zo;t/ 
Date 1 

Attachments: Final Action Letter dated March 10, 2014 

cc: Lee Carr, 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
Chip Wullbrandt, Price, Postel & Parma, 200 E. Carrillo Street, Suite 400, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

...............................................................................•................. ························································-····· 

123 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 • Phone: (805) 

624 West Foster Road, Santa Maria, CA 93455 ·Phone: (805) S 

www.sbcountyplanning.org 
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March 10, 2014 

Chip Wullbrandt 
Price, Postel & Parma 
200 E. Carrillo Street, Suite 400 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CALIFORNIA 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
COUNTY ENGINEERING BUILDING 

123 E. ANAPAMU ST. 
SANTA BARBARA, CALIF. 93101-2058 

PHONE: (805) 568-2000 
FAX: (805) 568·2030 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
HEARING OF MARCH 5, 2014 

RE: Carr Appeal of the Zoning Administrator's Denial of the Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana; 
13APL-00000-00030 

Hearing on the request of Chip Wullbrandt, agent/attorney for the applicant, Lee Carr to consider Case No. 
13APL-00000-00030 [application filed on December 24, 2013], appealing the Zoning Administrator's 
denial on December 16, 2013, of Coastal Development Permit 11CDH-00000-00032, in compliance with 
Section 35-169 of the Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance, on property zoned 1.5-EX-1; and to determine 
the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15270 of the State Guidelines for the 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. The application involves AP No. 063-220-
023, located at 4353 Marina Drive, in the Hope Ranch area of the Goleta Community Plan area, Second 
Supervisorial District. 

Dear Mr. Wullbrandt: 

At the Planning Commission hearing of March 5, 2014, Commissioner Blough moved, seconded by 
Commissioner Brown and carried by a vote of 5 to 0 to accept the late submittal from Kellam de Forest 
into the record. 

Commissioner Brown moved, seconded by Commissioner Ferini and carried by a vote of 4 to 1 (Blough 
no) to accept the late submittal from C. E. Chip Wullbrandt into the record. 

Commissioner Brown moved, seconded by Commissioner Ferini and carried by a vote of 4 to 1 (Cooney 
no) to: 

1. Make the required findings for approval of the project, including California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) findings, provided as Attachment A of the packet presented at the hearing of March 5, 2014; 

2. Determine the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Guidelines Section 15301 [Existing 
Facilities], provided as Attachment C of the packet presented at the hearing of March 5, 2014; 

3. Approve the appeal, case no. 13APL-00000-00030; and 
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4. Approve, de novo, case no. llCDH-00000-00032, subject to the Conditions of Approval, provided as 
Attachment B of the packet presented at the hearing of March 5, 2014 and as amended by the 
Commission. 

The following changes were made at the County Planning Commission Hearing: 

1) Attachment A [Findings for Denial] to the staff report, dated February 13, 2014 was replaced by 
Attachment A [Findings for Approval] presented to the Commission at the hearing and dated 
March 5, 2014; 

2) Attachment B [Notice of Exemption] to the staff report, dated February 13, 2014 was replaced by 
Attachment B [Draft CDP with Conditions] presented to the Commission at the hearing and dated 
March 5, 2014; 

3) Attachment C [Zoning Administrator StaffReport] to the staff report, dated February 13, 2014 was 
replaced by Attachment C [Environmental Document] presented to the Commission at the hearing 
and dated March 5, 2014; 

The following changes were made to the Conditions of Approval at the County Planning Commission 
Hearing: 

1. Proj Des-01 Project Description: This Coastal Development Permit is based upon and limited to 
compliance with the project description, the hearing exhibits, the plans prepared by Torn Ochsner, 
dated 1/18/13, and all conditions of approval set forth below, including mitigation measures and 
specified plans and agreements included by reference, as well as all applicable County rules and 
regulations. The project description is as follows: 

The proposed project is for a Coastal Development Permit, Case No. 11 CDH-00000-00032, to allow 
the following development as related to Santa Barbara County Landmark #49, the "Irene and Frances 
Rich Beach Cabafia": 

1. As-built approval ofthe existing reinforcement work done to the foundation of the historic 
cabana, including the installation of five 35-foot deep caissons and five "dead-man" counter
weights; 

2. As-built approval ofthe repairs made to the existing deck and deck stairway; 
3. As-built approval of the enclosure of a portion of the deck and previous outdoor shower area, 

creation of internal access to this enclosed area and installation of a % bathroom. The as-built 
enclosure adds an additional 34 sq. ft. to the historic 740 sq. ft. cabana originally permitted in 
1956 [ref. Building Permit #876]; 

4. As-built approval of a wetbar in the cabana with a maximum counter length of~ 9' -6"; 
5. As-built zoning approval of the sanitary waste connection from the historic cabana to the 

existing septic system on the parcel serving the existing single-family dwelling, including the 
grinder pump and waste water lines; and 

6. Approval of new drainage repairs and improvements on the bluff face (i.e., located on the 
walkway leading to the cabana). 

6. Rules-03 Additional Permits Required: The use and/or construction of any structures or 
improvements authorized by this approval, including as-built improvements and aew drainage repairs, 
shall not commence until the all necessary planning and building permits are obtained. Before any 
Permit will be issued by Planning and Development, the Owner/ Applicant must obtain written 
clearance from all departments having conditions; such clearance shall indicate that the 
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Owner/ Applicant has satisfied all pre-construction conditions. A form for such clearance is available 
from Planning and Development. 

11. Rules-28 NTPO Condition: A recorded Notice to Property Owner document is necessary to ensure 
that the Cabana shall be used only for its permitted use and include the limitations listed below: 
a. The Cabafia shall not be used as temporary sleeping quarters, a guesthouse, or a dwelling unit. 
b. The Cabana shall not contain cooking facilities. 
c. The Cabafia may have a wetbar area subject to the following conditions: 

• Any counter shall have a maximum length of seven feet 9' -6" . 
• The counter area may include a bar sink and an under counter refrigerator. 
• The counter area may include an overhead cupboard area not to exceed seven feet 9'-6" in length. 
• The counter area shall be located against a wall or, if removed from the wall, it shall not create a 

space more than four feet in depth. The seven foot 9' -6" counter shall be in one unit. The intent of 
this provision is to avoid creation of a kitchen room. 

TIMING: The property owner shall sign and record the document prior to issuance of the Coastal 
Development Permit. 

The attached findings reflect the Planning Commission's actions of March 5, 2014 

The action ofthe Planning Commission on this project may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors by the 
applicant or any aggrieved person adversely affected by such decision. To qualify as an aggrieved persons 
the appellant, in person or through a representative, must have informed the Planning Commission by 
appropriate means prior to the decision on this project of the nature of their concerns, or, for good cause, 
was unable to do so. 

Appeal applications may be obtained at the Clerk of the Board's office. The appeal form must be filed 
along with any attachments to the Clerk of the Board. In addition to the appeal form a concise summary of 
fifty words or less, stating the reasons for the appeal, must be submitted with the appeal. The summary 
statement will be used for public noticing of your appeal before the Board of Supervisors. The appeal, 
which shall be in writing together with the accompanying applicable fee must be filed with the Clerk of 
the Board of Supervisors within the 10 calendar days following the date of the Planning Commission's 
decision. In the event that the last day for filing an appeal falls on a non-business of the County, the appeal 
may be timely filed on the next business day. This letter or a copy should be taken to the Clerk of the Board 
of Supervisors in order to determine that the appeal is filed within the allowed appeal period. The appeal 
period for this project ends on Monday, March 17, 2014 at 5:00 p.m. 

Final action by the County on this project may be appealed to the Coastal Commission by the 
applicant, an aggrieved person, as defined above, or any two members of the Coastal Commission 
within the 10 working days following the date the County's Notice of Final Action is received by the 
Coastal Commission. 

Sincerely, 

~IV/, BLack__ 
Dianne M. Black 
Secretary to the Planning Commission 
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ATTACHMENT A 

FINDINGS OF APPROVAL 

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING, MARCH 5, 2014 

1.0 CEQA FINDINGS 

The proposed project is found to be exempt from environmental review pursuant to CEQA Section 
15301 [Existing Facilities] of the Guidelines for Implementation ofthe California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Please see Attachment C, Notice of Exemption. 

2.0 ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS 

Those findings specified in Section 35-169.5.2 

2.1 The proposed development conforms to the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan, 
including the Coastal Land Use Plan and with the applicable provisions of this Article or 
falls within the limited exceptions allowed under Section 35-161 (Nonconforming Use of 
Land, Buildings and Structures). 

As noted in Chip Wullbrant's letter, dated March 4, 2014, the proposed project conforms to the 
applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan including the Coastal Land Use Plan and the 
Goleta Community Plan in respect to protection of coastal resources, including Historic 
Landmarks and bluff face protection. The project is consistent with Coastal Land Use Policy 
(CLUP) 3.7, which limits development on bluff faces except for engineered stairways and access. 
Insofar as the cabana is a designated County Historic Landmark it may be located on the bluff 

along with its deck access pathway to the beach. The project is also consistent with CLUP Policy 
3-14, which requires that development be designed to fit the site topography, geology, hydrology 
etc. The cabana has been located on the bluff face since 1956 and is part of the landscape. 
Finally, the project is consistent with CLUP Policy 1-2 which allows the policies most protective 
of coastal resources to take precedence. In the instant case, the Historic Landmark, located on the 
bluff face, takes precedence over any concerns about bluff face development; it would be 
damaging to the bluff to remove the structure and structural alterations from the bluff. 
Additionally, the project conforms to the Article II development standards for nonconforming 
structures. Specifically, because the cabana is an historic landmark, it benefits from the 
exception to the nonconforming development standards afforded historic landmarks, and thus can 
be improved. As such, this finding can be made. 

2.2 The proposed development is located on a legally created lot. 

The subject parcel is considered a legally created lot for purposes of planning as it is developed 
with an existing single-family residence and has been validated by prior issuance of County 
Permits. Therefore, this finding can be made. 

2.3 The subject property and development on the property is in compliance with all laws, rules 
and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, subdivisions, setbacks and any other applicable 
provisions of this Article and such zoning violation enforcement fees have been paid. This 
subsection shall not be interpreted to impose new requirements on legal nonconforming 
uses and structures in compliance with Division 10 (Nonconforming Structures and Uses). 

Upon approval of the subject Coastal Development Permit, Case No. 11CDH-00000-00032, the 
subject property will comply with all laws, rules and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, 
setbacks, and other applicable provisions of Article II. Although the project does not comply 
with current requirements prohibiting development on or near coastal bluffs, the cabana was 
constructed prior to these requirements and is therefore a legal, nonconforming structure. 
Furthermore, as a County Landmark, improvements to the cabana are permissible. Therefore, this 
finding can be made. 
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2.4 The development will not significantly obstruct public views from any public road or from 
a public recreation area to, and along the coast. 
The cabafia has been located on the bluff face and has been a part of the local landscape since 
1956. The proposed project, including both foundation repairs and enclosure of the wetbar area, 
was designed so as to not alter the view of the cabafia by the public from the public beach or 
along the coast in any significant way. While the caissons are minimally visible, they do not 
detract from the public views along the coast. Moreover, the project does not impact public 
views of the coastline or of the mountains as seen from the beach. Therefore, this finding can be 
made. 

2.5 The development is compatible with the established physical scale of the area. 

As noted above, the cabafia has been a part of the beach and bluff face landscape since 1956. 
Improvements made under this Coastal Development Permit (11 CDH-00000-00032) to improve 
the foundation of the cabafia and enclose the wetbar area will not alter the appearance of the 
cabafia as viewed from the beach. Therefore, the proposed as built development is compatible 
with the established physical scale of the area. Therefore, this finding can be made. 

2.6 The development will comply with public access and recreation policies of this Article and 
the Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan. 
The proposed project will not affect public access and recreation along the beach. Therefore, the 
proposed development is in conformance with all applicable policies of the Article II Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance as well as all of the applicable policies of the Coastal Land Use Plan as they 
relate to public coastal access and recreation, and this finding can be made. 



COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

planning and De vel 0 p men t J!mlS!2EfE& ~·!!BIIZII· ~-wwiSlSBI!w.s~bcou~ntypia~~in~g.<;;'g 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO: llCDH-00000-00032 

Project Name: 

Project Address: 

A.P.N.: 

Zone: 

IRENE AND FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA 

4353 MARJNA DR, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93110 

063-220-023 

1.5-EX-1 

The County Planning Commission hereby approves and intends to issue this Coastal Development Pennit for the 
development described below, based upon the required findings and subject to the attached terms and conditions. 

APPROVAL DATE: 

LOCAL APPEAL PERIOD BEGINS: 

LOCAL APPEAL PERIOD ENDS: 

3/5/2014 

3/6/2014 

3/17/2014 

APPEALS: The approval of this Coastal Development Permit may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors by the 
applicant, or an aggrieved person. The written and accompanying fee must be filed with the Planning and 
Development Department at either at 123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara or 624 West Foster Road, Suite 
C, Santa Maria, or the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 105 Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, by 5:00p.m. on 
or before the appeal period end date identified above. 

The final action by the County on this Coastal Development Permit may be appealed to the California Coastal 
Commission after the appellant has exhausted all local appeals. Therefore a fee is not required to file an appeal of 
this Coastal Development Permit. 

To receive additional information regarding this project and/or to view the application and plans, please contact J. 
Ritterbeck at 123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, 93101, by email at jritterb@co.santa-barbara.ca.us, or by 
phone at (805)568-3509. 

PERMIT ISSUANCE: This permit shall not issue prior to the expiration of the appeal period, or if appealed, 
prior to the final action on the appeal by the decision-maker (see Article II, Section 35-182 (Appeals)); nor shall 
this permit issue until all prior-to-issuance conditions have been satisfied or any other necessary approvals have 
been obtained. If final action is appealable to the California Coastal Commission, this permit shall not issue until 10 
working days following the date of receipt by the California Coastal Commission of the County's Notice of Final 
Action during which time an appeal of the action may be filed in compliance with Article II, Section 35-182 
(Appeals). If an appeal is filed with the California Coastal Commission, this permit shall not issue prior to the final 
action on the appeal by the California Coastal Commission. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY: As-built foundation repair and improvements to the existing 

nonconforming cabana (County Landmark #49), deck repairs and drainage improvements. 

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: See Attachment "A" 



ASSOCIATED CASE NUMBERS: 13APL-00000-00030 

PERMIT COMPLIANCE CASE: Not Applicable 

BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW (BAR): Not Applicable 



WARNING! THIS IS NOT A BUILDING/GRADING PERMIT. 

TERMS OF PERMIT ISSUANCE: 

Work Prohibited Prior to Permit Issuance. No work, development, or use intended to be authorized pursuant 
to this approval shall commence prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit and/or any other required 
permit. (e.g., building permit). 

Date of Permit Issuance. This permit shall be issued and deemed effective on the date signed and indicated 
below. 

Time Limit. The approval of this Coastal Development Permit shall be valid for one year from the date of 
approval. Failure 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 Permit null and void. 

NOTE: Issuance of a permit for this project does not allow construction or use outside of the project 
description, or terms or conditions; nor shall it be construed to be an approval of a violation of any 
provision of any County policy, ordinance or other. governmental regulation. 

OWNER/APPLICANT ACKNOWLEDGMENT: Undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this 
approval and agrees to abide by all terms and conditions thereof. 

Print Name 

Planning and Development Department Approval by: 

Planning and Development Department Issuance by: 

I 

Planner Date 

Date 
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ATTACHMENT A: CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Project Description 

1. Proj Des-01 Project Description: This Coastal Development Permit is based upon and limited to 
compliance with the project description, the hearing exhibits, the plans prepared by Tom Ochsner, 
dated 1118/13, and all conditions of approval set forth below, including mitigation measures and 
specified plans and agreements included by reference, as well as all applicable County rules and . 
regulations. 

The project description is as follows: 

The proposed project is for a Coastal Development Permit, Case No. llCDH-00000-00032, to allow 
the following development as related to Santa Barbara County Landmark #49, the "Irene and Frances 
Rich Beach Cabana": 
1. As-built approval of the existing reinforcement work done to the foundation of the historic cabafia, 
including the installation of five 35-foot deep caissons and five "dead-man" counter-weights; 
2. As-built approval of the repairs made to the existing deck and deck stairway; 
3. As-built approval of the enclosure of a portion of the deck and previous outdoor shower area, 
creation of internal access to this enclosed area and installation of a % bathroom. The as-built 
enclosure adds an additional 34 sq. ft. to the historic 740 sq. ft. cabafia originally permitted in 1956 
[ref. Building Permit #876]; 
4. As-built approval of a wetbar in the cabana with a maximum counter length of 9' -6"; 
5. As-built zoning approval of the sanitary waste connection from the historic cabana to the existing 
septic system on the parcel serving the existing single-family dwelling, including the grinder pump and 
waste water lines; and 
6. Approval of drainage repairs and improvements on the bluff face (i.e., located on the walkway 
leading to the cabana). 
No trees will be removed as a part of this project and only minimal additional grading is required (less 
than 50 cubic yards for proposed drainage improvements). The parcel will continue to be served by the 
La Cumbre Mutual Water District, an existing private on-site septic system, and the Santa Barbara 
County Fire Department. Access will continue to be provided off of Marina Drive. The property is a 
4.2-acre parcel zoned 1.5-EX-1 and identified as. Assessor's Parcel Number 063-220-023, located at 
4353 Marina Drive in the Hope Ranch area of the Goleta Community Plan, Second Supervisorial 
District. 

Any deviations from the project description, exhibits or conditions must be reviewed and approved by 
the County for conformity with· this approval. Deviations may require approved changes to the permit 
and/or further environmental review. Deviations without the above described approval will constitute a 
violation of permit approval. 

2. Proj Des-02 Project Conformity: The grading, development, use, and maintenance of the property, 
the size, shape, arrangement, and location of the structures, parking areas and landscape areas, and the 
protection and preservation of resources shall conform to the project description above and the 
hearing exhibits and conditions of approval below. The property and any portions thereof shall be sold, 
leased or financed in compliance with this project description and the approved hearing exhibits and 
conditions of approval thereto. All plans (such as Landscape and Tree Protection Plans) must be 
submitted for review and approval and shall be implemented as approved by the County. 
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Conditions By Issue Area 

3. Aest-04 BLAC Required: The Owner/ Applicant shall obtain Historic Landmark Advisory Committee 
(HLAC) approval for project design. All project elements (e.g., design, colors, materials and 
landscaping) shall be approved for all areas subject to and falling within the extent of County Landmark 
#49, The Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana. 
TIMING: The Owner/ Applicant shall submit architectural/structural drawings of the project for review 
and shall obtain HLAC approval prior to issuance of this Coastal Development Permit. 
MONITORING: The Owner/Applicant shall demonstrate to B&S inspection staff that the project has 
been built consistent with approved HLAC plans prior to Final Building Inspection Clearance. 

4. Noise-02 Construction Hours: The Owner /Applicant, including all contractors and subcontractors 
shall limit construction activity, including equipment maintenance and site preparation, to the hours 
between 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur on weekends or 
State holidays. Non-noise generating construction activities such as interit>r plumbing, electrical, 
drywall and painting (depending on compressor noise levels) are not subject to these restrictions. Any 
subsequent amendment to the Comprehensive General Plan, applicable Community or Specific Plan, 
or Zoning Code noise standard upon which these constructio11 hours are based shall supersede the 
hours stated herein. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Owner/Applicant shall provide and post a sign stating these restrictions 
at all construction site entries. 
TIMING: Signs shall be posted prior to commencement of construction and maintained throughout 
construction. 
MONITORING: The Owner/ Applicant shall demonstrate that required signs are posted prior to 
grading/building permit issuance and pre-construction meeting. Building inspectors and permit 
compliance staff shall spot check and respond to complaints. 

County Rules and Regulations 

5. Rules-02 Effective Date-Appealable to CCC: This Coastal Development Permit shall become 
effective upon the expiration of the applicable appeal period provided an appeal has not been filed. If 
an appeal has been filed, the planning permit shall not be deemed effective until fmal action by the 
review authority on the appeal, including action by the California Coastal Commission if the planning 
permit is appealed to the Coastal Commission. [ARTICLE II§ 35-169]. 

6. Rules-03 Additional Permits Required: The use and/or construction of any structures or improvements 
authorized by this approval, including as-built improvements and drainage repairs, shall not commence 
until the all necessary planning and building permits are obtained. Before any Permit will be issued by 
Planning and Development, the Owner/ Applicant must obtain written clearance from all departments 
having conditions; such clearance shall indicate that the Owner/Applicant has satisfied all 
pre-construction conditions. A form for such clearance is available from Planning and Development. 

7. Rules-05 Acceptance of Conditions: The Owner/ Applicant's acceptance of this permit and/or 
commencement of use, construction and/or operations under this permit shall be deemed acceptance 
of all conditions ofthis permit by the Owner/Applicant. 

8. Rules-10 CDP Expiration: The approval or conditional approval of a Coastal Development Permit 
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shall be valid for one year from the date of action by the Planning Commission. Prior to the expiration 
of the approval, the review authority who approved the Coastal Development Permit may extend the 
approval one time for one year if good cause is shown and the applicable fmdings for the approval 
required in compliance with Section 35-169.5 can still be made. A Coastal Development Permit shall 
expire two years from the date of issuance if the use, building or structure for which the permit was 
issued has not been established or commenced in conformance with the effective permit. Prior to the 
expiration of such two year period the Director may extend such period one time for one year for 
good cause shown, provided that the findings for approval required in compliance with Section 35-
169.5, as applicable, can still be made. 

9. Rules-20 Revisions to Related Plans: The Owner/Applicant shall request a revision for any proposed 
changes to approved plans that shall be reviewed and approved by the County Historic Landmark 
Advisory Committee (liLAC). Substantial conformity shall be determined by the Director subsequent 
to the approval by the HLAC. 

10. Rules-23 Processing Fees Required: Prior to issuance of thi~r Coastal Development Permit, the 
Owner/Applicant shall pay all applicable P&D permit processing fees in full as required by County 
ordinances and resolutions. 

11. Rules-28 NTPO Condition: A recorded Notice to Property Owner document is necessary to ensure 
that the Cabana shall be used only for its permitted use and include the limitations listed below: 
a. The Cabafia shall not be used as temporary sleeping quarters, a guesthouse, or a dwelling unit. 
b. The Cabafia shall not contain cooking facilities. 
c. The Cabana may have a wetbar area subject to the following conditions: 
• Any counter shall have a maximum length of seven feet 9' -6" . 
• The counter area may include a bar sink and an under counter refrigerator. 
• The counter area may include an overhead cupboard area not to exceed seven feet 9' -6" in length. 
• The counter area shall be located against a wall or, if removed from the wall, it shall not create a 
space more than four feet in depth. The seven foot 9'-6" counter shall be in one unit. The intent of this 
provision is to avoid creation of a kitchen room. 
TIMING: The property owner shall sign and record the document prior to issuance of the Coastal 
Development Permit. 

12. Rules-30 Plans Requirements: The Owner/ Applicant shall ensure all applicable final conditions of 
approval are printed in their entirety on applicable pages of grading/construction or building plans 
submitted to P&D or Building and Safety Division. These shall be graphically illustrated where 
feasible. 

13. Rules-32 Contractor and Subcontractor Notification: The Owner/Applicant shall ensure that potential 
contractors are aware of County requirements. Owner I Applicant shall notify all contractors and 
subcontractors in writing of the site rules, restrictions, and Conditions of Approval and submit a copy 
of the notice to P&D compliance monitoring staff. 

14. Rules-33 Indemnity and Separation: The Owner/Applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless 
the County or its agents or officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against 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 notify the Owner I 
Applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, or that the County fails to cooperate fully in the 
defense of said claim, this condition shall thereafter be of no further force or effect. 
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15. Rules-35 Limits: This approval does not confer legal status on any existing structures(s) or use(s) on 
the property unless specifically authorized by this approval. 

16. Rules-37 Time Extensions: The Owner I Applicant may request a time extension prior to the 
expiration of the permit or entitlement for development. The review authority with jurisdiction over 
the project may, upon good cause shown, grant a time extension in compliance with County rules and 
regulations, ~hich include reflecting changed circumstances and ensuring compliance with CEQA. If 
the Owner I Applicant requests a time extension for this permit, the permit may be revised to include 
updated language to standard conditions and/or mitigation measures and additional conditions and/or 
mitigation measures which reflect changed circumstances or additional identified project impacts. 
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.tALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA STRET, SUITE 200 

VENTURA, CA 93001-4508 
VOICE (805) 585-1801 FAX (805) 641-1732 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

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

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name: Commissioner Jana Zimmer and Commissioner Dayna Bochco 

Mailing Address: 45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 

City: San Francisco, CA Zip Code: 94105 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name oflocal/port government: 

County of Santa Barbara 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: 

Phone: (415) 904-5200 

Approval of Coastal Development Permit for as-built development associated with a 740 sq. ft. cabana on a bluff 
face, including: I) foundation reinforcement work including installation of five 18-inch diameter by 35-foot deep 
concrete caissons and five "dead-man" counter-weights; 2) deck and deck stairway repairs; 3) addition of 34 sq. ft. 
and a % bathroom; 4) addition of 9.5 ft. long wetbar; 5) addition of a sanitary waste connection from the cabana to 
the existing septic system serving the existing single-family dwelling, including a grinder pump and waste water 
lines; 6) drainage repairs and improvements on the bluff face (i.e., repairs on the walkway leading to the cabana); 
and 7) less than 50 cu. yds. grading, located at 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara County. 
3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.): 

4353 Marina Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 (APN 063-220-023) 

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

0 Approval; no special conditions 

[23 Approval with special conditions: 

0 Denial 

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

TO BE>COMP·LETED BVCOMMISSION: 

APPEALNO: . f\-'-\ ~51 Q,-.\'A-C(d,t$.,• .... ·. 
DATE FILED: L\-0-\ L\ 

EXHIBIT 12 
A-4-STB-14-0016 (Carr) 
Appeal 
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5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

0 Planning Director/Zoning Administrator 

[gl City Council/Board of Supervisors 

0 Planning Commission 

0 Other 

6. Date of local government's decision: March 5, 2014 

7. Local government's file number (if any): 

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: 

Lee Carr 
· 4353 Marina Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93 110 

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) Project Agent: Chip Wullbrandt 
Price, Postel, & Parma 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

200 E. Carrillo Street, Suite 400 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 



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

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section. 

• 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.) 

• 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. 

See attached 



4-STB-14-0246 (Carr, Santa Barbara County) 
Grounds for Appeal 

Case No.ll CDH-00000-00032 

Appeal of decision by Santa Barbara County granting a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for 
as-built development associated with a 740 sq. ft. cabana, including: 1) foundation reinforcement 
work including installation offive 18-inch diameter by 35-foot deep concrete caissons and five 
"dead-man" counter-weights; 2) deck and deck stairway repairs; 3) addition of 34 sq. ft. and a % 
bathroom; 4) addition of 9.5 ft. long wetbar; 5) addition of a sanitary waste connection from the 
cabana to the existing septic system serving the existing single-family dwelling, including a 
grinder pump and waste water lines; 6) drainage repairs and improvements on the bluff face (i.e., 
repairs on the walkway leading to the cabana); and 7) less than 50 cu. yds. grading, located at 
4353 Marina Drive, in the Hope Ranch area of Santa Barbara County (APN 063-220-023). 

The project is appealed on the grounds that the approved development is inconsistent with the 
County of Santa Barbara's Local Coastal Program (LCP) regarding geologic hazards and bluff 
development standards, visual resources, and non-conforming structures, including Land Use 
Plan (LUP) Policies 1-1, 1-2, 1-3,2-6,3-4,3-7, 3-14,4-5, GEO-GV-1, GEO-GV-3, Coastal Act 
Sections 30251 and 30253 (as incorporated into the LCP pursuant to Policy 1-1), and Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance Sections 35-67, 35-160, and 35-161. 

Coastal Act Section 30251 states: 

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

Coastal Act Section 30253 states: 

New development shall: 

(I) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natura/landforms along bluffs 
and cliffs. 

(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air 
Resources Control Board as to each particular development. 

(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which, because of their 
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

LUP Policy 1-1 states: 

The County shall adopt the policies of the Coastal Act (PRC Sections 30210 through 30263) as the 
guiding policies of the land use plan. 

