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APPEAL NO.: A-4-STB-05-037 

APPLICANT: Jack Maxwell 

APPELLANT: Valerie Olson 

PROJECT LOCATION: 4865 Vieja Drive, Goleta Community Plan area, Santa 
Barbara County. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Lot line adjustment between two parcels, consisting of a 
parcel (Parcel 1} currently developed with horse related structures and a parcel (Parcel 
2} with an existing single-family residence and horse related structures. Paicel 1 (APN 
065-240-019} will be increased in size from 1.16 acres to 2.38 acres and Parcel2 (APN 
065-240-020} will be decreased in size from 2.33 acres to 1.11 acres. Reconfigured 
Parcel 1 would then be subdivided into four single-family lots and one common area to 
remain as open space (.96 acre}. No development is proposed on Parcel 2 under this 
application. The project also includes the construction of two, one-story single-family 
residences, with a maximum average mean height of 16 feet, and two, two-story single
family residences, with a maximum average mean height of 21 feet, landscaping, 
removal of an existing septic system, access road, entry gate, drainage swales, and 
3,563 cu. yds. of grading (651cu. yds. cut, 2,912 cu. yds. fill) 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission found that this appeal raised substantial issue at its April 2005 
hearing. Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with nine (9) special 
conditions, regarding: (1) Compliance with the Santa Barbara County Conditions of 
Approval; (2) Open space easement; (3) Public access easement; (4) Wetland 
restoration plan; (5) Tentative tract map; (6) Herbicide use; (7) Future development 
restriction; (8) Lot line adjustment; (9) Covenants; conditions, and restrictions. 

The project is located between the first public road and the sea on Vieja Drive in the 
Goleta Community, within the unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The project 
involves two lots, both zoned Design Residential (DR-2) in the certified LCP, which 
allows two dwelling units per acre. Parcel 1 (APN 065-:240-019) is currently developed 
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with corrals and sheds. Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) is currently developed wjtt---~f 
single-family residence of approximately 2,600 sq. ft., several horse corrals, sheds, and 
a horse stable. Adjacent ·r~ind use to the west, north, and east is single-family 
residential. South of the property is an approximately 300-acre undeveloped . area 
known as More Mesa, the majority of which is designated as Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat (ESH) under the LCP. Several public trails are located on More Mesa in the 
vicinity of the project. 

The subject properties are primarily vegetated with non-native vegetation. A row of 
eucalyptus trees is located along the eastern property boundaries of the parcels. There 
is also a row of eucalyptus and coast live oak trees clustered along the southern edge 
of an existing drainage swale that spans the southern property boundary of· Parcel 2. 
Approximately 0.26 acres of wetlands are located in or adjacent to the drainage swale. 
These wetlands include willow/Coast Live Oak riparian woodland and non-native 
perennial grasslands. 

The applicant proposes a lot line adjustment between the two parcels described above. 
Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) would be increased in size from 1.16 acres to 2.38 acres 
and Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) would be decreased in size from 2.33 acres to 1.11 
acres. Reconfigured Parcel 1 would then be subdivided into four single-family lots and 
one common area to remain as open space (0.96 acre). The project also includes the 
construction of two, one-story single-family residences, with a maximum average mean 
height of 16 feet, and two, two-story single-family residences, with a maximum average 
mean height of 21 feet, landscaping, access road, entry gate, and 3,563 cu. yds. of 
grading. The project also includes removal of the horse corral. and related structures, 
restoration of the wetlands onsite, establishment of a 100-foot wetland buffer area, an 
open space easement including the wetland and buffer area, a 15-foot wide trail access 
easement on the western property boundaries, removal of an existing septic system, 
and construction of two bioswales. The majority of this development will occur on 
reconfigured Parcel 1. The only new development proposed on reconfigured Parcel 2 
under this application includes the wetland restoration and associated open space 
easement, removal of horse corral structures, and the lot line adjustment. 

The proposed residential development will be located outside of the 1 00-foot wetland 
buffer and the drip lines of any oak trees, and will not require the removal of any large 
eucalyptus trees. Additionally, no clearance of native vegetation shall be allowed in the 
wetland and buffer areas. Further, the development meets the standards and densities 
of the DR-2 Zone as outlined in the LCP and is compatible in character with the 
residential developments surrounding the project site to the west, north, and east. Due 
to landscaping and topography of the project site, the project will not significantly impact 
views of the ocean from any public viewing areas, nor will it result in any significant 
impacts to views to and from More Mesa and the mountains behind the development. 

The standard of review for the project is the Santa Barbara County LCP and the 
Chapter Three Policies of the Coastal Act, as incorporated in their entirety into the LCP. 
As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with all applicable policies of the LCP 
and the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. 



A-4-STB-05-037 (Maxwell) 
Page3 

Table of Contents 

I. STANDARD OF REVIEW •........•......•••.........•......•..........•........•......•....•.......... 4 

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION .•....•...••...•.•••...•...••.........•........••......•...•......•..• 4 

III. STANDARD CONDITIONS •...•.•••..•...•••..•...•..•...•..••.•......•.......••..•..•...••...•.•••.• 5 

IV. SPECIAL CONDITIONS •.•....•..••.•..•.•.•••..•••.•...•..•..••......•••..••...••..•..•...•....••.••.. S 

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS ..•................•........•.•.......•..•...••...•....••••. tO 

A. BACKGROUND .................................................................................................................... 10 
B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION ....................................................................................................... 11 
c. PERMITHISTORY ............................................................................................................... 13 
D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT .......................................................................... 14 
E. wATER QUALITY ............................................................................................................... 25 
F. GEOLOGY AND HAZARDS ................................................................................................... 28 
G. VISUAL RESOURCES ........................................................................................................... 30 
H. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION .................................................................................... 38 
I. CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT ............................................................................................ 41 
J. CEQA ................................................................................................................................ 45 

EXHIBITS 
Exhibit 1.Final Local Action Notice (County Approval With Conditions) 

Exhibit 2. Vicinity Map 

Exhibit 3.Lot Line Adjustment 

Exhibit 4.Vesting Tentative Tract Map 

Exhibit 5.Development Plan 

Exhibit 6.Eievation and Floor Plans 

Exhibit 7.More Mesa Property Line Setbacks in the Vicinity 

Exhibit 8.Aerial Photos of Site 

Exhibit 9.Biological Resources and Wetland Restoration Plan 

Exhibit 10. Site Photos 

Exhibit 11. Olson Appeal wNisual Simulations Submitted by Appellant 

Exhibit 12. Comment Letter from Appellant (Olson) 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: County of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program; 
Santa Barbara County Tentative Tract Map 14,595 (Board of Supervisor Approval dated 
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I. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

After certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP), Section 30603 of the Coastal Act 
provides for appeals to the Coastal Commission of a local government's actions on 
certain types of coastal development permits (including any new development which 
occurs between the first public road and the sea, such as the proposed project sites). In 
this case, the proposed development was appealed to the Commission, which found 
during a public hearing on April13, 2005, that a substantial issue was raised. 

As a "de novo" application, the standard of review for the proposed development is, in 
part, the policies and provisions of the County of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program. 
In addition, pursuant to Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act, all proposed development 
located between the first public road and the sea, including those areas where a 
certified LCP has been prepared, (such as the project sites), must also be reviewed for 
consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act with respect to public access 
and public recreation. In addition, all Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act have been 
incorporated in their entirety in the certified LCP as guiding policies pursuant to Policy 1-
1 of the LUP. . 

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal 

Development Permit No. A-4-STB-05-037 pursuant to 
the staff recommendation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the 
permit as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion 
passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMITS: 

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development 
as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval 
of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) 
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) 
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there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

Ill. STANDARD CONDITIONS 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. These permits are not valid and 
development shall not commence until copies of the permits, signed by the permittee or 
authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permits and acceptance of the terms 
and conditions, are returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permits will expire two years 
from the date on which the Commission voted on the de novo appeal of the permits. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable 
period of time. Application(s) for extension of the permit(s) must be made prior to the 
expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any term or condition 
will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

4. Assignment. The permits may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the 
permits. 

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject properties to the terms and conditions. 

IV. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Compliance with the Santa Barbara County Conditions of Approval 

All conditions of approval for Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors February 15, 
2005 decision on Lot Line Adjustment (02LLA-00000-00002), Tentative Vesting Tract 
Map (02TRM-00000-00002), Development Plan (02DVP-00000-00002), and Coastal 
Development Permit (04CDP-00000-00087) for the proposed project as shown in 
Exhibit 1 are hereby incorporated as special conditions of the subject permit unless 
specifically modified by any special conditions set forth herein. Prior to issuance of this 
Coastal Development Permit, the Commission must receive notice from Santa Barbara 
County that it has determined that all applicable conditions of approval imposed in its 
February 15, 2005 decision {unless specifically modified by any special condition of this 
permit) have been complied with. None of the conditions of approval imposed by Santa 
Barbara County shall be modified or eliminated unless authorized by the California 

1 



A-4-STB-05-037 (Maxwell) 
Page6 

Coastal Commission in a Coastal Development Permit or an amendment to this Coastal 
Development Permit. 

2. Open Space Easement 

The open space easement required by Santa Barbara County Condition 8 of approval 
for the Tentative Vesting Tract Map (02TRM-00000-00002), Development Plan (02DVP-
00000-00002), and Coastal Development Permit (04CDP-00000-00087) shall include 
the wetland and 100-foot wetland buffer areas on Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) and 
Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) .as reconfigured by the proposed lot line adjustment (02LLA-
00000-00002), excluding that portion of the buffer on Parcel 2 occupied by the existing 
residence, as generally shown on Exhibit 9. The open space easement shall be dedicated 
to Santa Barbara County and/or may also be dedicated to a non-profit entity acceptable to 
the Executive Director. 

No development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, shall occur within the 
areas of the proposed open space easement, except_ for the following activities, if 
approved through the subject Coastal Development Permit, an amendment to the 
Coastal Development Permit, or through a separate Coastal Development Pennit: 
removal of horse corral and associated structures; habitat restoration; installation, 
repair, or upgrading of utilities; construction of water quality management structures; 
erosion control management; public access trails and associated appurtenances; 
reconstruction, repair, or maintenance of proposed bioswales; existing easements for 
roads, trails, and utilities; or maintenance and repair activities pursuant to an approved 
management and maintenance program. ' 

Prior to recordation of the open space easement, the applicant shall submit to· the 
Executive Director, for review and approval, a proposed grant of easement or offer to 
dedicate the open space easement to Santa Barbara County and/or a non-profit entity 
acceptable to the Executive Director in conformance with the requirements specifietl in 
Condition 8 of Santa Barbara County's approval, that includes a legal description and 
graphic depiction of the easement area and the restrictions on development set forth 
above. 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director, for review and approval, documentation demonstrating that the open 
space easement has been executed and recorded in conformance with the requirements 
outlined above and specified in Santa Barbara County's conditions ofapproval. 

Prior to occupancy of the residences, the applicant shall install split rail fencing, no greater 
than 4 feet in height, or other P&D-approved permanent marker, to delineate the open 
space easement area. Appropriate ~ignage (acceptable to the holder of easement and the 
Executive Director, such as "Protected Open Space Easement") shall be installed by the 
applicant to help prevent development not in compliance with the approved wetlands 
restoration I revegetation plan and prevent harm to the native wetland habitat. 
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The 15-foot wide public trail easement required by Santa Barbara County Condition 27 
of approval of Tentative Vesting Tract Map (02TRM-00000-00002), Development Plan 
(02DVP-00000-00002), and Coastal Development Permit (04CDP-00000-00087) shall 
be dedicated to the County in perpetuity. No development, as defined in Section 30106 of 
the Coastal Act, including signage, fencing, or new landscaping other than ground cover 
which will prohibit or otherwise restrict public pedestrian or bicycle access along the 
identified public access corridor shall be permitted, except where an approved Coastal 
Development Permit is issued for necessary temporary disruptions such as: construction, 
reconstruction, or maintenance of the trail; maintenance of underground utilities, drainage 
devices, erosion control and repair; and maintenance and repair activities. Prior to 
issuance of the certificates of occupancies for any of the residences, the applicant shall 
install permanent split rail or equivalent fencing along the perimeter of the wetlands area 
east of the trail easement so that access from the subject properties is denied to the 
wetlands. In order to not impede the movement of wildlife through the area, the minimum 
distance from ground level to any fence's first rung shall be 18 inches. 

Prior to recordation of the grant of a public trail easement, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director, for review and approval, a proposed easement that conforms with the 
requirements specified in Condition 27 of the County of Santa Barbara's approval and 
includes the restrictions set forth above and a legal description and graphic depiction of 
the easement area. 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director, for review and approval, documentation demonstrating that the public 
trail easement reviewed and approved by the Executive Director as specified above has 
been executed and recorded in conformance with the requirements outlined above and 
specified in Santa Barbara County's conditions of approval. 

4. Wetland Restoration Plan 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, two (2) sets of final restoration plans and 
specifications in substantial conformance with the conceptual Wetland Restoration Plan, 
4865 Vieja Drive, Santa Barbara, CA by Watershed Environmental, dated January 27, 
2004, and also including the modifications required in this special condition. Said plans 
shall be prepared by a qualified biologist, ecologist, or resource specialist who is 
experienced in the field of restoration ecology, and who has a background knowledge of 
the various habitats associated with the project site. The final plans shall conform with 
the following measures: 

A. The existing corral fencing, horse stable/ shed structure, and horse(s) shall be 
removed from the wetlands and buffer area. 

B. The 100-foot wetlands buffer area shall be fenced during construction with chain
link fence prior to beginning construction or grading. Following construction and 
grading, the chainlink fence shall be removed and a permanent exclusionary split 
rail or equivalent permanent fencing shall be erected around the 1 00-foot 
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wetlands buffer at the conclusion of construction. In order to not impede the 
movement of wildlife through the area, the minimum distance from ground level 
to any fence's first rung shall be 18 inches. 

C. Non-native species, with the exception of the eucalyptus trees, shall be removed 
from the wetlands. 

D. Removal of native species in the wetlands area shall be prohibited. 

E. Restoration plantings shall be with native wetlands species. Only native plant 
species that have been obtained from local genetic stock and are consistent with 
the surrounding native plant community shall be used. 

F. The applicant's consultant shall develop performance criteria consistent with 
achieving the identified goals and objectives; measures to be implemented if 
success criteria are not met; and a long-term adaptive management plan of the 
restored areas for a period of not less than five (5) years. 

The applicant shall submit,· for the review and approval of the Executive Director, on an 
annual basis, for a period of five (5) years, a written monitoring report, prepared by a 
monitoring resource specialist indicating the progress and relative success or failure of 
the restoration on the site in accordance with the performance criteria. This report shall 
also include further recommendations and requirements for additional restoration 
activities in order for the project to meet the criteria and performance standards. This 
report shall also include photographs taken from predesignated sites (annotated to a 
copy of the site plans) indicating the progress of recovery at each of the sites. At the 
end of the five-year period, a final detailed report on the restoration shall be submitted 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director. If this report indicates that the 
restoration project has, in part, or in whole, been unsuccessful, based on the 
performance standards specified in the restoration plan, the applicants shall be required 
to submit a revised or supplemental program. The revised or supplemental program 
shall be processed as an amendment to this permit. 

The applicant shall commence implementation. of the wetland· restoration plan no later 
than 60 days after the issuance of the certificate of occupancies for any of the 
residences. The Executive Director for good cause may extend this time limit -·if . 
necessary. The permitee shall undertake development in accordance with the final 
approved plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to 
the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall occur without a 
Coastal Commission-approved amendment to the coastal development permit, unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

5. Tentative Tract Map 

Recordation of the Tentative and Final Tract Maps for the subdivision authorized herein 
shall occur following issuance of the coastal development permit. Prior to recordation of 
the Tentative and Final Tract Maps for the subdivision authorized herein, the applicant 
shall submit to the Executive Director, for review and approval, a copy of such maps. The 
Tentative and Final Tract Maps shall show the location and size of the public trail and open 
space easements required by Conditions 8 and 27 of Santa Barbara County's approval of 
Tentative Vesting Tract Map (02TM-00000-00002}, Development Plan (02DVP-OOOOO-

... 
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00002) and Coastal Development Permit (04CDP-00000-00087) and shall state on the 
maps that these-easements may not be modified or eliminated without authorization from 
the California Coastal Commission. The Tentative and Final Tract Maps shall include an 
informational sheet to be recorded with the maps that shall include all of the mitigation 
measures, conditions, agreements, and specific plans required by the Commission and 
Santa Barbara County for approval of the project. 

Prior to implementation of Development Plan 02DVP-00000-00002, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director, for review and approval, evidence that the Final Tract 
Map was executed and recorded in conformance with the requirements outlined above 
and specified in Santa Barbara County's conditions of approval. 

6. Herbicide Use 

Herbicide use shall be restricted to the use of Aquamaster™ for the elimination of non
native and invasive vegetation for purposes of habitat restoration only. The applicants 
shall remove non-native or invasive vegetation by hand and the stumps may be painted 
with Aquamaster™ herbicide. No use of any herbicide shall occur during the rainy 
season (November 1 - April 15) unless otherwise allowed by the Executive Director for 
good cause. In no instance shall herbicide application occur if wind speeds on site are 
greater than 5 mph or 48 hours prior to predicted rain. In the event that rain does occur, 
herbicide application shall not resume again until 72 hours after the rain event. 

7. Future Development Restriction 

This permit is only for the development described in Coastal Development Permit A-4-
STB-05-037. Pursuant to title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 13250(b )(6), 
the exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources Code Section 30610(a) and/or 
Section 35-169.2 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance shall not apply to the development 
governed by Costal Development Permit A-4-STB-05-037. Accordingly, any future 
structures, future improvements, or change of use to the permitted structures authorized 
by these permits, including but not limited to, any grading, clearing or other disturbance 
of vegetation and fencing, other than as provided for in this Coastal Development 
Permit shall require an amendment ·to Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-05-037 
from the Commission or shall require additional Coastal Development Permits from the 
Commission or from the applicable certified local government. 

8. Lot Line Adjustment 

The recordation of Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 shall occur following 
issuance of the coastal development permit. A notice of the Lot Line Adjustment shall 
be recorded with the deed of each property to be adjusted. Said notice shall include a 
legal description for each adjusted parcel, the Special Conditions of the Coastal 
Development Permit, and Santa Barbara County Conditions of Approval for the project. 

Prior to recordation of the Lot Line Adjustment, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director, for review and approval, a copy of the map to finalize Lot Line 
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Adjustment 02 and the above mentioned notice to be recorded with 
the deed of each property to be adjusted. 

Prior to implementation of Development Plan 02DVP-00000-00002, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director, for review and approval, evidence that the notice of the 
lot line adjustment was recorded in conformance with the requirements outlined above. 

· 9. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 

The recordation of covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) required by Santa 
Barbara County Condition 34 of approval of Coastal Development Permit 04CDP-
00000-00087 shall include by reference responsibilities for all owners to maintain the 
property in compliance with all Special Conditions of the Coastal Development Permit, 
as well as all Santa Barbara County Conditions of Approval for the project. The CC&Rs 
shall state that the Special Conditions of the Coastal Development Permit and Santa 
Barbara County Conditions of Approval shall not be· eliminated or changed without 
authorization from the Commission. 

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. BACKGROUND 

The proposed project is located on Vieja Drive, approximately 0.5 miles north of the 
coast and 1.15 miles south of Highway 101 in the Goleta Community, within 
unincorporated Santa Barbara County (Exhibit 1 ). The Post Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction map certified for the County of Santa 
Barbara shows the project site as located between the first public road and the sea. As 
such, the subject sites are located within the appeal jurisdiction of the Commission. · 

The project involves two lots, both zoned Design Residential (DR-2) in the certified LCP 
for Santa Barbara County. Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) is currently developed with 
corrals and sheds. Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) is currently developed with a single
family residence of approximately 2,600 sq. ft., several horse corrals, sheds, and a 
horse stable (Exhibit 8). Adjacent land use to the west and north is single-family 
residential. The area to the east is currently being developed with eight new single
family homes known as the Las Brisas project. South of the properties is an 
approximately 300-acre undeveloped area known as More Mesa. More Mesa is zoned 
Planned Residential Development (PRD-70; 70 units). In addition, approximately 246 of 
the 300 acres on More Mesa are designated as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
(ESH) under the LCP. 

The subject properties are situated on a coastal terrace at elevations ranging between 
60 and 80 feet above mean sea level. From the north portion of Parcel 1 , the parcels 
slope gently downward to the south toward a drainage swale and wetlands area along 
the southern property boundary of Parcel 2 in its existing configuration. The drainage 



.. 
A-4-STB-05-037 (Maxwell) 

Page 11 

swale is approximately 480 feet long and flows in an east-to-west direction. A concrete 
storm drain discharges water collected from the Diamond Crest Residential 
development, northeast of the subject parcels, into the drainage swale. At the southern 
perimeter of Parcel 2, the land slopes upward from the drainage swale as you move 
south. This topography blocks most of the view from the parcels south toward More 
Mesa. · 

Vegetation on the properties includes a variety of non-native landscape vegetation, 
including a lawn around the perimeter of the existing residence on Parcel 2 (Exhibits 9 
and 10). A row of eucalyptus trees is located along the eastern property boundaries of 
the parcels. There is also a row of eucalyptus and coast live oak trees clustered along 
the southern edge of the existing drainage swale along the southern property boundary 
of Parcel 2. A degraded freshwater marsh/arroyo willow riparian wetland habitat is 
located in and adjacent to the drainage swale area. This wetland is partially on Parcel 2 
and partially on the neighboring undeveloped parcel to the south. The applicant has 
prepared a wetland delineation (Watershed Environmental, April 2002) that used the 
Commission's criteria for wetland delineation and mapped 0.26-acres of wetlands on 
the subject property. 

According to the staff report for the project prepared on June 25, 2004 by the Santa 
Barbara County Planning Department, a Phase I archeological report on the subject 
property was prepared in June 1998. The property was surveyed for cultural resources 
and no surface indications of cultural material deposits were identified. According to the 
County staff report, the property does not lie within a demarcated archeologically or 
historically significant area as designated by County of Santa Barbara cultural resource 
zone documents. The nearest known previously recorded archeological site is 
approximately 1 ,000 feet away from the project area. 