1 



LUP Policy 1-2 states: 

4-STB-14-0246 (Carr, Santa Barbara County) 
Grounds for Appeal 

Case N o.ll CDH-00000-00032 

Where policies within the land use plan overlap, the policy which is most protective of coastal 
resources shall take precedence. 

LUP Policy 1-3 states: 

Where there are conflicts between the policies set forth in the coastal/and use plan and those set 
forth in any element of the County's Comprehensive Plan or existing ordinances, the policies of the 
coastal/and use plan shall take precedence. 

LUP Policy 2-6 states: 

Prior to the issuance of a development permit, the County shall make the finding, based on 
information provided by environmental documents, staff analysis, and the applicant, that adequate 
public or private services and resources (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available to serve the 
proposed development. The applicant shall assume full responsibility for costs incurred in service 
extensions or improvements that are required as a result of the proposed project. Lack of available 
public or private services or resources shall be grounds for denial of the project or reduction in the 
density otherwise indicated in the land use plan ... 

LUP Policy 3-4 states: 

In areas of new development, above-ground structures shall be set back a sufficient distances from 
the bluff edge to be safe from the threat of bluff erosion for a minimum of 75 years, unless such 
standard will make a lot unbuildable, in which case a standard of 50 years shall be used. The 
County shall determine the required setback. A geologic report shall be required by the County in 
order to make this determination .•. 

LUP Policy 3-7 states: 

No development shall be permitted on the bluff face, except for engineered staircases or accessways 
to provide beach access, and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent industry. 
Drainpipes shall be allowed only where no other less environmentally damaging drain system is 
feasible and the drainpipes are designed and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, toe and 
beach. Drainage devices extending over the bluff face shall not be permitted in the property can be 
drained away from the bluff face. 

LUP Policy 3-14 states: 

All development shall be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and any 
other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading and other site preparation is kept to an 
absolute minimum. Natura/features, landforms, and native vegetation, such as trees, shall be 
preserved to the maximum extent feasible. Ares of the site which are not suited for development 
because of known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards shall remain in open space. 

LUP Policy 4-5 states: 

In addition to that required for safety (see Policy 3-4),/urther bluff setbacks may be required for 
oceanfront structures to minimize or avoid impacts on public views from the beach. Bluff top 
structures shall be set back from the bluff edge sufficiently far to insure that the structure does not 
infringe on views from the beach except in areas where existing structures on both sides of the 
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proposed structure already impact public views from the beach. In such cases, the new structure 
shall be located no closer to the bluff's edge than the adjacent structures. 

LUP (Goleta Community Plan) Policy GEO-GV -1 states: 

All new development on ocean bluff-top property shall be sited to avoid areas subject to erosion 
and designed to avoid reliance on future shoreline and/or bluff protection devices. 

LUP (Goleta Community Plan) Policy GEO-GV -3 states: 

Where feasible and where consistent with Local Coastal Plan Policies, relocation of structures 
threatened by bluff retreat shall be required for development on existing legal parcels, rather than 
installation of coastal protection structures. 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-67. Bluff Development Standards: 

5. No development shall be permiUed on the bluff face, except for engineered staircases or 
accessways to provide beach access, and pipelines for scientific research or coastal dependent 
industry. Drainpipes shall be allowed only where no other less environmentally damaging drain 
system is feasible and the drainpipes are designed and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, 
toe, and beach. Drainage devices extending over the bluff face shall not be permitted in the 
property can be drained away from the bluff face. 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-160. Purpose and Intent: 

.. . It is the intent of this Article to permit these nonconformities to continue until they are removed, 
but not to encourage their survival ... 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II, Sec. 35-161. Nonconforming Use of Land, Buildings and 
Structures: 

A nonconforming use may be continued subject to the following regulations, so long as such use 
remains otherwise lawfuL 

I. Structural Change. Except as otherwise provided in this article ... no existing building or 
structure devoted to a nonconforming use under this Article shall be enlarged, extended, 
reconstructed, moved, or structurally altered ... 

The development approved by the County includes after-the-fact approval of previously 
unpermitted structural improvements to a 740 sq. ft. cabana (originally constructed in 1956). The 
cabana is located on a bluff face and is considered a nonconforming structure due to its location. 
According to the County's staff report, the as-built cantilever support system was designed and 
constructed to provide support for the existing deck and to provide support to the cabana itself 
and will prolong the life of the cabana according to the County's engineers. 

The approved development is inconsistent with LUP Policy 3-7 and Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
Section 35-67 because the development is located on a bluff face. LCP Policy 3-7 and CZO 
Section 35-67 specifically prohibit development on a bluff face, except only in very limited 
circumstances for beach access stairways and pipelines for scientific research or coastal 
dependent industry. Additionally, the approved development is inconsistent with Coastal Act 
Sections 30251 and 30253, LUP Policy 3-14, and Goleta Community Plan Policies GEO-GV-1 
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and GEO-GV-2 because the development is not sited and designed to minimize the alteration of 
natural landforms and will not minimize risks to life and property because the project is sited on 
a geologically unstable bluff face subject to erosion which is unsuitable for development. 
Further, the approved development prolongs the life of the structure and may eventually lead to 
requests for repairs to the existing shotcrete, placed on the bluff below in 1989 (February 13, 
2013 County Staff Report), which would be inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30253 and 
LUP Policies GEO-GV-1 and GEO-GV-3 requiring development to be sited to avoid the need 
for shoreline protective devices. 

Further, the approved development is inconsistent with LUP Policy 3-4 which requires structures 
to be set back a sufficient distance from the bluff edge to be safe from the threat of bluff erosion 
for a minimum of75 years. Also, the project is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30251 and 
LUP Policy 4-5 protecting scenic and visual resources because the development is located on a 
highly visible bluff face and public views from the beach will be adversely impacted by 
prolonging the life of the nonconforming structure. 

Next, LUP Policy 2-6 requires the County to make a finding, prior to issuance of a development 
permit, that adequate public or private services and resources (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are 
available and provides that lack of available services shall be grounds for denial of a project. 
According to the County's February 13, 2014 staff report, the development does not meet Santa 
Barbara County Fire Department access requirements because the cabana on the bluff is beyond 
the reach of fire department equipment. Therefore, the County is not able to make findings 
consistent with LUP Policy 2-6. 

The approved development is also inconsistent with the intent of provisions of the Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance to only allow nonconforming structures and uses to continue until they are 
removed, but not to encourage their survival. (Article II, Section 35-160). The County found the 
project to be consistent with the LCP and based its findings for approval, in part, on an exception 
in the County's Coastal Zoning Ordinance which allows structural improvements to non
conforming structures if the structure has been declared a historical landmark pursuant to a 
resolution of the Board of Supervisors (see Article II, Section 35-162). The County Board of 
Supervisors declared the cabana a historical landmark on March 6, 2012 (County Historic 
Landmark #49). However, the County's findings for approval pursuant to Article II, Section 35-
162 are invalid and insufficient because the County's LCP specifically provides that the LUP 
policy most protective of coastal resources shall take precedence (LUP Policy 1-2); further, 
where conflicts exist between the policies set forth in the LUP and those set forth in the County's 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, the policies of the LUP shall take precedence (LUP Policy 1-3). 
Here, the LUP policies identified above, which prohibit development on a bluff face (except in 
only very limited circumstances) and provide that development shall be sited and designed to 
minimize landform alteration, erosional hazards, andvisual impacts, take precedence over 
policies that are less protective of coastal resources and Coastal Zoning Ordinance provisions, 
including those protecting historic landmarks. 

Therefore, the approved project raises a substantial issue with respect to the Coastal Act and LCP 
policies cited above. 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Page 3 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local 
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which 
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new 
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) See A-\-\:~eel 

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

SECTION V. Certification 

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

Date: Y- c!)- :;;)o \ Y 

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all 
matters pertaining to this appeal. 

Signed: __ ~----------------------

Date: 

(Docwnent2) 



ATTACHMENT A 

RESOLUTION OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

DETERMINATION OF Tiffi SANTA BARBARA 
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TIIAT THE 
IRENE AND FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA 
LOCATED AT 4353 MARINA DRIVE, SANTA RESOLUTION NO. 12-45 

BARBARA, CALIFORNIA, ASSESSOR'S PARCEL 
NO. 063-220-023 MEETS Tiffi ELIGIBILITY 
CRITERIA FOR A COUNTY HISTORIC LANDMARI<. 
AND IS WORTHY OF PROTECTION UNDER 
CHAPTER+8A OF Tiffi SANTA BARBARA CO 
CODE; AND DESIGNATION OF THE CABANA AS 
COUNTY LANDMARK #49 PRESCRIBING 
CONDITIONS TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE IT 

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors (hereinafter 
"'Board') has considered the historical significance of a certain portion of the property 
located at 43:53 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara, California, (hereinafter "IRENE AND 
FRANCES RJCH BEACH CABANA") on Assessor's Parcel No. 063-220-023 and as 
shown on the map and legal description attached hereto as Exhibit A, in accordance 
with the requirements, standards and criteria contained m County Code, Chapter 18A, 
and has determined that it is worthy of protection as a County Historic Landmark; and 

WHEREAS, IRENE AND FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA is 
historically significant because: 

1.' It exemplifies or reflects special elements of the County's cultural, social or 
aesthetic history, as it is a small, surviving remnant of the California Dream 
that flourished on the coast of Southern California in the mid-Twentieth 
Century and was part of a notable arts colony that flourished on the 
property in the 1950's; and · 

2. It is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national 
history, including famed actress Irene rich, her daughter and renowned 
artist Frances Rich, Santa Barbara Mayor and State Assemblyman W. Don 
MacGillivray, and numerous notables from the worlds of art and 
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entertainment such as artist Diego Rivera, actress Katharine Hepburn, opera 
singer Lottie Lehman and many others; and 

3. It has a location on an ocean-front bluff with unique physica] characteristics 
and a view or vista representing an established and familiar visual feature 
of the Hope Ranch community; and 

4. It is one of the few remaining examples in the county, region, state or 
nation possessing distinguishing characteristics of a historical type or 
specimen, as it is one of only a handful of beach cabanas surviving in the 
County of Santa Barbara. 

NOW, THEREFORE IT IS FOUND, DETERMINED AND RESOLVED as 
follows: 

1. The 1RENE AND FRANCES RJCH BEACH CABANA meets the 
eligibility requirements for a County Historic Landmark as described in 
County Code, Chapter 18A, Section 18A-3, and is worthy of protection. 

2. The Board of Supervise~ hereby design.ates the IRENE AND FRANCES 
RJCH BEACH CABANA, including landscaping and pathways, as an 
Historic Landmark, subject to the following conditions: 

a. Demolition, removal or destruction, partially or entirely, is prohibited 
unless an application has been submitted to the Historic Landmarks 
Advisory Commission and express consent in writing is first obtained 
from the Commission. Such consent may impose all reasonable 
conditions deemed appropriate by the Commission to accomplish the 
purposes of County Code, Chapter 18A. 

b. No alterations, repairs, additions or changes (other than normal 
maintenance and repair work) shall be made unless and until an 
application has been submitted to the Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission and all plans therefor have frrst been reviewed by ~e 
Commission and approved or modified, and reasonable conditions 
imposed as deemed necessary, and that all such work shall be done 
under the direction and control of the Commission or other qualified 
person designated by it. 

c.· The foregoing conditions shall not be imposed in such a way as to 
infringe upon the right of the owners of the IRENE AND FRANCES 
RJCH BEACH CABANA to make any and all reasonable use of the 
property that is not in conflict with County Code Chapter 18A. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Santa Barbara County Board 
of Supervisors at Santa Barbara, California, this 6lh day ofMarch, 2012 by the 
following vote: 

V-S 

AllES: Supervisor Carbajal, 

NOES: Supervisor Wolf 

Supervisor Farr,. Supervisor Gray, f.. 
Supervisor Lavagnino 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: None --

&~d~L 
DOREENFARR . ' . .~ 
Chair, Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Barbara 

ATfEST: 

CHANDRA.WALLAR 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

ByiJi{l. 1 

Deputy Clerlt" 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS MARSHALL 
County Counsel 

By f?ptwJlrll7t-[,~ 
Deputy County Counsel 

G:\GROUPIPERMJTTING\Case Files\CDH\ll Ca.ses\llCDH-00000.00032 Carr Cabana\\Board Action 3.6.12'\Artnchment A BAl. 03.06.l2.doc 
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Exhibit A 
Rich Cabana Historic Area 

A portion of land in the County of Santa Barbara, State of Califomia, being a portion of Parcel B 
ofParcel Map 10,994 according to the map recorded May 20, 1969 in Book 5, Page 51 of Parcel 
Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County. 

Said portion of lm1d is described as follows: 

Beginning at the northwesterly terminus of that certain course along the southerly boundary of 
said Parcel B labeled N 63° 00' W, 146.63; thence, 

1st along said southerly boundary S 63° 00' 00" E, 117.57 feet; thence, 
2nd N 39° 04' 36" E, 70.29 feet; thence, 
3rd N 55° 18' 34" W, 127.53 feet; thence, 
4th S 30° 56' 03" W, 86.00 feet to the point of beginning. 

This real property description was prepared by me, or under my direction, in conformance with 
the Professional Land Surveyor's Act. 

~~~ -~//1 
P'l~ ~''l ' . ) 

Signature: ·· ,-::,':/-< i Date: 9 /2 8 10 
Mark E. Reinhardt, PLS 

P:\2003 PROJT\080!13 Marina\P:l\1\Cabana Legal Desc_doc 



0 15 30 60 

1 inch = 30 ft. 

~~ j ENGINEERING 
ENGINEERS INC 'PLANNING 

~~~~·8~~b!~.~~~~1~~11• 300 ' SURVEYING 
805.692.6921 Pllona CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

080113-165 • 080113 Exb.dwg * 09/27/2010 * TR * E-FILE 

PARCEL B 
OF PARCEL MAP 10,994 

FILED IN BOOK 5, PAGE 51 
OF PARCEL MAPS 

I "UI B6.00' ---, 
530"5603 l1 ------ ' ---

RICH CABANA 
HISTORIC AREA 

9,513 Sq. Ft. 
0.22 Acre 

' \z 
~~ 
15 
ti 

' ' ' I~ 
~~ 
,~ 

' ' ' ' ' ___________ j 

N39.04'36"E 70.29' 

EXHIBIT "8" 
DIAGRAM SHOWING PORTION OF LAND AS 

DESCRIBED IN AlTACHED LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
(EXHIBIT "A") 



N )> m 
0 I X 0 ~ 
C1l I :I: 

C/) 
C/) -1 m 
;:::;: OJ -1 (I) I ..... ..... 
""C ~ ,J:>. 
::r I 

0 0 - 0 
0 ..... 

en -(") 
Q) 

'""' ..::!. 



EXHIBIT 15 
A-4-STB-14-0016 (Carr) 
Communication from applicant, 
members of the public, and other Geraghty, Amber@Coastal 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Thursday, May 01,2014 12:17 PM 

documents submitted by Julia Carr 
(193 pages) 

Geraghty, Amber@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Amsworth, John@Coastal 
'Chip Wullbrandt'; 'Lee Carr' 

Subject: Last comments to be included from me along with your submission TODAY re Landmark 
Cabana 

Importance: High 

Dear Coastal Commission Chair, Commissioners and Staff, 

After re-reading my letter sent yesterday, I see I left out an important bit of infom1ation. ALL work done to the Landmark 
Cabana has been by previous owners; NONE has been done by us. 

If there is truly a limit to what can be scanned and included with staffs report TODAY of 200 copies and it goes over a 
little, I give permission to remove speaker slips without comments to make room for my and other's new submissions for 
posting with your recommendation. 

Please include this note separately, as an addendum to exhibit C or as new exhibit D to my letter string in support of 
finding NO SUBSTANTIAL issue and preserving the Landmark Cabana as she sits. 

I am not a lav.yer so please excuse my layperson's terminology. 

Sincerely, 

Julia Wynn Carr 
4353 Marina Dr 
SB, CA93110 
www.bouve.com 
8os.8gs.2104 

From: juliawynn@bouve.com [mailto:juliawynn@bouve.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2014 12:41 PM 
To: 'amber.geraghty@coastal.ca.gov'; 'steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov'; 'john.ainsworth@coastal.ca.gov' 
Cc: 'lee-carr@sbcglobal.net'; 'Chip Wullbrandt' 
Subject: Landmark Rich Cabana 

Dear Staff, 

I will not be coming down this aftemoon after all to review materials submitted to you by SB staff because my 
husband is not back in town and I do not have the "eyes" for that. I am on "preservation support" duty. 

As I promised, so as not to crash your outlook email, I did not put out an APB to all previous, current and the ever 
growing team of extremely interested historians, preservationists and politicians. As you know, I did deliver in 
person nearly 200 sheets of paper with letters of support that I was told, by Steven Hudson, could be added as an 
exhibit to my latest letter dated 4-25-14 addressed to your commission. He confirmed that 200 were 
"doable". Please re-confirm that they will be scanned and posted this Friday, as promised, for the commissioners 
and the public to see along with your recommendation. (I would like this letter posted separately or attached to 
my letter as exhibit C.) 

I know it may be difficult, but if you are able to be objective, after taking all things into consideration, in 
particular the protections your Coastal Commission provides to Landmarks that makes all other objections in the 
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appeal null and void, you WILL BE ABLE to come to the conclusion and WILL BE ABLE TO SUPPORT why a 
recommendation of no substantial issue is the one that best serves everyone and everything concerned. 

I am sure the majority, if not all, of the commissioners would very much appreciate not being put into the position 
of going thru a VERY PUBLIC and PUBLICIZED hearing about the Coastal Commission trying to destroy a 
Landmark. Particularly after our own Planning Commission considered every issue now re-raised in this appeal 
and voted in favor of granting the as built permits including ALL modifications to the Landmark that were ALSO 
approved by our Board of Supervisors and by our Historic Landmark Advisory Committee. All ofthese local 
governing bodies take their jobs quite seriously and no stone went unturned by any of them. 

The Planning Commission also approved making improvements to the drainage system that will both preserve 
and protect the bluff and the Landmark. They also found no need for an environmental review in light of the fact 
that the last modification, installation of the caissons as a repair to the deck part of the engineered pathway to the 
beach and are not visible from the beach, was done 10 YEARS AGO. No NEW work is proposed to the 
Landmark Cabana - it is in excellent shape. 

PS It was brought to my attention that the word Landmark has been left out on the current meeting agenda posted 
on your site. Since it makes ALL the difference in the world, I respectfully request the word LANDMARK be 
added to every reference to this Landmark Cabana, owned by the Carr's, to your current and all future website 
postings or any communications shared with the commissioners and the public in the spirit of fair and accurate 
disclosure. 

PPS Please also scan and post the art attached created by a member of the future generation in support of 
preserving the Cabana. Her name is India Longo, granddaughter of Michele and Jarrell Jackman, the CEO of the 
Santa Barbara Trust for Historic Preservation and daughter of Dana Longo. All have written strong letters of 
support. She is the third generation in that family to offer her voice in support of preserving of the Irene and 
Frances Rich Landmark Cabana. 

Julia Wynn Carr 
4353 Marina Dr 
SB, CA93110 
www.bouve.com 
8os.Bgs.2104 
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Geraghty, Amber@Coastal 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Friday, April 25, 2014 9:49AM 
Geraghty, Amber@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Ainsworth, John@Coastal 
'Lee Carr'; 'Chip Wullbrandt' 
Amber - Please include all letters of support I brought yesterday as Exhibit A to my letter and 
my statement on 4-10-14 as Exhibit B TODAY with your report 
Statement of Julia Carr- C. C. meeting of 4-10-2014.doc 

Dear Chair, Commissioners and Staff, 

This is the same old story without one new issue being raised and EVERYONE in the public sector STILL wants this 
Landmark Cabana preserved! 

Our Mayor and many others felt strongly enough about this to write letters of support, please take the time to read them. 

There are exceptions to every rule and the Landmark status provides the exception to every rule proposed by staff that 
calls for its destruction. 

Therefore there is NO SUBSTANTIAL basis for this appeal. Please deny it ASAP. 

Julia Wynn Carr 
4353 Marina Dr 
SB, CA93110 
W\VW.bouve.com 
Bos.B9s.2w4 
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California Coastal Commission Hearing 

April tO, 2014 

Statement of Julia Carr 

Proposed Appeal Regarding the Rich Cabana 

Good morning Commissioners. 

My name is Julia Carr. My husband and I are the owners of the Irene 

and Frances Rich Cabana, Santa Barbara County Landmark #49 thanks 

to our Board of Supervisors' designation more than two years ago. I am 

here today to ask you to address, as soon as possible, an appeal filed by 

two of your Commissioners who propose to destroy that Historic 

Landmark. This is an unprecedented proposal and one that, if 

accepted, results in everyone losing. A Landmark is lost, coastal 

resources are damaged. Both are contrary to unanimous public 

support of their preservation. This does not make sense. 

The decision being appealed was made by the Santa Barbara County 

Planning Commission. Their decision required substantial deliberation 

and substantial input from others but was ultimately simple and 

{/common sense": grant permits for work done by a former owner {/as

built" and for maintenance of existing features. Let the Landmark 
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Cabana stay on the bluff where she was built 57 years ago and do 

nothing to disturb her or the bluff beneath her. That makes sense. 

Now, after all of the years of work and careful consideration, the two 

appealing Commissioners feel it is preferable for the Rich Cabana to be 

destroyed rather than approving the as built permits that preserve the 

Cabana AND consequently, the bluff. Everyone agrees that destruction 

of the Cabana means destruction of the bluff and that is contrary to the 

Coastal Commission's stated goal. That does not make sense. 

We are wondering why this appeal would be filed at all because every 

law concerned with this matter makes allowances for Landmarks. 

There is overwhelming public interest in preserving ALL Historic 

Landmarks- there are only 50 of them in this county. They are very 

special and important cultural assets and the few that are on the coast 

are important coastal resources. I am thrilled that the support for the 

preservation of this landmark is growing every day, especially as more 

and more people become aware that it is endangered. Ask anyone if 

they think Historical Landmarks should be preserved and they will say 

"YES". 

To date, there has not been one public voice against preserving the 

Rich Cabana. I have a binder here today filled with nearly two hundred 
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signatures and letters from two very small events hosted by us. Imagine 

the support if the public at large were notified of this situation? No one 

can fathom why this is happening. Why would anyone want to choose 

(and this IS a matter of choice) to destroy a landmark over preserving 

a landmark?" It just doesn't make sense! 

The destruction of a Landmark proven to be in sound condition is truly 

unacceptable, regardless of its checkered permit history. Especially 

considering the Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission AND the 

Board of Supervisors have already approved the Rich Cabana "as is". 

I implore you to put an end to ALL the red tape proposed by this appeal 

by setting an agenda item to determine for yourselves whether this 

appeal has substantial basis. We submit that it does not. Please do 

this for the benefit of everyone concerned! Thank you. 
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Geraghty, Amber@Coastal 

From: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 9:54AM 
To: 
Subject: 

Geraghty, Amber@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Ainsworth, John@Coastal 
FW: Save the Rich Cabana 

2612 Foothill Rd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

April24, 2014 

California Coastal Commission 
c/o Amber@ amber.geraghty@coastal.ca.gov 
and Steven@ steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov 

Re: All Historic Landmarks that happen to be in the coastal zone need to be preserved - specifically the 
Rich Cabana in this case. 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

Communities create historic landmarks for those buildings, sites, gardens, etc. that have a unique 
historical significance for that particular community, for the state, the nation, or even international 
significance. These historical landmarks are to be preserved and cared for carefully so they will exist for 
this and future generations. Historical landmarks are every bit as important as national parks, national 
monuments, ecological preserves, and other irreplaceable resources. Landmark status is not given 
lightly. 

In Santa Barbara the Rich Cabana has been declared a Historical Landmark. It is not just a building of 
historical significance. The Rich Cabana has been deemed eligible for the highest status. It has been 
given landmark status. Not many buildings qualify for landmark status. Do not destroy this historical 
landmark. 

The Coastal Commission should not have any jurisdiction over a historical landmark. Historical 
landmarks are significant on their own. They may not be destroyed. 

I implore all of you on the Coastal Commission to recognize that historical landmark status of the Rich 
Cabana means that it may not be destroyed. It must be preserved and cared for so that it does not 
deteriorate. No agencies should be allowed to destroy a historic landmark. 

Please save the Cabana. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Paulina Conn 
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805 682-5183 

Dear Julia, 

I have just sent this letter to Amber and Steve of the Coastal Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Paulina Conn 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Flag Status: 

Amber Geraghty 
Coastal Planner 

Kellam de Forest [deforek@aol.com] 
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 9:28 PM 
"amber.geraghty'"'@coastal.ca.gov 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Irene and Frances Rich beach cabana 

Flagged 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Ms Geraghty: 

I understand that you, as a member of the staff of the California Coastal Commission, are 
to make a report on Commissioner's Bochco and Zimmer's appeal of the Santa Barbara 
County Planning Commission vote in favor of granting the current owners of this officially 
historic landmarked structure permission to keep unpermitted structural alterations done 
by a former owner ten years ago. 

This little cabana perched on a bluff above the beach was designated an historic land'113rk 
by Santa Barbara County due to its association with movie star Irene Rich and her 
daughter renowned Sculptor Frances Rich and due to its unique character defining ~k.:-. 
Santa Barbara County chooses its landmarks will care. There are only 50. 

I realize and respect the Coastal Commissions mandate to protect our coast from 
development. I do question whether the demolition of a sixty year old designated historic 
landmark achieves that goal. 

Respectfully, 
Kellam de Forest 
Chair, Preservation Comittee, 
Pearl Chase Society 
3010 Foothill Road 
Santa Barbara CA 93105 
805 448-7901 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Kellam de Forest [deforek@aol.com] 
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 9:40 PM 
steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov 
juliawynn@bouve.com 

Subject: Fwd: Irene and Frances Rich beach cabana 

Flag Status: 

Steve Hudson 

Planner 

Flagged 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Mr. Hudson: 

I understand that you, as a member of the staff of the California Coastal Commission, are 
to make a report on Commissioners Bochco and Zimmers appeal of the Santa Barbara 
County Planning Commission vote in favor of granting the current owners of this officially 
historic landmarked structure permission to keep unpermitted structural alterations done 
by a former owner ten years ago. 

This little cabana perched on a bluff above the beach was designated an historic la:~1.;;n2 
by Santa Barbara County due to its association with movie star Irene Rich and her 
daughter renowned Sculptor Frances Rich and due to its unique character defining site. 
Santa Barbara County chooses its landmarks will care. There are only 50. 

I realize and respect the Coastal Commissions mandate to protect our coast from 
development. I do question whether the demolition of a sixty year old designated historic 
landmark achieves that goal. 

Respectfully, 
Kellam de Forest 
Chair, Preservation Comittee, 
Pearl Chase Society 
3010 Foothill Road 
Santa Barbara CA 931 05 
805 448-7901 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Flag Stat_us: 

April 17, 2014 

Schneider, Helene [HSchneider@SantaBarbaraCA.gov] 
Thursday, Apri117, 2014 2:35 PM 
'John.Ainsworth@coastal.ca.gov' 
'Julia Wynn Carr' 
Comment letter: Irene & Frances Rich Cabana appeai:.#A-4-STB-14-0016 

Flagged 

To: Mr. Ainsworth and other appropriate staff of the California Coastal Commission: 

RE: Appeal #A-4-STB-14-0016 

Irene & Frances Rich Cabana 

4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara CA 93110 

I have been following the permitting process regarding the Irene & Frances Rich Cabana within the County of Santa 

Barbara for the last several months. While I am only writing as an individual, and not on behalf of the City of Santa 

Barbara, I do personally find this issue of great importance as it pertains to the connection between local government 

Coastal Development Plans and local government's partnership with the California Coastal Commission, especially cs it 

pertains to protecting our coastline, staying in compliance with the California Coastal Act, while also respecting 

significant historical resources. Even though I am more attuned to the details of the City of Santa Barbara's local nastal 
plan than the County of Santa Barbara's, I am sending these comments for your consideration as the Commission 

the issue of consistency of the County's Local Coastal Plan and the County Planning Commission's recent approval tor as

built permits for the cabana, and the potential action towards a de novo hearing on the merits of the permits granted. 