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

On February 15, 2005, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors undertook final 
discretionary action to approve the Hacienda Vieja Residences Project. The County's 
action approved a lot line adjustment between two parcels, a parcel (Parcel 1) 
developed with horse related structures and a parcel (Parcel 2) with an existing single
family residence and horse related structures. Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) will be 
increased in size from 1.16 acres to 2.38 acres and Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) will be 
decreased in size from 2.33 acres to 1.11 acres. (Exhibit 4) 

The County's action also approved a tentative tract map (Tentative TM 14,595) for the 
division of reconfigured Parcel 1 (2.38 acres) into four single-family lots and one 
common area to remain as open space (0.96 acre) (Exhibits 5-6). No development is 
proposed outside of wetland restoration, removal of horse corral structures, and the lot 
line adjustment on reconfigured Parcel 2 under this application. The existing Land Use 
Plan I Zoning designation for the subject parcels is Design Residential (DR-2), which 
allows a maximum density of two units per acre. The maximum allowable units for 
proposed Parcel 1 (2.38 acres) is four units. The proposed tract map is, therefore, 
consistent with the LCP designation. 
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The project also includes the construction of two, one-story single-family residences, 
with a maximum average mean height of 16 feet, and two, two-story single-family 
residences, with a maximum average mean height of 21 feet, landscaping, access road, 
removal of an existing driveway, entry gate, drainage swales, and 3,563 cu. yds. of 
grading (651 cu. yds. cut, 2,912 cu. yds. fill; 2,266 cu. yds. imported). All four 
residences will be finished with smooth stucco exteriors and red tile roofs. Each new 
residence will include a fenced side and rear yard. Fencing will measure a maximum of 
six feet high and will be constructed of wood screen or ornamental iron. Black vinyl 
chain link or wood screen fencing will be placed along the perimeter of the proposed 
residential lots. Detailed project parameters are described in the table below (Exhibits 
3-7). 

Proposed Lot Use Proposed SFR Levels Avg. 
Size Size (sq. ft.) Mean 

Height 
Parcel1 2.38 acres Subdivision See below See below See below 

Lot 1 18,894 sq. ft. SFR 3200 sq. ft. + 400 One-story 15ft. 
(.43 ac) sq. ft. garage 

Lot2 13,781 sq. ft. SFR 3386 sq. ft. + 480 Two-story 20.85 ft. 
_(.32 ac) sq. ft. garage 

Lot3 14,059 sq. ft. SFR 3200 sq. ft. + 400 One-story 16ft. 
{.32 ac) sq. ft. garage 

Lot4 15,703 sq. ft. SFR 3190 sq. ft. + 470 Two-story 21ft. 
_(.36 ac) sq. ft. garage • 

LotS 41,625 sq. ft. Common N/A N/A N/A 
(.96 ac) Space/Open 

Space I Wetland 
Restoration 

Parcel2 1.11 acres Existing SFR I Approx. 2600 sq. ft. One-story Unknown 
Wetland ' Restoration I Open 
Space 

A 28-foot wide entry-gated private road off Vieja Drive will provide access to the project 
site, with an access easement for this drive across all four new residential lots. Each 
new residence will provide two additional off-street parking spaces. Guest parking is 
proposed along the south side of the private access road. The Goleta Water District will 
provide water service for the project and the Goleta Sanitary District has installed new 
sewer line connections to provide sanitary service. The project also includes removal of 
an existing septic system associated with the existing residence on Parcel 2. 

An existing residence of approximately 2,600 sq. ft. on Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) will 
remain. While no development is currently proposed in conjunction with this residence, 
Santa Barbara County, in its approval of Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002, 
required the applicant to execute a legal covenant stating that in the future Parcel 2 
shall not be divided and the existing residence shall remain single story and shall not 
exceed 4,000 sq. ft. (excluding garage) in size. The applicant has proposed, though, as 
part of this application, the removal of existing storage sheds, corrals and a small horse 

l 
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stable on the parcel. These corral and structures are located in a degraded wetland 
and wetland buffer area that is proposed to be restored, enhanced, and re-vegetated 
with native plant species as part of the project. As a condition of approval of the project, 
the Board of Supervisor's required that the applicant's Wetland Restoration Plan 
(Watershed Environmental, February 2004) be implemented. This plan includes 
restoration of a . 71-acre area containing the severely disturbed wetland habitat and a 
100-foot buffer around the wetland on the subject properties. New wetlands (.06 acre) 
will be created as a part of the proposed project. The wetland will be located on the lot 
proposed to be owned in common by the homeowners and on Parcel2 and, along with 
a 1 00-foot buffer area, will be permanently dedicated open space. All proposed new 
structures will maintain a buffer setback of 100 feet from the outer edge of the wetland. 

Additionally, as a condition of approval of the Hacienda Vieja project, a 15-foot wide 
public access easement will be permanently dedicated to the County along the western 
boundary of the project area. 

C. PERMIT HISTORY 

The applicant, Jack Maxwell, requested the County's approval of four items: a Lot Line 
Adjustment, a Tentative Tract Map (TRM), a Development Plan (DP}, and a Coastal 
Development Permit (COP). Each of these discretionary actions taken by the County 
are appealable to the Commission under the County's LCP. 

The LCP requires that Development Plans under the jurisdiction of the Planning 
Commission be considered at a noticed public . hearing and that the Planning 
Commission approve, conditionally approve, approve with modifications of development 
standards, or deny the plan. On October 6, 2004, the County of Santa Barbara Planning 
Commission approved the Hacienda Vieja project, a proposal for four new single-family 
dwellings on 2.39 acres. The proposal as approved consisted of the Lot Line 
Adjustment, Tentative Vesting Tract Map, Development Plan, and Coastal Development 
Permit (02LLA-00000-00002; 02TRM-00000-00002; 02DVP-00000-00002; and 04CDP-
00000-00087) as well as Planning Commission approval of a proposed final Negative 
Declaration (04NGD-00000-00011 ). 

The County of Santa Barbara Planning Commission's decision was appealed to the 
County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors by Valerie Olson on behalf of the More 
Mesa Preservation Coalition. On February 15, 2005, the County of Santa Barbara 
Board of Supervisors approved Lot Line Adjustment, Tentative Vesting Tract Map, 
Development Plan, and Coastal Development Permit (02LLA-00000-00002; 02TRM-
00000-00002; 02DVP-OOOOO-OOOO~; and 04CDP-00000-00087) as well as Planning 
Commission approval of a proposed final Negative Declaration (04NGD-00000-00011} 
for the Hacienda Vieja project. The County's conditions of approval are attached as 
Exhibit 1. 

Commission staff received a Notice of Final Action for the Board of Supervisors' 
approval of the Lot Line Adjustment, Tentative Vesting Tract Map, Development Plan, 
and Coastal Development Permit (02LLA-00000-00002; 02TRM-00000-00002; 02DVP-
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00000-00002; and 04CDP-00000-00087) on March 7, 2005. A 10 working day appeal 
period was set and extended .. to March 21, 2005. An appeal was received from Valerie 
Olson on behalf of the More Mesa Preservation Coalition on March 9, 2005. The 
appeal is attached as Exhibit 11. The appeal contended that the project is not 
compatible with the scale and character of the existing community, and therefore the 
project is inconsistent with LCP Policy 4-4. In addition, the appeal contended that the 
two-story structures as proposed would significantly obstruct public views from the 
heavily used More Mesa coastal recreation and resource area, and therefore the project 
is inconsistent with Coastal Act Policy 30251, as incorporated by reference to the 
certified LCP. The appellant also stated their concern with the future potential buildout 
of the periphery of More Mesa and the cumulative effects of allowing two-story 
residences in this area. Finally, the appellant requested that the Commission direct the 
applicant to redesign the project as all one-story units. 

On April 13, 2005, the Commission found that the appellant's contentions raised 
substantial issue with regard to the consistency of the approved projects with the 
standards of the certified Local Coastal Program. Following these findings, the 
appellant submitted a letter dated October 26, 2005 to Commission Staff, which further 
discusses the concerns of the More Mesa Preservation Coalition for the subject project 
(Exhibit 12). The letter addresses the potential impacts of the project on public views 
and environmentally sensitive habitats, including white tailed kite nests and wetlands, as 
well as the potential cumulative impacts of recent developments on More Mesa. In the 
letter, Valerie Olson, on behalf of More Mesa Preservation Coalition, requests that the 
Coastal Commission take the following actions: 

• Deny lot line adjustments and the development permit for Hacienda VifJja 
• Limit development consistent with existing neighborhoods and current zoning, 

that is, only one house per lot. 
• Direct any new structure, or remodel be limited to one story and a maximum of 

3,600 square feet (including garage). 
• Insist that landscaping be designed and installed per design and that color 

schemes must blend with the environment (i.e .. , dark earth tones). 
• Direct that the wetland be given over as a conservation easement: bonded, 

restored, and monitored. This will insure its continuing health in perpetuity. 

These concerns are addressed in the following sections. 

D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30121 of the Coastal Act s~ates: 

Wetland' means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or 
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, 
open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. 

Section 13577(b) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regul'ations defines wetlands as 
follows: 

t 
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Wetlands are lands where the water table is at, near or above the land surface long 
enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of 
hydrophytes, and shall also include those types of wetlands where vegetation is 
lacking and soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent or drastic 
fluctuations of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or high 
concentrations of salt or other substances in the substrate. Such wetlands can be 
recognized by the presence of surface water or saturated substrate at some time 
during each year and their location within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep 
water habitats. 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and 
lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this 
division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

(I) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat 
launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities; 
and in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game pursuant 
to subdivision (b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such 
boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and 
maintained as a biologically productive wetland. The size of the wetland area used 
for boating facilities, including berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation 
channels, and any necessary support service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of 
the degraded wetland. 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and 
lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for 
public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables 
and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant 
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation. Dredge spoils 
suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to 
appropriate beaches or into suitable long shore current systems. 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in 
existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity of 
the wetland or estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the 
Department of Fish and Game, including, but not limited to, the 19 coastal wetlands 
identified in its report entitled, "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal ·Wetlands of 
California", shall be limited to very minor incidental public facilities, restorative 
measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay, and 

------------...... 
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development in already deveJron,ed parts of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in 
accordance with this division • . 

:t~~,·~::: ~ 

(d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on water courses can 
impede the movement of sediment and nutrients which would otherwise be carried by 
storm runoff into coastal waters. To facilitate the continued delivery of these 
sediments to the littoral zone, whenever feasible, the material removed from these 
facilities may be placed at appropriate points on the shoreline in accordance with 
other applicable provisions of this division, where feasible mitigation measures have 
been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Aspects that shall be 
considered before issuing a coastal development permit for such purposes are the 
method of placement, time of year of placement, and sensitivity of the placement 
area. 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act and Article II, Section 
35-58 of the certified LCP state: 

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or their 
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in 
an ecosystem and which could be. easily disturbed or degraded by human activities 
and developments. 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be 
allowed within such areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which 
would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance 
of such habitat areas. 

LCP Policy 2-11 states: 

All development, including agriculture1 adjacent to areas designated on the land use 
plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, shall be regulated 
to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory measures Include, but are 
not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noise restrictions, 
maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

LCP Policy 9-1 states in part: 

Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on parcels shown on the 
land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Area overlay designation or within 
250 feet of such designations or projects affecting an environmentally sensitive 
habitat area shall be found to be in conformity with the applicable habitat protection 
policies of the land use plan 

LCP Policy 9-9 states: 

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

The upland limit of wetland shall be defined as: 1) the boundary between land with 
predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with predominantly mesophytic or 
xerophytic cover; or 2) the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and 
soil that is predominantly non hydric; or 3) In the case of wetlands without vegetation 

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

... 
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or soils, the boundary between land that is flooded or saturated at some time during 
years of normal precipitation and land that is not. 

Where feasible, the outer boundary of the wetland buffer zone should be established 
at prominent and essentially permanent topographic or manmade features (such as 
bluffs, roads, etc.). In no case, however, shall such a boundary be closer than 100 feet 
from the upland extent of the wetland area, nor provide for a Jesser degree of 
environmental protection than that otherwise required by the plan. The boundary 
definition shall not be construed to prohibit public trails within 100 feet of a wetland. 

LCP Policy 9-10 states: 

Light recreation such as bird-watching or nature study and scientific and educational 
uses shall be permitted with appropriate controls to prevent adverse impacts. 

LCP Policy 9-13 states: 

No unauthorized vehicle traffic shall be permitted in wetlands and pedestrian traffic 
shall be regulated and incidental to the permitted uses. 

LCP Policy 9-14 states: 

New development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands shall be compatible 
with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a reduction in the 
biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to runoff (carrying 
additional sediment or contaminants), noise, thermal pollution, or other disturbances. 

LCP Policies 9-26 and 9-28 concerning White Tailed Kite Habitat on More Mesa state: 

There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e., structures, 
roads, within the area used for roosting and nesting ..• 

Any development around the nesting and roosting area shall be set back sufficiently 
far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area. 

LCP Policy 9-35 and 9-36 state in part: 

Oak trees, because they are particularly sensitive to environmental conditions, shall 
be protected ..• 

When sites are graded or developed, areas with significant amounts of native 
vegetation shall be preserved. All development shall be sited, designed, and 
constructed to minimize impacts of grading, paving, construction of roads or 
structures, runoff, and erosion on native vegetation. In particular, grading and paving 
shall not adversely affect root zone aeration and stability of native trees. 

Article II, Sec. 35-97.7, Conditions on Coastal Development Permits in ESH, states: 

A coastal development permit may be issued subject to compliance with conditions 
set forth in the permit which are necessary to ensure protection of the habitat area(s). 
Such conditions may, among other matters, limit the size, kind, or character of the 
proposed work, require replacement of vegetation, establish required monitoring 
procedures and maintenance activity, stage the work over time, or require the 
alteration of the design of the development to ensure protection of the habitat. The 
conditions may also include deed restrictions and conservation and resource 
easements. Any regulation, except the permitted or conditionally permitted uses, of 
the base zone district may be altered In furtherance of the purpose of this overlay 
district by express condition in the permit. 
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LCP Policy BIO-GV-2 of the Goleta Community Plan states: 

Environmentally Sensitivirtiiabitat (ESH) areas and Riparian · Co"idors within the 
Goleta Planning Area shall be protected and, where feasible and appropriate, 
enhanced. 

LCP Policy BIO-GV-2.4 of the Goleta Community Plan states in part: 

Landscaping which includes exotic invasive species shall be prohibited in or near 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas, Riparian corridors and appropriate 
buffers .... 

LCP Policy BIO-GV-7 of the Goleta Community Plan states in part: 

Riparian vegetation shall be protected ... Degraded riparian areas shall be restored. 

LCP Policy BIO-GV-8 of the Goleta Community Plan states in part: 

ESH areas within urban, inner rural and existing developed rural neighborhoods: a 
setback of 50 feet from either side of top-of-bank of creeks or existing edge of riparian 
vegetation, whichever is further, minimizing all ground disturbance and vegetation 
removal, shall be indicated on all grading plans 

The subject properties are contiguous with More Mesa, which is located immediately 
south of the project site. More Mesa comprises approximately 300 acres and contains a 
variety of habitat, which individually qualify as environmentally sensitive habitats (ESH) 
and together function as an interrelated ecosystem. Approximately 246 of the 300 
acres of More Mesa are designated as ESH in the certified Santa Barbara County Local 
Coastal Program. In addition to the designated ESH areas~ the majority of the 
grasslands on the mesa serve as both active foraging grounds and buffer areas for 
several sensitive species of raptors (Kite, Northern Harrier, red-tailed and red
shouldered hawks, and Burrowing and Short Eared Owls), along with a wide variety of 
other wildlife. Due to the proximity of the subject properties to More Mesa, sensitive 
bird species and other common wildlife are expected to use the site occasionally for 
foraging purposes. ' 

The subject properties are situated on a coastal terrace at elevations ranging between 
60 and 80 feet above mean sea level. From the north portion of Parcel 1, the parcels 
slope gently downward to the south toward a drainage swale (considered waters of the 
United States) and wetlands area along the southern property boundary of Parcel 2. 
The drainage swale is approximately 480 feet long and flows in an east-to-west 
direction. A concrete storm drain discharges water collected from the Diamond Crest 
Residential Development, northeast of the subject parcels, into the drainage swale. At 
the southern perimeter of Parcel 2, the land slopes upward from the drainage swale as 
you move south. 

The applicant has submitted several biological studies of the project site prepared by 
Watershed Environmental including: Biological Resource Report, 487654 Vieja Drive, 
Santa Barbara, CA, October 2001; Wetland SuNey and Delineation Report, 4865 Vieja 
Drive, Santa Barbara, CA, April 2002; and Wetland Restoration Plan, 4865 Vieja Drive, 
Santa Barbara, CA, February 2004. These reports describe the vegetation on the 
properties as including a variety of non-native landscape vegetation, including a lawn 
a.round the perimeter of the existing residence. A row of eucalyptus trees is located 
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along the eastern property boundaries of the parcels. There is also a row of eucalyptus 
and coast Jive oak trees clustered along the southern edge of the existing drainage 
swale along the southern property boundary of Parcel 2. A total of nine oaks exist on 
the property; six of which are located on the southern edge of the drainage swale and 
three of which are located near the southwest corner of the lawn surrounding the 
residence. According to the Mitigated Negative Declaration (04NGD-00000-00011) for 
the project approved by the County, one of the eucalyptus trees in the southwest corner 
of the property recently supported a raptor nest. The occupants of the existing house 
on the parcel have observed chicks in the nest and an adult Red-tailed Hawk was 
observed roosting near the nest by County Planning and Development (P&D) staff 
during a site visit in 2003. 

The subject parcels contain approximately 0.23 acres of vegetated palustrine (wet or 
marshy) wetlands and approximately 0.03 acres of unvegetated palustrine wetlands (in 
the drainage swale) that meet the California Coastal Commission and Santa Barbara 
County definitions for wetlands. These wetlands include willlow/Coast Live Oak riparian 
woodland and non-native perennial grasslands that are partially located on Parcel 2 in 
its existing configuration and partially located on the neighboring undeveloped parcel to 
the south. The California Coastal Commission and Santa Barbara County criteria for 
determination of wetlands status are similar in that only one diagnostic wetland 
parameter (vegetation, hydrology, or soils) must be present for an area to be considered 
a wetland. In the areas of the subject property that are dominated by invasive exotic 
species, the presence of wetland soils and/or wetland hydrology was used by 
Watershed Environmental (Wetlands Delineation Report, April 2002) to determine 
wetlands boundaries. According to the wetland delineation report prepared for the 
property, there are several areas within the delineated wetlands where standing water 
can often be observed. The wetlands on the property are predominantly vegetated by 
invasive exotic species. There is currently a horse corral and a small stable/shed 
structure in the wetland and buffer area with at least one horse on site. 

The applicant proposes a lot line adjustment between two parcels, consisting of a parcel 
(Parcel 1) currently developed with horse related structures and a parcel (Parcel 2) with 
an existing single-family residence and horse related structures. Parcel 1 (APN 065-
240-019) will be increased in size from 1.16 acres to 2.38 acres and Parcel 2 (APN 065-
240-020) will be decreased in size from 2.33 acres to 1.11 acres. Reconfigured Parcel1 
will then be subdivided into four single-family lots and one common area lot to remain 
as open space (.96 acre). No development, besides the wetland restoration, removal of 
the corral structures, and the lot line adjustment is proposed on Parcel 2 under this 

· application. The project also includes the construction of two, one-story single-family 
residences, with a maximum average mean height of 16 feet, and two, two-story single
family residences, with a maximum average mean height of 21 feet, landscaping, 
access road, entry gate, and 3,563 cu. yds. of grading (651 cu. yds. cut, 2,912 cu. yds. 
fill). Each new residence will include a fenced side and rear yard. Fencing will measure 
a maximum of six feet high and would be constructed of wood screen or ornamental 
iron. Black vinyl chain link or wood screen fencing will be placed along the project 
perimeter. The project also includes removal of an existing septic system. 
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The proposed residences, access driveway, yards, and removal of the existing driveway 
will be located in an area currently vegetated with non-native grasses, over 1 00 feet 
away from the drainage and wetlands onsite and outside of the drip lines of any oak 
trees present in the project vicinity. Additionally, the California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection has indicated to staff that the project is not within very high fire 
severity zones designated by the State that require 1 00 feet of clearance around any 
proposed structures (Telephone conversation with John Craney, California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection, October 2005). According to Santa Barbara County 
Fire Department staff, no other County ordinances will require clearance of vegetation in 
the wetland or buffer zones due to construction of the residences, although the 
development will have to adhere to codes concerning building materials, landscaping, 
and access, among others (Telephone conversation with Martin Johnson, Santa 
Barbara County Fire Department, October 2005). The existing residence on Parcel 2 is 
partially located within the 1 00-foot buffer zone for the wetland and drainage. As stated 
previously, no development is proposed on the existing residence under this application. 

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisor's Condition 12 of approval of Tentative 
Vesting Tract Map (02TRM-00000-00002), Development Plan (02DVP-00000-00002), 
and Coastal Development Permit 04CDP-00000-00087, as incorporated in the subject 
de novo review through Special Condition One (1) of the permit application, and 
Special Condition Four (4) require the applicant to implement a wetland restoration 
plan in substantial conformance with the conceptual Wetland Restoration Plan, 4865 
Vieja Drive, Santa Barbara, CA. by Watershed Environmental, dated January 27, 2004. 
This plan includes restoration of a . 71-acre area containing the severely disturbed 
wetland habitat and buffer on the subject properties. The restoration will include 
removal of existing corral fencing, horse stable/shed structure, and horses from the 
wetlands and buffer areas. It will also include removal of vegetation using a 
combination of: hand removal; cutting and mowing; and application of chemical 
herbicides (AquaMaster) at recommended concentrations. Desirable native species 
(e.g. arroyo willow and oak tree) and the large eucalyptus trees on the site will be 
marked by a County-approved biologist and avoided during the weed removal process. 
All other non-native trees and shrubs (excluding large eucalyptus trees) will be removed 
from the restoration area. The restoration area will then be planted with native_species 
found in nearby freshwater wetlands and coastal riparian habitats. A temporary 
irrigation system will be installed until plants are established. Additionally, two 
bioswales will be constructed that will control and treat runoff from the proposed 
residential development into the drainage wetland. Special Condition Four (4) further 
requires monitoring of the wetland for a five-year period of time or until established 
performance goals approved by the Executive Director are met. Restoration of the 
wetland and buffer area and construction of the bioswales will not involve any fill of 
wetland habitat. 

There is a potential for direct impacts to the existing wetlands during construction and 
operation if encroachment into and/or disturbance to the wetlands or its 1 00-foot buffer 
occurs. Santa Barbara County Condition 12 and 13 of approval of the Tentative 
Vesting Tract Map (02TRM-00000-00002), Development Plan (02DVP-00000-00002), 
and Coastal Development Permit 04CDP-00000-00087, therefore, prohibit any 
development or vegetative clearance within the wetland and 1 00-foot buffer area, with 
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the exception of activities associated with the restoration as outlined above. Santa 
Barbara County Condition 12 and Special Condition Four (4) of the subject 
application require installation of temporary fencing around. the wetland and 100 foot 
buffer area during construction. Further, these conditions require permanent 
exclusionary split rail or equivalent fencing around the wetland and buffer to keep 
people from entering the wetland area, while not impeding the movement of wildlife 
through the area. 

Special Condition Two (2) and Santa Barbara County Condition 8 of approval of the 
tracts map, development plan, and COP further require the applicant to record an open 
space easement that shall include the wetland and 1 00-foot buffer areas. Special 
Condition Two (2) outlines that this easement shall include those portions of the wetland 
and 1 00-foot buffer on the proposed configurations of Parcel 1 and 2, but will not 
include that portion of the 1 00-foot buffer currently occupied by the existing residence 
on Parcel 2. No development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act shall 
occur within the areas of the proposed open space easement, except for the following 
activities, if approved through the subject Coastal Development Permit or through a 
separate Coastal Development Permit: removal of horse corral and associated 
structures; habitat restoration; installation, repair, or upgrading of utilities; construction 
of water quality management structures; erosion control management; public access 
trails and associated appurtenances; reconstruction, repair, or maintenance of proposed 
bioswales; existing easements for roads, trails, and utilities; or maintenance and repair 
activities pursuant to an approved management and maintenance program. In order to 
ensure that the open space easement is dedicated to a responsible party, Special 
Condition Two (2) requires the Executive Director's review and approval of the grant of 
easement or offer to dedicate. 

The Commission notes that the applicant may use herbicides to conduct weeding 
operations in the restoration area proposed by the project. Staff notes that there is a 
certain amount of overspray that will result from the application of the herbicide that 
cannot be avoided even with the proper application. There is a potential for the 
herbicide to be introduced to the aquatic environment and there is a potential for other 
non-targeted vegetation to receive overspray. During the County's scoping process, the 
public expressed concern with the use of Aquamaster in the wetlands area and the use 
of herbicides and fertilizers by the future homeowners of the proposed single-family 
residences. The County in it's July 22, 2004 Memorandum to the Planning Commission 
addressed this issue with the following analysis: 

Pure glyphosate herbicides such as the Aquamaster that would be approved for 
minimal use by hand in the latter phases of the wetland restoration maintenance plan 
works by interrupting plant biochemistry but is non-toxic to other living organisms. It 
lacks the surfactant ingredient in household herbicides such as Roundup which 
penetrates leaf structures and creates toxicity for living organisms. 

Available household herbicides such as Roundup are not persistent in their toxic 
effects, however: they break down within 1-2 weeks of application. Further, the ability 
of available household herbicides and pesticides to migrate offsite is limited: when 
applied, they bond to soil particles and remain there for the 1-2 weeks it takes for 
them to become inert. · 
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The nitrogen and urea In lawn fertilizers are very efficiently removed by grassy 
bioswales such as those that are proposed for the wetland buffer area. In sum, little 
or no residual pesticides or herbicides from the household uses generated by the 
four proposed new homes are likely to migrate to the wetland onsite. However, in 
order to mitigate for concerns over the introduction of new substances into the 
general area, the applicant has agreed to the requirement of a Notice To Property 
Owner (NTPO} to run with the deed of each residence that will contain an 
informational document about wetland biology, the wetland and buffer area on the 
project site and responsible use, storage and disposal of household chemicals. 

In order to maximize viability and to ensure that native seed and plant specimens 
installed on the project site be obtained as locally as possible, the project would be 
conditioned so as to specify that plantings be sourced from coastal slopes from 
Carpinteria Bluffs to Ellwood Mesa. 

Given that the wetland is environmentally sensitive habitat and that other methods of 
removal may be implemented, the Commission requires Special Condition Six (6) and 
Santa Barbara County Condition 16 for approval of the tract map, development plan, 
and COP, as incorporated in Special Condition One (1 ), to minimize adverse effect to 
habitats form the implementation of weeding in the restoration area. Herbicide use shall 
be restricted to the use of Aquamaster. Native vegetation shall be clearly delineated at 
the project site with fencing or survey flags and protected. Special Condition Six (6) 
further stipulates that herbicide use shall not occur during times of high winds or rain. 

The Commission finds that the use of non-native and/or invasive plant species for 
residential landscaping results in both direct and indirect adverse effects to native plants 
species indigenous to the More Mesa area. Adverse effects from such landscaping 
result from the direct occupation or displacement of native plant communities by new 
development and associated non-native landscaping. Indirect adverse effects include 
offsite migration and colonization of native plant habitat by non-native/invasive plant 
species (which tend to outcompete native species) adjacent to new development. 
Therefore, in order to minimize adverse effects to the indigenous plant communities of 
More Mesa, Santa Barbara County Condition 15 for approval of the tract map, 
development plan, and COP, requires the applicant to submit and . execute a 
landscaping plan approved by the County that requires that, with the exception of the 
proposed lawns, new plants installed on the project site shall primarily include native 
plant materials and seed stock from locally obtained sources, ie. from coastal slopes 
between the Carpinteria Bluffs and Ellwood Mesa. Santa Barbara County Condition 
34 for approval of the proposed development plan (020VP-00000-00002) also requires 
the applicant provide the county with performance securities in order to ensure 
installation of landscaping and irrigation in accordance with the approved landscape 
plan. 

Regular wildlife use of the project site is expected to be limited .to common, generalist 
species. The mature trees on and surrounding the property may continue to provide 
roosting or possible nesting habitat for a number of birds. The County of Santa Barbara 
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual prohibits disturbance of raptor nest 
sites and recommends that a minimum distance of 14 mile be maintained between 
construction and an active raptor nest site. While no known trees supporting raptor 
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nests are proposed for removal, the four proposed new single-family dwelling sites are 
less than ~mile from potential raptor nesting habitat, and construction activity during the 
breeding season could potentially affect nesting activity. The proposed development, 
although located within ~ mile of known raptor nest, will be separated from the nest by 
other existing residential development on adjacent properties. While a hawks have nested 
on trees on the property in previous years, no nests have been observed in the last two 
years. Increased human activity and noise associated with site preparation and 
construction may also potentially affect habitat use and foraging patterns of birds in the 
vicinity of the project site and such disruption would be a potentially significant impact. In 
order to protect nesting raptors from disruptions caused by site preparation and 
construction, Santa Barbara County Condition 14 of approval of the tract map, 
development plan, and CDP requires that the applicant pay for a County approved 
biologist to inspect the project site and any areas within 500 feet of proposed construction 
activity for raptor nesting activity once a week during construction. The condition also 
requires the biologist to conducts pre-construction raptor nesting surveys not more than 
one week prior to the beginning of construction activity. If raptors are determined to be 
nesting on the project site or in any areas within 500 feet of the proposed construction 
activity, the condition provides that construction shall be stopped and that no construction, 
grading, or heavy equipment operation shall take place within 500 feet of the raptor nest, 
except for certain construction activities that may be allowed on a case-by-case basis as 
reviewed and approved by the County. Other than those activities that are allowed by the 
County, the condition specifies that no construction activities shall take place within a 500-
foot radius of any raptor nests until it can be verified that all fledglings have left the nest(s). 

Santa Barbara County Staff "consulted five different biologists (one from UCSB and two 
from California Department of Fish and Game in addition to staff biologists) in order to 
evaluate whether the proposed project would have significant impacts to kite and raptor 
habitat. According to these biologists, kites and other raptors "make regular forays into 
established residential areas near their open-space habitats and are accustomed to 
ongoing human activity" (Santa Barbara County Staff Memorandum to Planning 
Commission, July, 22, 2004). The addition of four residences to the Vieja neighborhood 
would, therefore, not significantly increase human activity with relation to these raptors 
once the project is built. 

There would be a potentially long term significant impact on wildlife habitat, though, if any 
of the mature native trees on the property and the mature existing eucalyptus in the 
wetlands and buffer, were to be removed. Santa Barbara County Condition 13 of 
approval of the tracts map, development plan, and CDP therefore provides that no trees 
shall be removed within the 1 00-foot wetlands buffer, except for dead trees and non-native 
species (excluding large eucalyptus) as specifically approved by the County and verified 
by a County approved biologist to not be currently supporting nesting raptors. 

In addition, the Commission finds that excessive night lighting of areas adjacent to open 
space and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat may alter or disrupt feeding, nesting, and 
roosting activities of native wildlife species. Santa Barbara County Condition 3 of 
approval of the tract map, development plan, and CDP, therefore, provides that any new 
exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be of low intensity, low height, and 
low glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light downward onto the subject parcel and 
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prevent spill-over onto adjacent parcels. The condition requires the applicant to submit a 
lighting plan for the review of County staff that must be approved prior to the issuance of a 
coastal development permit. County staff is also required to inspect the development 
upon completion of construction to ensure that.the proposed development conforms with 
the approved lighting plan. 

Furthermore, fencing of the site would adversely impact the movement of wildlife through 
the wetland and environmentally sensitive habitat buffer on the project site. Therefore, as 
outlined in Santa Barbara County Condition 12 of approval· of the tract map, 
development plan, and COP requires that the wetland and buffer area be fenced with 
wildlife permeable split rail or equivalent fencing. The condition specifies that the minimum 
distance from ground level to any fence's first rung will be 18 inches. This effectively limits 
all other fencing to the immediate area of the four residences, the access driveway, and 
their yards. 

The Commission further finds that construction activities associated with the project has 
the potential to impact silvery legless lizards that can inhabit the sandy loam soils found 
on the property and bats, which could make their homes in the abandoned outbuildings 
on the project site. Santa Barbara County Condition 9 of approval of the tract map, 
development plan, and COP requires that a qualified biologist rake the sandy loam soils 
found in the northwestern comer of the subject parcel during times when the lizards are 
most likely to be active near the surface (December-March). Any silvery legless lizards 
found will be relocated to similarly-textures soils along the margin of the subject parcel. 
The condition also requires that the biologist should be present when the northwestern 
portion of the subject parcel is graded during site preparation. Santa Barbara County 
Condition 10 of approval for the tract map, development plan, and COP also requires 
that a qualified biologist thoroughly inspect the abandoned outbuildings on the project 
site for bats prior to demolition. Any bats found will be displaced by hand and the 
building demolished as soon as possible. 

Further, the Commission finds that the amount and location of any new development 
that may be proposed in the future on the subject sites is significantly limited by the 
unique nature of the site and the environmental constraints discussed above. 
Therefore, to ensure that any future structures, additions, and changes in landscaping 
or intensity of use at the project site, that may otherwise be exempt from Coastal Permit 
requirements are reviewed for consistency with the resource protection policies of the 
Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program and Coastal Act as incorporated into the 
LCP, Special Condition Seven (7), the future development restriction, has been 
required. Further, Santa Barbara County Condition 3 of approval of the lot line 
adjustment (02LLA-00000-00002) requires that the applicant execute a legal covenant 
stating that there shall be no future division of Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) and that the 
existing residence shall remain one story and shall not exceed a maximum square 
footage of 4,000 sq. ft. excluding the garage. 

Finally, Special Condition Five (5) and Santa Barbara County Condition 36 of 
approval of the tentative tract map requires the applicant to include the Special 
Conditions of this permit, as well as the Santa Barbara County Conditions of Approval 
on the Tract Map to be recorded for the project. Santa Barbara County Condition 45 
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of approval of the tract map, development plan, and coastal development permit also 
requires the applicant to record a Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) document to ensure 
that prospective property owners have information about the biology of the wetland and 
buffer areas on the project site and responsible management of household chemicals. 
Santa Barbara County Condition 34 of approval of the coastal development permit 
(04CDP-00000-00087) and Special Condition Nine {9) also require the applicant to 
record CC&Rs which require shared responsibility of site improvement by all owners. 
The owners shall share maintenance responsibilities for the drainage facilities, 
landscaping, revegetation, fencing and access. The CC&R;s shall also include, by 
reference, responsibilities for all owners to maintain the properties in compliance with all 
conditions of approval for the project. Further Santa Barbara County Condition 7 of 
approval of the lot line adjustment and Special Condition Eight (8) require the 
applicant to record with the deed of each property the statement of findings and 
conditions approving the lot line adjustment from Santa Barbara County and the 
California Coastal Commission. 

The Commission, therefore, finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development will 
meet the environmentally sensitive habitat policies of the County's LCP and Sections 
30121, 30233, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

E. WATER QUALITY 

LCP Policy 1-1: incorporating Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground 
water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamat~on, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect 
riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

LCP 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 preparations 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. 

LCP Policy 3-16 states: 

Sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be 
installed on the project site in conjunction with the initial grading operations and 
maintained throughout the development process to remove sediment from runoff 
waters. All sediment shall be retained on site unless removed to an appropriate 
dumping location . 

......... ________ __ 
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LCP Policy 3-17 states: 

Temporary vegetation, mulching, or other suitable stabilization method shall 
be used to protect soils subject to erosion that have been disturbed during grading or 
development. All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized immediately with planting of 
native grasses and shrubs, appropriate nonnative plants, or with accepted 
landscaping practices. 

LCP Policy 3-18 states: 

Provisions shall be made to conduct surface water to storm drains or suitable 
watercourses to prevent erosion. Drainage devices shall be designed to 
accommodate increased runoff resulting from modified soil and surface conditions as 
a result of development. Water runoff shall be retained on-site whenever possible to 
facilitate groundwater recharge. 

LCP Policy 3-19 states: 

Degradation of the water quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams, or wetlands 
shall not result from development of the site. Pollutants, such as chemicals, fuels, 
lubricants, raw sewage, and other harmful waste, shall not be discharged into or 
alongside coastal streams or wetlands either during or after construction. 

The Commission recognizes that new development adjacent to coastal streams and 
drainages has the potential to adversely impact coastal water quality through the 
removal of native vegetation, increase of impervious surfaces, increase of runoff, 
erosion, and sedimentation, and introduction of pollutants such as petroleum, cleaning 
products, pesticides, and other pollutant sources, as well as effluent from septic 
systems. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act provides that the quality of coastal waters 
and streams shall be maintained and restored whenever feasible through means such 
as: controlling runoff, preventing interference with surface water flows and alternation of 
natural streams, and by maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas. Policies 3-14, 3-
16, 3-17, 3-18, and 3-19 of the LCP further require minimization of erosion and runoff 
for development projects. 

The applicant proposes construction of four new single family residences, access road, 
yards, and hardscape, which will be located over 1 00 feet away from drainages and 
wetlands on site. While this development is proposed over 1 00 feet away from 
drainages and wetlands onsite, this development will involve construction related 
activities near the wetland buffer area. Additionally, the development will result in an 
increase in impervious surface, which in turn decreases the infiltrative function and 
capacity of existing permeable land on site. The reduction in permeable space leads to 
an increase in the volume and velocity of stormwater runoff that can be expected to 
leave the site. Further, pollutants commonly found in runoff associated with residential 
use include petroleum hydrocarbons including oil and grease from vehicles; heavy 
metals; synthetic organic chemicals including paints and household cleaners; soap and 
dirt from washing vehicles; dirt and vegetation from yard maintenance; litter; fertilizers, 
herbicides, and pesticides; and bacteria and pathogens from animal waste. The 
discharge of these pollutants to coastal waters can cause cumulative impacts such as: 
eutrophication and anoxic conditions resulting in fish kills and diseases and the 
alternation of aquatic habitat, including adverse changes to species composition and 
size; excess nutrients causing algae blooms and sedimentation increasing turbidity 

-------------... 
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which both reduce the penetration of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation which 
provide food and cover for aquatic species; disruptions to the reproductive cycle of 
aquatic species; and acute and sublethal toxicity in marine organisms leading to 
adverse changes in reproduction and feeding behavior. These impacts reduce the 
biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, 
and lakes and reduce optimum populations of marine organisms and have adverse 
impacts on human health. 

In order to protect water, wetland, and marine resources in the vicinity of the project, the 
applicant proposes removal of existing horse corral structures, construction of two 
bioswales, and wetfands restoration within the wetland and 1 00-foot buffer area. 
Removal of the existing horse, corral fencing, and stable/shed structure as proposed 
would reduce an existing source of pollution and ground disturbance in the wetlands 
and buffer area. Likewise, construction of the bioswales and restoration of the wetlands 
and buffer area will decrease flows and provide a level of infiltration for stormwater 
runoff from the proposed residences and existing neighboring developments flowing into 
the drainage swale and wetlands onsite. Additionally, the proposed project includes 
removal of an existing septic system associated with the existing residence on Parcel 2 
and placement of a sewer line to the proposed development under the proposed access 
road, over 50 feet from the wetlands buffer area. 

In addition to these measures, the County of Santa Barbara, in their approval of the 
tract map, development plan, and COP required several conditions related to protection 
of water quality and wetlands onsite during project construction and operation. The 
following are best management practices required by Santa Barbara County in their 
approval of these permits: 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 4 prevents construction and/or employee 
trash from blowing offsite; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 5 requires dust control measures including 
use of water trucks and sprinkler systems, covering of stockpiled soils, and 
monitoring; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 6 requires the applicant to employ longer 
term dust control measures such as revegetation and use of soil binders if the 
construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 7 requires the use of best available erosion 
and sediment control measures, including sediment basins, and development of 
an erosion and sediment control plan to be approved by County staff; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 11 requires removal of polluted water and 
materials from the site and washing of equipment away from the wetland buffer 
area; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 21 limits excavation and grading to the dry 
season (April 15 to November 1 ); 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 23 requires removal of the existing septic 
system according to Environmental Health Service codes; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 28 requires all construction staging areas to 
be located outside the wetland buffer area; 
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• Santa Barbara Condition 30 requires storm drain inlets within the project site to 
be covered/blocked when applying seal coat, tack coat, slurry seal, fog seal, etc. 

• Santa Barbara Condition 22 requires that positive drainage be provided away 
from all structures and manufactured slopes and that the top 18-36 inches of soil 
be recompacted; and 

• Santa Barbara Condition 29 requires a final drainage plan for the development 
utilizing best available control technologies; · 

These measures, which have been incorporated into Special Condition 1, in addition 
to the conditions concerning herbicide use described in the previous Section V.D. 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, will ensure the propose development will not 
adversely impact water quality and wetland and riparian habitats onsite. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 
30231 of the Coastal Act and the applicable water quality policies of the LCP. 

F. GEOLOGY AND HAZARDS 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that 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 

LCP Policy 3-8 states: 

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

LCP Policy 3-1 0 states: 

Major structures, i.e., residential, commercial, and industrial, shall be sited a 
minimum of 50 feet from a potentially active, historically active, or active fault. 
Greater setbacks may be required if local geological conditions warrant. 

LCP Policy GEO-GV-5.2 and GEO-GV-5.3 of the Goleta community Plan state in part: 

Erosion control measures including the use of drought-tolerant landscaping shall be 
established in all site drainages. · 

All surface water runoff shall be culverted and diverted to avoid exposed slopes and 
directed to the nearest natural drainage channel with an energy-dissplpatlng outfall 
Installed. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development be sited and 
designed to provide geologic stability and structural integrity, and minimize risks to life 
and property in a areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. LCP policies 3-8 and 3-
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10 require that new subdivisions and structures be reviewed for adjacency to threats 
from and impacts on geologic hazards arising from seismic events, active faults, 
tsunami run up, landslides, beach erosion, expansive soils, and subsidence areas. LCP 
policies GEO-GV-5.2 and GEO-GV-5.3 from the Goleta Community Plan further 
stipulate the use of erosion control measures for new development. 

The subject properties are situated on a coastal terrace at elevations ranging between 
60 and 80 feet above mean sea level. From the north portion of Parcel 1, the parcels 
slope gently downward to the south toward a drainage swale (considered waters of the 
United States) and wetlands area along the southern property boundary. The drainage 
swale is approximately 480 feet long and flows in an east-to-west direction. A concrete 
storm drain discharges water collected from the Diamond Crest Residential 
development, northeast of the subject parcels, into the drainage swale. At the southern 
perimeter of Parcel 2, the land slopes upward from the drainage swale as you move 
south. Soil types are predominantly silty sand, fine to medium sands, and silty moist 
loam. 

The Santa Barbara County staff addressed geologic site conditions in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration dated June 25, 2004 approved for the project as follows: 

A soils testing report prepared for the proposed project by Coast-Valley Testing, Inc. 
dated June 5, 2001 describes field testing of soil types and characteristics at the 
project site and provides recommendations for grading and foundation specifications 
that would ensure suitable design for the project. The proposed building sites have 
maximum slopes of 5-10%, and the surface soils were found to be slightly to 
moderately expansive. While the top 24 to 36 inches of existing surface soils were 
found to be loose and porous, the soil is moderately firm to firm below this depth. 
The report recommends that the top 18-36 inches of soil be recompacted to a 
minimum of 90-95% relative compaction for foundation and roadway areas on the site, 
and that positive drainage be provided away from all structures. Cut and/or fill slopes 
would not exceed 2 horizontal to 1 vertical, and cut and fill volumes are expected to 
balance. 

The grading and soil compaction recommendations made by Coast-Valley Testing Inc. 
have been incorporated into the project. Additionally, the County found in the approved 
Negative Declaration that "there are no steep slopes or highly unstable soils in the 
project vicinity that would be impacted by construction-generated vibrations or long-term 
general uses of the site." Further, the project is not in the immediate vicinity of ocean 
dunes, beach sands, or active faults. The closest active fault, the More Ranch Fault, is 
located approximately % of a mile north of the project site. Additionally, the proposed 
development, including the existing single family dwelling, will be connected to the 
Goleta Sanitary District sewer line, so there are no concerns regarding the suitability of 
the soil on the site for septic disposal services. 