As I understand the issues at hand, the Rich Cabana was built in the 1950s and was designated as an historic landmark in 

2012. The current owners sent an application for permits to fix and maintain the Cabana (not expand it), so that they can 

both protect the Cabana's structural integrity, and prevent bluff erosion that could occur if they did not maintain the 

structure. At that point, they experienced a problem in the County planning process due to unpermitted work 

completed by previous owners. The current owners were not allowed to continue work to maintain the Cabana until the 

County granted as-built permits for the previous work. They· received approval for the as-built permits by a unanimous 

vote of the County Planning Commission, and it is this vote that is upon appeal to the Coastal Commission. 

Denying the as-built permits, and thus requiring removal of the unpermitted work, would result in the destruction of the 

cabana, as well as potentially create additional erosion to the coastal bluff. 

I certainly do not condone unpermitted work, especially along coastal bluffs, and can appreciate the concerns County 

staff and the Coastal Commission would have in allowing an as-built permit in most circumstances. On practical matters, 

however, I think the Commission should consider two key points. First, that the Cabana was constructed decades before 

the CA Coastal Act became law and its historical landmark status is significant in terms of preserving historical resources 

throughout Santa Barbara County. The current owners want to maintain the structure, not expand it, and requiring the 

removal of the unpermitted work would essentially destroy a historical landmark. Second, and perhaps even more 

importantly to the Coastal Commission's overall mission as it relates to coastal bluff protection, removing the 

1 



unpermitted work could create additional cliff erosion challenges at this location, while maintaining the Cabana could 
protect it as well as continue to provide access to the beach. 

I applaud and agree with current strict standards that limit development on coastal bluffs. Certainly, a cabana such as 

the one in question could not- nor should it- receive a permit if it was a new development proposal. This particular 

historic landmark has no public opposition; in fact it is celebrated by a number of neighbors and local organizations, and 

no one filed an appeal to the Board of Supervisors on the County Planning Commission's unanimous vote. Maintaining 

the structure will also preserve access to the beach from the top of bluff as well as protect the immediate area from 

further destruction. Requiring the removal of the unpermitted work, and thus destroying this historic landmark, would 
be a very sad and unfortunate outcome for the greater community. 

I appreciate your attention to these comments. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Helene Schneider 

Mayor, City of Santa Barbara 

Helene Schneider 
Santa Barbara Mayor 
805-564-5323 
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IRENE & FRANCES RICH BEACH CABANA 

PLANNING COMMISSION APPEAL HEARING 

March 5, 2014 

Good Morning. My name is John Woodward. I am a former member of the 
county's Historic Landmarks Commission and served as its Chair when the Rich 
Beach Cabana was designated a County Historic Landmark. The commission 
conducted two public hearings and voted unanimously to approve the Landmark 
designation. There was wide public support with no opposition at both the 
commission and Board of Supervisors hearings. Several commissioners and 
Supervisors expressed their belief that the cabana was historically significant and 
directed that it be preserved as a Landmark. 

The caissons placed by a previous owner to support the cabana's wooden 
walkway to the beach and other non-visible alterations were discussed in detail by 
both the commission and the Board of Supervisors when they considered the 
nomination. Both bodies were fully aware of them and decided to designate the 
cabana as a Landmark, as is, including the caissons and alterations. They 
recognized that they are needed to stabilize the bluff and preserve the historic 
structure. 

Quoting from the resolutions adopted by the commission and the Board of 
Supervisors, one of the criteria that qualifies the cabana for Landmark status under 
the county's Landmark ordinance was that "It has a location on an ocean-front 
bluff with ... a view or vista representing an established and familiar visual feature 
of the Hope Ranch community; ... " Yet P&D staff argues, in effect, that its 
location and view on the bluff is the very reason the cabana should be demolished; 
that somehow the coastal bluff would be better protected if the historic landmark 
were destroyed. That not only defies all common sense, it is directly contrary to 
Section 3.10.5 of the Coastal Land Use Policy that recommends protection of 
important historic resources by designating them as Landmarks, exactly as was 
done here. 

Staff also argues that "... the protection of the coastal bluff takes priority 
over protection of the historic landmark", but cites no direct authority for that 
proposition. Apparently it is a rule that staff just made up to fit this situation. 
They rely on CLUP Policy 1-2 that states, "Where policies within the land use plan 



overlap, the policy which is the most protective of coastal resources shall take 
precedence." Clearly, historic resources in the coastal zone are "coastal 
resources". That is why their protection is recommended as a goal in the Coastal 
Land Use Policy. In my view they are important resources deserving of protection; 
at least as important as coastal bluffs. 

P &D staff has stated that they have the discretionary authority to decide 
whether or not this Landmark must be destroyed. They have determined that "it 
has to go", regardless of the strong support for its preservation expressed by the 
Historic Landmarks Commission, the Board of Supervisors and the public. I 
firmly believe that if county staff in fact has such discretion, then it potentially 
threatens the survival of any and all county landmarks in the future. Your denial of 
the appeal today would set a very dangerous precedent and effectively allow staff 
to order the destruction of landmarks at its discretion. Your granting of the appeal 
would help ensure the preservation of the county's historic landmarks for the 

benefit of future generations. 

Thank you. 



Geraghty, Amber@Coastal 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jarrell Jackman <docjj@sbthp.org> 
Monday, April28, 2014 9:38AM 
Geraghty, Amber@Coastal 
Rich cabana 

The SB Trust for Historic Preservation is a staunch supporter of preservation of the Rich Cabana. It is a designated 
County Landmark and its preservation has broad public support. There was not a single person who spoke against its 
being land marked and preserved at the latest County Panning Commission Hearing. 

Jarrell C. Jackman, Ph.D. 
CEO 
www.sbthp.org 

Sent from my iPad 
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------------------------------------.. 

David Villalobos, Board Assistant SupervifJb[ C 0 P Y 
Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

Re: Item 2, Carr appeal of the Zoning 
Administrator's denial of the Irene and Frances Rich 
Beach Cabana request for acceptance of unpermitted 
as-is additions and structural modifications 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Pearl Chase Society's mission is preserving 
Santa Barbara's sites of enduring community 
value. Most worthy of preservation are those sites 
that have been designated by the Board of 
Supervisors as County Landmarks. 

The Irene and Frances Rich beach cabana is such 
a site. The Supervisors in 2012 felt that the 
preservation of the historic cabana on its unique 
site was worthy of protection under the provisions 
of Chapter 18 of the County Code. The 
unpermitted additions and structural 
modifications made by previous owners prior to 
the structure being designated a Landmark were 
included. 

RECEiVED 

NAR 0 t1 2014 ~-·:··;:: :h:: ____ , .. ---------2-~"-"c·•--~~~,·=•·e-"7" 

S.B. COU:<'ITY 

: ____ _,_ __ 3...::5.-=J.:l .. --------·~--PLANNING & DEVELOPi\t!El\'T 
EEAP-.ING SUPPORT 



The Society respectfully asks the Commission to 
reject the arguments of Staff and uphold the 
appeal, thus fulfilling the provisions of the County 
Landmark Ordin.ance. 

Yours truly, 

Kelllam de Forest 
Chairman Preservation Committee 
Pearl Chase Society 
448-7901 



-------------------------------------------------, 

Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Gerry Shepherd (shepherd@west.net] 
Monday, March 03, 2014 8:37AM 
Villalobos, David 
Rich Cabana - Landmark #49 

Purple Category 

.RECEIVED: ·-
. .., 

:- :: ____________ k_ ___ .,_...::....:...::::.:.-·. 

Hello, David, PLANNING&. 11EVELOPi\!EN!' 

It was always a pleasure interacting with you when I was on the Historic Landmarks Commission. I was at a recent 805 
meeting (re the Camp 4 Land Annexation issue) and you were in the room. I tried to catch your eye to say 'hello' but 
missed. How nice to see you are still at the county, keeping things humming along, a talent you do so well. I am writing 
to ask if you could please add the following to the support list for the "Rich Cabana" agenda item on the Wednesday, 
March 5, Planning Commission meeting, with distribution to the Planning Commissioners. I have known the Carrs since 
they came before the HLAC during the landmarking of the Rich Cabana and what SBCounty has now put them through is 
a sorry shame. 

Thanks, David, and best to you, 
Gerry 

shepherd@west.net 

805-688-3120 

March 2. 2014 

Letter to Santa Barbara County Planning Commissioners 

Re, Rich Cabana- Landmark #49 Hearing, March 5, 2014 

Dear Commissioners, 

I was Third District Commissioner when the Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission Iandmarked the Irene 

and Frances Rich Cabana. We were appreciative of the Carrs' willingness and ability to preserve this very 

iconic structure. 

The issues surrounding this agenda item could not be better enunciated than what is stated in the letter you 

received from Michele Jackman (copy follows). I endorse and support these statements. You need to as well. 

At a time in our history when public service/government employees are more and more seen as 'the problem' 

rather than 'the solution' each of you. as commissioner representatives for the people, need to do what is best 

for the community. Sometimes that means standing for common sense. 

Thank you, 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Planning Commissioners: 

jim@terrainconsulting.com 
Tuesday, March 04, 2014 5:29 PM 
Villalobos, David 
Rich Cabana- Landmark #49 Agenda Item March 5, 2014 

Yellow Category 
rT~E ~v11-;:: ___________ b._ ____ ~--- ..... ~--- ........ --

D:'\TE: ____ ~_5___--q ________ _ 

Please support Julia and Lee Carr in their efforts to preserve this special piece of Santa Barbara, and California, history. 
This history is of value to each and every one of us who live here in Santa Barbara; therefore, it is in our community 
interest to find a solution that preserves the cabana. 

It is disappointing that county staff can never seem to find a way to be part of a solution to this unfortunate situation; 
from the planning director and zoning administrator come only roadblocks. It is my opinion there is a win-win here, if 
there was a willingness on the Planning Commission's part: honor the historic landmark status and make the findings 
that preserve this special place while protecting the coastal bluff face. It's really not that difficult to do this. 

I find it troubling that there seems to be a staff bias about this project, and that the zoning transgressions by the 
previous property owner can't be addressed by looking at the bigger picture- that this is a piece of history. Face it: if the 
cabana were designed by George Washington Smith and owned by Jimmy Stewart then staff would have jumped thru 
hoops to make those findings to preserve it. Rather, they seem bitter there's a historic designation at all. 

Don't let bureaucrats make you feel as though you must deny this appeal. Rather, please uphold the appeal and 
preserve a piece of our local and state heritage. Through their act of historic designation, the board of supervisors · 
your side. 

In the long run, what will be remembered is that Landmark #49 was either torn down due to short sighted thinking, or 
preserved for posterity. 

Jim Youngson 
120 Calle Palo Colorado 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
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S.B. COUNTY 
PLAl.JN!NG & DEVELOPTviEl\'T 



-----------------------------

Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 8:48AM 
Villalobos, David 

Subject: Rich Cabana Support from Public - Suzie Sebastian 
,! ·.-. ,. 

Categories: Purple Category 

i: i . , _____ __? ______________ ~ 
Suzie Sebastian 

919 Veronica Springs R~~~:.,:.;_':' ~-)~1~ 
Santa Barbara, Ca 93105' •' ~---------------·-··· 

805-453-2942 

November 21, 20:13 

Dear Supervisor Wolf, 

I am a constituent in your district. I recently saw the news on KEYTon or about November 11th about the 
Rich Cabana on the bluff in Hope Ranch. It is a Santa Barbara Historical Landmark and an important 
asset in our community. I am writing you to urge you to do everything in your power to protect this 
landmark for our benefit and for the benefit for future generations. 

The Rich Cabana certainly fits criteria for Historical Landmarks since it is a place where prominent 
persons lived or worked. It is a beautiful structure above the Beach and a nice reminder of Santa 
Barbara's past connections to Hollywood. Once it is removed it can never be replaced and a piece or 
history is lost. It is in excellent condition and not a safety or environmental hazard to the beach or 1: ~ 
people walking below. In fact, I would imagine that removing it could prove to have a greater impact ,.m 
the beach and water runoff after disruption of the area, As an environmentalist and marine wildlife 
documentary producer, I know how important preserving the ocean and beach front is to our future. 

I was curious and did a bit of research on Historical Landmarks and was surprised to see that about half 
of all National Landmarks are owned privately. I am happy to hear the owners of this property have set 
the Cabana aside as a Historical Landmark. I am sure it has taken them a great deal of effort to put this in 
place and will continue to take effort for them to maintain it for years to come. It is through conservation 
efforts such as these that so many of our Historical Landmarks are still in place for us to enjoy for many 
years. I hope that you will help protect this landmark. 

Sincerely 
Suzie Sebastian 

RECEIVED 

S.B. CUU>r!Y 
f'LANt-HNG J:. i!FVLLOPM!:J·!'f 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

mldays@cox.net 
Tuesday, March 04, 2014 6:44PM 
Villalobos, David 
mldays@cox. net 
Planning Commission grant Carr Requests 

Yellow Category 

Honorable County Planning Commissioners: 

:, ,:-:: --:-:: :, ; ~-"·, =\ • :::,: 0. ~ C' 
______ .:-::_.:--_:_:._::.~~_i_~:i_3'j·__._· ---

lTEiV! :J-;c:___ 2:.----

Please grant the requests of Lee Carr and Julia Wynn Carr at your March 5~ 2814, hearing. 
The Rich Cabana is a notable 28th century County Landmark located on their oceanfront 
property in Hope Ranch. The Landmark structure is worthy of continued maintenance and repair 
to extend its usefulness. Unapproved alterations performed by a prior owner should not serve 
to diminish the significance of the cabana or be used as justification to destroy this 
important building. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Mary Louise Days 
Local Historian 

2833 Puesta del Sol Rd. 
Santa Barbara 93185 
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·f'iJf.~ 0 t:: 'ifj"'l} .,'-\1, ;:) LUI 
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PLANNING ilL DEVELOI"':V!EN"f 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

jeanne@silcom.com 
Saturday, March 01, 2014 9:47PM 
Villalobos, David 
The Rich Cabana 

Purple Category 

Dear David Villalobos, 

f\tE C6Pl 

Please support permitting the Rich Cabana as built. Do not disturb the carefully balanced 
ecosystem and it's modifications that it has adjusted to over the history of almost 60 years. 
To think that now anything would be improved by it's removal is an uneducated assessment of 
the balance of nature. Not supported by scientific fact, that conclusion could only be 
understood as an egotistical attack from the planning department spurred from personal 
jealousy. 
I know you will do what is right. That is so obviously letting lie what is existent and 
permitting it as a landmark unchanged and unchangeable. 

Thank you for your help and understanding. 

Jeanne Wilkins 
los Olivos, CA 

1 

RECEiVED 

MAR o 3 2U'!l! 
S.3 COUNTY 

r•LAl\fN!NG JL DEVELOPMENT 
- HFAIUNCi SUPPORT 



Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

David, 

Geoff Rusack {Geoff@rusack.com] 
Saturday, March 01, 2014 10:26 PM 
Villalobos, David 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Carr cabana 

Purple Category 

--:- .. --~- l 
7 <-. < • ' .. 

------~-----~ 

·, " '--" _3_--_s --~~---

I am wholeheartedly in favor of the Carr cabana being perrnittedJ I think it is an amazing structure in an 
incredible place and speaks volumes about the great history of architectu-re of Santa Barbara. 

RECEIVED 

S.B. COUNTY 
Fi..A.NNJNG & DEVELOPMEHT 

l!EAlUNG Sl!PPORT 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

rewyckoff [rewyckoff@verizon.net] 
Saturday, March 01, 2014 4:36PM 
Villalobos, David; Hodosy-McFaul, Anita 
Nelson, Bob; Lavagnino, Steve; juliawynn@bouve.com-·--·--'-' 
Landmark #49 Carr Cabana 

Purple Category 

I"-:·--

!; ~.::: .. ·• ,,c: _____ __L_ ____ _ 

Dear Dav1d, l_}"-·; c. 3-=5 ~ . ~---~ .. -:-,·-·. - I~ 

I have been on the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmark Advisory Commission for at least ten y ars.-During 
that time the Rich/Carr Cabana is one of the most unique Historic properties which I have had the opportunity to 
evaluate. Julia Carr will be presenting its qualities to you on Wednesday, March 5, 2014. The HLAC voted unanimously 
to make this a Landmark. Its continuing presence overlooking the beach demonstrates part of our rich local history and 
should be preserved for future generations to witness. Our HLAC secretary, Anita, has a full file in Santa Barbara for 
anyone wishing to review it before the hearing. 

Sincerely, Eileen H. Wyckoff, HLAC Commissioner 

1 

RECEIVED 

S.B. COUNTY 
I'i.ANN!NG&I)L\'EL0Pi'AEN 1 

i~Ar~~J ~~l;pp()!,J,T 



Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Dear Commissioners~ 

John Gerngross Uohn.gerngross@gmail.com] 
Sunday, March 02, 2014 8:45 PM 
Villalobos, David 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Rich Cabana - Landmark #49 

Purple Category 

f •••• , •• ______ __}~::.'::-:·. 

Please note my family's complete support for the preservation of the Rich Cabana on the Carr 
property. As a Santa Barbara resident for 35 years and a resident of Hope Ranch for over 10 
years and a neighbor on Cresta Avenue, I have walked the beach many times and seen the cabana 
from below. It is a great addition to the Ranch and it would be a shame to remove it or 
destroy it in any way. Please vote in favor of this remarkable property and the golden age 
of California that it represents. 

John and Cheryl Gerngross 
4242 Cresta Ave 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
805-570-5821 
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RECEIVED 

S.B. COU~HV 
PLANHJNG & DEVFLOPMSl'!·r 

I~:-~A~~.fN~! ~~UPPO?~! 



Villalobos, David filE COPl 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 

LINDA KASTNER [lkast6945@aol.com] ~. _ ·--~--- .. ~ 
Sunday, March 02, 2014 8:36AM __ _!~:~>~~~=·c_~:~;/\j_L_~::·'~G';_: __ 
Villalobos, David 

Subject: Rich Cabana 
2 

Categories: Purple Category 

· Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I understand that on Wednesday the 5th of March you will be making a decision regarding the Rich Cabana 
.Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend but wish to make my feeling heard. 

It is my understanding that Santa Barbara wishes to preserve its rich and varied history. It is unconscionable to think of 
destroying the Rich Cabana and with it memories of Santa Barbara past. We in the Santa Ynez Valley had to fight to 
preserve Matteis Tavern, with success. 

Please approve what has been asked for by the present owner and make sure that Landmarking properties is in fact 
preserving them. 

Thank you, 
Linda Kastner 
6945 Happy Canyon 
Santa Ynez 

Linda Kastner 

.RECtiVt:D 

S.B. COUNTY 
PLANNiNG .1 DEVELOmfEN'!' 

H~AR!NG SUPPORT 



DANA F. LONGO 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

PHILIP .J. LONGO, C.P.A. 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

(1933-2001) 

LAW OFF'ICE OF 

DANA F. LONGO 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

509 BRINKERHOFF AVENUE 

SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93101 

TELEPHONE (805) 963-6551 

FACSIMILE (805) 963-2562 

www .longolawoflices.com 
EM A 1 L: info@longolawoffices.com 

March 3, 2014 

Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
123 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 931 0 1 

SCOTT H. WALTHER 

ENROLLED AGENT 

MELINDA H. RIPPBERGER 

PARALEGAL 

, ___ , __ 1 _____ ,, ____ , 

3 -)-11.J -- -~ ---1---~~--~ 

Re: Correspondence in Support of Rich Cabana, Landmark #49, 4353 Marina Drive. 

Dear Planning Commission, 

I am writing to you in support of allowing the Rich Cabana, Landmark #49, located. at 
4353 Marina Drive, to exist in its current form, as a legal non-conforming structure. 

By way of background, I was born and raised in Santa Barbara. I grew up in Hidden 
Valley, where my family still owns its home, I learned how to surf at Hendry's beach in the late 
1970's, surfed frequently at Hope Ranch Beach, became a competitive surfer, swimmer, and 
sailor, and have spent many days walking along, sailing outside of, and long-distance paddling, 
just off the beaches of our beautiful city. I am now an attorney whose practice emphasizes Estate 
Planning and Trust Administration. Although this letter appears on my office letterhead, I am 
writing not as counsel for the property owners, but rather a member of our community and avid 
beach goer. 

As an attorney, my charitable endeavors include being one of the founding members and 
current legal counsel for the Channel Islands National Park Foundation, the 50l(c)(3) 
organization that benefits Channel Islands National Park. I am President of the Santa Barbara 
Semana Nautica Association, I have a frequently-used boat in the Santa Barbara Harbor, and 
above all, the ocean and our local beaches are not just a pastime for me, but a way of life. 

I mention this background to give you a perspective of my involvement with our local 
coastline, and to let you know that from that perspective, I am 100% in support of keeping the 
Rich Cabana as it currently stands. 

As the property owners are already well represented by counsel, I will refrain from going 
into the detail of the local land use law that, when correctly applied, would support the legal, 
non-conforming use status. 

RECEiVED 

S.B, COUNTY 

i!2Af~iNG SllPPORT 



Page2 March 3, 2014 
Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

I understand that one issue at hand is the unpermitted bathroom in the structure. If it 
were to be returned to its antiquated permitted state, the occupants of the structure would have to 
use an outhouse. It is undeniable that such a result would only increase local ocean fecal 
coliform bacteria counts, not to mention being unsightly and odiferous. 

It's hard not to mention the incredibly oversized structures that are currently being built 
in the vicinity that apparently received your agency's approval, and query as to why such a 
quaint and subdued structure has caused so much controversy. 

There is an incredible amount of history associated with this particular cabana of which 
you have been made aware. Not only is the structure itself of historic significance, but the 
people who have visited (locals and visitors alike) and events that have taken place in that cabana 
render it worthy of preservation. 

I have been informed that the County's position is that it is in violation of the ordinances 
to maintain and extend the useful life of this Historic Landmark. It would be nothing short of 
ludicrous to require that this cabana waste away in the elements, hence becoming a danger, 
nuisance, and an eyesore iri the process, as opposed to allowing the owners to keep and maintain 
it as it currently stands. 

To see the property owners go through such difficulty just to preserve a structure that has 
already been designated as an Historic Landmark engenders little public faith in our local 
government and causes me to question whether our County Planning department is more focused 
on punishing a landowner simply because they fall within your jurisdiction, rather than neutrally 
applying the clear standards set forth in the applicable Codes. At its essence, I, as a local surfer, 
beachgoer, and lifelong member of the community, would much rather walk, paddle, and sail by 
this cabana and see it adequately maintained, rather than watching it become dilapidated, rat 
infested, and eventually fall into the sea (thus polluting the ocean and a danger to my feet I walk 
by) from lack of repair. 

You have the power to stop this regulatory waste of our taxpayers' money and do the 
right thing at the hearing this Wednesday March 5. If the County continues to take the position 
that it has, nobody wins, and we get to watch this structure fall into the ocean over the next 
decades while the public wonders what benefit the County actually provided us taking its current 
course. If you allow it to exist as a legal non-conforming structure, we all win - the public gets 
the benefit of a well maintained, beautifully designed, and historic structure nestled into a small 
piece of our coast, and the County gets the recognition for having made the right decision. let's 
do the right thing on Wednesday March 5, 2014, let's approve this structure as it stands. 

Thank you, 

Z27~-
Dana F. Longo 

DFL/crm 
LAW OFFICE OF 

DANA F. LONGO 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATtON 



f\Lt COP~ 
MEGAKLES ROGAKOS M.A., M.A. J art historian and exhibition curator 

David Villalobos 
The Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
Board Assistant Supervisor 

Dear Mr. Villalobos, 

' ~-'. 

:-·.· 

tJ/~.-rc:: 

- - •, . ~ 

3-5-1~---

Athens, 3 March 2014 

In my capacity as the former American College of Greece's ACG Art Curator, and the curator of the 
"Frances Rich - La Gazelle" exhibition, celebrating in 2010 the centenary from the birth of this great 
American artist, I write in support of the Irene and Frances Rich Cabana built at the County of Santa 
Barbara in 1956. 

As recorded in my archives, on 7 October 2010 the Historic landmarks Advisory Commission unanimously 
approved owners Julia and lee Carr's submitted application to designate the Rich Cabana as Landmark 
#48. 

I would like to add my voice to those who claim that the Rich Cabana may serve as ah important cultural 
asset for the County of Santa Barbara. Frances Rich, like her mother Irene, stood as an emblem for 
American ideals and Christian values. The County of Santa Barbara could boast for preserving this 
historical cabana of the famous Hope Ranch, whose studio notably hosted Diego Rivera in January 1941. 

This Cabana could serve as a small museum displaying its history. Moreover, it could serve to host 
temporary exhibitions of in-focus displays of Frances Rich's work, with loans from either Smith College's 
Museum of Art, or the American College of Greece's ACG Art that is keeper of the Frances l. Rich Estate. 

For your further information, a naming ceremony of the Frances Rich School of Fine and Performing Arts 
has been planned at the American College of Greece on 7 March 2014 (for further information, please 
contact fineperfonningarts@acg.edu). 

I sincerely hope that the Irene and Frances Rich Cabana may be preserved for times to come. 

Sincerely yours, 

-Ill. y- "'>~ 
Megakles Rogakos 

RECEiVED 

'MAR 03 2014 
S.B. COUNTY 

PLANl'-JTNG & DEVELOPMEJ\'T 
HEARING SUPPORT 

1 Megakles Rogakos, 41 Xenokratous Street, Athens, GR 10676, Greece ~+30 6979 783 973 ~ m.rogakos@gmail.com 



Frances Rich 
ARTS FESTIVAL 2014 

SCHOOL OF FINE AND PERFORMING ARTS 

SelfConscious 
A group exhibition at the ACG Art Gallery 
organized by the Department of Visual Arts and Art History and curated by Sotirios 
Bahtsetzis 

Please join us for the Naming Ceremony of 
the Frances Rich School of Fine and Performing Arts 
and the Ooenina Exhibition SeffConscious 

The exhibition presents works by Bill Balaskas, Dionisis 
Christofilogiannis, Christos Oelidimos, George Drivas, Giorgos 
Gyparakis, Effie Halivopoulou 
in collaboration with Tim Ward and Effi Minakouli, Elias Kafouros, 
Georgia Kotretsos, Maria Kriara, James Lane, Jenny Marketou, 
Panos Mattheou, Caroline May, Jennifer Nelson in collaboration 

Duration: March 7-28, 2014 
Visiting hours: Monday, Wednesday, Friday 13:15-15:00 
Tuesday, Thursday 13:40-15:00 
and by appointment 

ACG ART GALLERY: DEREE -The American College of Greece 
6 Gravias Street, Aghia Paraskevi 
To schedule an appointment, or for more information please 
contact 
Niki Ktadakis at 210 6009800 ext 1456, 
fineperformingarts@acg.edu 

with Theodoros Papatheodorou, Eftihis 
Patsourakis, Vassitiea Stylianidou, and 
Thodoris Zafeiropoulos. 

Maria Kriara: Untitled (2012) 
Courtesy CAN Christina Androulidaki Gallery an·, : · •• _ · 

graphite on paper, 80x120cm 



Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Cheri Jasinski [jasinskicj@a .c 
Tuesday, March 04, 2014 12:02 AM 
Villalobos, David 
In Support of the Carr Cabana 

Purple Category 

Please retain the Carr Cabana. It is both a historically and environmentally sound decision! 

Cheri Jasinski 

1 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Steve Lew {sjlew1 @cox.net] 
Monday, March 03, 2014 11 :53 AM 
Villalobos, David 
Rich Cabana 

Purple Category 

FILE COPY 

. _____ 2,_~-··---~-~-. -~·-

I fully support saving the Rich Cabana and that it be named an historic landmark and urge 
that outcome at the hearing Wednesday 3/5/14. 

Steve Lew 
402 Alston Road 
Santa Barbara 93108 
805-565-0875 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:20AM 
Villalobos, David 
lee Carr 

Subject: Public Support Rich Cabana 

. Categories: Purple Category 

From: Suzanne Stein [mailto:sshigqens@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2014 4:52PM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: Open House January 11th 

Dear Julia, 
I grew up on Hope Ranch Beach and have walked by your cabana for many years. I enjoyed reading the 
article in the News Press about it last year. I will look forward to the open house on the 11th. 

Thank you for opening it for a tour. 
Suzanne Stein 
4664 Via Roblada 
Santa Barbara, CA 93 11 0 

1 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:19AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 
Public Support Rich Cabana 

Purple Category 

-----Original Message-----
From: Cyndie [mailto:sydzack@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday~ January e2, 2014 4:22 PM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: RSVP to Open House 

f\LE COP~ 

--~ -r~~": .. 
:.J i...-.-. --3--5 -~~----

I would love to see the magical cabana by the sea on the 11th. Thank you so much for sharin& 
your jewel with the ranch residents!!! 

Cyndie Young 
805-570-7351 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:17AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 

filE COPY 

Subject: Public Support Rich Cabana ·--------2.--.~----------. 
Categories: Purple Category 

From: John Paullin [mailto:all.phaseconcrete@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2014 6:23 PM 
To: juliawvnn@bouve.com 
Subject: cabana Open House 

Hi Julia, 

So generous of you to open your cabana for a tour! I have viewed and admired this magical setting both from the beach and sea since I was 
young. I would love to accept your kind invitation for Saturday the 11th of January and bring along my wife, Bianca, and 10 yr old daughter, 
Satya, if acceptable to you. 

We live at 4636 Via Carretas and can be contacted by e-mail or at either of the following #s. Home 564-6596 John's cell 570-9140. 

Looking forward to hearing of confirmation and meeting you. John 

1 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:16AM 
Villalobos, David 

Subject: Public Support Rich Cabana 

Categories: Purple Category 

From: Carole Garand [mailto:carolegarand@qmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2014 7:25AM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: Open House 

Hi Julia, 

f~lE COPl 

- ., -; 

L_i)~ 

~:ET!i·-ic; 

My husband and I live in Hope Ranch, and walk regularly by your cabana on the beach. We would love 
to attend your open house on Saturday, Jan. 11th. How nice of you to share the history of the structure 
with us! 

Thank you, 

Carole & Jack Garand 

765 Via Airosa 

RECEiVED 

S.B. COUNTY 
PLAJ--'NING & VEVE!.OP!\IENT 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:15AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 
Public Support Rich Cabana 

Purple Category 

-----Original Message-----
From: Beth Climo [mailto:bethclimo@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2014 11:07 AM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: Cabana Open House 

f\LE COPl 

! : 

Julia - My husband & I would like to take advantage of your kind invitation to visit your 
Beach Cabana. We are at 4343 Marina & have found it a beautiful structure going back many 
years -- since my grandparents & then my parents have lived here for many moons. Please let 
me know how you want us to access the property - presumably via the driveway to your 
residence? 
Thank you. Beth 

Beth Climo 
38 Cahoon Rd. 
Harwich, MA 02645 
202-744-6984 (cell) 
508-430-8324 (Cape Cod) 
805-682-3974 (Santa Barbara) 
bethclimo@gmail.com 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve. com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:20AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 

Subject: Public Support Rich Cabana 

Categories: Purple Category 

From: Cindy Perlis [mailto:cperlis@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday/ January 021 2014 3:32PM 
To: juliawvnn@bouve.com 
Subject: RSVP- Saturday1 January 11th 2-4PM 

Hello Julia, 

Mrs. Lois Erburu looks forward to taking a tour of your historical cabana on Saturday, January 11th. Thank you 
for allowing your Hope Ranch neighbors a glimpse into its history! 

Best wishes, 

Cindy Perlis 
Administrative Assistant to 
Mr. & Mrs. Robert F. Erburu 
4265 Cresta Avenue 
Santa Barbara, Ca. 9311 0 
(805) 687-7877 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:14AM 
Villalobos, David 
Public Support Rich Cabana 

Purple Category 

-----Original Message-----
From: Denise Lilly [mailto:sjldenise@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2014 12:30 PM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: Open House on the 11th 

- '----· 
--~~-~-

.. '. ") 

':-; ~----~---------· 

In reading the Ranch Ramblings, I see that you are having an open house of your beach cabana 
on January 11th. As a Ranch resident and walker of the HR beach to Hendry's, I would love to 
get the tour! Please count me in! Thank you for doing this!! As I walk the beach I often 
wonder about the cabana's overlooking the beach, this will be an opportunity to learn more! 

Happy New Year·! 

Denise Lilly 
890 Camino Media 
seas 451-1708 cell 

1 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:12AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 
FW: rsvp for tour of beach house 

Purple Category 

-----Original Message-----
From: Jerilynn Russell [mailto:jsrbarnes@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Jerilynn Russell 
Sent: Friday~ January 03~ 2014 11:33 PM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: rsvp for tour of beach house 

Thank you for offering to open the beach cabana to residents. We have walked by it for many 
years always wondering how it was used and making up stories to friends who might be staying 
with us. We would love to know the real story on the landmark and join in the open house. 

Thank you, Jerilynn Russell 

RECEIVED 

S.ll. COUNTY 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:07AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 

~ -···"--- - _.s--

._. __ .._ ___ ~ __ ; __ :·:~:.::~~~~-::::_ ___ _ 
Subject: Public Support Rich Cabana 

Categories: Purple Category 

From: Lamont Cochran [mailto:cochran950@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2014 7:07AM 
To: iuliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: Re: HR Historical tour 

Hello again, Julia, 

How fascinating. We knew the Rich's lived along Marina but not where. I remember that Charlie Piper, retired MD 
and perhaps deceased now, owned that beach "cabana" many years ago, then moved near Laguna Blanca 
school. Now his wife lives in Carriage Hill. 

Just coincidentally, the Rich's owned 7 1/2 acres on Monte Drive which were subdivided by Bob and lone Evans 
some years ago. The Rich house was just purchased by a young couple, Ryan Fell and his wife, as reported in 
the last HR Ramblings. We toured that property, considering purchase, many years ago and Irene Rich's 
scrapbooks and memorabilia were still in the guest house. Sadly, we had never heard of her. At any rate, that 
house lives on. Our home was built about the same time, 1952, and has some features in common. We've lived 
here 44 years. Hope Ranch is like an extended family, with its long-term residents, moving here and there but 
remaining close. 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:04AM 
Villalobos, David 
lee Carr 

-: ......... _., .-.. 
-~~ .. -.:.._ ____ _ 

Subject: FW: the cabana .... 2 
Categories: Purple Category 

From: carole baral [mailto:carolebaral@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2014 10:59 AM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: the cabana .... 

' ~---------~------------------

:-.-... ' -:-:-·- ~ c:- li 
LJ/.:.. ~ c: ?- y------- --···--

thank you for the invitation to see the cabana in person. I viewed the power point and was very 
impressed by the presentation and its historic significance to the community and the area. 
what a wonderful piece of the past that will be preserved for decades. Kudos to you and all 
involved!! We look forward to meeting you this Sat. Sincerely, carole and arthur baral 

RECEIVED 

S.R COUNTY 
!'LANNING & DE\'El.OPM!:.f\lT 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Hi, 

Janie Smith Uaniesmith@cox.net] 
Thursday, January 02, 2014 8:33AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Marina Dr opening 

Follow up 
Completed 

I saw in the Hope Ranch Ramblings that you were offering an historical designation viewing of your house on Marina Or. 
I have lived in SB all my life and walk on HR beach and see your cottage all the time. I am very interested in seeing the 
home and learning more of its history. 
Please let me know if I need to do anything else besides send you an email. 
Thanks. 
Jane Smith 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Cyndie [sydzack@cox.net] 
Thursday, January 02, 2014 4:22 PM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
RSVP to Open House 

Follow up 
Completed 

I would love to see the magical cabana by the sea on the 11th. Thank you so much for sharing your jewel with 
the ranch residents!!! 

Cyndie Young 
805-570-7351 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Dear Julia, 

Suzanne Stein [sshiggens@gmail.com] 
Thursday, January 02, 2014 4:52PM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Open House January 11th 

Follow up 
Completed 

I grew up on Hope Ranch Beach and have walked by your cabana for many years. I enjoyed reading the article 
in the News Press about it last year. I will look forward to the open house on the 11th. 

Thank you for opening it for a tour. 
Suzanne Stein 
4664 Via Roblada 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Hi Julia, 

John Paullin [all.phaseconcrete@yahoo.comJ 
Thursday, January 02, 2014 6:23 PM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Cabana Open House 

Follow up 
Completed 

So generous of you to open your cabana for a tour! I have viewed and admired this magical setting both from the beach and sea since I was young. I 
would love to accept your kind invitation for Saturday the 11th of January and bring along my wife, Bianca, and 10 yr old daughter, Satya, if acceptable 
to you. 

We live at 4636 Vta Carretas and can be contacted by e-mail or at either of the following #s. Home ~96 John's cell 570-9140. 

looking forward to hearing of confirmation and meeting you. John 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Hi Julia, 

Carole Garand [carolegarand@gmail.com} 
Friday, January 03, 2014 7:25 AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Open House 

Follow up 
Completed 

My husband and I live in Hope Ranch, and walk regularly by your cabana on the beach. We would love to 
attend your open house on Saturday, Jan. 11th. How nice of you to share the history of the structure with us! 

Thank you, 

Carole & Jack Garand 

765 Via Airosa 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Beth Climo [bethclimo@gmail.com] 
Friday, January 03,201411:07 AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Cabana Open House 

Follow up 
Completed 

Julia- My husband & I would like to take advantage of your kind invitation to visit your Beach Cabana. We 
are at 4343 Marina & have found it a beautiful structure going back many years -- since my grandparents & 
then my parents have lived here for many moons. Please let me know how you want us to access the property -
presumably via the driveway to your residence? Thank you. Beth 

Beth Climo 
38 Cahoon Rd. 
Harwich, MA 02645 
202-744-6984 (cell) 
508-430-8324 (Cape Cod) 
805-682-397 4 (Santa Barbara) 
bethclimo@gmail.com 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Hi Julia, 

Denise Lilly [sjldenise@cox.net] 
Friday, January 03,2014 12:30 PM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Open House on the 11th 

Follow up 
Completed 

In reading the Ranch Ramblings, I see that you are having an open house of your beach cabana on January 
11th. As a Ranch resident and walker of the HR beach to Hendry's, I would love to get the tour! Please count 
me in! Thank you for doing this!! As I walk the beach I often wonder about the cabana's overlooking the 
beach, this will be an opportunity to learn more! 

Happy New Year! 

Denise Lilly 
890 Camino Medio 
80a5 451-1708 cell 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Jerilynn Russell [jsrbames@gmail.com] on behalf of Jerilynn Russell [jsrbames@aol.com] 
Friday, January 03, 2014 11:33 PM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
rsvp for tour of beach house 

Follow up 
Completed 

Thank you for offering to open the beach cabana to residents. We have walked by it for many years always 
wondering how it was used and making up stories to friends who might be staying with us. We would love to 
know the real story on the landmark and join in the open house. 

Thank you, Jerilynn Russell 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Flag Status: 

carole baral [carolebaral@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, January 08, 2014 10:59 AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
the cabana .... 

Flagged 

thank you for the invitation to see the cabana in person. I viewed the power point and was very 
impressed by the presentation and its historic significance to the community and the area. what a 
wonderful piece of the past that will be preserved for decades. Kudos to you and all involved!! We 
look forward to meeting you this Sat. Sincerely, carole and arthur baral 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Fauntleroy Tom [tomfauntleroy@cox.net] 
Sunday, January 12, 2014 9:08AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 

Subject: Re: house tour 

Flag Status: Flagged 

Categories: Red Category 

Julia, 
Thank you so much for opening your home to us. Everyone present loved the tour. 
All of us support your efforts in saving the cabana. I understand Janet Wolf has not been much help, 

and may possibly be opposed. I am sure all of us could rally to exert some political pressure on her and hence 
the board. It's not as if you are trying to develop a similar property. This is clearly a preservation. As a 
politician, I am sure she would come around to our way of thinking in the face of overwhelming support at a 
board hearing, after she receives the petition? Please consider me, as a 20 year Hope Ranch Resident, an ally, 
along with everyone with whom I have spoken. Everyone who has ever walked by that cabana has thought how 
great it would be to live there. 

Let us know how we can help. It was a pleasure meeting you and Lee. Best, Tom Fauntleroy 805-570-
8320 On Jan 8, 2014, at 11:16 AM, juliawynn@bouve.com wrote: 

>Dear Tom, 
> 
> So glad you can make it. If you would like to enjoy learning about the 
> history of the Cabana before coming, you can view the attached power 
> point presentation that finally won it the landmark approval by the 
> Board of Supervisors nearly 2 years ago. 
> 
> It is a steep paved road down to the cabana from the house, please 
> wear good walking shoes. Please come at 3 rather than 2 - if no 
> parking inside the gate there will be some out front to let you know to park on the street. 
> 
>Julia Wynn Carr 
> www.bouve.com 
> 805.895.2104 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Fauntleroy Tom [mailto:tomfauntlerov@cox.net] 
>Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2014 10:28 AM 
>To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
> Subject: house tour 
> 
>Hi Julia, 
> I'd love to be on the tour, if possible. Thanks, Tom <Presentation for 
> 3-6-2012-THE IRENE AND FRANCES RICH CABANA- Copy.pdf.> 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Flag Status: 

JVLodas@aol.com 
Tuesday, January 14, 2014 6:08 PM 
pad@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Historic Rich Cabana in Hope Ranch 

Flagged 

To: Michael Cooney and Cecilia Brown, Planning Commissioners 
January15, 2014 

Recently the owners of the historic Rich cabana on Marina Drive in Hope Ranch, Lee and Julia Carr, generously invited 
neighbors to their beach cabana. 

When I was a student at UCSB, in the 60s and 70s, I visited the cabana and the Urchin main house, so it was special to 
be invited back and see that both structures remain virtually the same as I remember them. 

David was the Building Administrator for Hope Ranch from 1998-2004. As such he toured the property many times 
and the Carrs exceptional desire to preserve its history is refreshing to see with this unique property. The historic 
cabana and the main house have minimal impact on the site and cannot be seen from Marina Drive. 

David and I urge you to visit the site before you vote at your March 5 meeting to see and feel what a special place it is and 
worth every consideration you can give it. The Carrs who are great caregivers for their property, will be inviting 
you. They will be out of town from Jan.28 - Feb. 23. They can be reached at 
juliawvnn@bouve.com. or 805 895 2104 

Thank you for your time that you give on the Planning Commission and for caring for Santa Barbara County. 

Jane lodas 
jvlodas@aol.com 
8056834727 
960 Via Tranquila, SB CA 93110 

David Ralston 
RalstonDT@aol.com 
805689 2298 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Flag Status: 

Julia, 

ann@teamscarborough.com 
Saturday, January 18, 201411:11 AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 
Beach Cabana 

Flagged 

Thanks so much for your hard work on the beach cabana I am in total support. Unfortunately, we were out of 
town when the tour took place. I would love to see it so let me know if there will be another tour. 

Many Thanks 
ann 

Ann Sefu-borough 

K05.JJ l.lll5 
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juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Lamont Cochran (cochran950@aol.com] 
Tuesday, January 14, 2014 7:04AM 
juliawynn@bouve.com 

Subject: Re: OOPS - Cabana PC meeting 5th not 6th of March 

Flag Status: Flagged 

Categories: Red Category 

Hi Julia, 

Lamont joins in thanks for your warm hospitality on tour day. Your setting is a delight as are your lovely home and 
exquisite cabana. Knowing its history made it all the more special and it is certainly more enticing from above than from 
the beach. Imagine waking there - hoping for coffee and dolphins, or sunrise. Lucky you. Enjoy it all. 

Again, we are appreciative and wish you well in your endeavors. 

Cordially, 
Susan Cochran 
-Original Message--
From: juliawynn <juliawynn@bouve.com> 
To: juliawynn <juliawynn@bouve.com> · 
Cc: 'John Gemgross' <john.gerngross@cox.net>; 'Janie Smith' <janiesmith@cox.net>; 'Suzanne Stein' 
<sshiggens@gmail.com>; 'Suzanne Stein' <sshiggens@gmail.com>; 'Cyndie' <sydzack@cox.net>; 'Carlyle' 
<atcarlyle@gmail.com>; 'John Paullin' <all.phaseconcrete@yahoo.com>; 'Carole Garand' <carolegarand@gmail.co'II>; 
JVLodas <JVLodas@aol.com>; 'Peter R. de Tagyos' <detaqyos@cox.net>; 'Beth Climo' <bethclimo@gmail.com>; 
'Denise Lilly' <sjldenise@cox.net>; 'Sue Bradbury' <suebradbury@cox.net>; 'Jim Trebbin' 
<JTrebbin@lacumbrewater.com>; 'Dr. Elmore Smith' <egs1@cox.net>; 'roberta foreman' <rforeman@silcom.com>; 
DELARSON <DELARSON@aol.com>; willigworks <willigworks@cox.net>; 'Shannon Sorensen' 
<shannon@thesorensens.com>; 'Don Logan' <donlogan@cox.net>; 'Scott Mraz' <ScottM@nusil.com>; 'John Schreier' 
<johnd@schreier.com>; 'Jerilynn Russell' <jsrbarnes@qmail.com>; 'Karen Lehrer' <ambianz@earthlink.net>; 'Karen 
Carey' <kcarey@careykutay.com>; 'Nicholas Miller' <nicholasm@qmail.com>; BLMilkman <BLMilkman@aol.com>; 
'Lamont Cochran' <cochran950@aol.com>; carolebaral <carolebaral@yahoo.com>; 'Judith Wilborn' 
<lepardwilbom@gmail.com>; 'Fauntleroy Tom' <tomfauntleroy@cox.net>; 'Judy Stapelmann' <judysb@me.com>; 'Kristie 
Ritter' <kkr1510@me.com>; 'Gwen' <gwendypan@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Mon. Jan 13, 2014 9:24 pm 
Subject: OOPS - Cabana PC meeting 5th not 6th of March 

OOPS - Planning Commission meeting March 5th not 6th. 

Julia Wynn Carr 

www.bouve.com 

805.895.2104 

From: juliawynn@bouve.com [mailto:juliawynn@bouve.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 7:33 PM 
To: lUliawynn@bouve.com 
Cc: 'John Gerngross'; 'Janie Smith'; 'Suzanne Stein'; 'Suzanne Stein'; 
'Cyndie'; 'Carlyle'; 'John Paullin'; 'Carole Garand'; JVLodas@acl.com; 
'Peter R. de Tagyos'; 'Beth Climo'; 'Denise Lilly'; 'Sue Bradbury'; 'Jim 
Trebbin'; 'Dr. Elmore Smith'; 'roberta foreman'; DELARSON@aol.com; 
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willigworks@cox.net; 'Shannon Sorensen'; 'Don Logan'; 'Scott Mraz'; 'John 
Schreier'; 'Jerilynn Russell'; 'Karen Lehrer'; 'Karen Carey'; 'Nicholas 
Miller'; BLMilkman@aol.com; 'Lamont Cochran'; carolebaral@yahoo.com; 'Judith 
Wilborn'; 'Fauntleroy Tom'; 'Judy Stapelmann'; 'Kristie Ritter'; 'Gwen' 
Subject: Thanks! 

Dear Neighbors, 

Thank you for coming to see the Rich Cabana and for supporting its 
preservation. We were delighted to meet you and to share this treasure with 
you. The spectacular dolphin show was a rare treat! If anyone got a good 
picture of them flying through the air, we would love to have one. 

A few of you asked if more signatures would help and asked for a copy of the 
petition. I have included it as an attachment for those interested. They can 
be snail mailed, emailed or dropped off in our mailbox. Anyone can send us a 
short note of support if that is preferred. 

Our next step is a hearing with the Planning Commission on March 6th - your 
support will definitely help. Thanks again! 

Julia and Lee Carr 

4353 Marina Dr 

SB, CA 93110 

805.895.2104 
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filE 
To: David Villalobos MP A, Board Assistant Supervising 
For Hearing today, March 3, 2014 @8:14AM 

RECEIVED 

MAR 03 2014 

S.B. COUNTY 
Arguments Regarding the Rich Cabana: Historic Landmark PLANNING " DJ=I!P f'\IJA,~cwr 
I wish to support the applicant's case which will enable the applicant to proceed with necessary changes 
and repairs as actually needed when they are needed. I have visited this site before making these 
remarks. I am against demolition, or any kind of strategy to disable use of this site, or complicate 
permitting with further delays. 

Issues and Facts: 

1) Landmarked sites: Applying current permitting process rules to old sites is not appropriate when this 
is one of 49 fully landmarked sites, having been reviewed and exempted from undue scrutiny. The current 
owners intend to meet necessary standards of any relevant codes, which in many cases are already met 
at even a higher standards and more cost. Many historically significant buildings across the State and 
here locally are being attacked for their checkered permit histories, with a punitive judgmental view. It is 
not appropriate in this case. 

Let us recall that the older a site is in Santa Barbara, the more likely landowners avoided these 
governmental processes, many of which were not in place 57 years ago. As we all know, both Codes 
and fees have proliferated, however prior landowners DID use professionals, good methods and 
judgment in improving their property for long term safety and protection from natural elements. (e.g. 
Hearst Castle). Now, very high costs are involved in simple changes for owners, ironically discouraging 
repairs. This is not the case here. There is a desire to repair within reason when necessary and to incur 
costs to preserve this site. 

2) Fact: This site is well maintained and should NOT be a high priority for demolition or disabled 
use for what I view as simply political passions (environmentalist agendas to keep the bluff clear and a 
"let them fall" attitude). This also deprives owner of full use of their actual property. If anything, the view 
from above the beach will inspire others to fund further protection of our coastal region. 

3) Is this an old cabana an eyesore falling off the cliff it actually supports? No, its presence is a 
visual asset to the area. Hundreds of hours and thousands have been spent debunking the personal 
opinion of some staff that this is an unsafe site. Even though built 57 years ago, it has been maintained 
well, with contemporary features, and affords the owners and their visitor's incredible views of the island 
chain. It is not an eyesore as any visitor can attest and there is no negative public comments to date from 
walkers on the beach below. The placement was carefully situated, is understated, and well maintained. 

Ref: Engineering Reports: Is the bluff dangerous now? No. In fact, the site appears very safe, and 
removal or further deterioration will actually make the bluff MORE vulnerable, and could lead to loss of 
both property lines and rights. This Cabana has been adequately maintained, and the previous owner 
went overboard to protecting the deck, thus protecting both views and the bluff itself for years to come. 
This used to be how it was done, and currently done in various CaiTrans projects (e.g. projects to prevent 
slides, and erosion) The bluff is now deemed very stable by Engineers and Geologists. 

3) This is actually a WIN-WIN for the County: There will be revenue coming into County coffers and 
greater community benefit. The non-profit community will be allowed to schedule small events for their 
largest donors. Special events will preserve the amazing history of use at this site, but also increase the 
value to the County as a site available to others for safe, private, secure enjoyment for both officials and 
the public using careful criteria for use. 
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Precedent and further costs to the County. Removing previously approved"historic landmarks" will 
not only hurt the County's image, but result in further legal challenges, costs to both the owner and 
County over time. The danger in pursuing personal staff agendas intentionally harms the rights of 
property owners. Current fears and concerns have been overturned by reports provided. The owners 
have spent thousands of dollars to stop an attempt to undo the concept of legally Jandmarked protections 
which are essential. 

Summary points: 

With approval of the past owner work, and authorization of future changes, this site can be an 
clear example of governmental partnering and collaboration with private landowners to protect 
and enhance the use of the coastline we all love. 

Re: Current state: -- The cabana is a visual asset and not dangerous. This Cabana has been well 
maintained both inside and out, and is actually more stable than many other buildings. It has a rich history 
of visitors and guests. 

Re: Improvements are the Goal: The applicant's desire is to improve the property with proper 
permitting, acknowledging that the work done by previous owners, which may not have been permitted, 
but WAS sound enough to keep the bluff secure and stable for 57 years. Other open spaces in the area 
are at serious risk now and in the future for erosion and damage to property. 

Re: Future Community use and value: The applicants plan to enable small non-profit groups use for 
special historic visits, presentations, and fundraising projects . There is adequate off street parking and 
facilities at the main house to ensure privacy, safe conditions, and healthful use of their entire property. 

The last County documents provided many subjective opinions about this property to you which 
are not supported by facts, and professional reports were provided to counter these opinions. 
Preserve this property and its history. An "As is" makes the most sense and is the right thing to 
do. 

Credentials: Governmental consultant and Consultant to Planning Departments on their Processes and Service 
Levels. Former consultant to Caltrans, Environmental Division, and to US Naval Environmental Engineering 
Academy. Previous and current instructor in governmental certificate programs at UCSB and UCD, and past 
P.O.S.T. certified instructor in Management Practices, State Parks Academy, Asilomar for several years. Advisor on 
initial C3P2 program roll out for the Department of Defense on Cleanup, Conservation, Control and the Prevention 
of Pollution worldwide. Involved in California Parks League, and various local Restoration, and Preservation 
projects, including Trust for Historic Preservation, and Lotusland, to name only a few well managed projects in 
partnership with the County. 
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Statement of Lee Carr 

Appeal Regarding the Rich Cabana 

Thank you for this opportunity to speak and for considering this appeal. I am lee 

Carr. My wife Julia and I are the owners of the Irene and Frances Rich Cabana. 

You have heard discussion today of many issues but I believe there is only one 

true question that requires your consideration and your decision. All of the rest 

of the issues are resolved if that single question is answered. 

That question is: What is the best policy to be applied to this particular situation 

at this particular time that best serves the community interest? 

I believe that All interests are best served by allowing the Historic landmark, the 

Rich Cabana, to stand "as is". This is because: 

1. All ordinances and policies encourage the preservation of Historic 

landmarks. I believe that there is no controversy that they do. 

2. The Board of Supervisors and the HLAC both directed that the Rich Cabana 

is Landmark #49 and that it shall be preserved "as is". This happened 2 

years ago tomorrpw. In addition to many other reasons for that directive, 

one was: 

u It has a location on an ocean-front bluff with unique physical 

characteristics and a view or vista representing an established and familiar 

visual feature of the Hope Ranch community; ... u 

The Board and the HLAC have concluded the cabana's presence and 

location on the bluff actually improves the public experience. It does not 
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detract from it. The Board's Directive was accepted and was not appealed 

by Staff or anyone else. It continues to stand. 

3. The Coastal Development Ordinance for bluff development states: 

" A nonconforming structure may be enlarged, extended, 

reconstructed, moved, and/or structurally altered, subject to 
the following criteria: 

1) The structure has been declared to be a historical landmark pursuant 
to a resolution of the Board of Supervisors may be structurally 
altered provided that the County Historical Landmarks Advisory 
Commission has determined that the proposed structural alterations 
will help to preserve and maintain the landmark in the long-term and 
has reviewed and approved the proposed structural alterations." 

Mr. John Woodward, the Chair of the HLAC at the time of the 
designation as a landmark will affirm for you today that the HLAC made 
the determination "as-is". 

4. There is overwhelming positive support from the public including residents 

and members of the historic preservation community. My wife told you 

about that support earlier. I am unaware of a single negative position from 

either the public or the preservation community. Certain of those 

supporters have come today to affirm their support. We thank them for 

helping to resolve this issue. The support of many others- local, national 

and international- is in the County record. 

5. California licensed Geologist Robert Hollingsworth has monitored the status 

of the cabana and the bluff first hand since 1999. His most current written 

report submitted to this record states: 

"The presence of the cabana actually improves bluff stability and 

reduces the danger posed to members of the public for several reasons. 

First the cabana, its water impervious roof and its water drainage collection 

system covers the majority of the relevant residual soil at the top of the 
2 



bluff preventing saturation and possible failure of these soils. Second the 

cabana reduces the infiltration of incident rainfall into the bedrock .... Finally~ 

the piles that were installed as a part of the deck stabilization project 

increase the shear resistance along the adversely oriented bedding planes 

thereby improving bluff stability." 

I apologize for reading all of this section but the simple take-away is that 

the cabana should stay "as-is" so that the bluff stays protected. Removing 

the cabana will endanger the bluff. 

In conclusion/ the Staff report recommends to you that the first priority is 

to preserve the bluff and the public vista. We agree that it is a high priority 

but disagree that destructive acts are the way to do that. For all the 

reasons I have discussed/ this common objective is best achieved by 

approving the cabana "as-built". Everybody wins with a decision to 

preserve the historic resource/ the cabana/ AND to preserve the natural 

resource/ the bluff. 