The Commission finds that controlling and diverting run-off in a non-erosive manner 
from the proposed, impervious surfaces, and building pads will also add to the geologic 
stability of the project site. The applicant has submitted drainage plans that include the 
use of two bioswales to divert runoff from the proposed development. Additionally, 

-----------
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Santa Barbara County has· required the following erosion control measures in their 
approval of the tract map, development plan, and COP for the project: 

;:,'4-,:l ,. 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 7 requires the use of best available erosion 
and sediment control measures, including sediment basins, and development of 
an erosion and sediment control plan to be approved by County staff; 

• Santa Barbara County Condition 21 limits excavation and grading to the dry 
season (April 15 to November 1 ); 

• Santa Barbara Condition 22 requires that positive drainage be provided away 
from all structures and manufactured slopes and that the top 18-36 inches of soil 
be recompacted; and 

• Santa Barbara Condition 29 requires a final drainage plan for the development 
utilizing best available control technologies; 

Further, the Commission find. that landscaping of graded and disturbed areas on the 
subject site will serve to stabilize disturbed soils, reduce erosion and thus enhance and 
maintain the geologic stability of the site. Additionally, the use of native species, which 
tend to have a deeper root structure than non-native and invasive species, aids in 
preventing erosion. Therefore, Santa Barbara County Condition 15 of approval of the 
tract map, development plan, and coastal development permit, as incorporated by 
Special Condition One (1 ), requires the applicant to submit landscaping plans that 
utilize and maintain native and noninvasive plant species compatible with the 
surrounding area for landscaping the project site. 

The subject lot is located within the County designated "High Fire Hazard" area. The 
project, however, is not located within a state designated "very high fire intensity" area. 
Intensified use of the site as proposed would introduce new potential ignition sources in 
the area, increase use of flammable devises such as matches, lighters, and barbecues, 
and increase the potential for utility line arcing. The Santa Barbara County ,Fire 
Department has reviewed the proposed project and . recommended several fire protection 
measures for the project regarding site access, building materials, parking, landscaping 
materials, and water supply. No vegetative management plan has been required by the 
Fire Department for the property. The fire department requirements are incorporated into 
the Santa Barbara County Conditions 18, 19, and 32 of approval for the tract map, 
development plan, and COP. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act and the 
applicable geologic and hazard policies of the LCP. 

G. VISUAL RESOURCES 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30251 of the Coastal Act 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 

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

LCP Policy 3-13 states: 

Plans for development shall mm1m1ze cut and fill operations. Plans requmng 
excessive cutting and filling may be denied if it is determined that he development 
could be carried out with less alternation of the natural terrain 

LCP 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. 

LCP Policy 4-4 states: 

In areas designated as urban on the land use plan maps, and in designated rural 
neighborhoods, new structures shall be in conformance with the scale and character 
of the existing community. Clustered development, varied circulation patterns, and 
diverse housing types shall be encouraged. 

LCP Policy 2-12 states in part that: 

The densities specified in the land use plan are maximum and shall be reduced if it is 
determined that such reduction is warranted by conditions specifically applicable to a 
site, such as topography, geologic or flood hazards, habitat areas, or steep slopes. 

Sec. 35-53. Overlay District Designations and Applicability. (in relevant part): 

... If any of the provisions of the overlay district conflict with provisions of the zoning 
district regulations, the provisions which are most restrictive shall govern ..• 

Sec. 35-74.7 D-2 Design Residential 

The maximum density for each lot zoned DR shall be specified by a number following 
the DR on the Jot on the applicable Santa Barbra County Zoning Map and said number 
represent the number of dwelling units per gross acre permitted on such lot as 
fol/ows ..... DR-2, 2 dwelling units per gross acre and 21,780 sq. ft .. gross land area per 
dwelling unit ... 

Sec. 35.74.10 and Sec. 35.74.13 Lot Coverage 

Not to exceed thirty (30) percent of the net area of the property shall be covered by 
buildings containing dwelling units 

1. Not less than forty (40) percent of the net area of the property shall be 
devoted to common and/or public open space. 

3. Title to the common open space shall be held by a non-profit association of 
homeowners or by any other individual or entity on such reasonable terms and 
conditions as the Board of Supervisors may prescribe which may include 
conveying to the County of Santa Barbara the rights to develop such property 
with anything except open space or noncommercial recreation. 

------------..... 
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No building or structure sht~.ll exceed a height of thirty -five (35) feet. 

Coastal Act Section 30251, incorporated into the certified LCP, requires protection of 
visual qualities of coastal areas. The LCP policies as described above require that the 
proposed development be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas and be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 
areas. The LCP policies also require minimization of landform alteration and grading 
and clustering of residences where possible. 

The project involves two lots, both zoned Design Residential (DR-2) in the certified LCP 
for Santa Barbara County. Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) is currently developed with 
corrals and sheds. Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) is currently developed with a single
family residence of approximately 2,600 sq. ft., several horse corrals, sheds, and a 
horse stable. Adjacent land use to the west and north is single-family residential. The 
area to the east is currently being developed with eight new single-family homes known 
as the Las Brisas project. South of the property is an approximately 300-acre 
undeveloped area known as More Mesa. More Mesa is zoned Planned Residential 
Development (PRD-70; 70 units). In addition, approximately 246 of the 300 More Mesa 
acres are designated as Environmental Sensitive Habitat (ESH) under the LCP. 

The subject properties are situated on a coastal terrace at elevations ranging between 
60 and 80 feet above mean sea level. From the north portion of Parcel 1, the parcels 
slope gently downward to the south toward a drainage swale and wetlands area along 
the southern property boundary. At the southern perimeter of Parcel 2, the land slopes 
upward from the drainage swale as you move south. This topography blocks most of 
the view from the parcels south toward More Mesa. 

As stated previously, the applicant proposes a lot line adjustment between two parcels, 
consisting of a parcel (Parcel 1) currently developed with horse related structures and a 
parcel (Parcel 2) with an existing single-family residence and horse related structu~es. 
Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) would be increased in size from 1.16 acres to 2~38 acres 
and Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) would be decreased in size from 2.33 acres to 1.11 
acres. Reconfigured Parcel 1 would then be subdivided into four single-family lots and 
one common area to remain as open space (.96 acre). No development, aside from 
wetland restoration, is proposed on Parcel 2 under this application. The project also 
includes the construction of two, one-story single-family residences, with a maximum 
average mean height of 16 feet, and two, two-story single-family residences, with a 
maximum average mean height of 21 feet, landscaping, access road, entry gate, and 

· 3,563 cu. yds. of grading (651cu. yds. cut, 2,912 cu. yds. fill). Additionally, the applicant 
proposes restoration of the wetland areas on the property, removal of horse corral 
structures, and two bioswales. 

Public Views 

LCP Policies 3-13 and 3-14 require new development to be designed to fit the 
topography of the site and minimize grading onsite. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, 

......... ------------
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which is included in the certified LCP as a guiding policy, requires that visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected and, where feasible, enhanced and 
restored. 

The appellant contends that the two-story structures as proposed would significantly 
obstruct public views from the heavily used More Mesa coastal recreation and resource 
area. The appellant has submitted visual simulations of the project and project area 
(Exhibit 2). From these simulations, the appellant argues that "Lots 2, 3, and 4 are 
obtrusive and clearly visible from the heavily used east-west trail, even with current 
vegetation in place." The appellant has identified other existing residences in the area 
which the appellant asserts result in adverse impacts to public views. The County staff 
did consider this information during the local permit process, but determined that the 
other existing residences identified by the appellant have very different specifications 
and greater public visibility than the Hacienda Vieja proposal. According to the 
information provided in the administrative record, the other structures in question are as 
close as 30 feet from More Mesa, whereas the closest proposed residence in the 
Hacienda Vieja project is greater than 200 feet from the Mesa and screened by 
vegetation (Exhibit 8). Existing trails used by the public are setback even farther since 
they do not abut the property boundary. 

The County staff analyzed the potential view impacts within the negative declaration 
and subsequent staff reports to the Planning Commission and the Board ofSupervisors. 
In the staff report dated February 1, 2005, the County concluded the following with 
regard to obstruction of views: 

The proposed four new dwellings would be too low and too distant to obstruct public 
views of the mountains from More Mesa, as analyzed and discussed in the proposed 
final Negative Declaration. In addition, the proposed final Negative Declaration was 
revised to include discussion of potential impacts on private views (see Attachment C 
of this letter: PC memo dated July 22, 2004). As mitigated by project conditions of 
approval, impacts on private views would be less than significant. Overall visibility of 
the project from public areas would be minimal and less than significant due to: 

Distance of the proposed structures from the perimeter of More Mesa. The closest 
point of proposed structural development on Hacienda Vie)a is approximately 220 feet 
away from the edge of More Mesa. By comparison, other projects in the vicinity that 
the appellant has expressed concerns about (Las Brisas and Gallego/ Mockingbird) 
are within 30-90 feet from the edge of More Mesa. 

Design Residential (DRJ Site Design: The subject 2.39 acre parcel is Design 
Residential (DR) zoned, and the purpose and intent of DR zoning (Article II Sec. 35-
74.1) is to provide areas for residential development in a wide range of densities, 
housing types, and design, and to create open space within new residential 
developments. DR zoning requires that at least 40% of the net area of a property shall 
be devoted to common open space. The approximately one-acre area of the project 
site to be left in perpetuity as open space is the portion of the site that borders More 
Mesa. The proposed four new single-family residences are clustered in the northern 
portion of the 2.39 acre parcel on four residential lots, and project conditions require 
that the approximately one-acre common area next to More Mesa shall be dedicated 
to the County of Santa Barbara and/ or an applicable non-profit entity and shall 
remain as open space. 
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Topographic elevation of the proposed structures. Due to the rolling terrain of the 
project neighborhood, .the two-story elements of the Hacienda Vieja homes will sit 
lower on the horizon as seen from the More Mesa vlewshed than one-story dwellings 
on the adjacent Las Brisas, Diamond Crest and Gal/ego/Mockingbird developments. 
Finished grade for the Hacienda Vieja homes would be at 76-foot elevations, 
cpmpared to an approximate 100-foot elevation for Las Brisas, 92-foot elevation for 
Diamond Crest, and 115 feet for Gallego/ Mockingbird. 

Existing and proposed landscaping would offer substantial screening of the project 
from all public areas. There is significant existing screening of the project site, 
consisting of a variety of trees and other vegetation on the common open space lot 
that lies between More Mesa and the proposed homes, as well as a proposed 
landscape plan as approved by the Planning Commission that will include specimen
size trees and other screening vegetation on all four residential lots. Any future tree 
removal would be subject to P&D review and approval. 

The second-storv floor areas are less than half the areas of the first floors, and 
significantly stepped back from every vantage point. The maximum 21-foot heights of 
the homes on Lots 2 and 4 would not appear as long, unbroken massing from any 
vantage point. 

Required colors would substantially mitigate visual impacts. Project conditions 
would require all exterior materials on the four homes to be dark, natural-tone, non
reflective colors designed to blend with the colors or the surrounding terrain, and to 
be given final review and approval by the Board of Architectural Review. It is easily 
demonstrated by viewing existing development from More Mesa that. dark, natural, 
blend-in colors make a very significant difference as to which structures are more 
prominent in the public viewshed. 

Regarding cumulative visual impacts, the proposed project Is consistent with the land 
use and zone designations considered In the Goleta Community Plan EIR (91-EIR-13) 
for future cumulative Impacts to aesthetics and visual resources due to buildout of 
the More Mesa area. As discussed In the proposed final ND, with the Incorporation of 
mitigation measures as Identified In the GCP EIR, cumulative aesthetic impacts would 
be less than significant. 

The proposed residences will be visible from More Mesa. However, much of More Mesa 
is surrounded by residences to the east, west, and north. Additionally, landscape 
screening of the proposed development is required in the open spaGe lot between the 
public area and the residences, pursuant to the approved landscape plan required by 
Santa Barbara County Condition 15 of approval of the tract map, development plan, 
and coastal development permit, as incorporated by Special Condition One (1 ). Santa 
Barabara County Conditions 34 and 35 of approval of the development plan also 
require the applicant to provide the County with performance securities to ensure 
installation of landscaping in accordance with the approved landscape plan and require 
all landscaping be maintained for the life of the project. While the proposed wetland 
restoration plan would require removal of a few non-native trees in the wetland and 
wetland buffer areas, the landscaping plan provides for planting of native specimen size 
trees and other screening vegetation on all four residential lots. Additionally, trees and 
landscape elements on the area of More Mesa adjacent to the property partially blocks 
views of the proposed residences from public trails on More Mesa. 
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The project also complies with the required height restrictions and setbacks that reduce 
any negative visual impact to the public. There was some controversy between the 
applicant and appellant over the height of the houses in regard to the visual simulations. 
County staff has confirmed that the story poles that were erected to depict the project 
height represent the very highest point of the roof pitch, not merely the second floor 
plate level. The heights were calculated pursuant to County requirements to determine 
the average mean height. The heights of the proposed structures are below the 
maximum 35-foot height restriction in the Design Residential zone district. 

The appellant has also suggested that the impact of public views can be mitigated by 
reducing the two-story residences to one-story heights. As proposed, two of the four 
residences would be two-stories with a maximum average mean height of 21 feet. The 
average mean height of the one-story residences is 15 and 16 feet. In this case, the 
proposed development, although located between the first public road and the sea, will 
not block any views of the ocean from any public viewing locations. Further, the 
proposed residences are consistent in scale, size, and height with the other existing 
residential development in the surrounding community. As such, the proposed 
structures will not result in any significant impacts to public views of the mountains as 
view from More Mesa. The Commission finds that a reduction in height of 
approximately 6 feet would not represent a substantial modification of the structure and 
its corresponding impacts to public views for the reasons discussed above. 

Although the proposed development is consistent with t he character of the surrounding 
residential development, it will still be visible from portions of More Mesa and existing 
hiking trails. The Commission notes that the visual impact of the proposed structures 
can be minimized by requiring the residences to be finished in a color consistent with 
the surround natural landscape. Santa Barbara County Condition 2 of approval of the 
tract map, development plan, and coastal development permit, therefore, requires the 
use of natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (darker 
earthen tones) on exterior surfaces of all structures. This condition further requires 
County inspection of the residence prior to occupancy clearance in order to assess 
compliance with these requirements. 

In addition, the Commission has found that night lighting adjacent to open space areas 
creates a visual impact to nearby scenic roads and trails. In addition, night lighting may 
alter or disrupt feeding, nesting, and roosting activities of native wildlife species. Santa 
Barbara County Condition 3 of approval of the tract map, development plan, and COP, 
therefore, provides that any new exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be 
of low intensity, low height, and low glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light 
downward onto the subject parcel and prevent spill-over onto adjacent parcels. The 
applicant is required to submit a lighting plan for the review of County staff that must be 
approved prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit. County staff is also 
required to inspect the development upon completion of construction to ensure that the 
proposed development conforms to the approved lighting plan. 

Further, the four single family residences are proposed on a relatively flat portion of the 
parcels and will require minimal grading for construction, thereby minimizing alteration 
of landform and grading. 
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For the reasons above, the Commission finds that there are no significant impacts to 
public views as a result of the proposed project. 

Community Character 

LCP Policy 4-4 requires new structures to conform to the existing scale and character of 
the surrounding community. Policy 4-4 also encourages diverse housing types. The 
appellant has argued that the proposed development is not compatible with the scale 
and character of the existing community, and therefore the project is inconsistent with 
LCP Policy 4-4. The appellant maintains that the proposed residences are not similar in 
either size or design to nearby semi rural ranch style homes. Specifically, the appellant 
contends that the Hacienda Vieja Project is not in conformance with the scale and 
character of the immediate existing community of Vieja Drive and that the bulk, scale, 
and height are not compatible with the neighborhood that can be defined by those 
structures that are on the edge of the greater More Mesa area. The appellant has stated 
that all of the homes on Vieja Drive are on approximately one-acre lots, whereas the 
Hacienda Vieja Project is equivalent to four houses on 1.3 acres. 

The County staff addressed the compatibility of the proposed project with the Vieja 
Drive neighborhood character in its analysis. In the staff report dated February 1, 2005, 
the County concluded the following with regard to community character: 

The question of neighborhood compatibility and size and scale received considerable 
attention throughout P&D review and the public hearing proces.s. , 

The project as originally proposed consisted of four two-story dwellings of 
approximately 4,000-4,100 square feet (including garages). Existing development in 
the neighborhood consists of both one-story and two-story homes built In a variety Qf 
styles and ranging in size from approximately 2,100 square feet to 4,100 square feet. 
As originally proposed (even prior to revisions that downsized the project), the 
project was consistent with DR-2 zone height and density requirements and was 
recommended by P&D for approval. 

In response to concerns expressed by the public (including the appellant) and by 
members of the Planning Commission during the hearing process, the applicant 
scaled back his project to its current configuration. The project as now proposed
two one-story homes and two two-story homes ranging from approximately 3,600 to 
3,800 square feet (including garages)-is completely within the midrange of existing 
neighborhood development (for specific comparative statistics, please see page 4 of 
Attachment C of this letter). [see Table reproduced below] 

More than a third of the dwellings within a quarter mile of the proposed project have 
two stories. Many of the existing two-story homes that can be seen from More Mesa 
and in the immediate neighborhood were approved in the 1980s and 1990s, and a 
variety of architectural styles (such as Modem and Mediterranean) are represented In 
the neighborhood mix. None of the designated zone districts of parcels bordering 
More Mesa (Including DR, R-1 and EX-1 zoned properties) contain speciflc 
prohibitions on two-story structures. 

As stated above, the Hacienda Vieja project is located on the perimeter of More Mesa. 
The County reviewed the size of projects in the area and presented the following 
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information comparing the proposed project with other residences in the immediate 
neighborhood adjacent to and near More Mesa: 

Size Two Stories? 
s uare feet incl. 

3,600 - 3,866 
4,294 
4,100 
3,649 
3,900 
3,1 00 - 3,400 
4,183 and 3,771 
2,900 - 3,600 
2,860 - 3,000 
3,610 

The above information indicates that the proposed project is comparable to existing 
residential development in the project vicinity and that the surrounding area is 
developed with similar single-family residences. With regard to density, the County 
determined that all of Vieja Drive bordering More Mesa is either zoned DR-2 (two 
residences per acre) or DR-3.5 (3.5 residences per acre). The Hacienda Vieja Project 
is zoned DR-2, and would result in 4 residences on 2.39 acres. In this case, the 
development is clustered, which County staff notes is typical of DR site design, to allow 
for one acre of the project site closest to More Mesa to remain as open space, to locate 
structures outside of the 1 00-foot wetland buffer, and to allow the wetland restoration 
project to be implemented. The County's analysis determined that Hacienda Vieja is not 
proposed at a scale that would be of a higher density than the adjacent Las Brisas or 
Diamond Crest developments. As a result, the Commission finds that the subject site's 
development is consistent with the scale and density of other sites in the area. 

Additionally, as noted above, the County determined that the proposed Hacienda Vieja 
structure closest to the perimeter of More Mesa would be approximately 220 feet away 
from More Mesa. By comparison, Lot 4 of the Las Brisas project to the east is 40 feet 
from the More Mesa perimeter and Las Brisas Lot 8 is 90 feet away (see Exhibit 8). The 
recently approved Gallego/Mockingbird new residence is 40 feet from More Mesa. 
Because of its greater distance from public viewing areas, lower elevations, existing and 
proposed landscape screening and the requirement for dark, natural exterior colors, the 
proposed project would be visually subordinate to other residential development as 
seen from the public trails of More Mesa. 

In addition, the County staff analyzed the proposed development in order to determine 
that it conforms with the requirements set forth under Section 35~74 of the Zoning 
Ordinance of the LCP, listing specific standards for the Design Residential zone district 
in consideration of the surrounding. The subject site is zoned as DR-2, Design 
Residential, which allows for a range of densities, housing types, and design. The DR 
zone district allows for a maximum of coverage of the property for dwellings and allows 
a maximum 35-foot height limit. Additionally, the DR zone district requires that not less 
than 40% of the net area of the property be devoted to common and/or public open 
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space. Lot 5 of the subd would be dedicated to permanent open space and help 
buffer the new residences from the More Mesa perimeter. The Commission finds that 
the proposed development conforms to these standards. 

Because the community along the perimeter of More Mesa is residential in character, 
and the project is setback and required to have landscape screening and blend in with 
the surrounding terrain, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent 
with the character of the surrounding community. Further, the County's analysis shows 
that the seal~ meets the requirements of the zone district as well as demonstrating the 
comparability of the scale to the existing development. 

The Commission finds that the amount and location of any new development that may 
be proposed in the future on the subject sites, though, is significantly limited by the 
unique nature of the site and the environmental constraints discussed above. 
Therefore, to ensure that any future structures, additions, change in landscaping or 
intensity of use at the project site, that may otherwise be exempt from Coastal Permit 
requirements are reviewed for consistency with the resource protection policies of the 
Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program and Coastal Act as incorporated into the 
LCP, Special Condition Seven {7}, the future development restriction, has been 
required. Further, Santa Barbara County Condition 3 of approval of the lot line 
adjustment (02LLA-00000-00002) requires that the applicant execute a legal covenant 
stating that there shall be no future division of Parcel 2 (APN 065.;.240-020) and that the 
existing residence shall remain one story and shall not exceed a maximum square 
footage of 4,000 sq. ft. excluding the garage. 

Finally, Special Condition Five {5) and Santa Barbara County Condition 36 of 
approval of the tentative tract map requires the applicant to include the Special 
Conditions of this permit, as well as the Santa Barbara County Conditions of Approval 
on the Tract Map to be recorded for the project. Santa Barbara County Condition 34 
of approval of the coastal development permit (04CDP-00000-00087) and Special 
Condition Nine {9) also require the applicant to record CC&Rs which require shared 
responsibility of site improvement by all owners. The CC&R;s shall include, by 
reference ,responsibilities for all owners to maintain the properties in compliance with all· 
conditions of approval for the project. Further Santa Barbara County Condition 7 ·of 
approval of the lot line adjustment and Special Condition Eight {8) require the 
applicant to record with the deed of each property the conditions approving the lot line 
adjustment from Santa Barbara County and the California Coastal Commission. 

The Commission, therefore, finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development will 
met the visual resources and community compatibility policies of the County's LCP and 
Section 30251. of the Coastal Act. · 

H. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION 

LCP Policy 1.-1, incorporating Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirements of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
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recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse. 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30212 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) It is 
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile 
coastal resources, (2) Adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) Agriculture would be 
adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to public 
use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for 

· maintenance and liability of the accessway ... 

LCP Policy 7-1 states, in part: 

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

LCP Policy 7-2 states: 

For all development between the first public road and the ocean granting of an 
easement to allow vertical access to the mean high tide line shall be mandatory 
unless: 

(a) Another more suitable public access corridor is available or proposed by the land 
use plan within a reasonable distance of the site measured along the shoreline, 

(b) Access at the site would result in immitigable adverse impacts on areas 
designated as "Habitat Areas" by the land use plan, ..... . 

LCP Policy PRT-GV-2 of the Goleta Community Plan states: 

In compliance with applicable requirements, all opportunities for public recreational 
trails within those general corridors adopted by the Board of Supervisors as part of 
the Parks, Recreation and Trails (PRT) maps of the County Comprehensive Plan (and 
this Community Plan) shall be protected, preserved and provided for during and upon 
the approval of any development, subdivision and/ or permit requiring any 
discretionary review or approval, except as referenced in Agricultural Element Policy 
1A. 

LCP Policy PRT-GV-4 of the Goleta Community Plan states: 

Trail corridors formally designated on the PRT maps shall be kept clear from 
encroachment by new uses or development, to the extent reasonably feasible. 

LCP Policy PRT-GV-8 of the Goleta Community Plan states: 

New trails shall be limited to non-motorized vehicle use. Trails shall be designed to 
keep hikers, bikes and equestrians on the cleared pathways, and shall be designed to 
minimize impacts to the maximum extent feasible to any sensitive habitat area. Trails 
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shall be sited to avoid significant environmental constraints and to minimize user· 
conflicts and conflicts with surrounding land uses, to the maximum extent feasible. 

'/~:I'f·i'· 

In addition to any applicable policies of the LCP, all projects located between the first 
public road and the sea requiring a coastal development permit, such as the proposed 
project, must be reviewed for compliance with the public access and recreation 
provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Coastal Act Section 30210 and 30211 
mandate that maximum public access and recreational opportunities be provided and 
that development not interfere with the public's right to access the coast. LCP Policy 
PRT-GV-2, 4, and 8 of the Goleta Community Plan outline requirements for trails in the 
Goleta area. 

The project sites are located between the first public road to the shoreline and More 
Mesa, which has direct access to the sea via several public trails. There are no 
established public recreational uses on the project site. However, the area from the end 
of Vieja Drive along the western perimeter of the subject properties and continuing 
south to More Mesa is mapped as one of the general corridors adopted by the Santa 
Barbara County Board of Supervisors as part of the Parks, Recreation, and Trails (PRT) 
maps of the Goleta Community Plan. More Mesa contains numerous well established 
trails which receive extensive public passive recreational use from hikers, cyclists, 
equestrians, and beach users. Public pedestrian and equestrian access from eastern 
Goleta to More Mesa is taken along an established easement across nearby 
Mockingbird Lane. · 

The proposed project would have no effect on established trails or easements and 
would not conflict with established public recreational uses of the area. As discussed in 
Section V .. G. Visual Resources above, special conditions and mitigation measures 
concerning visual resources would ensure minimization of impacts to public view of, 
around and over the site from existing recreational trails on More Mesa. In addition, the 
Santa Barbara County Condition 27 of approval of the tract map, development plan, 
and coastal development permit and Special Condition 3 requires the applicant to 
dedicate to the County in perpetuity a 15-foot wide trail easement along the western 
border of the subject property, which will serve as access to the trail system of More 
Mesa, which leads to the sea. These conditions further stipulate that upon development 
of the future trail, the perimeter of the wetlands buffer area east of the trail easement 
shall be permanently fenced with split rail fencing so that pedestrian access is denied to 
the wetlands. This fencing is required to be split rail fencing in order to allow movement 
of wildlife through the wetlands. Establishment of the trail, therefore, will not impact 
environmentally sensitive habitat on the project site. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development will 
meet the public access and recreation policies of the County's LCP and Section 30210 
and 30211 of the Coastal Act. 
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I. CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act states: 

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided 
in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not 
have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal 
resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside 
existing developed areas shall be permitted where 50 percent of the usable parcels in 
the area have been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the 
average size of the surrounding parcels. 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30105.5 of the Coastal Act defines the term 
"cumulatively," as it is used in Section 30250(a), to mean that: 

The incremental effects of an individual project shall be reviewed in conjunction with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects. 

LCP Policy 1-1, incorporating Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

LCP Policy 2-1 states: 

In order to obtain approval for a division of land, the applicant shall demonstrate that 
adequate water is available to serve the newly created parcels except for parcels 
designated as "Not a Building Site" on the recorded final or parcel map. 

LCP Policy 2-6 states in part: 

Prior to 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 (1. e., water, sewer, 
roads, etc.) are available to serve the proposed development ... 

LCP Policy 2-12 states in part: 

The densities specified in the land use plan are maximums and shall be reduced if it 
is determined that such reduction is warranted by conditions specifically applicable 
to a site, such as topography, geologic or ffood hazards, habitat areas, or steep 
slopes. 

Sec. 35-74.7 D-2 Design Residential 
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The maximum density for each lot zoned DR shall be specified by a number following 
the DR on the lot on the applicable Santa Barbra County Zoning Map and said number 
represent the number of di.ielling units per gross acre permitted on such lot as 
follows: ..... DR-2, 2 dwelling units per gross acre and 21,780 sq. ft .. gross land area 
per dwelling unit ... 

The Commission has reviewed land division applications to ensure that newly created 
or reconfigured parcels are of sufficient size, have access to roads and other utilities, 
are geologically stable and contain an appropriate potential building pad area where 
future structures can be developed consistent with the resource protection policies of 
the Coastal Act. In particular, the Commission has ensured that future development on 
new or reconfigured lots can minimize landform alteration and other visual impacts, and 
impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas. The Commission has required that 
all new or reconfigured lots have adequate public services and maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast. Policies 2-1 and 2-6 of the LCP further require new 
developments have adequate water supplies and public or private services. Policy 2-12 
of the LCP allow development densities to a maximum level outlined in the LCP, unless 
a reduction is warranted due to topography, geologic or flood hazards, habitat areas, or 
steep slopes. 

As stated previously, the applicant proposes a lot line adjustment between two parcels, 
consisting of a parcel (Parcel 1) currently developed with horse related structures and a 
parcel (Parcel 2) with an existing single-family residence and horse related structures. 
Parcel 1 (APN 065-240-019) would be increased in size from 1.16 acres to 2.38 acres 
and Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020) would be decreased in si~e from 2.33 acres to 1.11 
acres. Reconfigured Parcel 1 would then be subdivided into four single-family lots and 
one common area to remain as open space (.96 acre). No development, aside from 
wetlands restoration, is· proposed on Parcel 2 under this application. The project also 
includes the construction of two, one-story single-family residences, with a maximum 
average mean height of 16 feet, and two, two-story single-family residences, with a 
maximum average mean height of 21 feet, landscaping, access road, entry gate, and 
3,563 cu. yds. of grading (651 cu. yds. cut, 2,912 cu. yds. fill). Additionally, the 
applicant proposes restoration of the wetland areas on the property, removal of horse 
corral structures, and two bioswales. 

The proposed project would cluster development in an area surrounded to the west, 
north, and east by existing residential development with adequate public services. The 
Goleta Water District will provide water to the project and the Goleta Sanitary District 

. will supply ~ sewer connection and services to the project. The County, in their June 
25, 2004 staff report to the Planning Commission also analyzed the potential project 
impact on parking, traffic, and recreation facilities as follows: 

The proposed project includes adequate parking opportunities on site for resident 
and their visitors resulting In no long term parking Impacts to the existing 
neighborhood. The proposed lots are large enough to allow for the parking of all 
construction equipment and personal vehicles on site during construction activities, 
keeping equipment and vehicles off surrounding roadway and resulting in no parking 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. The project would not affect existing tranlt 
system or circulation patterns in the surrounding area. The project's anticipated 
traffic generation (40 ADTs and 4 PHTs) is well below the 500 ADTs and 50 PHTs 

,. 
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threshold requiring analysis for impacts to the Congestion Management Program 
system. The project would not cause any significant effects on air, waterborne, or 
trail traffic ... 

There are no established public recreational uses on the project site ... The proposed 
project would have no effect on established trails or easement and would not conflict 
with established public recreational uses of the area ... Goleta has roughly half of the 
active park land needed to provide adequate recreational services for its residents. 
The contribution of the proposed project to these cumulative impacts is considered 
less than significant. 

The Commission finds that the project would not substantially impact traffic, transit 
services, parking, or use of recreational facilities in the vicinity of the project area. 
Additionally, the applicant has proposed dedication of a 15-foot wide trail easement 
along the western border of the subject property that would enhance public access to 
local trails and the ocean. Finally, the project would be located in an area with 
adequate public services and adjacent to existing developed areas. 

The project site is zoned DR-2 Design Residential in the Santa Barbara County LCP. 
The County, in their June 25, 2004 staff report to the Planning Commission analyzed 
the projects conformance with the DR-2 zoning as follows: 

The purpose of the DR zone district is to provide standards for traditional multiple 
residences as well as to allow flexibility and encourage innovation and diversity in the 
design of residential developments by allowing a wide range of densities and housing 
types while requiring the provision of a substantial amount of open space within new 
residential developments, The intent is to ensure comprehensively planned, well 
designed residential projects. 

The DR zone district is applied to parcels intended for residential use where design 
flexibility is necessary to achieve desired densities. The tools necessary to effectuate 
innovative and successful site designs for these DR parcels are specifically provided 
for in the zoning ordinance and include not only the 40% open space requirement and 
the permissible clustering and/or attaching of residential units but also allowances for 
modifications to other zone district standards. 

The proposed open space lot (lot 5) is designed for accessible common use. Building 
are optimally sited for privacy, community aesthetics and energy efficiency. In 
addition, the proposed open space configuration is intended to ensure protection and 
consistent maintenance of onsite resources, including a wetland area, trees and 
landscaping. Additionally, title to the open space lot would be held jointly by future 
homeowners. Hence, the proposed project meets the purpose and intent of the DR 
zone district ... 

Modifications to the DR zone district requirements would be required in order to 
approve the project as the proposed site configuration does not comply with the 
following requirements:. Setbacks for buildings and structures .... and parking area 
setbacks and design .... Approval of the modifications discussed above is consistent 
with good site design for DR zoned project. 

As stated above, the project meets the purpose and intent of the DR zone district. The 
DR-2 zone district allows for two residences per acre and allows for clustering to protect 
resources. The proposed project would result in four residences clustered on 2.39 
acres, which meets these requirements. As discussed above in Section V.G. Visual 
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Resources and Commu Compatibility, the project also meets the heights, open 
space, and lot coverage standards of the DR-2 zone. 

,',t~~'';7~~ 

LCP Policy 2-12 allows for the reduction in maximum density standards for zoning 
districts if warranted due to a site's topography, geologic or flood hazards, habitat areas, 
or steep slopes. Additionally, the appellant has asked the Commission to deny the lot 
line adjustment and limit the density of development on the site due to concerns over 
visual and biological impacts of the project. As discussed in Section V.F. Geology and 
Hazards, the proposed building sites are located on a relatively flat area with 
topography amenable to residential development. Further, the project will not require 
the removal of native vegetation, and will be located 1 00 feet from wetlands on site and 
outside of the drip lines of any oak trees. As stated in Section V.D. Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat and Section V.E. Water Quality, the project will not significantly impact 
biological resources and water quality in the area. Finally, the Commission found in 
Section V.G. Visual Resources that the project will not significantly impact visual 
resources in the area and is compatible with neighboring residential development. The 
Commission, therefore, finds that the project, as proposed, will not cumulatively impact 
coastal resources and does not warrant reductions in development densities. 

The Commission finds that the amount and location of any new development that may 
be proposed in the future on the subject sites, though, is significantly limited by the 
unique nature of the site and the environmental constraints discussed above. 
Therefore, to ensure that any future structures, additions, change in landscaping or 
intensity of use at the project site, that may otherwise be exempt from Coastal Permit 
requirements are reviewed for consistency with the resource protection policies of the 
Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program and Coastal Act as incorporated into the 
LCP, Special Condition Seven (7), the future development restriction, has been 
required. Further, Santa Barbara County Condition 3 of approval of the lot line 
adjustment (02LLA-00000-00002) requires that the applicant execute a legal covenant 
stating that there shall be no future division of Parcel 2 (APN 065-240-020); that the 
existing residence shall remain one story and sh~ll not exceed a maximum square 
footage of 4,000 sq. ft. excluding the garage. The appellant has requested that 
Commission staff reduce the maximum square footage allowed for the existing 
residence on Parcel 2 from 4,000 sq. ft., as required by Santa Barbara ·.County 
Condition 3, to 3;600 sq. ft (including garage) due to cumulative impacts onsite. The 
Commission finds that the proposed maximum 4,000 sq. ft. build out area is compatible 
with the size of neighboring residences, which average 2,100 sq. ft. to 4,100 sq. ft. in 
size. Additionally, due to Special Condition Seven (7), any future development of Parcel 
2 will require review by the Commission or Santa Barbara County with respect to 
consistency with the Coastal Act and the LCP. The maximum buildout area of 4,000 sq. 
ft. for the existing residence on Parcel 2 is, therefore, consistent with the provisions of 
the LCP and Coastal Act. 

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that the project is consistent with 
Sections 30250, 30105.5, and 30252 of the Coastal Act, as well as the policies of the 
LCP with respect to cumulative development. 
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Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding 
showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent 
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Section 21 080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may 
have on the environment. 

The Commission finds that, the proposed project, as conditioned will not have 
significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, 
has been adequately mitigated and is determined to be consistent with CEQA and the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
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County of Santa Barbara 
Planning and Development 