Everybody loses if we destroy an important landmark and jeopardize the 

bluff in doing so. I request that you apply the best policy for everyone 

concerned: Approve the permit application as submitted and resolve this 

decade old issue. Resolve the 10 year old Zoning and Use Violations today 

so we can finally use and share this Landmark with the public. Please do 

not send this back to Staff for even more deliberation and debate- 10 

years is enough. 

Thank you for your attention. I welcome the opportunity to answer 

questions if you have them. 
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HEARING SUPPORT 

My name is Julia Carr. I know there is a lot of information to be 

considered by you today, but there is only one decision to be made 

from two options: one where everyone wins and the other where 

everyone loses. 

The best outcome for everyone and everything concerned is simple, 

grant what has already been given prior approval of the .. as built .. work 

done by a former owner. Let the Landmark Cabana stay on the bluff 

where she was built 57 years ago and do nothing to disturb her" or the 

bluff beneath her. That makes sense. 

Some within county staff, even after the stability of the cabana has 

been documented, still feel it is preferable for the Rich Cabana to be 

destroyed rather than approving the as built permits that preserve the 

Cabana AND the consequently, the bluff. Everyone agrees that 
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destruction of the Cabana means destruction of the bluff and that is 

contrary to their stated goal. That does not make sense. 

I was told in person years ago when I went to the planning and 

development counter asking about the yellow tag and how and when it 

would be removed, "That when the Cabana gets land marked, all of this 

goes away. 11 Well it didn't and we are wondering why not because there 

are laws in place to allow for that. In fact, every law concerned with 

this matter makes allowances for Landmarks. 

There is overwhelming public interest in preserving ALL Historic 

Landmarks- there are only 49 of them in this county. They are very 

special and important cultural assets. I am thrilled that the support for 

the preservation of this landmark is growing every day, especially as 

more and more people become aware that it is endangered. Ask 

anyone if they think Historical Landmarks should be preserved and they 

will say "YES". 

T9 date, there has not been one public voice against preserving the 

Rich Cabana. I have a binder here today filled with nearly two hundred 

signatures and letters from two very small events hosted by us. Imagine 

the support if the public at large were notified of this situation? No one 

can fathom why this is happening. Why would anyone want to choose 

(and this IS a matter of choice) to destroy a landmark over preserving 

a landmark?" It just doesn't make sense! 
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The destruction of a Landmark proven to be in sound condition is truly 

unacceptable, regardless of its checkered permit history. Especially 

considering the Historic landmarks Advisory Commission and the 

Board of Supervisors have already approved the Rich Cabana nas is". 

I implore you to put an end to ALL the red tape proposed by staff today 

by approving the "as built" permits so we can enjoy and share the 

enjoyment of this jewel with many others. Everyone who comes to 

the cabana ends up with a BIG smile on their face. Please do this for us 

and your community! Thank you. 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

juliawynn@bouve.com 
Monday, March 03, 2014 9:08AM 
Villalobos, David 
Lee Carr 

Subject: FW: Today Invite 

Categories: Purple Category 

From: Black, Dianne [mailto:Dianne@co.santa-barbara.ca.us] 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 3:19PM 
To: 'juliawynn@bouve.com' 
Subject: RE: Today Invite 

Julia, 

... :-· . , 

Thanks for understanding. I'll let you know as we get closer to a Planning Commission hearing date. 

· Regards, 

Dianne Black 
Assistant Director 
Planning and Development 
(805) 568-2086 

From: juliawynn@bouve.com [mailto:juliawynn@bouve.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2014 4:20 PM 
To: Black, Dianne 
Subject: RE: Today Invite 

Dianne, 

Okay sure- I understand not wanting to have a personal visit till we "get er done". So why not make it an official 
site visit? I do not believe you have been to the property since we have owned it. The main house is quite a treat 
to see as well. 

So far, all officials who initially resisted a visit but then did, enjoyed it very much. r believe seeing the cabana and 
the lay of the land with your own eyes is invaluable to helping make more informed decisions around it. 

Please accept my invitation in that light. You are welcome to bring Ann and anyone else from staff who would be 
interested in a firsthand look see. 

Sincerely, 

Julia Wynn Carr 
www.bouve.com 
8os.895.2104 

RECEIVED 
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From: Black, Dianne [mailto:Dianne@co.santa-barbara.ca.us] 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2014 3:55PM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: Today 

Julia, 

Nice to see you today. Thanks for asking me out to your property for a walk with my dog. After thinking 
about it, I think it would be better to wait until all the issues are resolved with the cabana. I hope you 
understand. 

Regards, 

Dianne 

2 



FILE COPY 
Thomas Ochsner, AlA, 10 E. Yanonali St., Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

RE: 11 CDH-00000-00032 

Dear Planning Commission 

RECmvMiarch 1, 2014 

MAR 0 3 2014 
S.B. COUNTY 

PLAl\'NlNG de DF.VELOPMEN"T 
HEARING SUPPORT 

As an architect I have been working with the CaiT's for well over a year now trying to mitigate 

this issue of unpennitted improvements to their cabana. Unfortunately, caissons were installed at 

the outer edge of the deck prior to the Carr's purchasing the property. Typically, when this type 

of thing happens, I work with both planning and building depa1tment to detennine a scope of 

work and then come up with a plan that proposes to mitigate the non-conforming elements, and 

to permit the conforming ones- all within the context of the County's .. non-conforming "code. 

Prior to its historical designation, this structure was flagged vvith unpermitted improvements. I 

deal with processing unpermitted work often, and in many cases it is related to non-confonning 

structures such as this. My nonnal practice regarding these types of projects is to submit plans 

for the remediation of the elements that are deemed not consistent with the "non-confonning" 

code, but also for permitting the elements that are consistent. This project appeared to be on that 

path. The three items, as stated in the staff rep01t, that needed addressing are; 1.) the enclosed 

outhouse, 2.) the wetbar counter, and 3.) and the caissons. At some point the planner, who has 

changed more than once, made a determination that there is no remediation available, and that 

the structure had already lost its "non-conforming status": To allow so much work to go on 

without informing the applicant that P&D was going to break fi·om its nOJmal mode of operation, 

and not allow remediation, seems very unusual, and results in being quite costly to the 

applicant. In my practice, I advise that when there is a violation on a nonconfonning structure, 

the applicant has the ability to work with the departmentto undo what caused it to lose its non

confonning status. If this was the department's direction, it should have been made clear long 

ago, before the applicant was directed to respond to exhaustive engineering requests. 

My experience tells me that a structure doesn't Jose its non-conforming status until the applicant 

refuses to retum the structure back to its non-confom1ing state. My understa11ding from the staff 



report is that these unpennitted improvements where considered "development on the bluff' and 

therefore they are inconsistent with Coastal and County policy; but that they would be allowed if 

they were installed to support the pathway to the beach, or to preserve a historical resource - It 

appears very unusual that both of these would be discounted, and if so, they should have been 

flushed out right at the beginning. This latent interpretation came very much at the last minu~e, 

and late in the process, and after years of having the applicant work with several different 

departments trying to mitigate these unpem1itted elements. Something in this process went 

terribly wrong. 

Regardless of the process, I understand from the staff report that there is a perceived conflict 

between our coastal resources, and the preservation ofhistmic structures. I think it could be 

considered a very narrow view to think that one would trump the other; especially when the 

normal options of remediation have been abruptly talc en off of the table. 1 would very much 

challenge that there is universal agreement amongst our county, that in the name of protecting 

our coastal resources, we allow for the demolition of historic resources, especially when the two 

resources' overlap and enhance each other. This could open the door for countless problems i:1 

the fi.tture. 

Finally, If you (the Planning Commission) side with this staff report and deny this request, you 

will not only be denying this applicant the privileges that other projects like this have been 

afforded, but in the end, you will also fail to see seize an opportunity to protect a special historic 

coastal recourse. 

Sincerely, 

~ /}/} 
//~~ 

Tom Ochsner, AlA 



(Please Print) 

zt c_ 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

UJ1NFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item # S-Zr,t t{ Date ~ -5"' / i 
hJ;£ d~£~ L 

Name /-

ffm.}>f) 3.srt ~: ~ c1Zi;Jt6Q 

Representing- Organization, etc .. 

List major issue areas----------------

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

g.-rNFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item # 'J..." C4//- Date ----~.~::--·..:::..5_· ..;_/tft...__ __ _ 

f'~n=g_ r;;ecJCe!Z-
Name 

31 wsr,?ltf}lt>AJ '5!:1%/Jlf.H~ 'l?t~l 
Address City Zip 

M·'f?E.J;-.F 
Representing- Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas 1) I ITM .4 Pte~ rwi/-Ttt:>LJ 
A~H ll"'=t:..r, L} I o~,u 1JtE f'-Yt}..)~ 14-
']:rTv\) 10

1 
S) \ \.t)Jf-L.-tt. $7 fYE CA-tP

CA-f;J?P)1. 
The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. W11en speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
wi II ca II you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

~IN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item# 1 Date 03 loS ./1~ 
(~vtYfrlv,hPr. P(Jr1o 
~· .. ·~ .,~ 'T ~ 0 ·~· .. , ~'] ~ 

Name 

f 077_ (aSihll_ &~c :#'}]2 Cu.vrJ~AIJ.PflfA 9 7/J I ~ 
Address----""'~~---- City!' Q •• ' "'ii'6 

Representing- Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas----------------

The Chair will mmounce when public testimony will be given and 
lhe time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

~NFAVOR tJF ttf1Z1C 
0 IN OPPOSITION . 

0 NO POSITION 

(Plerzse Print) 1 I v . /·~-fd!f ~ / .;:;:':> J:1 a-t VV\ {..)' vv-n 
Agenda Item# 2 Date 1-Yf. 

J 
I 

~- - /}__}:?/ / /-'Lfztl~ ... ,;;;.;;;rv--.;;7"'".....,., .....,..-,_--r-- -- ,-- , -· -, 
Name 

tJ;;t A ~Bb f1 AP1 ~ / .----l_,.;_~+-t>----;.;,;·-;:, -- -- --- -----~ --. Zip 
t= Crty 

Address 5-..0-. u 9~6/ 

Representing- Organization, etc .. 

List major issue areas----------------

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 

' i 
I; 

I 
! 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

jirN FAVOR e,c.- A-Pfl£4L.. 

0 IN OPPOSITION . 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Pritzt) 

Agenda Item # 2-- Date ~ 15' I 1 '-( 

~~ h£k{) 
Name 

~M /'A.J~~ 
Address City Zip 

Representing- Organization, etc .. 

List major issue areas----------------

The Chair will a1111ounce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

DIN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item # f- /?~.ft W~~ate ·;s -~-If 

J t7 hVI t<)ppdw~ 
Name 

/1 IJ-./ 5tcwe- £f.) 5$, z~ 7 :;;-411.f4 Z?~~ t:{ q:;;o:, 
Address City Zip 

Representing- Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas---------------

) Y'~JJ>"st' _3 .1£ ;n,'-t.:, ~f-;'>4.4 tJ},.,,t! ~ 
-------~ I 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. Wl1en speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
wi II call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

0 IN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item # '2. Date ')- )~ ___ , \ '7 

tz· ,?: ( , 1 ;r ~.~., l . 
~ \ ~ ' \ ~ ...... f.:'~ e , , .... 't' e· t r 

Name 

Address City Zip 

Representing- Organization, etc .. 

List major issue areas----------------

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

0INFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Age~#}; Date ?J0 ho 14 
( ;;_; (th !1?_£7 

N;_;e / v ,v 

7K lf);ll·l t M_ 011rJm £1 ~B 1~ ID0 
Addressv ,J Citv I Zip 

Representing- Organization, etc. 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. Vlhen speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

OINFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

. 0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item # / Date :z .. s-J -;,tJ/'1-

Jl;a/z=l£ ~-47'! 
Name };/_ · 
JO~;Y 8~ {5)/k_ t<?5t:r/--~ ZJ /1/. 

Address City Zip . 
5'G(i:- 1/'~Jt'!f 1:~ 

Representing- Organization, etc.' 

List major issue areas /./f;v'/)/t,f~ 
3~ lffi ~!} 1,1 

"/ / -~ 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. Wl1en speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

DIN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Print) 

Agenda Item# :Z, Date lJsdt.J 
" j 

,AoLtr-t~hV) e f5Jt ue ~~ 
Name 

4/'ZD ~L~ ~V'. ~13 ct3t(0 
Address City Ztp 

f\)6~11·~~--------
Representing- Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas 1\...kecl- ~ r-e.=:S {? Q.<:::.-~ 
ln, k$ f-~cruL1 r· 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



My regrets that I will be unable to attend. I support your efforts, as you know, and you can site the SBTHP as we are officially on the 
record supporting your project. 

Jarrell C. Jackman, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
Santa Barbara Trust for Historic Preservation 
123 East Canon Perdido Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
(805) 965-0093 
FAX (805) 568-1999 
www.sbthp.org 

. - '.·.· .. 

RECEIVED 
DEC i o 2013 

.Santa Barbara 'Crust 
for Historic Preservation 

· El Presidio de Santa Barbara Sl-IP • Casa de fa Guerra 
Santa lues tVfissioll Mills • finm~~<' Orimtal Gardens 



Dear Mr. Hunt, 

We realize that the hearing about the Carr Beach Cabana case was held at 9:30am this morning, but if at all 
possible we would still like to log a comment related to the case from the Santa Barbara Trust for Historic 
Preservation (SBTHP). SBTHP supported the March 6, 2012 designation of the Carr Beach Cabana as a County 
Historic landmark, and we are interested in the continued preservation of this cultural resource. We support 
the applicants' request for as-built approvals of the un-permitted foundation repair and other improvements 
made to the Irene and Francis Rich Cabana prior to their ownership. This would help maintain the integrity of 
this landmark structure. 

Thank you, 

Jarrell C. Jackman, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
Santa Barbara Trust for Historic Preservation 
123 East Canon Perdido Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
(805) 965-0093 
FAJ<(805)568-1999 
www.sbthp.org 

Santa Barbara '(rust 
for Historic Preservation 

El Presidio de Santa Barbara SHP • Casa de Ia Guerra 
Santa lnes A1issicm Mills •/imml~ Oriental Gttrdms 
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Foster, Sharon 

Subject: 

Zoraida & Anne, 

FW: Carr Cabana 

RECEJVED 
or~c 1 G 2013 
fjJ3~ r~C~t.htf·/ 

lli\.ANNiNG & D~V~LOPMEi~T 

I believe the Commission should hear a Staff report regarding the status of the the Carr Cabana. Sentiment in 
the community warrants (at least) a discussion. 

Assuming the ZA rules in support of Staffs position, I have no doubt we'll hear from the public, and will need 
to respond. 

Please place the matter on the agenda for the January meeting. 

Thanks, 

BC 

Bob Cunningham ASLA 
Pnncipai I ARCADIA STU 0 l 0 ~.andscape hrcrit8clvre I P:8:)5f!GZSG:5ci;<32 
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Fost~i\ Sharon 

Subject: ~C@f~~¥E D 

~~ ll' 

;,·_:_.~~~' .' .. 

Jeff Hunt ~,~~;,~~~::;· :<\1G. 1 ~~ &-- J L :3 
Santa Barbara County Zoning Administrator"~· « .. ,.,.~~·~'"---=----r.·"',L.~~ 
Planning and Development 
123 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Case No. 11 CDH-00000-00032 Carr Beach Cabana 

Dear Mr. Hunt 
As a concerned citizen and a preservationist, I wish to voice my 
support of the applicants modest request for the as-built approvals 
of un-permitted foundation repair and improvements made year o 
to the Irene and Frances Rich Beach Cabana. The Cabana and 1ts 
site were voted to be worthy of protection as a County Historic 
Landmark by the Board of Supervisors on March 6, 2012. 

The Administration Findings 2,1 ,3 state "Coastal policies prioritize 
protection of coastal resources over the protection of historic 
resources". Where in the County Code does staff have the 
authority to nullify the Landmark protections approved by the Board 
of Supervisors? Chapter 18A does not grant this authority. 
The issue of the protection of coastal resources was raised by staff 
both at the nomination hearings before HLAC and before the Board 
of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors considered Staff's 
objections, but decided that the historical significance of the Irene 
and Frances Rich Beach Cabana outweighed any coastal buff 
preservation concerns. If the preservation of this tiny portion of the 

1 



Hope~ Ranch bluffs was so important, why didn't Staff appeal the 
Landmark designation? 

Since County staff acceded to the Board of Supervisors' Landmark 
designation by not appealing, I respectfully ask that you approve 
the applicant;s request. By having the Cabana remain is less a 
threat to the stability of the bluff than the damage that would be 
caused by the removal of the cabana and the caissons. 

Respectfully, 

Kellam de Forest 
301 0 Foothill Road 
Santa Barbara CA 931 05 
448-7901 
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Foster, Sharon 

Subject: 

COUNTY PLANNING IS AITEMPTING TO DESTROY A LANDMARK. 

The Irene and Frances Rich Cabana in Hope Ranch. was declared a protected County Landmark 
March 6, 2012. Some of you voted for the resolution. Its owners Julia and Lee Carr are seeking as
built approval of un- permitted foundation repairs (including caissons and cantilevered beams that 
were undertaken in 2005 and approval of the addition of a bathroom and wet bar installed prior to 
2005 This Monday, These repairs and additions were done before the Carrs bought the property. On 
December 16, there is to be a hearing before the County Zoning Administrator at 9:30am in the 
Planning Hearing Room on Anapamu Street. 

In their Findings of Denial, Staff asserts that County Coastal polices override those of the landmark 
resolution and that the zoning violations cannot be remedied except through demolition. This action 
by Staff puts every landmark in the County in jeopardy. Most Landmark structures do not conform to 
current zoning codes. Staff in theory could deem any Landmark to not conform to some County 
policy and have it demolished. 

Kellam de Forest 
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Villalobos, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

2612 Foothill Rd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

December 13, 2013 

Jeff Hunt 

Paulina Conn [pconnt43@cox.net] 
Friday, December 13, 2013 3:50 PM 
Hunt, Jeff 
Villalobos, David 
zoning department letter 

;:;:;;~:;~~~~==~~~~~~~ 
~:t~J/~~=-L~ ft? I 1 3 

;:;;t.L .. """'t~~~ 

Santa Barbara County Zoning Administrator 
Planning and Development 
123 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 9310 1 

Case No. 11 CDH-00000-00032 Carr Beach Cabana 

Dear Mr. Hunt, 

RECEIVED 
ilCr' j' , ~ 2n13 '-''-'-' ·- u 

It has been brought to my attention that the Planning and/ or Zoning Department plans to ignore the 
preservation of a County Historic Landmark and have it demolished. 

Environmental Impact Reports include the preservation of historical resources. A Historical Element is part of 
the process that has equal weight to other elements. 

The Cabana has already been declared a County Historic Landmark. It needs to be preserved. 

If any planning department entity can just overrule the votes of the County Board of Supervisors after the fact 
without having been through the appeals process than there are no regulations that are sacred and untouchable. 

The entire character of Santa Barbara can just be overturned by the will of a bureaucrat. 

Please save the Irene and France Beach Cabana. It is a County Historic Landmark. This is the highest level of 
historical relevance that we give buildings, elements, sites, and landscapes. 

Thank you for treating a historical landmark with the same respect and concern as other elements of the County 
Zoning and Planning process 

Sincerely, 

Paulina Conn 
805 682-5183 

1 



Dear Julia, 
· .•• • <.".•· c.-?-:"3:i~~;~~,ll.~2£~~jJ1~~1~l.i=o'"·:11.9.21013 

· .. :: ;:· \.}~ ~\;::~ ""-"'"'•'·""'?·~=-=~~.-ucco<c:.w-="'''~· t~ ... B .. ,._-.:._.:·i.· _ .... : 

f::JW~!\1(~~=,~{~ tL i;;;~~) ~.:.~{_:- ~?~/4~:;~·~--

., ~·:~;;-:·:·~···;lhK~~ l?::t.-f /_/f j ·-. !' •.. f··· -:: "J - '':1;1 t.e 
; ~!; .:-::-~,·r;··~E:: -~ .. :...:,.:o: .. ::.·.:.:-J:."Jf.:.:.:.7#'.~~- .;.~:-..,t~.-.. -=:.~- ~~.,_;·-----~.-.:. .. ~-:. 

Thank you for keeping me posted. 

In my capacity as curator of the 2010 Frances Rich - La Gazelle exhibition, celebrating the centenary 

from the birth of this great American sculptress, I just hope the unique and historic cabana associated 

with her stays put as a land mark for future generations. 

The Rich Cabana could turn into an fantastic space for temporary exhibitions showcasing beautiful work 

by Fran (on loan from the Santa Barbara Museum, Palm Springs Desert Museum, Smith College Museum 

and ACG Art the American College of Greece) as well as her beloved artist friends featured in the 

memorial exhibition I curated- William Abbot Cheever (USA 1907-1986), Manlio Guberti-Helfrich (Italy 

1917-2003), Malvina Hoffman (USA 1885-1966), Alexandre lacovleff (Russia 1887-1938), Geza Kende 

(Hungary 1889-1952), Clarence R. Mattei {USA 1883-1945), Carl Milles (Sweden 1875-1955), Josef 

Presser (Poland 1909-1967), Diego Rivera (Mexico 1886-1957); and Zoltan Sepeshy (Hungary 1898-

1974). It could also feature in-focus displays with artworks by professional artists from the local 

community entering in a dialogue with Fran's favorite Christian themes- Madonna and Child, Christ of 

the Sacred Heart, Our Lady- Seat of Wisdom, and Saint Francis of Assisi. This cabana could indeed 



0 -
Dear Julia. 

Indeed, I appreciate the Santa Barbara Historical Museum's positive feedback regarding 
your offer io present them with the materials I sent you. 

I am thrilled to know the Rich Cabana won the land marking nomination (kindly email me 
the power point or pdf archive you refer to). I can well visualize this cabana turning into 
a gallery I museum showcasing a rotating display of artworks relating to Frances Rich's 
various themes (Saint Francis, Madonna, birds, portraits, etc.). 

You might have noticed that the press release for La Gazelle exhibition mentions that "In 
January 2009, the Frances L. Rich Trust donated all of the artworks in Ms. Rich's 
residence in Payson, Arizona, to The American College of Greece as part of a broader 
agreement between the College and the Trust." As of yet, out of the approximately 1 . 000 
paintings and 300 sculptures, ACG Art has published 32 artworks in the catalogue. 

I am glad to read in your email to Michael Redmon that you would help sponsor the 
Museum's endeavor to do an exhibit of Frances Rich's work. I, too, am entirely at your 
disposal to offer my service, with an aim to perpetuate Fran's memory, as she well 
deserves. 

Yours, 

Megakles 

Megak!es Rogakos, fv1 .. A., fvU\ .. - ft.CG Art Curator 

THE !\IV1EHICJV·J COLLEGE OF GREECE- F-.CG ART 

6 Grav~a~ Stret=:t~ _b_g12 Pa!·askevL GR 1534.2 

-L +30-21Cl-6DD9800 / F· +30-210-5009811 

www.acg.edu f www.ACGart.gr 



Foster, Sharon 

Subject: FW: Carr Beach Cabana 

RECEJVED 
",-. , i\ "013 

._li. .. V ; "" LU 

., ~ ~ .· 
::.:, . ., ~ ; .. · ........ \: ~ -· '\. " ~ 

PJ..ANNn·K~ L p-;< ,. ' ~ ;.: :·:a.<::-\.~:; 

case #11CDH-eeeee-eee32 

Dear Mr. Hunt: 

This letter is written to support the applicants) Julia and lee CarrJ to request as-build 
approvals of a previous foundation repair and improvement to the Irene and Frances Rich Beach 
Cabana. This cabana has been designated a County Historic landmark by the Board of 
Supervisors on March 6J 2012. 

County Code does NOT have the authority to disregard and void this landmark protection AND 
demand removal of a previous zoning violation by demolition. Therefore I request you grant 
the applicant's request. 

Sincerely) 

Jill Dore Kent 
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Julia wynn 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Julia, 

William Mann {williammannauthor@gmail.com) 
Monday, January 24, 2011 7:18AM 
juliawynn@bouve_com 
Re: Saving a historical cabana that Katherine Hepburn spent time in with Francis Rich 

What a lovely place! I can certainly see why Fran loved it. And Kate, too, I'm sure. 

I don't have any specific documentation that Hepburn or Tracy visited Fran there, but it would seem almost 
certain that at least Kate did. 
They were friends for a very long time, and Kate would often turn to Fran in times of particular stress, personal 
or professional. This would have been the ideal setting for Kate to unwind ... she loved being in nature, close to the 
sea. 

I wish i could be more specific, but I'd be glad to state that Hepburn often spent time with Fran - and if this was 
where Fran was living, then this is where Kate would have been. 

Best of luck to you 

William Mann 

On Jan 20, 2011, at 8:25 PM, Julia Wynn wrote: 

><Cabana- Owner's Comments-Irene and Frances Rich Cabana.doc> 
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Hi Julia, 

Oh yes, I've gazed upon her numerous times ... as I have sailed by while whale 
watching. I love the setting... incredible cottage! 

It would be a crime to loose this cabana! 
I always wondered about her.... Ouch- uninhabitable! she SHOULD be allowed 
to stay. 

Captain Dennis Longaberger 
Sunset Kidd Sailing Cruises 



juliawynn@bouve.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Meg Burnham (meg@topoftheg.com] 
Friday, November 08, 2013 4:29PM 
Julia Wynn 
RE: UPDATE: The Cabana Saga is NOT over - county staff is still trying to destroy it even 
after its land marking over a year and a half ago! 

Kudos to you for recording this session and to all of you for not losing your temper. I would have gone ballistic. 
Keep us posted. 

Good luck! 

Meg 

From: Julia Wynn [mailto:juliawynn@bouve.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 8, 2013 3:39 PM 
To: 'Julia Wynn'; 'Lee carr' 
Cc: cj.ward@keyt.com; 'Adam McKaig'; 'Bradley G Vernon'; 'Bob Fiekf; 'Doug'; 'Jarrell Jackman'; 'Gerry Shepherd'; 'Joan 
Lentz'; jim@terrainconsulting.com; jim@jimcrook.com; 'Hether Briggs'; 'Barbie Clarke'; 'Iya Falcone'; sunsetkid; 'JAMES 
RIDER'; 'Karl Hutterer'; 'Unda Acquisto'; 'lynn P. Kirst'; 'Meg Burnham'; 'Matt Kallens'; 'Mott, Robert'; 
Macalusopools@msn.com; 'Marsha Zilles'; 'MEGAKLES ROGAKOS; 'Nina Katsev. ';'Neal Graffy'; 'Nita Vail'; 'Paula Merrell'; 
'Paul J. Beard'; 'Phyllis Noble'; 'Shannon Hubert'; 'Tom Ochsner'; 'VICky Kallens'; 'Vidya Gaud'; 'Cheri Peake'; 'Sue Adams'; 
ronstotts@mac.com; 'Kerrie Kilpatrick-Weinberg'; 'John Wilcrak'; 'Chip Wullbrandt' 
Subject: UPDATE: The cabana Saga is NOT over - county staff is still trying to destroy it even after its land marking over 
a year and a half ago! 

Hi All, 

CJ Ward anchor of KEYT is running a story this Monday on this still unresolved issue of permitting the historical cabana 
to stay put. 

We hope this news cast will help resolve our cause to preserve this valuable community asset that we have been working 
diligently to save for over 6 years! 

We met with Glen Russell a month and a half ago. He is the person in charge of staff and it is his job to weigh all the 
evidence and then either recommend preservation or destruction and he claimed it will be his choice to recommend 
destruction to the zoning administrator regardless of the mountains of evidence and historical codes that support and in 
fact demand its preservation. 

We have included the transcript from that meeting for those who are interested in that level of detail. 

Sincerely, 
Julia and Lee Carr 
4353 Marina Drive 
Santa Barabara, CA 93110 
8os.89s.2t04 

1 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

0INFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item# d- Date I a - J <P - I '3 
tiP W~D (jy ctr-/+td721Lff: 
Name 

6 vI CA-tt:£ -1-C-~ ~ 
Address City Zip 

. I 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
1 

the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair · 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. · 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

~IN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

·. 'i 

(Please Print) 

Agenda Item # l Date /2.. -J (? -I .3 

;)dty( 1/)C?;du;ord 
Name 

l7~Lf Ot~t?dc ~e.- s, B, q 3;o-; 
Address City Zip 

>~ll--
Representing - Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas rqrr mer Cho/r, !f;_/fC
? 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and· 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brie~ 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair : 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. j 

I 

I 

I 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

~FAVOR 
0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Print) · 1 
Agenda Item# ;Z--& Date/~ ~ /3 
c~~L ·· ~t-<e-
N~ ~ . . 

rz s;-f_) Afm/hA) CIL~j)~ 
A!); ( l)~//Z74 . 9 ~~f-~3 

Li~t major issue areas 

cb' v~c-t t-

.·. 