Valentin Alexeeff, Director 
Dianne Meester, Assistant Director 

March 1, 2005 

TO: 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION 

California Coastal Commission 
ShanaGray , 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, California 93001 

~~~~~~~@ 
MAR 0 7 2005 . 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 

On February 15, 2005, Santa Barbara County took final action on the appealable development 
described below: · 

D Appealable Coastal Developm~nt Permit 

X Appealable Coastal Development Perinit Case No. 04CDP-00000-00087 following 
discretionary case nos. 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TR.M-00000-00002 and 02DVP-00000-00002 

D Discretionary action on a case 

Project Applicant: 
Jack Maxwell 
1253 Coast Village Road 
Santa Barbara, CA 93108 
(805) 969-0178 

Property Owner: 
Same as applicant. 

Project Description: Hearing on the request of oWn.er, Jack Maxwell, to consider the following 
[application filed on January 18, 2002]: · 

a) 02LLA-00000-00002 for approval of a Lot Line Adjustment under the provisions of County Code 
Chapter 21, to adjust lines between two parcels of 1.16 acres (Parcel 1) anQ 2.33 (Parcel '2) to 
reconfigure into two parcels of 2.38 acres (Proposed Parcel 1) and 1.11 acres (Proposed Parcel 2) 
in the DR-2 Zone District under Article II; 

b) 02TRM-00000-00002 for approval under County Code Chapter 21 to divide 2.38 acres (Proposed 
Parcel 1) into 5 parcels (four lots for single family residences ranging from 13,781 square feet to 
18,894 square feet and one common area of 1.01 acres to be left as open space) in the DR-2 Zone 
District under Article ll; c ": • . 

c) 02DVP-00000-00002 for approval of a Final Development Plan and modifi~tlon of zone district 
requirements to setbacks for building and structures and parking area· setoacks design and 
landscape under th~ provisions of Article II of the DR-2 Zone District, to develop two, two-story 
detached single family dwellings and two one-story single family dwellings; ' · 

d) 04CDP-00000-00087 for approval of an appealable Coastal Development Permit under Section 
35-169.5 of Article II to allow the subdivision of land pursuant to 02TRM-00000-00002 and 
TM 14,595 in the Coastal Zone. 

and to approve the Negative Declaration, 04NGD-00000-00011, pursuant to the State Guidelines for 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. As a result of this project, significant but 
mitigable effects on the environment are anticipated in the following categories: AestheticsNisual .· 
Resources, Biological Resources, Fire Protection, Water Resources/Flooding, Air Quality (short-term), 
Geologic Processes (short-term) and Noise (short-term). . · 
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Location: The application .AP Nos. 065-240-019, -020, located at 4865 Vieja Drive in More 
Mesa in the Goleta Community Plan area, Second Supervisorial District. 

The receipt of thl~ l~tter and the attached materials start the 10 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 Alice Daly, the case planner at (805) 568-2059 if you have any questions regarding the 
County's action or this notice. . . 

. ~~~ ~;~; 0 s-
Alice Daly, Project P~\-------------------71--+1 __;. ~~D-a--te-

Attachment: Final Action Letter dated February 28, 2005 

cc: Case File: 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-00002, 04CDP-00000-00087 
Appellant: Valerie F. Olsen, 960 Vista de Ia Mesa Drive, Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Cintia Mendoza, Hearing Support 

G:\GROUP\Permitting\Case Files\APL\2000s\04 cases\04APL-00000-00030\02-15-05nofa.doc 
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County of Santa Barbara 
Planning and Development 

Valentin Alexeeff, Director 

February 28, 2005 

Dianne Meester, m~~'rE~ 

MAR 0 7 2005 
CALIFORNIA 

COAStAl COMMISSION Valerie F. Olsen 
960 Vista della Mesa Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

BOARD OF SUPERVIs8ft!YENTftALCOASTDI8tmCT 
HEARING OF FEBRUARY 15, 2005 

FlE: Olse11 Appeal of the Hacienda Vieja Lot Line Adjustllat:.ill, Tentative Ves1;11g Tract Map, 
Development Plan and Coastal Development Permit, 04APL-00000-00030 

Hearing to consider the Olsen Appeal of the Planning Commission Approval on October 6, 2004 of the 
Hacienda Vieja Lot Line Adjustment, Tentative Vesting Tract Map, Development Plan and Coastal 
Development Permit under case numbers 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-
00002, 04CDP-00000-00087, [Appeal Case No. 04APL-00000-00030] located at 4865 Vieja Drive, 
Goleta Community Plan area, Second Supervisorial District. 

Dear Ms. Olsen: 

At the Board of Supervisors' hearing of February 15,2005, the Board took the following action: 

Supervisor Rose moved, seconded by Supervisor Carbajal and failed by a vote of2-3 (Firestone, Gray, 
Centeno no) to: 

1. Direct the applicant/developer to review the possibility of modifying the two story homes into 
single story homes, and to meet with Second District staff and a representative of the coalition 
and return to the Board in two to three weeks with a compromise alternative. 

Supervisor Centeno moved, seconded by Supervisor Gray and carried by a vote of 4-1 (Rose no) to: 

1. Adopt the required findings for the project specified as Attachment A of the Planning 
Commission action letter dated October 6, 2004; . · · 

2. Deny the appeal, 04APL-00000-00030, upholding the decision of the Planning Commission's 
October 6, 2005 approval; and . · · · 

3. Approve the project, 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-00002, 
04CDP-00000-00087, subject to the conditions included as Attachments C, D, E, and F of the 
action letter dated October 6, 2004, as revised at the hearing of February 15,2005. 

The time within which judicial review of this decision must be sought is governed by Section 65009 (c) 
of the California Government Code and Section 1094.6 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. 
You are advised to consult an attorney immediately if you intend to seek judicial review of this 
decision. . 

,. 
123 EastAnapamu Street · Santa B~bara, CA 93101-2058 

Phone: (805) 568-2000 Fax: (805) 568-2030 -.··j 
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REVISIONS TO THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, 02LLA-00000-00002 

Condition 2, Departmental Compliance Letters, EHS letter is added: 

g. Environmental Health Services dated July 6, 2005 . 
. · 

.... ,·. 

'.·,._, .. : .. •·REVISIONS TO THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 02TRM-00000-00002 
··.,:~:· .. :;•.•li,jif(•:;!j!·~!:~ 0 

' ) • "',; 

Condition No. 2, language is added: 

, ' 

2. Natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (darker earthtone5 
and non-reflective paints), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be used on exterior 
surfaces of all structures. The BAR shall review treatment of the concrete swales (if concrete is 
needed) allowing them to look as natural as possible. The landscape plan . shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. The intent 
being to adeguatelv screen the homes from More Mesa. Plan Requirement: Materials shall be 
denoted on plans receiving BAR ''final approval" and on building plans. Timing: . Structures 
shall be painted prior to occupancy clearance. 

Condition 32, Departmental Compliance Letters, EHS letter is added~· 

g. Environmental Health Services dated July 6. 2005. 

REVISIONS TO THE CONDffiONS OF APPROVAL, 02DVP-00000-00002 

Condition 1, Project Description_, firs_t_P.(l!Q_gr(lp~~ first s_e'!.te_'!~e_ is_~'!!e'!_f!e_t!_~· ___ . ___ .. __ . . _ _. __ _ _ ... 

The proposed project is the construction of feUf two two-story detached single-family dwellings with 
smooth stucco exteriors and red tile roofs, after final recordation of Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-
00000-00002 and Vesting Tentative Tract Map 02TRM-00000-00002. · 

Condition No. 2, language is added: 

2. Natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (darker earthtones 
and non-reflective paints), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be used on exterior 
surfaces of all structures. The BAR shall review treatment ofthe concrete swales (if concrete is 
needed) allowing them to look as natural as possible. The landscape plan shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. The. intent 
being to adequately screen the homes from More Mesa. Plan Requirement: Materials shall be 
denoted on plans receiving BAR "final approval" and on building plans. Timing: Structures 
shall be painted prior to occupancy clearance. 

Condition 32, Departmental Compliance Letters, EHS letter i~ added: 

g. Environmental Health Services dated July 6. 2005. · 

l 

"· 
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REVISIONS TO THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, 04CDP-00000-00087 

Condition No. 2, language is added: 

2. Natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (darker earthtones 
and non-reflective paints), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be used on exterior 
surfaces of all structures. The BAR shall review treatment of the concrete swales (if concrete is 
needed) allowing them to look as natural as possible. The landscape plan shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. The intent 
being to adequately screen the homes from More Mesa. Plan Requirement: Materials sh~l be 
denoted on phms receiving BAR "fival approval" and on building plans. Timing: Structure~ 
shall be painted prior to occupancy clearance. 

Condition 32, Departmental Compliance Letters, EHS letter is added: 

g. Environmental Health Services dated July 6, 2005. 

The attached findings and conditions reflect t!te Board of Supervisors' action of February 15,2005. 

Sincerely, 

Jackie Campbell 
Deputy Director, Development Review 
FOR VAL ALEXEEFF, D~CTOR 

cc: Case File: 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-00002, 04CDP-00000-00087, 
04APL-00000-00030 
Planning Commission File 
Records Management 
Shana Gray, California Coastal Commission, 89 S. California St., Suite 200, Ventura, CA 93001 / 
Owner: Jack Maxwell, 1253 Coast Village Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93108 
Architect: Pacific Architect, 1117 Coast Village Road, Montecito, CA 93108 
Engineer: DTR Engineering, Inc. 868 E. Santa Clara Street, Ventura, CA 93001 
Address File: 4865 Vieja Drive, Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
County Chief Appraiser 
County Surveyor 
Fire Department 
Flood Control 
Park Department 
Public Works 
Environmental Health Services 
APCD 
David Allen, Deputy County Counsel 
Alice Daly, Planne<r 

-------1 
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Attachments: 

JC:cnm 

Board of Supervisors' Minute Order dated February 15, 2005 
Attachment A -Findings 
Attachment C- Conditions of Approval, 02LLA-00000-00002 
Attachment D- Conditions of Approval, 02TRM-00000-00002 
Attachment E- Conditions of Approval, 02DVP-00000-00002 
Attachment F- Conditions of Approval, 04CDP-00000-00087 

0:\GROUP\Pennitting\Case Files\APL\2000s\04 cases\04APL-OOOOO-Q0030\02-lS-oSboardactltr.doc 

........... __________ _ 
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c·9unty of Santa B.arbara 
BOARD OF SUPERVISO.RS 

Minute Order 

February 15, 2005 

Present: Supenrisor Carbajal, Supervisor Rose, Supervisor Firestone, Supenrisor 

Gray and Supervisor Centeno 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT File Reference No. 05-00011 

RE: HEARING- Consider recommendations regarding the Olsen Appeal of the Planning 
Commission Approval of the Hacienda Vieja Lot Line Adjustment, Tentative 
Vesting Tract Map, Development Plan and Coastal Development Pexmit under case 
numbers 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-00002, 
04CDP-00000-00087, [Appeal Case No. 04APL-00000-00030] located at 4865 Vieja 
Drive, Goleta Conmmnity Plan area, Second District, as follows: (EST. TIME: 1 
HR.30MIN.) 

a) Adopt the required findings for the project specified in the Planning Commission 
Action Letter dated October 22, 2004; · 

b) Deny the appeal, upholding the decision of the Planning Commission to approve 
02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-00002, 
04CDP-00000-00087, subject to the conditions set forth in the Action Letter dated 
October 22, 2004. · 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: POLICY 

Acted on as follows: 

County ojS011ta Barbara Printed 211712005 

-



County of Santa Barbara 

.. Febr~ary 15, 2005 

Present: Supervisor Carbajal, Supervisor Rose; Supervisor Firestone, Supervisor 

Gray and Supervisor Centeno 

Receind and filed staff report and conducted public hearing. 

A motion was made by Supervisor Rose,. seconded by Supervisor Carbajal as 
follows: 

Directed the Applicant/Developer to review the possibility of modif)ing the two 
story homes into single story homes, and to meet nith Second District staff and 
a representative of the coalition and return to the Board in two to three weeks 
with a compromise alternative.· 

The motion failed. by the folloning vote: 

Ayes: Supervisor Rose, Supervisor Carbajal 
Noes: Supervisor Firestone, Supervisor Gray, and Supervisor Centeno 

A motion was made by Supervisor Centeno, seconded by Supervisor Gray as 
follows: 

a) Adopted the required fmdings. 

b) Denied tlie appeal, upholding the decision of the Planning Commission and 
approved 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-00002, 
04CDP-00000-00087, subject to the conditions set forth in the Action Letter 
dated October 22,. 2004 and added additional language to condition #2 of. the 
map (02TRM-00000-00002), Development Plan (02DyP-00000-00002) and CDP 
(Q4CDP-00000-00087) as follows: "The Landscape Plan shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. 
The intent being to adequately screen the homes from More Mesa." 

The motion carried by the follon-ing vote: 

Ayes: Supenisor Carbajal, Supervisor :Firestone, Supervisor Gray and 
Supenisor Centeno 
Noes: Supenrisor Rose 

,;e_: 

2 Printed 21171200S 

.. 
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ATTACHMENT A: FINDINGS 

1.0 CEQA FINDINGS 

1.1 The Board of Supervisors has considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration together with the 
comments received and considered during the public review process. The Mitigated Negative 
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the Board ·of Supervisors and has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA, and is adequate f~r this proposal. 

1.2 The Board of Supervisors fmds that through feasible conditions placed upon the proje~t, the 
significant impacts on the environment have been eliminated or substantially mitigated. The 
Board of Supervisors also finds that the project is subject to the provisions ofPRC 21083.3, as 
impacts have previously been addressed in the Goleta Community Plan EIR (91-EIR-13) and 
can be substantially mitigate~. Although thete is no evideuce of silvery legless lizards or pallid 
bats on the project site, recommended mitigation measures addressing possible impacts to these 
species of concern have been incorporated into the project conditions of approval. 

1.3 The documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings upon which this 
decision is based are in the custody of the Clerk of the Board at 123 E. Anapamu Street, Santa 
Barbara, CA 931 01. 

1.4 Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires the County to adopt a reporting or monitoring 
program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of approval in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The. approved project 
description and conditions of approval, with their corresponding permit monitoring requirements, 
are hereby adopted as the monitoring program for this project. The·.monitoring program is 
designed to ensure compliance during project implementation. 

2.0 ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS 

2.1 Lot Line Adjustment Findings 

Pursuant to Article IV, Section 35-465, and Chapter 21, Section 21-93, a Lot Line 
Adjustment shall only be approved provided the following findings are made: 

'• 

2.1.1 The Lot _Line Adjustment is in conformity with the Coastal Land Use Plan and 
purposes and policies of Chapter 35 oftlzis code, the Zoning Ordinance oftlze County 
of Santa Barbara. 

The lot line adjustment is in conformity with the Coastal Land Use Plan, including the Goleta 
Community Plan, and as conditioned with the purposes and all applicable policies of the Article 
II Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, this finding can be made. 

2.1.2 No parcel involved in the Lot Line Adjustment that conforms to the minimum parcel 
size of the zone district in which it' is located shall become nonconforming as to 
parcel size as a result of tlte Lot Line Adjustment. 

. . 
Approval of the proposed Lot Line Adjustment would not result in any parcel that would be 
nonconforming as to parc~l size as required by the DR-2 zone district, therefore, this finding can 
bemade. · 

-----------------· 
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2.1.3 Tlze Lot Line Adjustment will not increase any violation of parcel widtlt, setback, lot 
. coverage, parking or other similar requirement of tlze applicable zone district or make 
an existing violation more onerous. 

There are no existing zoning violations on the subject property and the proposed lot line line 
adjustment would not result in any new violations. Therefore, this finding can be made. · 

2.1.4 The subject properties are in compliance with all laws, rules and regulations 
pertaining to zoning uses, setbacks and any other applicable provisions of this Article 
or the Lot Line Adjustment lzas been conditioned to require compliance with such 
rules and regulations and suclz zoning violation fees imposed pursuant to applicable 
law ltave been paid. · . 

The proposed Lot Line Adjustment has been conditioned to require complianc~ with all laws, 
rules, and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, setbacks, and other applicable provisions of 
Article II. There are no existing zoning violations on the subject property and the proposed lot 
line adjustment would not result in any new violations. Therefore, this fmding can be made. 

2.1.5 Conditions lzave been imposed to facilitate tlze relot;ation of existing utilities, 
infrastructure and easements. · 

· No relocation of existing easements will be necessary for this lot line adjustment. Conditions 
have been imposed upon the project that will facilitate the potential future development of a 
public trail on the project site by the granting of a public trail easement to County Parks, and to 
facilitate the completion of the annexation .process of the Goleta Sanitary District sewer line 
that has already been installed in the sewer easement in the project site. Therefore, this finding · 
can be made. · · 

B~ A Lot Line' Adjustment proposed on agricultural zoned parcels whiclz are u11der 
Agricultural Preserve Contract pursuant to the County Agricultural Preserve Program 
Uniform Rules slzall only be approved provided tlzefol/owingjindings are made. 

The property is not located on agriculturally zoned land and therefore this finding does not 
apply. · 

2.2 Tentative Tract Map Findings 

Pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act and Chapter 21 of the County Code, a Tentative Tract 
Map is required for all proposed subdivisions of five or more lots in any zone district. The 
following Subdivision Map Act Findings support approval of the project: 

. . . 
2.2.1 State Government Code §66473.1. Tlze design of the subdivisio11 for wlziclz a tentative map is 

required pursuant to §66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural 
heating or cooli11g opportunities in the subdivision. 

There is ample southern and western exposure as well as ample area for planting to allow for 
passive heating or cooling systems to be provided on site for all future as well as existing 
residential development. Solar array panels or photo voltaic cells may be feasible subject to 
obtairiing the necessary pemu· ts. · ~<?."",: '-<:,, . · ,. . . 's:·, ·.·:.-, 
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2.2.2 State Government Code §66473.5. No local agency shall approve a tentative map, or a 
parcel map for which a tentative map was not required, unless the legislative body finds that 
the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design a11d improvement is 
consistent with the general plan required by Article 5 (commencing with §65300) of Chapter 3 
of Division 1 or any specific plan adopted pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with §65450) of 
Chapter 3 of Division 1. 

2.2.3 State Government Code §66474. The following findings shall he cause for disapproval of a 
Tentative Pa_rcel Mapnract Map: 

2.1.3.1 Tlze proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans as 
.<•pecified in §66451. 

As discussed in Section 6.3 of this Staff Report dated June 25, 2004 and incorporated herein by 
reference and as discussed in· proposed Final Negative Declaration 04NGD-00000-00011 
included as Attachment B of this Staff Report and incorporated herein by reference, the 
proposed tentative tract map is consistent with all applicable Coastal Land Use Plan and Goleta 
Community Plan policies including those related to services, water resources, earth movement, 
biological resources, aesthetic resources, noise, solid waste, air quality and cultural resources. 

2.2.3.2 The design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with applicable 
general and specific plans. 

The design and improvements set forth in 02TRM-00000-00002 (TM 14,595), and as 
conditioned, are consistent with the Coastal Land Use Plan and Goleta Community Plan with 
respect to lot width, depth and size as well as provision of access and availability of services. The 
site design is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Design Resid~ntial (DR) zone district in 
that it allows for maximization of open space within new residential development. 

l 

2.2.3.3 The site is not physically suitable for the type of development proposed. 
H 

/ 

The project site is physically suited to accommodate the proposed subdivision which would 
include four residential lots and one common open space lot supporting a shared landscaped 
recreational area. The proposed residential development can be accommodated on the project site 
while avoiding or mitigating all potentially significant environmental impacts and conforming to 
applicable zoning and policy requirements with only minor modifications. The proposed four 
new homes on 2.38 acres are in conformance with DR-2 maximum density requirements of 2 
dwelling units per acre. While the parcel borders More Mesa, all structural development would be 
situated a minimum of 220 feet from the edge of More Mesa, and the proposed development 
would be lower on the landscape and less visually prominent than much residential development 
in the vicinity. 

2.2.3.4 The site is not pltysically suited for the proposed density of development 

The project as proposed and as conditioned provides adequate protection of significant natural 
resources on the adjacent More Mesa property while at the same time alloWing ample area for 
development and screening of new residences commensurate in size with existing residential 
development in the vicinity. The physical characteristic of the site allow for adequate and well
placed driveway access to each lot and an adequate drainage plan. · As conditioned, surface 
runoff would be controlled to County standards, including those associated with the mandates 

· of Project Clean Water. Thus, the site is physically suited for the proposed density of 
development. · 

I It '/r 
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2.2.4 

3.0 

2.2.3.5 Tlze design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to caus;
suhstantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably i11jure fzslt or wildlife 
or their ltahitat. 

The proposed Final Negative Declaration 04NGD-00000-00011 prepared in association with the 
project and included as Attachment B of this Staff Report detennined that, through feasible 
conditions placed upon the project, all potentially significant impacts on the environment have 
been mitigated to a less than significant level. The wetland and buffer area on the project site is 
currently in a degraded state and is in use as a horse corral. Proposed restoration and revegetation 
of this area would greatly enhance its habitat value and eradicate the debris and invasive non
native vegetation that are the current habitat characteristics. Thus, the design of the tract map and 
-its proposed improvements would neither cause substantial environmental damage nor 
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. , _ -

2.2.3.6 Tlze design oftlte subdivision or type ofimprovemenis is likely to cause serious public 
lzealtlz problems. . -

The proposed project, as conditioned, ensures that future residential development would be served 
by the GSD. Additionally, water for domestic purposes would be supplied by the Goleta Water 
District. Finally, as conditioned, stonn water drainage facilities serving· the lots would include 
best available control technologies to remove pollutants (such as brake fluid, oil, etc.) from site 
runoff thereby protecting water qUality in both groundwater and the Pacific Ocean. Thus~ the 
design of the subdivision including improvements will not cause serious public health problems. 

2.2.3. 7 The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict witlt easements, 
acquired by the. public at large, for access through or use of, property within the 
proposed subdivision. · · 

No current public access exists through the subject property. A IS-foot wide easement along 
the western border of the project site will be dedicated to the County Parks Department for 
possible future development as a trail ac~ess linking to existing trails within More Mesa. 
Therefore, there would be no conflict with access through or use by ·the public of the subject 
property. 

State Govemment Code §66474.6.· Tlte goveming body of any local agency shall determine 
wltetlzer discharge of waste from tlze proposed subdivision into an eXisting community.sewer 
system would result in. violation of existing requirements prescribed by a Califomia Regional 
Water Qua{ity Control Board pursuant to Division 7 (commencing with §13000) of tlte Water 
Code. 

As conditioned, future development of the proposed project will be served by the GSD: receipt 
of can and will serve letters from the District would be a prerequisite of said service. -Since 
District operation is consistent with the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, issuance of can and will serve letters by the District would substantiate that discharge of 
waste into the existing public sewer _system would not result in the violation of existing 
requirements prescribed by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board . 

Development Plan Findings 

Pursua1zt to Section 35-174.7.1; a Development Plan sltall only he approved if all oftltefollowing 
findings are made: · 
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3.1 

3.1.1 

02DVP-00000-00002 

That the site for the project is adequate in size, shape, location, and physical characteristics 
to accommodate the density and level of development proposed. 

·-·I 

The 2.38 acre project site is adequate in size, shape, location and physical characteristics to 
accommodate the proposed four mrlt residential project. The site was determined to be an 
appropriate location for DR-2 zoning which allows for a density of two units per acre for a 
maximum total of four units on site. The proposed project does not represent full buildout under 
current zoning. Additionally, the design of the tract map provides for continuous common open 
space throughout the site with adequate access from both prospective units ~nil protection of 
offsite sensitive biological resources. . 

3.1.2 That adverse impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

With inclusion of all of the mitigation measures enumerated in proposed Final Negative 
Declaration 04NGD-00000-00011, including the recommended mitigation measures as conditions 
of approval for the proposed project, adverse impacts associated with the project have been 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. The Board of Supervisors adopted Statements of 
Overriding Consideration for significant impacts associated with buildout Wlder the Goleta 
Community Plan which could not be reduced to less than significant levels through incorporation 
of mitigation measures. identified in the Community Plan Prograni Environmental ~pact ~eport. 

3.1.3 That streets and ldghways are adequate and properly designed to carry the type and quantity 
of traffic generated by the proposed use. : . 

. . . . . . 

The street system surroWlding the project site is adequate to accommodate the additional average 
daily trips and peak hour trips that would be generated by the proposed development. As· 
discussed in Section 4.15 of the Proposed Final Mitigated ND (04-NGD-00000-00011), the 
addition of project-generated traffic to area roadways would not trigger adopted thresholds for a 
significant traffic impact. · 

3.1.4 That there are adequate public services, including but not limited to fire protection, water 
supply, sewage disposal, and police protection to serve the projecL 

As discussed in Section 6.2 of the staff report dated June 25, 2004 and incorporated herein by 
reference, adequate public services exist to serve the proposed d~velopment. ·The property will be 
provided service through the Goleta Water District 

The project site lies within the service area boundary of the Goleta Sanitary District and sewer line 
infrastructure has already been constructed and installed at the project site.· Following annexation 
of the project parcels to the Goleta Sanitary District as required by. the project conditions of 
approval (TRM and DP Condition # 23), the proposed development would receive sewer service 
from the District. · 

The project site is located within the five-minute response zone for Santa Barbara Fire Protection 
District Station 13 and, as conditioned, the proposed new private access road would provide 
adequate emergency access to the site. Existing police protection services in the Goleta area 
would be adequate to serve the proposed project. · ' ' ··' · .; . . · 
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3.1.5 That the project will not be detrimental to the Izealtlt, safety, comfort, convenience, and general 
welfare oftlze neighborhood and will not be incompatible with the surrounding area. 

The proposed project would not be detriniental to the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and 
general wel(are of the surrounding neighborhood. The project site was detennined to be an 
appropriate location for residential development, specifically Design Residential development,· 
during the Goleta Community Plan Update. All of the existing surrounding residential land uses 
and biological resomces were present at the time this determination was made. The proposed 
project would allow a total of four residential units on the project site. Residential uses on the site 
would be compatible with surrounding residential land uses. Traffic generated by the proposed 
project would not significantly affect roadways used by residents of the surrounding area. The 
proposed residential development iloes not have the potential to generate factors such as smoke, 
odors or noise, which would be incompatible with the surrounding area or could affect the 
comfort and convenience of residents in the surrounding area. 

3.1.6 That the project is in conformauce with the applicable provisions of Article II and the Coastal 
Land Use Plan. · 

The proposed development plan conforms to all requirements of the site's Article IT, Design 
Residential zoning as discussed in Section -6.3 of the staff report dated June 25, 2004, and 
incorporated herein by reference. The proposed developmentplan would also be consistent with 
all applicable requirements of the Coastal Land Use Plan and the Goleta Community Plan as 
discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 (Policy and Ordinance ConsiStency) .of the staff report and 
incorporated herein by reference. · · 

3.1. 7 That in designated rural areas tlte use is compatible with and subordinate to the scenic,. 
agricultu;al and rural character of tile area. 

The project site is not located in a rural area. 

3.1.8 That the project will not conflict with any easements required for public access through, or 
public use of a portion of the property. 

No current public access exists through the subject property. A 15-foot wide easement along 
the western border of the project site will be dedicated to the County Parks Department for 
possible future development as a trail access linking to existing trails within More Mesa. 
Therefore there would be no conflict with access through or use by the public of the subject 
property. · .. 



ATTACHMENT C 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

02LLA-00000-00002 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1. This Lot Line Adjustment is based upon and limited to compliance with the project 
description, Planning Commission Hearing Exhibits A-H dated September 24, 2004, and 
conditions of approval set forth below. 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. 

The project description is as follows: 

The project site consists of two legal parcels. Parcell is 1.16 acres (APN 065-240-019), 
and Parcel 2 is 2.33 acres (APN 065-240-020). The Lot Line Adjustment (02LLA-
00000-00002) would adjust the boundaries between the two parcels so that Parcel 1 
would increase in size to 2.38 acres and Parcel 2 would decrease in size to 1.11 acres. As 
described in Vesting Tentative Tract Map request 02TRM-00000-00002, Parcel 1 would 
then be subdivided into four residential lots and one open space lot. Parcel 2 would not 
be part of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 02TRM-00000-00002 or Development Plan 
02DVP-00000-00002. The recordation of Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 
shall occur concurrent with or prior to the recordation of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
02TRM-00000-00002 and prior to issuance of permits for development, including 
grading, under 02DVP-00000-00002. · 

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

2. Compliance with Departmental letters required as follows: 

a. Air Pollution Control District dated January 29, 2002. 
b. County Fire Department dated June 23, 2004. 
c. Flood Control dated June 10, 2004. 
d. Road Division(Public Works) dated June 10,2004. ·· 
e. County Parks Department dated June 9, 2004. 
f. County Surveyor dated June 16, 2004. 
g. Environmental Health Services dated July 6, 2004. 

3. The applicant shall execute a legal covenant acceptable in form and content to.County 
Counsel stating: 

a.· A prohibition on future division ofParcel2 (APN 065-240-020). 
b. A prohibition on second story elements (a single-story residence only). 
c. A maximum square footage of 4,000, excluding the garage. 

The approved. covenant shall be recorded prior to/concurrent with . the Lot Line 
Adjustment/Map. 

4. Future structural or landscape development proposed on remainder Parcel 2 (APN 065-
240-020) shall require noticed review and approval by the County Board of Architectural 
Review. Natural building materials arid colors compatible with surrounding terrain 

.I 
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(darker earthtones and non-reflective paint), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be 
used on exterior sUrfaces of all structures. Any new exterior night lighting installed on 
the project site shall be of low intensity, low height and low glare design, and shall be 
hooded to direct light downward onto the subject parcel and prevent spillover onto 
adjacent parcels. P&D and BAR shall review a Lighting Plan for compliance on this 
measure; · 

5. The following language shall be included on the deeds arising from the lot line 
adjustment: 

This deed arises from the lot line adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 and defmes a 
single parcel within the meaning of California Civil Code Sectio_n 1093. 

Any document used to record the lot line adjustment shall include a statement that 
the document arises from a lot line adjustment that is intended to identify 2 legal 
parcels. 

6. The recordation of Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 shall occur concurrent with 
or prior to the recordation of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 02TRM-00000-00002 and 
prior to issuance of permits for development, including grading, under 02DVP-00000-
00002 unless the applicant obtains approval from the Board of Supervisors to grade prior 
to recordation. · 

7. A notice Qf the Lot Line Adjustment shall be recorded with the deed of each property to 
be adjusted. Said notice shall include the following: 

1. Legal description for each adjusted parcel; and 
2. Statement of the fmdings and conditions approving the Lot Line Adjustment 

8. Three copies of the map to finalize Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 and 
required review fees in effect at the time shall be submitted to Planning and Development 
(P&D) for compliance review ofP&D conditions before P&D will issue final clearance to 
the County Surveyor. ·The map shall show statistics for net lot area (gross area less any 
public road right of way) and any open space. 

9. Prior to filing of a Record of Survey or other document used to record the Lot Line 
Adjustment and subject to P&D approval as to form and content, the applicant shall 
include all of the project conditions associated with or required by this project approval 
on a separate informational sheet to be recorded with the deed for the newly configured 
lots. · 

10. The lot line adjustment, 02LLA-00000-00002, shall expire three years after approval or 
conditional approval by the final decisionmake! unless otherwise provided in the . 
Subdiyision Map Act, Government Code §66452.6. 

11. Prior to Recordation, the applicant shall pay all applicable P&D permit processing fees in 
full. . . 

12. Developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County or its agents, 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 

. . /~:~r~::;?--. . . . . 
,, f 'If ........ __________________ _ 
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approval of the Lot Line Adjustment. In the event that the County fails promptly to notify 
the 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. 

13. In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other mitigation 
measure is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a court of law or 
threatened to be. filed therein which action is brought within the time period provided for 
by law, this approval shall be suspended pending dismissal of such action, the expiration 
of the limitation period applicable to such action, or final resolution of such action. If any 
condition is invalidated by a court of law, the entire project shall be reviewed by the 
Cnunty and substitute conditions may be imposed. · 

11 'l'lt 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

ATTACHMENT D 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

02TRM-00000-00002 
(TM 14,595) 

1. This Tentative Tract Map is based upon and limited to compliance with the project description, 
Planning Comniission Hearing Exhibits A-H dated September 24, 2004 and conditions of 
approval set forth below. Any deviations from the project description, exhibits or conditions 
must be reviewed and appro~ed 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. 

The project description is as follows: 

The proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map 02TRM-00000-00002 would subdivide Parcel 
1, APN 065-240-019, as reconfigured by Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 into 
five lots, including four residential lots intended for private ownership and one lot owned 
in common by all prospective property owners. The common lot would include two 
landscaped drainage swales leading to a wetland area and open space. The proposed 
residential lots would range in size from 13,781 square feet to 18,894 square feet. The 
common lot would measure 0.96 acres. All future development shall be consistent with 
approved Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA:00000-00002 and Development Plan 02DVP-
00000-00002. . 

.A 28-foot wide gated private access road off Vieja Drive would provide access to the 
project site, with access easements for this drive across all four new residential lots. The 
sewer line that has been installed beneath the proposed private access road for connection 
to the proposed residential development on the project site shall be annexed into the 
Goleta Sanitary District. Guest parking would be allowed along one side of the proposed 
private access road. Dedication to the C.ounty Parks Department of a 15-foot wide trail 
easement is proposed along the westerly property line. 

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 04NGD-00000-00011 
' ' 

2. Natural building materials and colors compatible _with surrounding terrain (darker. earthtones 
and non-reflective paints), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be used on exterior 
surfaces of all structures. The BAR shall review treatment of the concrete swales (if concrete is 
needed) allowing them to look as natural as possible. The landscape plan shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. The intent 
being to adequately screen the homes from More Mesa. Plan Requirement: Materials shall be 
denoted on plans receiving BAR "final approval" and on building plans. Timing: Structures 
shall be painted prior to occupancy cle~ce. 

Monitoring: P&D shall inspect prior to occupancy clearance. 
. . . 

3. Any new exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be of low intensity, low height 
and low glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light downward onto the subject parcel and 
prevent spill-over onto adjacent parcels. Applicant shall develop a Lighting Plan incorporating 
these requirements. Plan Requirements & Timing: The locations of all exterior lighting 
fixtures and an arrow showing the direction of light being cast by each fixture and the height of 
the fixtures shall be depicted on a Lighting Plan to be· reviewed and approved by P&D and the 
BAR prior to approval of a Coastal· Development Permit for structures.-, .,t'., ¥f' 
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Monitoring: P&D and BAR shall review a Lighting Plan for compliance with this measure. 
Permit Compliance shall inspect structures upon completion to ensure that exterior lighting 
fixtures have been installed consistent with their depiction on the final Lighting Plan. . . 

4. To prevent construction and/or employee trash from blowing offsite, covered receptacles shall 
be provided onsite prior to commencement of grading or construction activities. Waste shall be 
picked up weekly or more frequently as directed by Permit Compliance staff. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to Coastal Development Permit approval, applicant shall 
designate artd provide to Planning and Development the name and phone number of a contact · 
person(s) to monitor trash/waste and organize a clean-up crew. Additional covered receptacles 
shall be provided as determined necessary by Permit Compliance staff. This requirement shall 
be noted on all plans. Trash control shall occur throughout all grading and construction 
activities. · · · 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance staff shall inspect periodically throughout grading · and 
construction activities. 

5. Dust generated by the development activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of 
retaining dust on the site, by following the dust control measures listed below. 

a. During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill materials, 
water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to prevent dust from leaving the site and to 
create a crust after each day's activities cease. 

b. During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of 
vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this 
would include wetting down such areas in the later morning and after work is completed for 
the day and whenever wind exceeds 15 miles per hour. 

c. Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil 
binders to prevent dust generation. 

d. The contractor shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control" program and 
to order increased watering as necessary to prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties 
shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be ~ prowess. The name 
and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control 
District prior to land use clearance. ·- -

·~·. . ... 

Plan Requirements: All requirements shall be shown on grading and building plans. Timing: · 
Condition shall be adhered to throughout all grading and construction periods. 

Monitoring: P&D shall. ensure measures are on plans. P&D Grading and Building inspectors 
shall spot check; Grading and Building shall ensure compliance on site. APCD inspectors shall 
respond to nuisance complaints. · 

6. If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the applicant shall 
employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust generation: 

a. ·seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or . 

b. spreading of soil binders; and/or 
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c. any other methods deemed appropriate by the Air Pollution Control District and/or Planning 
and Development. 

If grading activities are discontinued for over six weeks, applicant shall contact both Permit 
Compliance staff and the Grading Inspector to site inspect revegetation/soil binding. Plan 
Requirements: These requirements shall be noted on all ·grading plans. Timing: The final 
grading plan shall be submitted for review prior to Coas~ Development Permit approval. 

Monitoring: Pe~t Compliance staff and Grading Inspector shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

7 Be~t available erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented durin£?: grading and 
construction. Best available erosion and sediment control measures may include but are not 
limited to use of sediment basins, gravel bags, silt fences, geo-bags or gravel and geotextile 
fabric berms, erosion control blankets, fiber rolls, jute net, and straw bales. Storm drain .inlets 
shall be protected from sediment-laden waters by use of inlet protection devices such as gravel 
bag barriers, filter fabric fences, block and gravel filters, and excavated inlet sediment traps. 
Sediment control measures shall be maintained for the duration of the grading period and until 
graded areas have been stabilized by structures, long-term erosion control measures or 
landscaping. Construction entrances and exits shall be stabilized using gravel beds, rumble 
plates, or other measures to prevent sediment from being tracked onto adjacent roadways. Any 
sediment or other materials tracked off site shall be removed the same day as they are tracked 
using dry cleaning methods. Plan Requirements: An erosion and sediment control pla:n shall 
be submitted to and approved by P&D and Flood Control prior ~to approval of Coastal 
Development Permits. The plan shall be designed to address erosion and sediment control 
during all phases of development of the site. Timing: The plan shall be implemented prior to 
the commencement of grading/construction. 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform site inspections throughout $e construction phase. 

. 8. · An open space easement reviewed and approved by P&D and County Counsel for the Hacienda 
Vieja (four lot) site wetland and 100-foot buffer area shall be dedicated to Santa Barbara County 
and/or may also be dedicated to an applicable non-profit entity ~d shall remain in open space and 
be insured as such by conditions of approval. Split rail fencing, no greater than 4 feet in height, or 
other P &D-approved permanent marker shall be used to delineate the open space easement area. 
Appropriate signage (acceptable to the holder of easement, such as "Protected Open Space 
Easement") shall be required to help prevent development not in compliance with the approved 
wetlands restoration I revegetation plan. The CDP for physical development shall not be issued 
until the easement is recorded on the property title and fencing and signage is installed. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to recordation, an agreement to dedicate shall be submitted for 
review and approval by P&D and County Counsel. The easement shall be recorded concurrently 
with recordation of the tentative map. Fencing and signage shall be installed prior to the first 
occupancy clearance. 

MONI~ORING: Upon approval, provisions of the easement shall be monitored every two 
years through site inspections and/or photo documentation by P&D staff. . 

9. A qualified biologist should thoroughly rake the sandy loam soils found in the northwestern 
comer of the subject parcel. This work should be conducted when silvery legless lizards, if 
present, are most likely to be activ~ near the surface (December-March). The biologist should 
also be present when this portion of the subject parcel is graded during site preparation. Any 
silvery legless lizards found should be relocated to similarly-textured soils along the margin of 
the subject parcel. · · · · · · . · · · 

2~ ,'let . 
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10. A qualified biologist should thoroughly inspect the abandoned outbuildings on the project site 
for bats prior to demolition. Any bats found should be displaced by hand and the buildings 
demolished as soon as possible after displacement. · 

11. During construction, washing of concrete trucks, paint, equipment, or similar activities shall 
occur only in areas where polluted water and materials can be contained for subsequent removal . 
from the site. Wash water shall not be discharged to the storm drains, street, drainage ditches, 
creeks, or wetlands. The location(s) of the washout area(s) shall .be clearly noted at the 
construction site with signs. Plan Requirements: The applicant shall designate a washout 
area, acceptable to P&D, and this area shall be shown on the construction and/or grading and 
building plans. Timing: The wash off area shall be designated on all plans prior to approval of 
Coastal Development Permits. The washout area(s) shall be in place and maintained throughout 
construction. · 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall check plans prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits 
and compliance staff shall site inspect throughout the construction period to ensure proper use 
and maintenance of the washout area( s ). 

12. The applicant shall implement a wetlands restoration/ revegetation plan. The plan shall 
include, but not be limited to the following measures: 

13. 

a. Removal of the existing corral fencing, horse stable/ shed structure, and horse(s) from the 
wetlands and buffer area. · 

b. The 100-foot wetlands buffer area shall be fenced during construction with chain-link fence 
prior to beginning construction or gr~ding. A permanent exclusionary split rail or 
equivalent permanent fencing shall be erected around the 100-foot wetlands buffer at the 
conclusion of construction. In order to not impede the movement of wildlife through the 
area, the minimum distance from ground level to any fence's first rung shall be 18 incpes . 

. . 
c. Non-native species, with the exception of the eucalyptus trees, shall be removed from the 

wetlands. 

d. Removal of native species in the wetlands area shall be prohibited. 

e. Landscaping shall be with native wetlands species.· Species shall be from locally obtained 
plants and seed stock. · .> . · 

. . 
Plan Requirementsffiming: Prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits for 
landscaping and structures, the applicant shall submit four copies of a final wetlands 
restoration/ revegetation plan to P&D and to Flood Control for review and approval. The 
applicant shall show this condition and the permanent exclusionary fencing on all plans. 

. . 

Monitoring: Following installation of landscaping, the landscape architect or arborist shall 
verify to P&D, in writing, the primary use of native seed stock for new plantings throughout the 

·site. · 

Except for the above County-approved wetlands restoration! revegetation plan which will 
include two lightly-contoured bioswales, there . shall be no development and no tree removal, 
except for dead trees and non-native species as specifically approved by P&D that are verified 
by a P&D-approved biologist to not be currently supporting nesting raptors, within the 100-foot 
wetlands area buffer (see Attachme.nt F: Site Plan). There ·shall be no removal of any live trees 

:! ;;.;. :.>; ~ .. '" 
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that may serve to screen the proposed development from More Mesa. Plan Requirements: 
The applicant shall show this condition on all plans. 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform site inspections upon completion of construction. 

14. Between December 15 and September 15, the developer shall pay for a P&D approved biologist 
to inspect the project site and any areas within 500 feet of proposed construction activity for 
raptor nesting activity once a week during construction. . The biologist shall also conduct a pre
construction raptor nesting inspection not more than one week prior to the proposed beginning 
of construction activity. If raptors are determined to be nesting on the project site or in any 
areas within 500 feet of proposed construction activity,· no construction, grading or heavy 
equipment operation shall take place within 500 feet of the raptor nest, except for certain 
construction activities that may be allowed on a case-by-case basis as reviewed and approved 
by P&D. Other than those activities that are allowed by P&D, no construction activities shall 
take place within a 500-foot radius of any raptor nests until it can be verified that all fledglings 
have left the nest. Plan Requirements/ Timing: This condition shall be printed on all 
construction, grading, and building plans. 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform site inspections throughout the construction phase and 
receive the weekly reports of the P&D approved biologist. 

15. · Except for proposed lawn areas. (which shall be planted in drought tolerant species only), new 
plants installed on the project site shall prim~ly include native plant materials, in logical 
associations and shall specify native specimen plants and seed stock from .locally obtained 
sources, i.e., from coastal slopes between Carpinteria Bluffs and Ellwood Mesa. An irrigation 
plan shall accompany the landscape plan. Plan Requirements/Timing: Prior to approval of 
Coastal Development PermitS and Grading Permits for landscaping and structures, the 
applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the County to install required landscaping 
and water-conserving irrigation systems and maintain required landscaping for the life of the 
project. The applicant shall also submit four copies of a final landscape and water-conserving 
irrigation plan to P&D for review and approval. Prior to occupancy clearance, landscape and 
irrigation shall be installed. 

Monitoring: Following installation of landscaping, the landscape architect or arborist shall 
verify to P&D, in writing, the primary use of native seed stock for new plantings throughout the 
site. Permit Compliance staff shall verify installation of landscaping prior to occupancy 
clearance. 

16. Herbicides shall not be used during the site preparation phase of the wetland and wetland buffer 
restoration/ revegetation plan implementation. Spot application by hand-held spray bottle of a 
glyphosate herbicide designed for use in wetland areas may be used during the wetland 
restoration plan maintenance period to treat stubborn weeds. Plan Requirements: The 
applicant _shall show this condition on all plans. 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance Monitoring staff shall perform spot checks during the 
restoration plan maintenance period. 

17. In the event archaeological remains are encountered during grading, work shall be Stopped 
immediately or redirected until a P&D qualified archaeologist and Native American representative 
are retained by the applicant to evaluate the significance of the find pursuant to Phase 2 
investigations of the County Archaeological Guidelines. If remains are found to be significant, 
they shall be subject to a Phase 3 mitigation program_ ~onsistent wi~ County Archaeological 

________ z.& '\'If 
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Guidelines and funded by the applicant. Plan Requirementsffiming: This condition shall be 
printed on all building and grading plans. 

Monitoring: P&D shall check plans prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit and shall 
spot check in the field. 

18. Access shall be constructed to Fire Department standards and project conditions, inCluding 
adequate width, compaction, surfacing, and appropriate grade. Plan Requirements and Timing: 
Plans shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Fire Department prior to map recordation 
and/ or approval of a Coastal Development Permit for the proposed residences, whichever occurs 
first. 

Monitoring: P&D shall check plans and inspect prior to and during construction. 

19. Future construction shall conform to the requirements of development in a high fire hazard area, 
including but not limited to, the following: 

a. building materials for all structures including residences, fences, and accessory buildings shall 
be constructed of fue resistant materials; 

b. Fire Department Class A orB roofmg (i.e., non-combustible tile or asphalt composite shakes) 
shall be required for all future onsite structures; 

c. spark arrestors shall be required for wood burning fireplaces; 

d. decks and structural overhangs proposed for all new structures shall be cons~cted with fire 
retardant materials or heavy timbers; 

e. landscaping shall be primarily drought tolerant and fire resistant. 

Plan Requirements and Timing: Measures shall be graphically depicted on building/landscape 
plans which shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire Department and P&D prior to approval of 
the Coastal Developi'Il:ent Permit for structures. 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during construction for conformance tq approved plans. 

20. Utilities provided to future development shall be installed underground. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Plans shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Fire Department prior to 
recordation for utility trenching associated with parcel improvements and prior to approval of a 
Coastal Development Permit for utility connection to future development on each parcel. . . 

Monitoring: P&D shall check plans and inspect prior to and during construction. 

21. The applicant shall limit excavation and grading to the dry season of the year (i.e. April 15 to 
November 1) unless a Building & Safety approved erosion control plan is in place and all 
p-leasures therein are in effect. All exposed graded surfaces shall be reseeded with ground cover 
vegetation to minimize erosion. Plan Requirements: This requirement shall be noted on all 1 

grading and building plans. Timing: Graded surfaces shall be reseeded within four weeks of 
1 

grading completion, with the exception of surfaces graded for the placement of structures .. These 
surfaces shall be reseeded if construction of structures does not commence within four weeks of 1 

grading completion. 



Olsen Appeal of the Hacienda Vieja Lot Line Adjustment, 
Tentative Vesting Tract Map, Development Plan and Coastal Development Permit 
Attachment D- Conditions of Approval, 02TRM-00000-00002 
PageD-7 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading to monitor dust generation and four weeks 
after grading to verify reseeding and to verify the construction has commenced in areas graded for 
placement of structures. · . 

22. Positive drainage shall be provided away from all structures and away from all manufactured 
slopes, and the topl8-36 inches of soil be recompacted to a minimum- of 90-95% relative 
compaction for foundation and roadway areas on the site. Plan Requirements: This requirement 
shall be noted on all grading and building plans. . · . · . . 

·;: 

Monitoring: P&D shall. site inspect during grading to monitOr drainage, slope formation and soil 
compaction practices. 

23. The existing septic system serving. 4865 Vieja Drive shall be abandoned under permitted 
inspection by Environmental Health Service concurrent with connection to the Goleta Sanitary 
District (GSD) of all residential development proposed in association with the Hacienda Vieja 
project and the completion of annexation of the project parcels into the GSD. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant 
shall complete annexation to the GSD. Prior to issuance of any occupancy permits for residences 
on the Hacienda Vieja site, the applicant shall submit proof to EHS staff of connection of all 
development on site to the District mainline. 

Monitoring: EHS shall.receive written notification from the GSD that the existing single family 
dwelling and the four new residences have all been connected to the sanitary system and that it has 
been installed according to plans. 

24. Construction activity for site preparation and for future development shall be limited to the hours 
between 7:00 am. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur on State 
holidays (e.g. Thanksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment maintenance shall be limited to 
the same hours. Non-noise generating construction activities such as interior painting are· not 
subject to these restrictions. Plan Requirements: Two signs stating these restrictions shall be 
provided by the applicant and posted on site. Timing: Signs shall be in place prior to beginning 
of and throughout grading and construction activities. Violations may result in suspension of 
permits. · 

Monitoring: Building Inspectors and Permit Compliance shall spot check and respond to 
complaints. 

25. Stationary construction equipment that generates noise which exceeds·· 65 dBA at the project 
boundaries shall be shielded to P&D's satisfaction and shall be located as far as possible from 
occupied residences. Plan Requirements: The equipment area with appropriate acoustic 
shielding shall be designated on building and grading plans. Timing: Equipment and shielding 
shall remain in the designated location throughout construction activities. · · 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall perform site inspections to ensure compliance. With the 
incorporation of the mitigation measure above, residual noise impacts would be less than . 
significant · 

26. A recorded Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) dociunent is necessary to ensure that prospective 
property owners are aware that overflights by airplanes using the SBMA will continue for the 
foreseeable future. There shall also be a notification of aircraft overflights and associated noise 
levels included within the project CC&Rs (Codes, Covenants~ and Restrictions) for the proposed 

. development. Plan Requirements & Timing: The property owner shall sign, record and cross 
reference the document prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit. · 

-------~__.. '"'" 
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27. 

28. 

--Monitoring: P&D shall confirm recordation of the NTPO, and the notification language in the 
project CC&Rs . 

The applicant shall dedicate a 15-foot wide trail easement along the western border of the subject 1 
property to the County in perpetuity. No fencing or new landscaping other than ground cover shall 
encumber this 15-foot wide easement. Upon development of the future trail, the perimeter of the 
wetlands area east of the trail easement shall be permanently fenced so that pedestrian access is 1 
denied to the wetlands. Plan Requirements: The easement document and landscape plan shall 
be reviewed and approved by P&D, County Counsel, and the Park Department prior to 1 

recordation of the Tentative Tract Map and/ or prior to approval of the Coastal D~velopment 1 
Pennit for the proposed development, whichever occurs first. - · 

I 

A construction staging area shall be established on the project site outside of the wetland buffer 
area and graphically depicted on all project site plans. All construction equipment and1 

construction employee vehicles shall be stored and parked in this area. Plan Requirements amj 
Timing: Prior to approval of Coastal Development Pennits, all project plans shall graphicall~ 
indicate the location of the construction staging area. 1 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance staff shall spot check in the field and shall respond to complaint~ 1 

I 

29. Drainage shall be consistent with approved drainage plans and shall employ Best Availab 