~.-"""""".,.. 2 '--, '--"-· ·- , ~ .. (.,:=S v . ..........- v .<:._ 

The Chair will announce when public testimony wite ~en and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

~FAVOR 
0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Print) . 

Agenda Item # J_ Date [ 2-[ [{g i \ J 
sYJav~ 

Name 

Vfl2 ~t:1v S--r. f<P-rC-
Address City 

)Wft ls·;~~ 
Representing- Organization, etc. 

Zip 
({/'h- c?(j L 0 ( 

List major issue areas kt\1)? (v--tKf2A.I.-. 4fr 
.APftsMQ c (S-r)Q._ fb~I'M:7£= 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and' 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair 1 

will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. ! 



(Please Print) 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

0INFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

Agenda Item# 2 Date--------

Gervy· SheeAerd 
Name I r 

Address City Zip 

Se) + 
Representing- Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas C Q r r C ::2 b .;) ry :-

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brie£1 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 

/1 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

OINFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Print) · . 

Agenda Item # )6 Date /d. !t /;); 3 

z1drtebV'>'e.-- 6C' ... lwel~C ' . 
' Name 

itz..O 11/4;1// V1fj, < 11r. b-16 93110 
A dress City Zip 

Representing - Organization, etc. 

Lis~ajor issue areas 

·~~~~ 
~ ex-V~c:I2:Z 2 · 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brie· 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

~IN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Print) 

1?/'-"/ 1"3 Agenda Item # 'J- Date 
( 

I orl.. t?~~ -1 tJIV\2-
Name 

4-44 r='' t><"ii--J2:P. -t;,~. ~~(~ 
Address City Zip 

,A'f'p~""li4--... -- . . . 
Representmg - Orgamzatlon, etc. 

List major issue areas. 'F'• ~ ' (., '1' J ~1 
~~·-<~ j p.,c., F'~' 

. . 1 

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given anJ 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brie 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



(Please Print) 

Agenda Item # 

&a 
Name 

REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

0INFAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(C..~~ CfoSAt-JA) 

1- Date (?_ ~~~ {13 
/Ci~ 

~A..J0 77-t YN£2::= 
Address-;,;;;;>' ' City Zip 

Representing- Organization, etc. 

List major issue areas----------------

The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and 
lhe time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brief, 
stay on the subject, and present only new infonnation. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



REQUEST TO SPEAK 

Please check one: 

DIN FAVOR 

0 IN OPPOSITION 

0 NO POSITION 

(Please Print) 

'2...---- Date /1- - I ( ...- I ) Agenda Item # 

~~ \~·~'"' Cev~r 
--~J 

Name 

VJ -:, 57., {Vl w (~ () r· 
Address --. City Zip 

{ -=Vnj~ \c4J':: lc \i ~ 5-
Representing - Organization, etc. J 

List major issue areas C\. s 6. { \ +-~ rv--.. i ~ ' 

c, (i') r rt 0 ~ Y~ ( C J. r r Sevv.-e-
"T'--

I 
The Chair will announce when public testimony will be given and~ 
the time allotted for each speaker. When speaking, please be brie~ 
stay on the subject, and present only new information. The Chair 
will call you to the microphone at the appropriate time. 



HOPE RANCH PARK HOMES ASSOCIATION 
695 Via Tranquila 
Santa Barbara, California 93110-2296 
Phone 805 967-2376 Fax 805 967-8102 

September 9, 2010 

To: Julia and Lee Carr 
4353 Marina Drive 
Hope Ranch, CA 
93110 

Re: The Irene and Frances Rich Cabana, 
4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara CA. 
93110 
APN: 063-220-023 

Julia and Lee Carr and The Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission: 

This letter is in full support of the Carr's application for the Irene and 
Frances Rich Cabana to be placed on the list of historical landmarks 
for Santa Barbara County. It truly is an irreplaceable, unique 
structure and setting. It's contribution to Santa Barbara's rich cultural 
heritage makes it very important to see that this structure be 
preserved for generations to come. 

Hope Ranch, in the spirit of Harold Chase, recommend.s this unique 
structure to be fully protected by a Historic Landmark designation. 

Best Regards, 

'!~ 
Marsha Zilles, AlA 
Architect 
LEEDAP 
Hope Ranch Building Administrator 
805 967 2376 Extension 18 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the " .. .level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "County 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this channing piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

1: Ron and Carol Stotts 

Reside at: 209 Mohawk Road, SB 93109 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic Landmark. 

Date: September 1, 2010 
r,:-'---

·:/::-' G 2 ?[/In 
Signature: o .':) -~~,. '-·. 'v 

~ _ ·~;:L.Jl L.i ? 1-\rr) .· 
Ot 1) 1\f,i i" . ._, LJ! ;, I I 
! L ~'~'··(';1;1/l"'J " ll·· ' ~ II\ I f, j ~ ,1 "/ _t. f... I ;r-! ·'\. 

Comments: My Wife and I were taking one of our favorite walks fro~ .. He~dfY4s~i 1 
'
0

f;;Jfilt· 

Beach to the little cottage/cabana on the bluff in Hope Ranch last week. After we arrived 
at and were admiring the cottage, we started chatting with another fellow on the beach 
who is, it turned out, the current owner. 

I ·was telling him how special a place the cottage and beach in front had been for 
me over the past forty plus years. As a young man it was my place to go when I needed 
to think about things and it was always a special destination for a walk. In the early 
1980,s I even approached the owners at that time to see if I could rent the cottage. 
Unfortunately it would have cost too much. 

As a student of meditation I always found that the area was unique and 
supportive of quieting my mind and getting in touch with deeper aspects of life. rve 
watched the various changes with the cottage over the decades and was pleased to see that 
whoever upgraded it last had done a good job and that it looked like it would last for a 
long time. 



I am currently writing a fictional novel and the opening pages are set in a walk 
along the beach to the cottage, with special events occurring when the character arrives. 
When my wife and I go out on our boat, we always enjoy looking at that very special 
piece of property. I know this all might sound a bit much, but I just want the County to 
know, to me that cottage and that piece of property is one of the most special in Santa 
Barbara (and I absolutely Love Santa Barbara). 

Please do not do anything that is not supportive of the cottage/Cabana being 
maintained and enjoyed by my wife and myself and the many beach walkers who so fully 
enjoy the magical setting and landmark location that the Cabana clearly represents. 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura 
Research Associates regarding the cabana found the 
" ... level of significance appears to be sufficient to 
support the Santa Barbara County Landmark eligibility. " 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a 
"County Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about 
August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by 
indicating your support below: 

I (Print Name} : Josiah c. "Si" Jenkins 

Reside at (Address} : 1620 Las Canoas Road, Santa 
Barbara, CA 93105 

I believe that the Frances Rich-oGabana is a valuable 
visual and historic community resource and therefore 
merits preservation as a County Historic L!!~rk. . 

~! -I ~~ // I 
Date: =)vI)/ /"J--, d--r''J JtJ Signature: ·A_ __..- · N~~ A:L---!L-{---

7 / , 

I Comments: ___ The structure has be present fo 50 
years and was legally built, but repairs were not 
permitted and hence the problem today. The structure 
rises to historical significance as you would never get 
a permit to build such a unique structure in the same 
loc~tion today. It is "one of a kind" and deserves to 
be preserved. The current owners are trying to follow 
the letter of the law and rectify past issues. They 
will not let things fall into disrepair such as the 
Miramar. Your acceptance of the Carr's request is much 
appreciated. 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobal 



Martha Donelan 

From: Martha Donelan 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, September 09, 2010 11 :03 AM 
'juliawynn@bouve.com' 

Subject: RE: 

Hi Julia, 

Sorry not to have gotten back to you sooner-1 was working on a project for the headmaster. While we as a school are 
not in a position to support your application for landmark status, we can indeed confirm that the artist Frances Rich 
exhibited her work here at the School and the administration at that time considered her an important artist. 

It was a pleasure to meet you and I wish you the best of luck in your endeavor! 

Best, 

Martha 

From: Julia Wynn [mailto:juliawynn@bouve.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2010 9:47 AM 
To: Martha Donelan 
Subject: 

In case you are wondering what it is we are asking for your support for ... here is our part of 
presentation ... please open in Print View for ease of reading- Enjoy! 

Julia Wynn Carr 

4353 Marina Drive 

Santa Barbara, California 93110 

www.bouve.com- 8os.895·2104 
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Severe:} I rese(lrchers 'lnd the historic report prep'lred by 5'ln 
Buen(lventur(l Rese(lrch Associ(ltes reg'lrcling the C'lb'ln'l found 
the " ... level of signific'lnce 'lppe'lts to be sufficient to support 
the 5Clnt'l BClrb'lr'l County lqndm'lrk eligibility." 

The 5Clnt'l BClrb'lt'l County Historic lqnc\m'ltks Aclvisoty 
Commission will soon c\ecic\e if it merits c\esign'ltion 'lS 'l 
"County Lqndm'lrk". 

Ple(lse help to S'lVe this ch'ltming piece of history by inqicqting 
you t support below: 

I (print n'lme): Di'lne Ke(lton 

Reside in: Los Angeles CCllifot_ni'l 

I believe th'lt the Irene 'lncl Ft'lnces Rich CClb'ln'l is 'l V'llu'lble 
visual 'lncl historic community·resoutce 'lncl therefore merits 
pteservqtion 'lS 'l County Historic Lqnc\m'lrk. 

DClte: Date: Sep 2, 2010 3:00PM 

Signatute: From: "Diane Keaton" <bluerelief@eartblink.net> 

Subject: Re: save cabana hope ranch (Lee and Julia Carr) · 

Comments: 

They can1t take this DOWN .... I bate the possibility that it might be taken down ... 

NEVER ... 

BECAUSE IT'S SO BEAUTIFUL AND IT'S SUCH A MOVING STORY. 

Diane Keaton 



The S4nt4 B4tb4t4 County Historic LAncim4tks Advisory 
Commission will clecicle if i~ merits clesign'li:ion 4S 4 /}County 
L4nclm4tk" 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s(lve this chCltming piece ofhistoty by inclic'li:ing 
you t support below: 

, tesicle 4t 

D4te: g /-:A~ I , o SignC~tute: ,~ ,/ ~-1 ~ 
' I d 



SevetClf tese(}tchets Clnd the histotic tepott ptep'lted by S'ln 
Buen(lventut'l Rese(}tch Associ(ltes tegCltcling the qb'ln'l Found 
the " ... level of signi£1cqnce 'lppet~ts to be sufficient to supporl: 
the 5'lnt'l BCltbClt'l County LqndmCltk eligibility.'' 

The SClntt~ BCltbClt'l County Histotic lqndm'ltks Advisory 
Commission wiH soon decide if it metits designt~tion 'lS 'l 
"County lqndm'ltk". 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this ch'ltming piece ofhistoty by indic'lting 
you t supporl: below: 

I (ptint n'lme): 

Reside (lt: 

I believe th'lt the ltene Clnd Ft(lnces Rich C'lb'ln'l is 'l vqlut~ble 
visu(ll Clnd histotic community tesoutce 'lnd thetefote metits 
pteservqtion 'lS 'l County Histotic Lqndm'ltk. 

Sign'ltute: 



Ple<~se help to SC\Ve this chCitming piece of history by indiCCiting your support below: 

I: Ron Clncl CCitol Stotts 

Reside Cit: 209 Moh4wk Ro<1cl. SB 93109 

I believe th<1t the Fr<1nces Rich CCib<ma is a VC~IuC~ble visual <tncl historic community resource and 
therefore merits ptesetv<~tion CIS 4 County Historic L:tndmcttk. 

Dcti:e: September 1, 2010 

Sign<ltute: 

Comments: My WiFe <1nd I wete tCiking one of out f<!vorite w<!lks fi-om Hendry's Be<~Ch to the little 
cott<!ge/Qb<m<l on the bluff in Hope RC!nch l<1st week. After we Clt-tived Cit <lnd were Cldmiring the 
cott4ge, we st(lrted chC~tting with <!nother fellow on the be<1ch who W<lS, it turned out. the current 
owner. 

I W<lS telling him how speciCII <1 pi<~Ce the cott<1ge <1nd be<1ch in fwnt h<1d been tot me ovet 
the p<lst fotty plus ye<lts. As <1 young mCin it W<!S my pl<1ce to go when I needed to think <~bout 
things <md it w(ls CJlwCJys Cl speciCJI destinCJtion for Cl wC~Ik. In the eCJtly 1980's I even ClpptoCJched the 
ownet-s Cit th<1t time to see if I could tent the cottCJge. VnfortunC~tely it would hCJve cost too much. 

As Cl student of meditCJtion I C~lways found th<1t the area was unique <lnd supportive of 
quieting my mind and getting in touch with deeper aspects oflife. I've watched the vqrious 
changes with the cott<1ge ovet the decqdes and was ple(lsed to see th<1t whomever upgt<lded it IC~st 
had done a good job and th<1t it looked like it would last for a long time. 

I am currently writing Cl fictional novel Clnd the opening pages ate set in a walk CJiong the 
beach to the cottage, with special events occurt-ing when the ch<1racter art-ives. When my wife Clnd I 

go out on out- bo<1t. we CJiwC~ys enjoy looking at th<1t very speciCJI piece of propetty. I know this CJII 
might sound a bit much, but I just wCJnt the County to know, to me th<1t cottage <lnd thCJt piece of 
propetty is one of the most special in SCJntCJ BarbarCJ (and I absolutely Love SCinta Batb<tt-a). 

PleCJse do not do CJnything that is not supportive of the cottage/CCJb<lna being maintCJined 
and enjoyed by my wife and myself and the many beach walkers who so fully enjoy the mCJgic<ll 
setting and landmCJtk loc<~tion th<1t the CCJb<mCI deCJrly represents. 



Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

We: Kerrie Kilpatrick-Weinberg & Henry Weinberg 

Reside at: 835, Puente Dr, SB CA 93110 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic Landmark. 

Date:7/15/10 

Signature: Kerrie Kilpatrick-Weinberg & Henry Weinberg 

Comments: Such a shame to remove historical sights even if 
they are considered to be unpermitted. Santa Barbara should 
hold on to all it's local treasures as once they have vanished it's 
too late to reconsider. Sadly we are in a throw away society 
where little respect is given to things from the past,I can't help 
but wonder what kind of example is this to our children? As a 
community we need to protect our history. Fortunately both 
Julia and Lee Carr are able to protect and restore the cabana, 
how fortunate we are. So let's support them! 



The historic report ptepateq by San Buenctventura R.eseqtch 
Associates tegar4ing the Glbana founq the ~' ... level of 
significqnce appears i:o be sufficient to support the SantCl Barbatct 
County l.qnclrnark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic L4nclmarks Aclvisoty 
Commission will 4eci4e if it merits 4esignc:ttion as a ''Coun-ty 
L4n4markH at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece ofhistoty by inqicqting 
your support below: 

IN 

Resicle-*: 

I believe that the Ftances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual 'lnq 
historic community resource an& therefore merits pteservqtion 
as a County Historic Lanclmatk. 

Date: 1 J,~),v 

Signature: yyJJ/J flllhi· 
Comments: ~ tf.ftJE \JlSlT£b s;fNIA K.#~..WA ON NliMfi~{}U~ ()CC;ff:I()NJ 

A-NO tt;tvt._ SP,.I?N lit-E-- 'tcAK'tt(I{A_., .l ("ft!f1?..1) fi-i5our rltt- ~oSS:IfJILf'r7 OF 

IT ut:-rN&- lo~N DOWN 'tN~ LU,A-Nisb To S'kf>t<:-t:;SS Nl/ ornJ tON· 

SU&t-1 A M-fSiolttc. ;}No T~£A-su~Si) f.vi1-N{)M-f/l.fl- Nt;t:()s. to 8£.. 

Pl<t..&~R.vSD. QNCf: ir tS Dtsl~oy&D NOirtnJo- (Out..b i?~f< 
R£f>McE tT. 11<~.-+-S.W~t Yol((<. tff510i1\f! 



The historic report prepctreq by S4m Buenctventurct Rese(}tch 
Associates regCltciing the QbClnCl Found the" ... level oF 
significqnce C1ppeC~ts to be sufficient to supporl: the Santa BC~tbarq 
County lAndmark eligibility." 

The Se1nte1 B4rb4r4 County Historic LClndmCltks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designe1tion ClS 4 "County 
LClndmCltk" e1t its meeting e1t 10 AM on or e1bout August 9, 
2010. 

Plee1se help to save this chCltming piece of history by indicClting 
your support below: 

I, Vidy9 Gauci, reside e1t 

1187 Co9st Vill9ge RD, #1-261, Sant9 Barb9t9, CA 93108. 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabe1ne1 is a vCllue1ble visue1l e1nd 
historic community tesoutce Cind therefore merits presetVCition 
ClS 4 County Historic LClndmCitk. 

/·~ 

D :tte·._._jt~'~'~J1:.....::;::1.::.-J-,t..__:/._.~ ,.___7 St·gn:tture·. };;, U,_ · · . <-t _t/ ' , j\ i . 'I __ '.:._/ -=..'/_t,...~(, ~L::..._· -/f-41\..!::....>.:.{=J.-___.:( C.:::....--/.=L ____ _ 

'T I A ( \ 
\ / 

Comments: 
.-·· Y_ .. c..~-' . ··, ./;~d,::z-'-f vi__ . :'cf..··';/L /J-~1 ~.Jf. .. ·.;· . _.c_:>_., _;_.(./1JLt--7!_.c<-

t . ._...!.· t , ... , /,·).1./ .•. , ... ·- f.·' ;:/ r·· './ •' ... ..- / r.'J , '_ /'.,-',.:; ~~~~ ' .; ... , . ./ ~: ', L , /, .' 
./'/ 1;FW(!/ />' •' • · ,.-··-:,.·;i,{t,(j/-( __ '/11 &·"lf,.-/,•;/L~ -·-- i>·-....=:.-'-C"'L-··~--1.. .. 1 v····,,.....- /VIt(. Y<-c·-l--< ~· 

/!c:/----~~/.c .. ~-r.:>:/.; _ /11 r.f-;:> ~~ , ·'!:z> /c::::...~~·--L :.z.<r.'. /~4.//-;z//L.,;:__j 



The historic report prep4red by S4m Buen4ventut4 Rese4tch 
Associ4tes teg4rding the cqb4n4 Found the " ... level of 
signific:qnce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support: the S4nt4 B4~b4r4 
County Lqndm4rk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 BClrb(lrCl County Historic Lqndm4rks Advisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits design'ltion 4S Cl ''County 
Lqndm4rk" (}t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(}se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece of history by indic4ting 
your support below: 

I, ·-rrv >''1\vt "" \2:o ((_ '--"- reside Clt 

/3 g-= 'Ef' 13, Lou~~ ~~ .:'S.c,~~ ~v\ov.~ 
I believe th4t the Fr(}nces R. h CClb4nCl is 4 vq(u(lble visu4l 4nd 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits preservqtion 

ClS 4 County Historic Lqndm4rk. 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana founq the /J • •• level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to·support the Santa 
Batbata County Lanc!matk eligibility.~~ 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Lanctm~tks Aqvisoty 
Commission will decicle if it merits clesignation as a -'I County 
unc!markN at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

//~.7 () u 
Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93uo 

Lee ']13-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn(iilbouve.com 



The historic report prepC}red by SCln BuenC}venturC} ReseC}rch 
AssociC}tes regClrding the cqbC}nCl Found the /1 ••• level oF 

significqnce ClppeCltS to be sufficient to support the SClntCl BClrbC}rC} 
County LqndmClrk eligibility." 

The SClntCl BC}rbC}rC} County Historic LqndmClrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designCltion ClS Cl ,.,County 
LqndmClrk" Clt its meeting Clt 10 AM on or C}bout August 9, 
2010. 

PleC}se help to sC}ve this chC}rming piece oFhistoty by indicC}ting 
your support below: 

1 (Print NClme), i~rz L£~~~ ~ 
Reside Clt (Address) z;q r1l01VIJ ~11f..j( J)(\Vr[ 

I believe thClt the FrClnces Rich CClbClnCl is Cl VC}IuClble visuC}I Clnd 
historic community resource Clnd thereFore merits preservqtion 
ClS Cl County Historic LqndmClrk. 

SignClture:-------'--~1---'----=-U--\--, __ 

Comments: 



. The historic report prepare4 by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarcling the cqbana founcl the " ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County Lqnc{mark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Lanclm~rks Actvisory 
Commission will clecicle if it merits clesignation as ct ~~county 
Lan4mctrk" at its meeting ctt 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Plectse help to sctve this chctrming piece of history by inqicqting 
your support below: 

I (Print Nctme): (0 \U.lAvV Ame eU 
R.esic{e at (Ac{dress): 7b9 W\l.]SlOV\) PK Q~ 1 LIE. 1 66 qs CO£' 

f believe thctt the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual ancl 
historic community resource a net therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic Landmark. 

Dqte: ?l_ - I$ - 10 Signqture: i{FdmojJ.j 
, I 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee ']13-816-81o9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic report prepared by Sam Buenaventura Research 
Associ(ltes reg<lrding the cqb<1n<1 fot~nd the" ... level of 
signiHcqnce <1ppe<1ts to be sufficient to support the Sant<l B<1rb<1r<1 
County L<lndm<1rk eligibility." 

The S<1nt<1 B<1rbara County Historic Lqndm<1rks Advisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits design<ltion <lS <1 "County 
L<lndm<1rk" <1t its meeting <1t 10 AM on or <1bout August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to s(lve this ch<lrming piece ofhistoty by indic<lting 
your support below: 

I, )Q {l't ,LJ_J , reside qt 

'-/L I L fY/u ,· ~s II\ ' J c~ ~e- . . ' R_A llCi-.1 

I believe that the Frances Rich C<1b<1n<1 is <1 vqlu ble visu<1l <1nd 
historic community resource <1nd therefore merits preservation 
<lS <1 County Historic L<lndm<1rk. 

C_4(1 
/ 

~}/1 v 



The historic report prepqred by Sqn Buenqventurq Reseqrch 
Associqtes regqrding the cqbqnq found the " ... level of 
signiHc:qnce qppeqts to be sufficient to support the Sqntq Bqrb(}rq 
County Lqndmqrk eligibility." 

The 5qntq Bqrbqr(} County Historic Lqndmqrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designqtion qS q "County 
Lqndmqtk" qt its meeting qt 10 AM on or qbout August 9, 
2010. 

Pleqse help to SqVe this chqrming piece of history by indic:qting 
you t support below: 

I, . \ '{Qu_\ ).:. .. "'-<-L lc..._ , reside 'lt . , 
Lf ~-... ·u r:--> { · "'. ~ e4 0 . ....,/( ' u I ., 'rs £' 1,_ )'\ C) t> . I 5 u 

I believe thqt the Frqnces Rich ((}bqnq is q vqluqb(e visu(}l qnd 
historic community resource 'lnd thetefote metits pteservqtion 
qS q County Histotic L4ndmqtk. 

D<tte: 1 (\ I' Cl 
I 

> / ' 



The historic report pteparec\ by San Buenaventuta Research 
Associc:ttes regc:ttc\ing the cabc:tnc:t founc\ the" ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the.Santa 
Barbarc:t County Lane\ mark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Lane\ marks Ac\visoty 
Commission will c\ecic\e if it merits c\esignation as a "County 
L4nc\mark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by inc\icating 
your support bela 

----r---.:-~. 

I (Print Name): 
--~=r~~~~--~--~~~~~~ 

Resic\e at (Ac\c\ tess) :-+=--=---=-~~-=---..::=-'---:t-=--:--~--L.-?_J 0_/_ 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a vqluable visual c:tnc\ 
historic community resource anc\ therefore merits preservqtion 
as a County Historic L.anc\mark. 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive- Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 7IJ-8t6-8to9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Bos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic report prepared by Sam Buenaventura 
Research Associates regarding the cabana found the 
" .. .level of significance appears to be sufficient to support 
the Santa Barbara County Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a 
"County Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about 
August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by 
indicating your support below: 

I, Christine Montalvo, reside at 440 Por La Mar Dr., Apt. #1 
Santa Barbara, CA 93103. 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a 
valuable visual and historic community resource and 
therefore merits preservation as a County Historic Landmark. 
Date: July 02, 2010 
Signature: Christine Montalvo 

Comments: To not save this structure would be a shame. It is a 
beautiful building and a pleasing sight from the beach. It has 
created many fond memories over the years for those who have 
enjoyed unforgettable sunsets from it as well as for those who 
pass by with family and friends. There are many more 
important issues today that we need to focus on rather than 
demolishing family memories. 



The historic report: prepared by Sam Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the Jl •• • level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support: the Santa Barbara 
County Lqndmark eligibility.u 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Lqndmarks Ac\visoty 
Commission will c\ecic\e if it merits c\esignation as a #County 
lqnc\marku at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 91 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by inc\icating 
yout support: below: 

Z~ ;/d / ./ ~'/ f. 

I ./~~.r // /' A·. t 
I _....-::::> ...- __, . ..r~~-"<; Cc·· I resi4e a 

fo>L ->.~i'<>-~- ~V <;;Js) C.A S~ \o~ 
I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits presetvation 
as a County Historic Lqnc\matk. 

Signqtute: ~~ 
7 7 



The historic report: prep(.} reel by SC.ln Buen(.lventur(.l Rese(.lrch 
Associ(.ltes regC.lrciing the QbC.ln'l founc:l the /I •• • level of 
significqnce C.lppeC.lrs to be sufficient to support: the 5'lnt'l BC.lrb'lr£1 
County L'lndm'lrk eligibility." 

The SC.l ntC.l B'l rbC.l r'l County Historic lq nc:l mC.l rks Advisory 
Commission will deciqe if it metits c:lesign'ltion C.lS 'l"County 
L'lndm'ltk,, 'lt its meeting (.lt 10 AM on ot (.}bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple'lse help to sC}ve this chCltming piece of history by indicqting 
yout support: below: 

I (Print NC.lme), 
~~~~~~~~~----

Resiqe C.lt (Ac:lc:lress)~--L-1.~--~~~~<--.:....--------

I believe th'lt the FtC}nces Rich CC.lbClnC.l is C.l vqfu'lble visu(.ll C.lnc:l 
historic community resource C.lnc:l therefore metits ptesetvqtion 
C.lS Cl County Historic L'lnc:lmC.ltk. 

DC.lte: J-1 ] - 10 

Comments: 
D ~-.;( 



The historic report prep£tred by S4m Buen4ventur4 Rese4tch 
Associ4tes teg4tding the Qb4n4 Found the J/ ••• level oF 
signific4nce 4ppe4rs to be sufficient to support the S4nt4 B4rb4r4 
County L4ndm4rk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 B4rb4t4 County Historic L4ndm4rks Advisory 
Commission will decide iF it merits design4tion 4S 4 "County 
L4ndm4tk" 4t its meeting (}t 10 AM on ot 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(}se help to s4ve this ch£ttming piece oF history by indic4ting 
you t support below: 

I, SlitfK. I }11 I ze I reside qt 
d-771.f LA6· eJJaNA7 f20 tNe?l, 75 9?;o~ 

- I 
I believe th4t the Ft4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 v4lut:lble visu4l 4nd 
historic community tesoutce 4nd theteFote merits pteservqtion 
4S 4 County Historic L4ndmt:ltk. 

Comments: 



The historic tepott ptep4ted by SCln Buen(lventut4 Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes tegCltding the cqb4n4 found the " ... level of 

significqnce 4ppeC1tS to be sufficient to support the SClntCl BCltbCltCl 

County wndm4tk eligibility." 

The S4ntC1 BCltb4tC1 County Histotic L4ndmCltks Advisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits designClfion ClS 4 "County 
L4ndmCltk/' 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on ot 4bout August 9/ 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4ttning piece of history by indicqting 
you t support below: 

I (Ptint N4me)~ ,TA c }{. C/4-!11 c~ 
Reside Clt (Add tess) 2L7? L Et:DTH ll.. i- fAil 

6 AtiT-A @ ft;~ l3A ~A j C'A 93 (D.) 
I believe th4t the Frances Rich CC1b4n4 is 4 vqlu4ble visu4f4nd 
historic community tesoutce 4nd thetefote merits ptesetv4tion 

ClS C1 County Historic wndm4tk. 



The historic report prepClred by SCln BuenaventurCl Research 
Associates regClrding the c:qbClna found the " ... level of 
significqnce ClppeClts to be sufficient to support the Santa 
BClrbClra County LqndmClrk eligibility.'' 

The SantCl BClrbClrCl County Historic LqndmClrks Aqvisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits design'ltion ClS Cl "County 
lqndmClrk" Clt its meeting Clt 10 AM on or Clbout August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this chClrming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

I believe thClt the FtClnces Rich Cabana is Cl vqfuClble visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservqtion 
as Cl County Historic LqnqmCltk. 

Comments: 
I 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive- Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8Io9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 805-895-2104 juliawvnn@bouve.com 



The historic report prep(:} red by 5£:ln Buen(:}ventut(:} Rese(:}tch 
Associ(:}tes reg£:lrding the cqb(:}n£:l found the"' ... level of 
signiffcqnce £:lppe(:}rs to be sufficient to support the 5CJnt£:l B(:}rb(:}r(:} 
County LqndmCJrk eligibility." 

The Se1nte1 Be1rbe1re1 County Historic LqndmCJrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designCJtion CJS CJ "County . 
L4ndmCJrku CJt its meeting CJt 10 AM on ot (:}bout August 9, 
2010. 

PleCJse help to s(:}ve this ch£:ltming piece of history by indicqting 
your support below: 

I: ·Wtl-L!AM lAA-<E-\Z.. ) A..~~\-rE-L\ 

Reside CJt: 9\ S Gi3V'4tV\D 'Del UA-G.v 
Oet v\A-ar ) Ce . 

I believe th(:}t the FrCJnces Rich CCJb£:ln£:l is CJ VC!Iu(:}ble visuCJI e1nd 
historic community resource CJnd therefore merits presetvCJtion 
CJs CJ County Historic LqndmCJrk. 

DCJte: l[ Jul~ '28\0 

SignCJture: 



The historic reporl prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the II •• • level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa Barbara 
County Llndmark eligibility. u 

The Santa Barb£tra County Historic Landm£trks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation llS a "County 
Lqndmark" at its meeting Clt 10 .Afv\ on or Clbout .August 9, 
2010. 

Pfe(.lse hefp to s(.lve this chqrmfng piece of history by indicqting 
your support below: 

1: Nr/:?!t3 ;/I 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual Cind 
historic community resource '-lnd thereFore rnerfi:s preserv<rtion 
CiS a County Historic L4ndmctrk. 

\ 
\ 

Sfgncrture: ~ 

Comments: 



'ine hlsto-rie -repol't pretHrreJ by #>to liuflD"'strtn?:~ 
Ii.eset:reh dlssoeittes -regnd"lo~ thtl e#htDt found the 
" ... le"el or Sfgt>lfletDC6 tppettS to bfl SUf£!eleDt to SUppott 
the ~tDtt 1lttb:P"tl eou:Dty I.ttH.lmttk el!~fhflfty." 

the ~:rDtt 1l t-rhtrt eout.>ty J{tstortc LtoJm tr.ks ;ff.J"tsoey 
eommlssto:o wtU JeetJe If It merits destgnttloD ts ' 
"eouoty L:rodmtrk" 1t Its roeett:og tt lt> 3-lM oD o-r thout 
:R.ugust 9, 2010. 

1>Ietse help to s"'e thls ehtrmlD~ -pleee of htstoey hy 
ltld!ettlng your support .heZo-w: 

I: iYhJf feuJ r;, f.t 2-,· 

. fw1~Y1 M 
ItestJe •t: 1~-{D" CA q.3tt9'3 

I helt~e thtt the l!ttDees 1\teh ethtDf1 Is 1 "'Iuth!e "lsutl 
tDJ historic eomrouotty -r~uouree toJ thererote roetfts 
ptesenttloD :P$ ' eounty }rtstotfc LIJJQ11Jitk. 



The historic teport prep4red by S4m Buen4ventur4 Rese4rch 
Associ(ltes teg4rding the Qb4n4 found the /1 •• • level of 
signific4nce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support: the S4nt4 B4tb4r4 

County L4ndm4rk eligibility./' 

The S4nt4 B4rb4r4 County H istotic 1Andm4rks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design4tion 4s 4 '/County 
I.Andm4rk" 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece of history by indiC4ting 
your support below: 

I, g vdcl y WI Vl s-+o "l . reside qt 
I J~ r,WJkfi'--1 rB 

I believe th4t the Fr4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 vqlu4ble visu4l4nd 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits preservqtion 
cts 4 County Historic L4ndmctrk. 

\ 



The historic report prep4red by S4n Buen4ventur4 Rese4rch 
Associ4tes reg4rding the Qb4n4 found the /I •• • level of 
signific4nce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support: the S4nt4 B4rb4r4 
County l4ndm4rk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 B4rb4r4 County Historic l4ndm4rks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design4tion 4S 4 //County 
l4ndm4rk" 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece of history by indic4ting 
your support: below: 

I (Print N4me), Rod ('(\ 1\(2..6-'oL-~ ~ 
~I AA' 0/ Reside 4t (Address) If ~0 N · fYl tL-PftS '>'t / 

$-15. OA. 9sfiJs 
I believe th4t the Fr4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 v4lu4ble visu4I 4nd 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits presetV(ltion 
4S 4 County Historic l4ndm4rk. 



The historic teporl: ptepqred by SCln Buen(lventutCl Rese(lrch 
Associ(ltes tegClrding the cqbClnCl found the // ... level of 

significqnce ClppeCltS to be sufficient to support the SClntCl BClrbCltCl 
County LlndmCltk eligibility.'/ 

The SClntCl BClrbCltCl County Historic LqndmClrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designCltion ClS Cl "County 
LqndmClrk'' Clt its meeting Clt 10 AM on or Clbout August 9, 
2010. 

Pleqse help to SqVe this ch(lrming piece of history by indicqting 
your support below:-

J 

I (Print NClme), ~/~ /Z L.e:.J"v ;e-d 
Reside Clt (Address) J/c?, t3 a.J.? ? <=:s c/ k-1:./J AJ:_ 179cJ/ 

I believe thClt the FrClnces Rich CClbClnCl is Cl Vc:lluClble visu(ll Clnd 
historic community resource Clnd therefore merits pteservqtion 
ClS Cl County Historic LqndmClrk. 

Dqte:?--17 /b Signqtute: d-- /1 L" /_ 

,/} / 
rt~, , 



The historic reporl: prepated by San Buenaventuta Research 
Associates tegarding the cabana found the" ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to supporl: the Santa 
Barbara County Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "C9unty 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your supporl: below: 1. /J 

1 CPrint N<~me): :-- ; A C {C_ ci l~-q(' t~;t- 'vv '6-~ 
Resid.e <~HAddress): 1fb r{LI ~j[ A · g._ "kl P ,----:-4= 

~ , 'I ·c_ tr?. 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resoutce and ther~ ore erits preservation 
as a Couo Historic Landmark. 

1 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93uo 

Lee ']13-816-8Io9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2.104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The histotic report ptepared by San Buenaventura Reseatch 
Associates tegatding the cabana found the " ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbata County Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Lanqmatks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "County 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

I (Print Name): M 4] I) R e E)V /Y). i\I)A ~Q'-(/ ;J 
Reside at (Addtess): SoCJ ?£.»; WJiVk~E L-;V, S l J(} , '73 I & J>c 

I believe that the Ftances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
histotic community resource and therefote merits preservation 
as a County Historic lanqmatk. 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 8o5-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



Please help to save this channing piece of history by indicating your support below: 

I, Barbara Clarke, currently reside at 
555 Omura Villa, Y angshuo, China. I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable 
visual and historic community resource and therefore merits preservation as a County 
Historic Landmark. 

Date: June 30 
Name/Signature: Barbara Clarke 

Comments: I have been a Santa Barbara resident for 30 years and Love this Cabana. I 
urge you to allow it to remain where it is. Thank You. 



Ple<1se help to S<1Ve this ch<1rming piece of history by inc!icqting 
your support below: 

I, Jih<1n Abd<1ll<1, reside <1t 640 Pilgrim Ten(lce Drive, S£1nt<1 
B<1rb<1r<1 CA 93101. I believe th<1t the Fr<1nces Rich C<1b<1n<1 is <1 
vqlu<1ble visu<1l 'lnd historic community resource 'lnc! therefore 
merits preservqtion (ls <1 County Historic Lqnc!m<1rk. -

D<1te: 7-3-10 
N<1me/Sign<1ture: Jih<1n Abd<1ll<1 

Comments: I grew up in S<1nt<1 B<1rb£1t-£1 <1nd h<1ve unfottun<1tely 
seen its l<1ndsc<1pe <1nd buildings ch<1nge over time. The C<1b<1n<1 
is <1 be<1utiful l<1ndm£1rk, <1nd very unique. There is <1bsolutely no 
justifi<1ble re<1son to te<1r it down! Let's preserve <1S m<1ny histotic 
buildings in S£1nt<1 B(ltb'lt<1 <15 we cqn! 



The historic report prep()red by S'lm Buen()ventur() Rese()rch 
Associ()tes reg'lrding the c()b'ln'l found the" ... level of 
signific'lnce 'lppe'lrs to be sufficient to support the S'lnt'l B'lrb'lrCl 
County lqndm'lrk eligibility." 

The 5'lnt'l B'lrb()r'l County Historic lqndm'lrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design'ltion 'IS 'I "/County 
Lqndm'lrkJ' 'It its meeting Clt 10 AM on or ()bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple()se help to s()ve this ch'lrming piece of history by indic'lting 
your support below: 

I, ~~ , resideqt 
7 

ff?Yf C-1YLe/feC? Cl-4/d-:r //t:.A--:7df'/t/e2-CA VS/M . • 
I believe th'lt the Fr'lnces Rich C'lb'ln'l is 'I yq[u(lb[e visu()l 'lnd 
historic community resource 'lnd therefore merits preservqtion 
'IS 'I County Historic Lqndm'lrk. 

Comments: 
~fL ~~Ye:fo-~476 ~/~/Y 



The historic report prepared by SClm Buenaventura Rese(lrch 
Associates reg'lrding the cabClna found the " ... level of 
significance appeClrs to be sufficient to support the Sant'l BClrbClr'l 
County Lanc\mClrk eligibility." 

The SClnta BClrbara County Historic LandmClrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as Cl "Cou·nty 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to s(lve this charming piece of history by indicClting 
your support below: 

reside at 

I believe thClt the FrClnces Rich CabCln'l is a yqluClble visuCll Clnd 
historic community resource and therefore merits preseryqtion 
ClS a County Historic Landm'lrk. 

Comments: 



The histotic teport ptep'lted by 5C1n Buen(}ventut(} Rese(}tch 
Associ(}tes teg'ltding the Qb'ln'l found the " ... level of 
significqnce 'lppe'lts to be sufficient to support the 5C1nt'l BC1tb'lt'l 
County Lqndmqtk eligibility." 

The Sqntq Bqtbqtq County Historic Lqndm'ltks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it me tits designqtion '15 q ''County 
Lqndm'ltk" qt its meeting C}t 10 AM on ot (}bout August 9, 
2010. 

P(eqse help to SqVe this chqtming piece of history by indicqting 
you t support below: 

I believe thqt the Ftqnces Rich Cqbqnq is q Vqluqble visuq( qnd 
histotic community tesoutce 'lnd thetefote metits pteservqtion 
qS q County H istotic Lqndmqtk. / 



The historic report ptepqre<:l by Sqn Buenqventurq Reseqrch 
Associqtes regqrqing the cqbqnq foun<:l the " ... level of 
signiHcqnce qppeqts to be sufficient to support the Sqntq 
BClrbqrq County Lqnqmqrk eligibility." 

The SClntq Bqrbqrq County Historic lqnqmqrks A<:lvisoty 
Commission will <:\eci<:\e if it merits <:lesignCltion qS q "County 
Lqn<:\mClrk" Clt its meeting qt 10 AM on or qbout August 9, 
2010. 

Pleqse help to sClve this chqrming piece of history by in<:\icqting 
your support below: 

I (Print Nqme): 

Reside Clt (A<:\<:lre-s-s)-:==,=~==S=c::.....===={/(.==·=~=a==c:::--~-_-_-.... _ ....... --/===11-\--==~---=====q=="!. .. o' 

I believe thqt the Frqnces Rich CqbqnCl is q V(1(uqble visuCll qOci 
historic community resource qncl therefore merits preservqtion 
qS q County Historic Lqn<:\mark. 

Dqte: ~ l ''~-/• o Signqtute: ~ 
l c:::;:: 

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8Io9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawvnn@bouve.com 



The historic tepott: ptep4red by S4n Buen4ventur4 Rese4rch 
Associ4tes teg4tc\ing the cqb4n4 founc:\ the " ... level of 

significqnce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support the S4nt4 
B4tb4r4 County lqnqm4rk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 B4rb4r4 County Historic Lqndm4tks Ac\visoty 
Commission will qeciqe if it merits clesign4tion 4S 4 "County 

lqnclm4rk" 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on ot 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece ofhistoty by inc:\icqting 
yout support below: 

I (Print N<tme): Ci r~J~ l<?ica"'-L 
Resic:\e 4t (Acldtess): 3la3 SaV\ ]d-o~~lA-ID'ijo 1)(. SF> jgff( 

I believe th4t the Ft4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 vqlu4ble visu4l 4ncl 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits preservqtion 

4S 4 County Historic lqnc\m4tk. 

D4te: 1· 11 · l 0 Sign<ttute: ~ ~ .) 
Comments: 

&IM:tkl. 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93uo 

Lee ']13-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobaJ.net Julia 8o5-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarc\ing the cqbana found the" ... level of 
signiHcqnce appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County Lqnqmark eligibility.8 

The Santa Barbara County Historic l4ndmarks Ac!visoty 
Commission will qeciqe if it merits c\esignation as a "County 
Lqnc!marku at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by inqicqting 
your support below: 

1 (Print Name): 'Btnrru f~\i\R.\\J 
Resiqe at (Aqqress): 4-S~l) bU .. tf'I\L\¥- E\\.Jf-

1 believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource anc! therefore merits preservation 

qs q County Historic Lmdmqtk. ". 7/J;Jr.ff.f-

Comments: 
lOVL \H\S tl,V\(£ \ L'Lll: QJB\J Cl(JSf, 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93no 

Lee ']1J-8I6-8I09 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic teport ptep(lted by 5£lm Buen(lventut(l Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes teg'ltding the Qb'ln'l founcl the " ... level of 
significqnce 'lppe'lts to be sufficient to support the 5£lnt£l B'ltb'lt'l 
County lAndm'ltk eligibility.'/ 

The 5£lnt£l B'ltb'lt'l County Historic lAnclm'ltks Advisoty 
Commission will clecicle if it merits designation 'lS £l /'County 
lAnclm'ltk'f 'lt its meeting 'lt 10 AM on ot (lbout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this ch'ltming piece ofhistoty by inqicqting 
you t support below: 

, tesicle 'lt 

I believe th'lt the Ft£lnces Rich C'lb'ln'l is £l v(l(uqb(e visu(lf 'lncl 
historic community tesoutce 'lncl thetefote metits ptesetv(ltion 
'lS £l County Historic lAnclm'ltk. 

~~~-
Sign£ltUte: __ ~~---------

Comments: 



The historic repott prep(} red by Slln Buen(}ventur(} Rese(}rch 
Associ(}tes regllrding the cqb£1n'l Found the " ... level of 
signific(}nce llppelltS to be sufficient to supporl: the Sllnt'l B(}rb(}r(} 
County lqndmllrk eligibility." 

The Sllnt£1 Bllrb(}r4 County Historic L4ndm£1rks Advisoty 
Commission wiH decide if it merits designlltion (}s 'l "County 
Lqndm'lrk" llt its meeting (}t 10 AM on or (}bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(}se help to s(}ve this ch(}rming piece of history by indicqting 
your supporl: below: 

1 (Print N~me), t1 ~ ~kz_V -:::-: Jr. 
Reside 'lt (Address)=1J6 y,· Q :f?-e~ 

I believe th(}t the Fr(}nces Rich Cllblln£1 is £1 yq(u(}ble visu(}l 'lnd 
historic community resource llnd therefore merits preservqtion 
(}s £1 County Historic L4ndmllrk. 

Signllture:____,,...__A__,~'--/ ~-~---'--/-"-·--_j __ _ 
Comments: 



The historic report prepC~red by SCin BuenC~venturCI ReseC~rch 
AssociC~tes regC~rding the QbCinCI found the " ... level of 
significqnce ClppeCitS to be sufficient to support the S4ntC1 B4rb4rC1 
County lAndmC~rk eligibility." 

The S4ntC1 B4rbCirCI County Historic lAndmC~rks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it met-its designC~tion CIS Cl "County 
L4ndmC~rk'' 4t its meeting Cit 10 AM on or C~bout August 9, 
2010. 

PleC~se help to SCIVe this chC~rming piece of history by indicqting 
yout support below: 

I (Print NC~me)~uL VuJJkt.e-Y 
Reside Cit (Address) ?C: 2 C /kl-L t ;;M AVl>" 

( 

GoL<C{A 11117 -
I believe th4t the FrC~nces Rich CCibCinCI is Cl vqfuC~bfe visuC~f Clnd 
historic community resource C~nd therefore merits preservqtion 
CIS Cl County Historic LtndmC~rk. 

Dqte: ]Vty I }-No Signqture: ~$~ 
Comments: 



The historic report prep(} red by SCln Buen(}ventur(} Rese(}fch 
Associ(}tes reg£lrding the cqb£ln£l found the # ••• level of 
signific4nce 'lppe(}ts to be sufficient to support the SClnt'l B4rb(}r(} 
County Landm(}rk eligibility." 

The 5£lnt'l B<lrb(}r(} County Historic Lqnqm(}rks Advisory 
Commission will qeciqe if it merits design<ltion (}s £l "County 
l4nc\m(}rk'' 4t its meeting (}t 10 AM on or (}bout August 9, 
2010. 

P(e(}se help to s(}ve this ch(}rming piece of history by inc\ic:qting 
your support below: 

I (Print N£lme), tt\t S f\<)tftVL--
Reside Clt (Address) tq ~ V \<) ff Q-t L fi(L 

I believe th£lt the Fr(}nces Rich C£lb£ln£l is (} vqlu£lble visu(}l £lnd 
historic community resource £lnd therefore merits preservqtion 
(}s £l County Historic Lqnc\m(}rk. 

Comments: 



The histotic tepott ptepated by San Buenaventuta Reseatch 
Associates tegatding the cabana found the " ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to suppott the Santa 
Batbata County Lqndmatk eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "County 
Lqndmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this chatming piece of history by indicating 
yout support below: 

I (Print N<!me): lv.s 1.-~c. ~L( 
Reside at (Address): .. 1o 5 \a~ ;?~ pr-.J.JU 

I believe that the Ftances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefote merits preservation 
as· a County Historic Lqndmark. 

Date: 1 · t 1 · J 6 , u 

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive- Santa Barbara, CA 93uo 

Lee 713-816-8w9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 805-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The histotic report ptepClted by SCln BuenClventutCl Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes teg'ltding the cqbCln'l found the" ... level of 
significqnce Clppeats to be sufficient to support the Sant'l 
Barbara County Lqndmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Histotic Lqncfmarks Advisory 
Commission will deciqe if it metits designation as a "County 
Lqndmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicqting 
you t support below: 

I (Print Name): ~ ,-L · BAt f.. ·t-t i 
Reside at (Address): ~05 LA-~ fA, Mil:<; ~6 ?J//6 

I believe thClt the Frances Rich Caban'l is a vqluClble visual and 
histotic community tesoutce Clnc! therefore metits preservqtion 
as a County Histotic Lqndmatk. 

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive- Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 71J-8I6-8I09 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic tepott ptep;:}ted by 5;:}n Buen;:}ventut;:} Rese;:}tch 
Associ;:}tes teg;:}tding the c:qb;:}n;:} found theN ... level of 
signiflc:qnce qppe;:}ts to be sufficient to support: the 5;:}nt;:} B;:}tb;:}t;:} 
County Lqndm;:}tk eligibility." 

The 5;:}nt;:} B;:}tb;:}t;:} County Historic Lqndm;:}tks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design;:}tion ;:}s;:} #County 
Lqndm;:}tk" ;:}tits meeting ;:}t 10 AM on ot ;:}bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple;:}se help to s;:}ve this ch;:}tm-ing piece of history by indicqting 
you t support: below: 

I:Stq:la";e_ G;o""kd C 
Reside ;:}t: {o Horhc~ LLG_b-_-#=;()o_ , 

l- F ~ Is- :sB__) o; ~ I D 9 
_I believe th;:}t the Ft;:}nces Rich C;:}b;:}n;:} is ;:} vq(u;:}ble visu;:}[ ;:}nd 
historic community tesoutce ;:}nd thetefote merits pteservqtion 
;:}S;:} County Historic Lqndm;:}tk. 

oqte,.V;ofv 

Nqme/Signqture: J tefr?/g;e;J/ (;;_ (/!n-nbrei ~, 
~/ ~>7r6>e{L':_ 

Addition;:}( Comments: 



The histotic teport ptep(lted by S<ln Buen(lventut(l Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes teg<ltding the cqb<ln<l found the // ... level of 

significqnce <lppe<ltS to be sufficient to support the S<lnt<l B<ltb<lt<l 
County undm<ltk eligibility./' 

The S<lnt<l B<ltb<lt<l County Histotic L4ndm<ltks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it metits design<ltion <lS <l /'County 

L4ndm<ltk" (lt its meeting (lt 10 AM on ot (}bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this ch(}tming piece ofhistoty by inqicqting 
yout support below: 

1 (Print Nqme), ,Jfrr k]J_~ · 
Reside <lt CAddtess) l fof, =!Ctclllof (J v:fc 

J' 13 . ]3trJ;) 

I believe th<lt the Ft<lnces Rich C<lb<ln<l is <l yqfu<lble visu4f <lnd 
histotic community tesoutce <lnd thetefote metits ptesetVqtion 

<lS <l County Histotic L4ndm<ltk. 

~-----~-; o Signqtute: ~Jil{;f 
Comments: 

p 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the " .. .level of significance 
appears to be sufficient to support the Santa Barbara County 
Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "County 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

I (Print Name): 
Vflufl<et[ lfi{;.M!ftC 

Reside at (Address): 4D (Jf}JI[o (JJL-L /:JI[J(#.Nji::b 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation as 
a-County Historic Land-mark. 

Date: ·j;-; v. 1(/ 

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive -Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-8t6-8w9 Lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 

7/14/2010 



"""..,.. ·~,,~, ~• •~,..n~_.,..., ,, -a-#">..-··---- .. -.... •-•••••--.,..,.'--6 

The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the" .. .level of significance 
appears to be sufficient to support the Santa Barbara County 
Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "County 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

I (Print Name): 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation as 
a County Historic Landmark. 

Date: 1/ IL-\ /iO 
I 

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive- Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 

7/14/2010 



The histotic teport ptepClted by S'in BuenClventut'l Reseqtch 
Associ'ltes teg'ltding the cqb£ln'l found the fl •• • level of 
significqnce Cippe'ltS to be sufficient to support the SClntCl BCltb'ltCl 

• County wndmCltk eligibility.U• 

The SClntCl BCltbCltCl County Histotic LqndmCltks Advisoty 

Commission will decide if it metits designCltion CiS 'l "County 
Lqndm'ltk/' 'It its meeting Cit 10 AM on ot Clbout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple'lse help to S'lVe this ch'ltming piece ofhistoty by indicqting 
yout support below: 

I (Ptint NClme), To'( =:f) of?-.fL z LL 
Reside 'It (Add tess) 4 ~ ~ d- L A PA LO M A A J <Z__. 

SArJ(A ~Af2J~AILA CA q~ .\OS 
' 

I believe thClt the Ft'lnces Rich C'ib'ln'l is Cl vq(uClble visu'll Clnd 
histotic community tesoutce 'lnd thetefote metits pteservqtion 

CiS 'l County Histotic LAndmCltk. 

Comments: 



The historic report ptep4tec\ by S4n Buen4ventut4 Rese4rch 
Associ(ltes regctrding the e4b4n4 found the // ... level of 
significqnce 4ppeqts to be sufficient to support the S4nf4 B4rb4t4 
County l4ndm4tk eligibility.// 

The S4nt4 B4tb4t4 County Histotic Lqndm4tks Ac\visoty 
Commission will decide if it merits design4tion 4S 4 //County 
Lqndm4tk// 4t its meeting ctt 10 AM on ot 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4tming piece ofhistoty by inc\iQting 
you t support below: 

I CPtint Nqme), __:sa\1'-D C J M \ bax'rL 
Reside Clt (Address) ( o ~6 A lA.Y'e\\,f-0. Jx.~ 

SCLvJo._ 1.6-&.Vl \ou}ft0_l CPt C(3t:J=f 
I believe th4t the Ft4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 valu4ble visuct14nd 
histotic community tesoutce Clnd thetefote metits ptesewqtion 
4S 4 County Histotic lqnc\m4tk. 

Comments: 



The historic report prepC}reci by SCln BuenC}venturC} ReseC}rch · · 
AssociC}tes regC}rqing the cC}bC1nC1 found the" .. . level of 
signific:tnce C1ppeC}rs to be sufficient to support the SC1ntC} BC}rbC}rCl 
County IAndm'lrk eligibility." 

The SC1ntC} BC}rbC}rC} County Historic IAndmC}rks Advisory 
Commission will deciqe if it merits ciesignC}-tion C}s C} "County 
IAndmC}rk" C}t its meeting C}t 10 AM on ot C}bout August 9, 
2010. 

PleC}se help to sC}ve this chCltming piece of history by indic'lting 
your support below: 

Reside C}t: ;_f. :_;L/7 l l\ )~ lJ/·j b \2 •'· P )a t-v~ 
- !l c I ::> ··- 1/1 ; i • , 

\} C:t j c J\C \·q 
1 

( J:--r· - f ,_:, __::.:, 1 ~ .. 1 / cT 

I believe thClt the FrC}nces Rich (C}bC}nCl is C1 vqluC1ble visuC}I 'lnd 
historic community resource Clnd therefore merits pteservC}tion 
C}s C} County HistoticlqndmC}rk. 

Comments: 



The historic report ptepatecl by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates tegarcling the cabana founc\ the " ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County L4nclmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Lanclmarks Ac\visoty 
Commission will cleciqe if it merits clesignation as a "County 
lqnqmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by inclicating 
your support below: 

I (p ) ~ ~ (LC?a k · tint Name.: _~..;;;.._..'-'-_""""--______ -:---------
Resicle at (Aclcltess): -~ l]:) p If ( v -~ fd.-.._ .. 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual ancl 
historic community resource anc\ therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic L4nclmatk. 

D<Jie: l / """'> tl }, v Sign<Jtu~ {l_ ~L 

'U Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8Io9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 8o5-895-2.104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic repott: prepClred by SCln BuenClventurCl Resee}rch 
Associ(ltes regCltcling the QbClnCl found the J/ •• • level of 
signific:qnce ClppeCltsto be sufficient to suppottthe SClntCl. 
B4rb4r4 County l4ndmClrk eligibility." 

The SClntCl B4rb4r4 County Historic l4ndmarks Advisory 
Commission will deckle if it merits c\esignCltion 45 4 "County 
LqnclmClrk" at its meeting e1t 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to s()ve this charming piece of history by inqic:qting 
your suppott below: 

I (Ptint N<!me): tku ~ 
Resic\eqt(Ac\c\tess): i6:;J~ v...._(r (2J I M 

I believe th4t the FrClnces Rich CClbClna is Cl vqlu()ble visu4l Clnd 
historic community resource Clnd therefore merits presetv(ltion 
ClS Cl County Historic LandmClrk. 

D<1te: 7 f, Lr(}) Sign<~tute~y) ~ 
Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr- 4353 Marina Drive- Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8I09 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 8os-895-2.104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic report prep4red by S4m Buen4ventur4 Rese4rch 
Associ4tes reg4rding the cqb4n4 found the J/ •• • level of 
signiHc4nce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support the S4nt4 B4rb4r4 
County Lqndm4tk eligibility." 

The S<1nt<1 B4rb<1t<1 County Historic Lctndm<1tks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it metits design<ltion 4S 4 J'County 
Lctndm<1rk' <1t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s(lve this ch4tming piece of history by indic<lting 
your support below: 

I, j o-s~:l2q-.:....__ cL e.... /+yreside 4t 
5?8 a£ c:y~~~-t.·lA~ 

I believe th<1t the Fr<1nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 vqlu4ble visu(ll 4nd 
historic community tesource 4nd therefore merits preserv(ltion 
4S 4 County Historic LAndm<ltk. 

Comments: 



The historic report prepctrecl by Sctn Buenctventurct Resectrch 
Associcttes regctrcling the cctbctnct found the N ••• fevef of 
significqnce ctppectrs to be sufficient to support the Sctntct Bctrbctt'l 
County lqndm(lrk eligibility." 

The Sctntct Bctrbctrct County Historic Lqndm(ltks Advisory 
Commission will deckle if it merits clesigncttion cts 'l "County 
lqnclmctrk/' (lt its meeting ctt 10 AM on ot (}bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this ch(lrming piece of history by indicqting 
yout support below: 

I believe thctt the Ftctnces Rich C(lb£ln(l is ct vqluctble visuctl (lnd 
histotic community tesoutce ctncl therefote metits ptesetvcttion 
cts q County Historic Lqnclmcttk. 

Comments: 



The histotic teport ptep<:tted by S<:tn Buen<:tventut<:t Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes teg<:ttding the cqb<:tn'l found the // ... level of 
significqnce <:tppe<:tts to be sufficient to support the 5£lnt£l B<:ttb<:tt<:t 
County Lqndm<:ttk eligibility.~' 

The S<:tnt<:t B<:ttb<:tt<:t County Histotic Lqndm<:ttks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it metits design<:ttion <=IS £l "County 
Lqndm<:ttk" <:tt its meeting <:tt 10 AM on ot <:tbout August 9, 
2010 .. 

Ple<:tse help to s(lve this ch(ltming piece ofhistoty by indicqting 
you t support below: 

I (Print Nqme), jiAI><IL- t L · 
Reside (lt (Add tess) 3d.'f g t Y--(;>cc.l '&..J.Leb- Dr· :t\: H 

e1~~ c2-. g 2>1n 

D<:tte: l/l '\ \).0\\1 Sign<:ttute: ___ ~;z=,t...--~-H--/-====----=~=--. 

Comments: 



The histotic tepott ptepated by San Buenaventuta Reseatch 
Associates tegatding the cabana found the " ... level of 
significance appeats to be sufficient to support the Santa 
BCltbata County Landmatk eligibility.'' 

The SClnt£1 BatbClta County Histotic LandmCltks Advisory 
Commission will decicle if it metits design'ltion ClS a ''County 
lqndmatk" Clt its meeting at 10 AM on ot Clbout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this chCltming piece of history by indicating 
yout support below: 

I (P:int N.:tme): ,. £la6h·, '· lh C c. q-.& 
Res&de at (Add tess): S£0 tJ c't& ... ~·tztA.o Sa 

I believe that the Ftances Rich Caban£1 is a valuable visual Clnc.i 
histotic community tesoutce and therefore metits ptesetvation 
ClS Cl County Historic Lan<lmatk. 

D.:tte: () 7 - 1 .q. - {O Sign.:ttute: ~ ~ 
Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93uo 

Lee 713-8t6-8to9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic teport ptepqted by San Buenaventut~ Reseatch 
Associates tegatding the cabanq found the" ... level of 
significance appeqts to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Batbata County Landmqtk eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisoty 
Commission will decide if it metits designation as a "County 
Landmatk" at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece ofhistoty by indicating 
yout support below: 

I (Ptint Nqme)_: ?c,~, 0 ~ {__ L 

Reside at (Add tess): S" ~ o J lc-4. 'S r _.)(.A. o ~ A. 

I believe that the Ftances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
histotic community tesoutce ancl thetefote metits pteservation 
as a County Historic Landmatk. 

Dqte: ,_ f'l- '~ Signqtute~ ~....._,~ --

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-8t6-8to9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawvnn<wbouve.com 



The historic report preparec\ by San Buenaventura Research 
Associ<ltes regarc\ing the cabana founc\ the " ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County Lane\ mark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Llnc\marks Advisory 
Commission will cleckle if it merits clesignation as a "County 
Lane\ mark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by inclicating 
your support below: 

I (Print Name): ;f;t! lcuu;; 
Reside at (Ac\c\ress): 36J hd ~IJ'Vro /)A-

v 

I beheve that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource anc\ therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic Lanc\mark. 

Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee 713-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 8os-895-2104 juliawvnn@bouve.com 



The historic report prep4red by S4n Buen4ventur4 Rese(}rch 
Associ(}tes reg4rding the C4b4n4 found the J/ •• • level of 
significqnce 4ppe4rs to be sufficient to support the S4ntq B(lrb(}rq 
County l£lndm4rk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 B4tb4r4 County Historic l£lndm4rks Advisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits design4tion 4S 4 /'County 
Llndm4rk" 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece of history by indiC4ting 
your support below: 

1 (Ptint Nqme), Lau ~ tJe(./lrw<U) 
Res.ide qt (Addtess) 1~ ~ C~ . 

50-NJTov/~~- s 3 L of 
I believe th4t the Fr4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 vqlu4ble visu4l 4nd 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits preservqtion 
4S 4 County Historic 1Anclm4rk. 

Comments: 



The historic teport ptepcttecl by Sctn Buenctventutct Resecttch 
Associcttes tegcttding the Cctbctnct founcl the // ... level of 
significctnce ctppecttS to be sufficient to support the Sctntct Bcttbcttct 
County l4nclmcttk eligibility.'' · 

The Sctntct Bcttbcttct County H istotic lqndmcttks Aclvisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits designcttion cts ct /'County 
Lqndmctrk'' ctt its meeting ctt 10 AM on ot ctbout August 9, 
2010. 

Plectse help to sctve this chctrming piece of history by inqicqting 
your support below: 

I (Ptint N<Jme), Do VI- <L r l D. "' PL.J WVZ--M.__ 

Reside <JHAddress) ( :to C, ! <'___ 1 ~~ f't J- ~ 
.$ ~-~- B c>,v-- - Q V»v:...._ c._- ~-3 I 0 I 

I believe thctt the Ftctnces Rich Cctbctnct is ct vqluctbfe visuctf ctnd 
historic community resource ctnd therefore merits preservqtion 
cts ct County Historic undmctrk. 

Comments: 



The histotic teport ptepqted by Sqn Buenqventut(l Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes teg£ltding the QbClnCl found the /I •• • level of 
significqnce qppeClts to be sufficient to support the Sctntct Bcttb£ltq 
County L4ndmC1rk eligibility." 

The SC1ntct Bctrbctt£l County Historic L4ndmctrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design!ltion cts Cl -'I County 
1.4ndm!lrk" (lt its meeting Clt 10 AM on or (lbout August 9, 
2010. 

Plectse help to sctve this chctrming piece of history by indicqting 
your support below:-

~ 

I (Print Nctme), I\cD") \ Q_\:::~--
Reside qt (Addteq \\ k "5v1-AI C2.. '-...\o Yl/J e>J (l.:-

"S f0 ~<u1 
I believe th(lt the Ftctnces Rich C!lb!lnCl is £1 vqlu!lble visu(ll !lnd 
historic community tesoutce qnq thetefote merits preservqtion 
£15 £1 County Histotic Lqndm!ltk. 

Comments: 



The histotic teport ptep4ted by S4n Buen4ventut4 ReseC}tch 
AssociC}tes teg4tding the Qb4n4 found the " ... level of 
signiHC4nce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to supporl: the S4nt4 B4tb4t() 
County L4ndm4tk eligibility." 

The 54nt() B4tb4t4 County Historic LAndm()tks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it metits design4tion 4S 4 ''County 
Landm()tk" 4t its meeting ()t 10 AM on ot 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple()se help to s()ve this ch4tming piece ofhistoty by indic()ting 
yout support below: 

I (Ptint N()me), /1, {I ({Yn ~ 
Reside ()t (Add tess) '-1 il )- 11~ G Ji/( /Jfl 

I believe th()t the Ft4nces Rich C4b4n4 is() yqfu()ble visu()l ()nd 
histotic community tesoutce ()nd thetefote metits pteseryqtion 
()s 4 County Histotic l4ndm4tk. 

Comments: 



The historic report prep'lred by SClm Buen(lventur(l Rese(}rch 
Associ(ltes reg'lrding the c'lb'ln'l found the " ... level of 
significqnce 'lppe'ltS to be sufficient to support the S4nt'l BClrb'lt'l 
County l4ndm'lrk eligibility.~' 

The S<lnt£1 BCltb(lr£1 County Historic Lqnclm'lrks Aclvisoty 
Commission will c\ecic\e if it merits design'ltion 'lS '1 "County 
lqnc\m(lrk/' (}tits meeting 'lt 10 AM on or 'lbout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this ch'lrming piece of history by inc\icqting 
your support below: 

I, 1)..-k_ ""'-. tJ\q::_a-.~~ , teSk\e qt 
g() (A_ \lt 

I believe th'lt the Fr(lnce ich CClb'ln'l is '1 yqlu'lble visu(ll 'lncl 
historic community resource Clnd therefore merits presetvqtion 
'lS '1 County Historic L4nclm'ltk. 

/'n~. / 
· D<lte: ~- lr-"(o )0 Sign'lture:. __ ~--~----1'----J.--

Comments: 



The historic report prepqred by Sqm Buenqventurq Reseqrch 
Associqtes regqrding the c:qbqnq found the JJ ••• level of 
signific:qnce qppeqts to be sufficient to support the Sqntq Bqrbqr4 

County Lqndm4rk eligibility." 

The 5qnt4 B4rb4r4 County Historic Lqndm4rks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits des~gn4tion 4S 4 J/County 
lqndm4rk/' 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Pfe4se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece of history by indic4ting 
your support below: 

I, 'HmJ , "-- i/l i/ 1:-r<scJ- , reside <tt 
06;}- /d. ~f.-..- oy~ 

I believe th4t the r4nces Rich C4b4n4 is q V4lu4ble visu4l 4nd 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits presetv4tion 
4S 4 County Historic Lqndm4rk. 

Dqte: ?-17-to Sign<rture: ~/C-/ 
Comments: 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the" ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbata County Lqnclmatk eligibility.u 

The Santa Barbara County Historic L.anclmatks Advisory 
Commission will qeciqe if it merits clesignation as a "County 
lqnclmatku at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this chatming piece of history by indicating 
yout support below: 

I (Ptint Nqme): C '-'.i.~ V\J V llb"o. ~~---
Resicle £tt (Aclclress): \'\~0 S\)\\ ~N fw.-eJ 

I believe that the Frances Rich C£tb£tn'l is a vq(u£tble visu£tl and 
historic community tesource and thetefore merits presetyqtion 
as a County Histotic Lqnclmark~ 

Dqte: 1 I \ •( \0 Signqtute: QC. · Wafl<:D.= 
·Comments: 

Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee ']IJ-8I6-8Io9 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic teport ptep'lted by S'lm Buen'lventut(l Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes reg'ltding the cqb'ln'l found the " ... level of 

significC~nce 'lppe'lts to be sufficient to support the 5'lntC~ B'ltbC~tCI 
County Lqndm'ltk eligibility." 

The SC~nt'l BC~tb'ltCI County Historic LqndmC~tks Advisory 
Commission will decide i( it merits design'ltion CIS 'l "County 
LqndmC~tk" 'lt its meeting 'lt 10 AM on ot 'lbout August 9, 
2010. 

PI~C~se help to s(lve this ch'ltming piece of history by inc\icqting 
you t support below: 

J,~ ~ fi;/t:;z__ 'c::k t~;si<j,e <It 11 If 9,_ ! {/ r·J"' ~~V1qle_ ~<;;o~8~(__s[J-_ _2 ___ . 
I ' 

I believe thC~t the Ft'lnces Rich CC~b'ln'l is 'l yqlu'lble visuC~I C~ncl 
h istotic community tesou tee Cl ncl thetefote me tits ptesetv'ltion 

CIS Cl County Historic lqndm'ltk. 

Comments: 



The historic tepott ptep4ted by S4n Buen4ventut4 Rese4tch 
Associ4tes teg4tding the e4b4n4 found the // ... level of 
signifiQnce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support the S4nt4 B4tb4t4 

County Llndm4tk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 B4tb4r4 County Historic Llndm4tks Advisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits design4tion 4S 4 -''County 
L4nclm4tkl-' 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on ot 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4tming piece of history by indiC4ting 
yout support below: 

I (Print Nqme), Av._ j(/'-w') /G( ~+'-ti""" 
Resi~ddress) (('),S~ce_!l~ ~Cr-e-trr 

S Bo~ / C ~ ( 0 ~ 
J believe th4t the Ft4nces Ricn C4b4n4 is 4 V4lu4ble visu4l 4nd 
historic community tesoutce 4nd thetefote merits ptesetV4tion 
4S 4 County Historic L4ndm4tk. 

I -£ 
D4te: 7"{ 0 ·{0 

Comments: 



The historic report prep(}red by SCln Buen(}ventur(} Rese(}rch 
Associ(}tes reg(}rcling the cqb£ln'l found the /I ••• level oF 
signiflcqnce 'lppe'lts to be sufficient to support the 5£lnt£l BClrb(}r(} 
County Llndm£lrk eligibility." 

The 5£lnt£l 8(}tb£lt£l County Historic Llndm'lrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design'ltion ClS Cl #County 
lqndm'lrk/' (}tits meeting (}t 10 AM on or (}bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(}ve this ch(}rming piece oF history by indicqting 
you t support below: 

I (Ptint N£lme), K r; L '- A M l> E F C) R t;:: s T 

Reside (}t (Address) <..'" 7 l T ... o o !" ~ ~ l"' T .., > {.... 6. '""'G 
f:f;.. l.l.Tt-.- t!.~ttt.;Atl- />. C.A CJJ;.t~> .s~ 

I believe th(}t the Fr(}nces Rich CClb£ln'l is Cl yqlu4ble visu(:ll £lnd 
historic community resource Clnd therefore merits preseryqtion 
(}S Cl County Historic Llndm'lrk. 

D'lte: 7 - n - £ v Sign'ltute:_t\.--'--~;;._~_.1._. _K:_ .... _< ,_) ___ _ 

Comments: 



The historic report prepClrec\ by SCln Buen(lventur(l Rese4rch 
Associ(ltes reg4rding the cClbClnCl found the " ... level of 
significClnce 4ppe4rs to be sufficient to support the SClntCl BClrbClrCl 
County lAndmClrk eligibility." 

The SClntCl BClrbClrCl County Historic Lqnc\mClrks Advisory 
Commission wiif decide if it merits designCltion ClS 4 "County 
lAnclm4rk" 4t its meeting Clt 10 AM on or Clbout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this chClrming piece of history by indicClting 
your support below: 

I: /f;~ ;£;! . 
d-75 ~~ ~;ruQ 

Reside Clt: 
OA-cL &33 ~;)rzd/ ~~ C4 

I believe thClt the FrClnces Rich CClbClnCl is Cl VClluClble visuCll Clnd 
historic com_munity resource Clnd therefore merits preset"V(ltion 
ClS Cl County Historic lAndmClrk. 

Dqte: Jj'sjSDI 0 
Signqtme: ~ tfiq 
Comments: 



The histotic teport ptepqted by Sqm Buenqventutq Reseqtch 
Associqtes tegqtding the cqbqnq found the " ... level of 

signincqnce qppeqtS to be sufficient to suppott the Sqntq Bqtbqtq 
County L4ndmqtkeligibili.ty." 

The Sqntq Bqtbqtq County Historic L4ndmqtks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designqtion qS q "County 
L4ndmqtkn qt its meeting qt 10 AM on ot qbout August 9, 
2010. 

Pleqse help to SqVe this chqtming piece of history by inqicqting 
tt below: 

--~-~~~~~~~~~C-..JL._~~~=J 5 I D c?/ 
I believe thqt the Ftqnces Rich Cqbqnq is q vqluqble visuql qnd 
historic community tesoutce qnq thetefote metits ptesetvqtion 
4S q County H istotic Lqndmqtk. 

Comments: 



The historic report ptepated by )qtn Buen(lventur-a Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the " ... level of 
signific:qnce 4ppe!lts to be sufficient to support the S<1nta Batbarq 
County Lanc\matk eligibili-ty.,' 

The Santa Barbata County Historic Landmarks Aclvisoty 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a /I County 
Landmatkl/ £tt its meeting <1t 10 AM on ot about August 9, 

2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
you t support below: , 

I, ~.rl !AJ l.-uJ , reside 4l; Ml - c, , (/' t;o--z- ~~ ;.z<MJJ d~ I'Jq_/I);MA ;:yr od 
I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is t1 valuable visual t1nd 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation 
as ct County H istotic undmctrk. 

Con1ments: 



The historic report prepared by San Buenaventura Research 
Associates regarding the cabana found the " ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County Landmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as a "County 
Landmark" at its meeting at tO AM on or about August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support belo\v: 

1: ~~~~ iJ/)J.r&<._ 

Reside at: 09 & /1.~<..co iJ .2. cJIJ ;J..-.AJI)"~M/ @ 9J 1 ad. 
I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits presen~ation 
as a County Historic Landmark. 

Date: t·IJ·fo 

Signature: ~.Y--___ 
Comments: 



The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks 
Advisory Commission will. decide if it merits 
designation as a "Historic Landmark" at its meeting 
at 10 AM on August 9, 2010. 

Please help to save this piece of h istoty by 
indicating your support below: 

I, Robert Finkelstein, reside at 4-0 Butterfly Lane 
Montecito, CA 93108 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana has historical 
merit. It is an important visual and historic 
community resource and therefore it should be 
preserved as a County Historic Landmark. 

Monday, June 28, 2010 

Robert Finkelstein 



The historic report prepllted by Slln Buen(lventurq Rese(ltch 
Associ(ltes regarding the c:qb£lnll found the 'I •• • level of 
signific:qnce appellts to be sufficient to support the Sllnt£1 Barblltll 
County Lqndmark eligibility.'/ 

The Sant£1 Bllrbarq County Historic 1..4ndm£lrks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design£ltion llS £l II County 
Lqndm£lrk' £lt its meeting £lt 10 AM on ot about Aug~st 9, 
2010. 

P(eqse help to sqve this charming piece of history by indicqting 
your support below: 

_,-. 

I: 
i I .. I 

L [ l t·-0 I L- i ; i 
I 

R .d .l- ---- . -. I l I . . -· A '·, 

esr e al: li c is , _c v 1 ( { t-C1.. cc. '----~-~ .. 

--~-t~-V\_i~"-~ t\:-:(b,:~_,l-<". 1 C·1 '/SIIC: 

I believe that the Frances Rich C£1bana is £l valuable visu£11 llnd 
historic community resource £lnd therefore merits preservation 
£15 £l County Historic Lqndmatk. 

Dllte: . .-- ' 

Signature: 

From: carolyn wall [mailto:dancerwall@verizon.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 7:23 PM 
To: juliawynn@bouve.com 
Subject: RE: Save the Cabana 

Hi Julia, 

I have run by the Cabana for the past 30 years. I was always happy to see it because it 
meant my run was almost finished. 



The histotic teport ptep£lted by San Buen£lventut£l Reseatch 
Associates tegatding the cabana found the JJ •• • level of 
significance appe£lts to be sufficient to support the Sant£1 
Batbata County Landmatk eligibility.'' 

The 5£lnta Batbata County Histotic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it metits designation as £1 "County 
Landmatk" at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this ch£ltming piece of history by indicating 
you t support below: 

I (Ptint N£lmel:_ /~?/ :/1/C {{/c;/ 5?.-
Reside at (Add tess): ~ZJd ~ ,ae-z:- 1114;!(/.#cc; ]>£. ~ Z:v"/ 

I believe th£lt the Ftances Rich C£1bana is £1 valuable visual and 
histotic community tesoutce and thetefote merits preservation 
as a County Histotic Landmatk. 

Comments: 
~ ~{ AN fLU_p ~L h~ /~ ~ 
6111 CAt 4-~i . ~ -f ~ //LCU< P £a hcdLd I -

I 

Lee and Julia Carr ~ 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93no 

Lee ']13-816-8109 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia 8os-895-2104 juliawynn@bouve.com 



The historic report prep4red by S4m Buen4ventur4 Rese4rch 
Associ4tes reg4rcling the c4b4n4 found the " ... level of 
signific4nce 4ppe4ts to be sufficient to support the S4nt4 B4rb4r4 
County L4ndm4rk eligibility." 

The S4nt4 B4rb4r4 County Historic Lqndm4rks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits design4tion 4S 4 "County 
L4ndm4rk" 4t its meeting 4t 10 AM on or 4bout August 9, 
2010. 

Ple4se help to s4ve this ch4rming piece of history by indicqting 
your support below: 

I, ~ G·· •1 c::~--- LJ~ 1 -k , reside 4t 
~bb / LCtE,~\/tJ 4ue_ , (,r,~, .· :bc.:-L .. ~r C:4- flllD . 

I 

I believe th4t the Fr4nces Rich C4b4n4 is 4 vqlu4ble visu4l4nd 
historic community resource 4nd therefore merits presetv4tion 
4S 4 County Historic L4ndm4rk. 

' _., ~ 

····· ··~------=-L_t.../_L_/~-/-~--
,' .. J 



The historic tepott preparec:l by. San Buenaventuta Research 
Associates regarcling the cabana found theN ... level of 
significance appears to be sufficient to support the Santa 
Barbara County Lqnclmark eligibility." 

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Aclvisoty 
Commission will c:\ecic:le if it merits qesignation as a "County 
Lanclmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on ot about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

I (Print Name): ___ \_ .... ___ (_t-_L-_,_/.\-_. _ ......... _-= __ t:.-._<L-____ .,----

Reside at (Aqqress) :. _ __:/~/_J,;:__/____;L;_,:. d_.:,.-_.J.-_4_(._~· T_C/_.~---~-~---

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource an<! therefore merits ptesetvation 
as a County Historic Lqnc:lmatk. 

Signature: __ ;?Zit_· -......::-~:;....._ ____ _ Date: 7. iY- co 

t/L&L'l£~.J c/.5 f/C-~.P )'C; ~C-<f'Le..,.v[ .=.:H"- rF-ur.J.- :r~ 

,11 ,;!_£h\~h c~~c.--~<--t.1 tvt-fC>' ~..i.:veS L'c:A -

/ /c r f-,-r-t&-(__ -
Lee and Julia Carr - 4353 Marina Drive - Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lee ']IJ-8I6-8I09 lee-carr@sbcglobal.net Julia Sos-895-2104 juliawvnn@bouve.com 



Please help to save this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

1: RISE DELMAR OCHSNER 

Reside at:1247 DEER TRAIL LANE, SOLVANG, CA 93463 

I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic Landmark. 

Date: JULY 11,2010 

Name/Signature: RISE DELMAR OCHSNER 

Comments:--Tite-cabana is unique and worth saving. 
Thanky . 



The historic report prepared by 5'1n Buenaventuta Research 
Associ(1tes regarding the caban'1 Found the " ... level o( 

signiflc(1nce appeats to be sufficient to support the Santa Barb'1ra 
County Landmark eligibility.~' 

The Santa Barbara County Histotic Landmarks Advisory 
Commission will decide if it merits designation as (}'~County 
Landmark" at its meeting at 10 AM on or about August 9, 
2010. 

Please help to s(1ve this charming piece of history by indicating 
your support below: 

I (Ptint N<Jme), M\C~:I~B- -~ 
Reside qt (Addtess) ~&~~ VJV' ,... 

~ C&9~t06 
I believe that the Frances Rich Cabana is a valuable visual and 
historic community resource and therefore merits preservation 
as a County Historic Landmark. 

Comments: 



Rancho Santa Barbara Page .1 of 1 

The historic repott: ptep<!red by S<Jn Buen<~ventur<l Rese<lrch Associ<ttes reg<~rding the e<tb<tn<l found the " ... level of 
signiHQnce <!ppe<ttS to be sufficient to suppott: the S<!nt<l B<trb<lr<l County Llndm<trk eligibility ... 

The S<tnt<l B<!tb<lr<l County Historic Llndm<1rks Advisory Commission will decide if it merits design<ttion <IS 4 "County 
Llndm<1rk .. <1t its meeting <1t 10 AM on or <tbout ~~9.-~~?~--~-~9-

Ple<lSe help to 54ve this ch<~rming piece of history by indie<tting your suppott: below: 

1. Lee= \'V'-//VM .reside<~t Lf3lf£-D R-'-A·-i /JH Cl r;{ 
P /tt:-n _pC...:sC-,e. r-~ 5 ?.. -z /I . I believeth<tt the Ft<lnces Rich C<!b<tn<l is <l vq(u<~ble vist:<ll 

<1nd historic community resource <lncl therefore merits pteservqtion <IS 4 County Historic Llnclm<~rk. 

o,te, b/~4u_5ig,tme ~~~ ,, 
Commertts: 

http://us.mg201.mail.yahoo.com/dc/launch?action=welcome&YY=l969945364&.rand=7d... 6/29/2010 



Rancho Santa Barbara 
Page 1 of 1 

The historic report: prep<!recl by S<ln_ Buen<lventutq Rese<~rch Associ<ltes reg<~rcling the cqb<!n<! founcl the u ••• level of 
signiHcqnce <!ppe<!rs to be sufficienHo support: the S<!nt<l B<!tb<lr<l County Lmclm<lrk eligibility.d 

The Sqntq B<!rb(lr<l County Historic Lmclm<1rks Aclvisory Commission will clecicle if it merits clesign<!tion <IS <l NCounty 
Ltnclm<!rk .. qt its meeting <1t 10 AM on or <!bout ~~9.-~~?~--~.0.-~· 

Ple(lse help to s(lve this ch<~rming piece of history by inqicqting your support below: 

I, Joe. FIe j s ch N\ '))'(\, resicle <lt 'I 3'-/00 A LA B,ql¥i4 S,! 
fl\lM :(JE.S,s:,R~ Cf\ 9 2...1. 1/ . I believe th<1tthe Fr<1nces Rich C<ib<ln<l is <l Vcllu<~ble visu<ll 

Cine! hist9ric community resource <lncl therefore merits presetVC~tion <lS <l County Historic Ltnclm<!rk. 

Comments: 

http://us.mg20I.mail.yahoo.com/dcllaunch?action=welcome&YY=l969945364&.rand=7d... 6/29/2010 



4353 Marina Drive 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 

805-569-5649 

Santa Barbara is a VERY special place. 

The mountains, the ocean, and the beaches make it what it is. 

Even some man-made features help to make it special; the 
quaint private cottages adjacent to the Miramar, Montecito's old 
adobes, the harbor and Steams wharf, the beauty and nostalgia 
of the Coral Casino. Fortunately, the list is long in our 
community. 

Another notable man-made resource is the little cabana perched 
above the beach in Hope Ranch. It is known to all who pass by 
and adds a special charm and character to the setting alluding to 
a bygone era. It is one of a kind, there are no others like it in our 
area and no others will be permitted. 

The cabana was built over fifty years ago in 1956 by mother and 
daughter Irene and Frances Rich. Irene was a famous silent 
movie actress and Frances a renowned sculptor. Both lived in 
Hope Ranch for many years. 

Today, its owners, Julia and Lee Carr wish to preserve the 
cabana. 
They are asking for help from others who believe in saving 
historic buildings, have fond memories associated with it or 
simply enjoy viewing the cabana as they walk, jog, surf, swim, 
sail or paddle-board by. 



UNFORTUNATELY, THE COUNTY MAY 
FORCE TIDS UNIQUE IDSTORIC CABANA TO 
BE DEMOLISHED IF NO ACTION IS TAKEN 
TO PRESERVE IT DUE TO A PREVIOUS 
OWNER'S FAILURE TO OBTAIN PERMITS! 
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