Control Technologies. Plan Requirements: Prior to approval of Coastal Developm~ 
Pennits, a final drainage plan shall be submitted to P&D,- Flood Control and Project Cle1 
Water staff for review and approval. Timing: The components of the drainage plan shall 
implemented prior to occupancy clearance. 

30. 

31. 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading. 

The applicant shall secure Can and Will Serve letters from the Goleta Water District. 1 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to approval of a Coastal Deyelopment Pennit, the app 
shall provide P&D with the Can And Will letters indicating adequate service for each parceL1 

Monitoring: P&D shall ensure Can And Will Serve letters have been secured. 

PROJECT SPECIFIC CO~TJ>ITIONS 

32. Compliance with Departmental letters required as follows: 

a. Air Pollution Control District dated January 29, 2002. 
b. County Fire Department dated June 23,2004. 
c. Flood Control dated June I 0, 2004 · 
d. Road Division (Public Works) dated June 10,2004 
e. County Parks Department dated June 9, 2004. 
f. County Surveyor dated June 16, 2004. · · · 
g. Environmental H~alth Services dated July 6, 2005. 

----------1 
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33. Title to the common open space shall be held by a non-profit association of homeowners or by 
any other non-profit group on such reasonable terms and conditions as the Board of Supervisors 
may prescribe. If the common open space is conveyed to a group other than the homeowners 
association, the rights to develop such property with anything except open space or 
noncommercial recreation shall be conveyed to the County of Santa Barbara .. 

34. Prior. to recordation, the applicant shall record CC&Rs which require shared responsibility of 
site improvements by all owners. The owners shall share maintenance responsibilities for the 
drainage facilities, landscaping, revegetation, fencing and. access, subject to approvals from 
Flood Control, P&D and County Counsel. The CC&R's shall also include by reference 
responsibilities for all owners to maintain property in compliance with all conditions of 
approval for the pro_iect. Any amendments to the County required conditions shall be reviewed 
and approved by the County; this requirement shall also be included in the CC&Rs. 

35. The recordation of TPM 14,595 shall occur prior to issuance of permits for development, 
including grading, under 02DVP-00000-00002 unless the applicant obtains approval from the 
Board of Supervisors to grade prior to recordation. 

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP CONDITIONS 

36. Prior to recordation of the map and subject to P&D approval as to form and content, the 
applicant shall include all of ~e mitigation measures, conditions, agreements and specific plans 
associated with· or required by this project approval on a separate informational sheet. to be 
recorded with the Final Map. All applicable conditions and mitigation measures of the project 
shall be printed on grading and/or building plans and shall be graphically illustrated. where 
feasible. If Coastal Development Pemiits are obtained prior to recordation, Tentative Tract 
Map conditions will not apply retroactively to the previously issued Coastal Development 
Permit. For any subsequent development on any parcels created by the project, each set of 
plans accompanying a Coastal Development Permit shall contain th~se conditions. 

37. If the proposed map is revised from the approved Tentative Map, or if changes to conditions are 
sought, approval shall be in the same manner as for the originally approved map. 

38. 1bree copies of the map to finalize the fmal map and required'review fees in effect at the time, 
shall be submitted to Planning and Development (P&D) for compliance review of P&D 
conditions before P&D will issue final map clearance to the County Surveyor. The map shall 
show statistics for net lot area (gross area less any public road right of way) and any open space. 

39. Prior to recordation, public utility easements shall be provided at the locations and of widths 
required by the serving utilities. The subdivider shall submit to the County Surveyor a set of 
prints of the parcel map accompanied by a letter from each utility ~d water and sewer district 
serving the property stating that the easements shown thereon are acceptable. 

40. The Tentative Tract Map shall expire three years after approval or conditional approval by the 
fmal decisionmaker unless otherwise provided in the Subdivision Map Act, Government Code 
§66452.6. 

41. The applicant shall ensure that the project complies with all approved plans and all project 
conditions including those which must be monitored after the project is built and occupied. To· 
accomplish this the applicant agrees to: . 

, 
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a~ Contact P&D compliance staff as soon as possible after project approval to provide the -
name and phone number of the future contact person for the project and give estimated 
dates for future project activities. 

b. Contact P&D compliance staff at least two weeks prior to commencement of construction 
activities to schedule an on-site pre-construction meeting with the owner, compliance staff, 
other agency personnel and with key construction pers~mnel. 

c. Pay fees prior to approval of Coastal Development Peimit as authorized under ordinance 
and fee schedules to cover full costs of monitoring as described above, including costs for 
P&D to hire and manage outside consultants when deemed necessary by P&D staff (e.g. 
non-compliance situations, special monitoring needed for sensitive areas incl~d.i11g but not 
limited to biologists, archaeologists) to assess damage and/or ensure complian~e. In such 
cases, the applicant shall comply with P&D recommendations to bring the project into 
compliance. The decision of the Director of P &D shall be final in the event of a dispute. 

42. Prior to Recordation, the applicant shall pay all applicable P&D permit processing fees in full. 

43. Developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County or its agents, 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 the 
Tentative Tract Map. In the event that the County fails promptly to notify the 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 . 

44. In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other mitigation measure 
is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a court of law or threatened to be flied 
therein which action is brought With.i.n the time period provided for by law, this approval shall be 
suspended pending dismissal of such action, the expiration of the limitation period applicable to 
such action, or final resolution of such action. If any condition 'is invalidated by a court oflaw, 
the entire project shall be reviewed by the County and substitute conditions may be imposed. 

45 . A recorded Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) document shall be executed to ensure that 
prospective pr()perty owners have infonnation about the biology of the wetland and buffer area 
on the project site and responsible management of household chemicals. This infonnation shall 
also be included within the project CC&Rs (Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions) for ·the 
proposed development. Plan Requirements & Timing: The property owner shall sign, record 
and cross reference the NTPO document prior to approval of a Coastal Development Pennit. 
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ATTACHMENTE 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

02DVP-00000-00002 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1. This Final Development Plan is based upon and limited to compliance with the project 
description, Planning Commission Hearing Exhibits A-H dated September 24, 2004, and 
conditions of approval set forth below. 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 aildlor further environmental review. 
Deviations without the above described approval will constitute a violation of permit approval. 

The projc~L- de;cription is as follows: 

The proposed project is the construction of two two-story and two one-story detached single
family dwellings with smooth stucco exteriors and red tile roofs, after final recordation of Lot 
Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 and Vesting Tentative Tract Map 02TRM-00000-
00002. 

The residences on Lots 1 and 3 of Parcell (APN 065-240-019) would each total 3,200 square 
feet of habitable space, with an attached 400 square foot two-car garage and would each 
include three bedrooms, a den, four bathrooms, a kitchen with dining nook, a dining room, 
and a Jiving room. · 

. . 
The residence on Lot 2 of Parcel 1 would total 3,386 square feet of habitable space, with an 
attached 480 square foot 2-car garage. Lot 2 would have four bedrooms, four and one-half 
baths, a kitchen, a dining room, a living room and a library. The residence on lot 4 would 
total3,190 square feet of habitable space, with an attached 470 square foot garage, and would 
have three and one-half bathrooms, kitchen, living room, dining room and family room. 
(Approval of modifications to DR zone specifications for front setbacks and parking setbacks 
(as detailed in Section 6.3.2 of the staff report dated June 25, 2004) are required as pat of the 
proposed Development Plan.) 

The height of all of the proposed dwellings would be under 35 feet (approximately 15 feet 
average height for Lot 1, 16 feet for Lot 3, and 21 feet for Lots 2 and 4). Each new residence 
would have an automatic fire sprinkler system and provide two additional off-stre~t parking 
spaces. Each lot would include private, fenced side and rear yards. Fencing would measure 
a maximum of six feet high and would be constructed of wood screen· or ornamental iron. 
Black vinyl chain link or wood screen fencing would be placed along the project perimeter. 

Approval of modifications to DR zone specifications for front setbacks and parking setbacks 
are required as part of the proposed Development Plan, as revised in P&D memo to the 
Planning Commission dated September 24, 2004. 

Existing storage sheds, corrals, and a small horse stable on the parcel would be removed 
during project development. These corrals and structures are located in a degraded wetland 
and wetland buffer area that is proposed to be restored, enhanced and re-vegetated with 
native plant species as part of this project. · 

All proposed units would be offered for sale. The prospective owners of all of the units would 
participate in a single Homeowner's Association (HOA) and the entire development would be 
subject to a single set of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs). A portion of the 
yard area of each private lot would be dedicated to the prospective HOA through a landscape· 2, ~'fl" 
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easement that would allow for the common design and maintenance of the project's internal 
streetscape. As the proposed Development Plan is for less than 5 residential units, there are 
no required affordable housing units are per Comprehensive Plan Housing Policy 1.4. 

Approximately 40% of the site would be developed as common open space. The majority of the 
proposed common open space would be located on the south side 9f the project site to create a 
vegetative buffer between More Mesa and site development. This buffer would include a 
restored wetland area and be planted with native plant species except within the existing 
eucalyptus tree grove. Project landscaping outside of the common open space area would 
include native and Mediterranean xeriscape plant materials. 

Grading for the project site would include an estimated an estimated 651 cubic yards of cut and 
2,912 cubic yards of fill with 2,266 cubic yards imported. The Goleta \Vater District would 
provide water service and the Goleta Sanitary District would provide sanitary service after the 
required annexation to the GSD of the sewer line on the project site as specified by Tract Map 
(02TRM-00000-00002) and Development Plan conditions. 

The project description also incorporates the mitigation measures identified in Negative 
Declaration 04NGD-00000-00011. 

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 04NGD-00000-00011 

2. Natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (darker earthtones 
and non-reflective paints), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be used on exterior 
surfaces of all structures. The BAR shall review treatment of the concrete swales (if concrete is 
needed) allowing them to look as natural as possible. The landscape plan shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. The intent 
being to adequately screen the homes from More Mesa. Plan Requirement: Materials shall be 
denoted on plans receiving BAR "final approval" and on building plans. Timing: Sfjftlctures 
shall be painted prior to occupancy clearance. r ' 

. ~ / 

Monitoring: P&D shall inspect prior to occupancy clearance. 

3. Ariy new exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be oflow intensity, low height 
and low glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light do"Ymward onto the subject parcel and 
prevent spill-over onto adjacent parcels. Applicant shall develop a Lighting Plan incorporating 
these requirements. Plan Requirements & Timing: The locations of all exterior lighting 
fixtures and an arrow showing the direction of light being cast by each fixture and the height of 
the fixtures shall be depicted on a Lighting Plan to be reviewed and approved by P&D and the 
BAR prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit for structures. 

4. 

Monitoring: P&D and BAR shall review a Lighting Plan for compliance with this measure. 
_ Permit Compliance shall inspect structures upon completion to ensure that exterior lighting 

fixtures have been installed consistent with their depiction on the fmal Lighting Plan. 

To prevent construction and/or employee trash from blowing offsite, covered receptacles shall 
be provided onsite prior to commencement of grading or construction activities. Waste shall be 
picked· up weekly or more frequently as directed by .Permit Compliance staff. Plan · 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to Coastal Development Permit approval, applicant shall 
designate and provide to Planning and Development the name. and phone number of a contact 
person(s) to monitor trash/waste and organize a_ clean-up crew. · Additional covered receptacles 

. shall be provided as determined Qecessary by Permit Compliance staff .. , This requirement shall 
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be noted on all plans. Trash control shall occur throughout all grading and construction 
activities. 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance staff shall inspect periodically throughout grading and 
construction activities. 

5. Dust generated by the development activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of 
retaining dust on the site, {?y following the dust control measures listed below. -

a. During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill materials, 
water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to prevent dust from leaving the site and to 
create a crust after each day's activities cease .. 

b. During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of 
vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this 
would include wetting down such areas in the later morning and after work is completed for 
the day and whenever wind exceeds 15 miles per hour. 

c. Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil 
binders to prevent dust generation. · 

d. The contractor shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and . 
to order increased watering as necessary to prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties 
shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The name 
and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control 
District prior to land use clearance. 

Plan Requirements: All requirements shall be shown on grading and building plans. Timing: 
Condition shall be adhered to throughout all grading and construction periods. 

Monitoring: P&D shall ensure measures are on plans. P&D Grading and B~ding inspectors . 
shall spot check; Grading and Building shall ensure compliance on site. APCD inspectors shall 
respond to nuisance complaints. 

6. If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the applicant shall 
employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust generation: 

a. seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or 

b. spreading of soil binders; and/or 

c. any other methods deemed appropriate by the Air Pollution Control District and/or Planning 
and Development. 

If grading activities are discontinued for over six weeks, applicant shall contact both Permit 
Compliance staff and the Grading Inspector to site inspect revegetation/soil binding. Plan 
Requirements: These requirements shall be noted on all grading plans. Timing: The final 
grading plan shall be submitted for review prior to Coastal Development Permit approval. · 

Monitoring: 
inspections. 

· · .::~~;·i·Fi: ~ .. ~·;trt"v . . 
Permit Compliance staff and Grading Inspector shall perfonn periodic site 
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Monitoring: P&D shall check plans and inspect prior to and during construction. 

19. Future construction shall conform to the requirements of development in a high fire hazard area, 
including but not limited to, the following: · 

a building materials for all structures including residences, fences, and accessory buildings shall 
be constructed of fire resistant materials; · 

b. Fire Department Class A orB roofing (i.e., non-combustible.tile or asphalt composite shakes) 
shall be required for all future onsi~e structures; 

c. spark arrestors shall be required for wood burning fireplaces; 

d. decks and structural overhangs proposed for all new structures shall be constructed with fire 
retardant materials or heavy timbers; 

e. landscaping shall be primarily drought tolerant and fire resistant. 

Plan Requirements and Timing: Measures shall be graphically depicted on building/landscape 
plans which shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire Department and P&D prior to approval of 
the Coastal Development Pem:rit for structures. 

Monitoring:. P&D shall site inspect during construction for conformance to approved plans. 

20. Utilities provided to future development shall be installed underground. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Plans shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Fire Department prior to . 
recordation for utility trenching associated with parcel improvements and prior to approval of a 
Coastal Development Pennit for utility connection to future development on each parcel. 

21. 

Monitoring: P&D shall check pi~ and inspect prior to and during construction. 

The applicant shall limit excavation and grading to the dry season of the year (i.e. April 15 to 
November 1) unless a Building & Safety approved erosion control plan is in place and all 
measures therein are in effect. All exposed graded surfaces shall be reseeded with ground cover 
vegetation to minimize erosion. Plan Requirements: This requirement shall be noted on all 
grading and building plans. Timing: Graded surfaces shall be reseeded within four weeks of 
grading completion, with the"exception of surfaces graded for the placement of structures. These 
surfaces shall be reseeded if construction of structures does not commence within four weeks of 
grading completion. · 

Monitoring:· P&D shall site inspect during grading to monitor dust generation and four weeks 
after grading to verify reseeding and to verify the construction has commenced in areas graded for 
placement of structures. 

22. Positive drainage shall be provided away from all structures and away from all manufactured 
slopes, and the top18-36 inches of soil be recompacted to a minimum of 90-95% relative 
compaction for foundation and roadway area.S on the site. Plan Requirements: This requirement 
shall be noted on all grading and building plans. · 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading to monitor drainage, slope formation and soil 
compaction practices. . · · · 

·'· 

........ ~ 
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23. The existing septic system serving 4865 Vieja Drive shall oe abandoned under pennitted 
inspection by, Environmental Health Service concurrent with connection to the Goleta Sanitary 
District (GSD) of all residential development proposed in association with the Hacienda Vieja 
project. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to approval of a Coastal Development Pennit, 
the applicant shall complete annexation to the GSD. Prior to issuance of any occupancy permits 
for residences on the Hacienda Vieja site, the applicant shall submit proof to EHS staff of 
connection of all development on site to the District mainline. 

Monitoring: EHS shall receive written notification from the GSD that the existing single· family 
dwelling and the four new residences have all been connected to the sanitary system and that it has 
been installed according to plans. · 

24. Construction activity for site preparation and for future development shall be limited to the hours 
between 7:00a.m. and 4:00p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur on State 
holidays (e.g. Thanksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment maintenance shall be limited to 
the same hours. Non-noise generating construction activities such as interior painting are not 
subject to these restrictions. Plan Requirements: Two signs stating these restrictions shall be 
provided by the applicant and posted on site. Timing: Signs shall be in place prior to beginning 
of and throughout grading and construction activities. Violations may result in suspension of 
permits. · 

Monitoring: · Building Inspectors and Permit . Compliance shall spot check and respond to 
complaints. 

25. Stationary construction equipment that generates noise which exceeds 65 dBA at the project 
boundaries shall be shielded to P&D's satisfaction and shall be located as far .as possible from 
occupied residences. Plan Requirements: The equipment area with appropriate aco~c 
shielding shall be designated on building and grading plans. Timing: · EqUipment imd shielding 
shall remain in the designated location throughout construction activities. 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall perfonn site inspections to ensure compliance. With the 
incorporation of the mitigation measure above, residual noise impacts would. be less than 
significant. · 

26. A recorded Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) document is necessary to ensure that prospective 
property owners are aware that overflights by airplanes using the SBMA will continue for the 
foreseeable future. There shall also be a notification of aircraft overflights and associated noise 
levels included within the project CC&Rs (Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions) for the proposed 
development. Plan Requirements & Timing: The property owner shall sign, record and cross 
reference the document prior to approval of the Coastal Development Permit 

Monitoring: P&D shall confirm recordation of the NTPO. 

27. The applicant shall dedicate a 15-foot wide trail easement along the western border of the subject 
property to the County in perpetuity. No fencing or new landscaping other than ground cover shall 
encumber this 15-foot wide easement. Upon development of the future trail, the pe~eter o~~e 
wetlands area east of the trail easement shall be pennanently fenced so that pedestrian access 1s 
denied to the wetlands. Plan Requirements: The easement document and landscape plan shall 
be reviewed and approved by P&D, County Counsel, and the Park Department prior to approval 
of the Coastal Development Permit for the proposed ~evelopment. .... . . .· , ~· , 

. . . 

28. A construction staging area shall l;>e established on the project site outside of the wetland buffer 
area and graphically depicted on all project ·site plans. All construction equipment and 
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construction employee vehicles shall be stored and parked in this area. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits, all project plans shall graphically 
indicate the location of the construction staging area. 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance staff shall spot check in the field and shall respond to complaints. 

29. Drainage shall be consistent with approved drainage plans and shall employ Best Available 
Control Technologies. Plan Requirements: Prior to approval of Coastal Development 
Permits, a final drainage plan shall be submitted to P&D, Flood Control and Project Clean 
Water staff for review and approval. Timing: The components of the drainage plan shall be 
implemented prior to occupancy clearance. 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading. 

30. Storm drain inlets within the project site shall be covered/ blocked when applying seal coat, tack 
coat, slurry seal, fog seal, etc. Plan Requirements and Timing: All grading and drainage and 
site plans shall include the language of this requirement. 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance and Building Inspectors shall ensure that the construction 
contractor adheres to this requirement. · 

31. The applicant shall secure Can and Will Serve letters from the Goleta Water District. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit the applicant 
shall provide P&D with. the Can And Will letters indicating adequate service for each parcel. 

Monitoring: P&D shall ensure Can And Will Serve letter~ have been secured. 

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

32. Compliance ~th Departmental letters required as follows: 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

Air Pollution Control District dated January 29, 2002. 
County Fire Department dated June 23, 2004. 
Flood Control dated June 10, 2004 
Road Division (Public Works) dated June 10, 2004 
County Parks Department dated June 9, 2004. 
County Surveyor dated June 16, 2004. 
Environmental Health Services letter dated July 6, 2004. 

33. The applicant shall obtain fmal approval from the Board of Architectural Review (BAR) prior 
to approval of a Coastal Development Permit. 

34. Two performance securities shall be provided by the applicant prior to approval of Coastal 
Development Permits, one equal to the value of installation of all items listed in section (a) 
below (labor and materials) and one equal to the value of maintenance and/or replacement of 
the items listed in section (a) for three years of maintenance of the items. The amounts shall be 
agreed to by P&D. Changes to approved landscape plans may require a substantial conformity 
determination or an approved change to the plan. The installation security shall be released 
upon satisfactory installation of all items in section (a). If plants and irrigation (and/or any items 
listed in section (a) below) have been established and maintained, P&D may release the 
maintenance security two years after installation. If such maintenance has not occurred, the 
plants or improvements shall be replaced and the security held for another year. If the applicant 
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fails to either. install or maintain according to the approved plan, P&D may collect security and 
complete work on property. The installation security shall guarantee compliance with the 
provision below: 

a) Installation of landscaping and irrigation, in accordance with the approved landscape 
plan prior to occupancy clearance. . 

Monitoring: P&D shall inspect landscaping and improvements for compliance with approv¢ 
plans prior to authorizing release of both installation and maintenance securities. -

35. Landscaping shall be maintained for the life of the project. 

36. Approval of the Final Development Plan shall expire five (5) years after approval by the 
Planning Commission unless prior to the expiration date, substantial physical construction has 
been completed on the development or a time extension has been applied for by the applicant. 
The decisionmaker with jurisdiction over the project may, upon good cause shown, grant a time 
extension for one year.· 

37. No permits for development, including grading, shall be issued except in conformance with the 
approved Final Development Plan and Map. The size, shape, arrangement, use, and location of 
buildings, walkways, parking areas, and landscaped areas shall be developed in conformity with 
the approved development plan marked Planning Commission Attachments A-G, dated July 7, 
2004. Substantial conformity shall be determined by the Director ofP&D. 

38. On the date a subsequent Preliminary or Final Development Plan is approved for this site, any 
previously approved but unbuilt plans shall become null and void. · 

39. If the applicant requests a time extension for this permit/project, the permit/project may be 
revised to include updated language to standard conditions and/or mitigation measur~s and 
additional conditions and/or mitigation measures which reflect changed circumstances or 

· additional identified project impacts. Mitigation fees shall be those in effect at the time of 
approval of a CDP. · 

40. No permits for development, including grading, shall be issued prior to recordation of 02TRM-
00000-00002 (TM 14,595). . 

41. Prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits, the applicant shall pay all applicable P&D 
processing fees in full. 

42. The applicant shall ensure that the project complies with all approved plans and all project 
conditions including those which must be monitored after the project is built and occupied. To 
accomplish this the applicant agrees to 

a. Contact P&D compliance staff as soon as possible after project approval to provide the 
name and phone number of the future contact person for the project and give estimated 
dates for future project activities. · 

b. Contact P&D ·compliance staff at least two weeks priot: to commencement of construction · 
activities to schedule an on-site pre-construction meeting with the owner, compliance sta.ft 
other agericy personnel ~d with key construction· personnev_~:. , _ ,. : > ·"·;- :; • '· • • • · ._; · · 
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c. Pay fees prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits as authorized under ordinance 
and fee schedules to cover full costs of monitoring as described above, including costs for 
P&D to hire and manage outside consultants when deemed necessary by P&D staff (e.g. 
non-compliance situations, special monitoring needed for sensitive areas including but not 
limited to biologists, archaeologists) to assess damage and/or ensure compliance. In such 
cases, the applicant shall comply with P&D recommendations to bring the project into 
compliance. The decision of the Director ofP&D shall be fmal in th~ event of a dispute. 

43. Developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County or its agents, 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 the 
Final Development Plan. In the event that the County fails promptly to notify the 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 .effe<?t. 

44. In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other mitigation measure 
is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a court oflaw or threatened to be 
filed therein which action is brought within the time period provided for by law, this approval 
shall be suspended pending dismissal of such action, the expiration of the limitation period 
applicable to such action, or final resolution of such action. If any condition is invalidated by a 
court of law, the entire project shall be reviewed by the County and substitute conditions may 
be imposed. 

· 45. A recorded Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) document shall be .executed to ensure that 
prospective property owners have information about the biology of the wetland and buffer area 
on the project site and responsible management of household chemicals. 'fhis information shall 
also be included within the project CC&Rs (Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions) for the 
proposed development. Plan Requirements & Timing: The property owner shall sign, record 
and cross reference the NTPO document prior to approval of a Co~tal Development Peqnit. 

•. 



ATTACHMENT F 
PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

Case#: 04CDP-00000-00087 

1. This Appealable Coastal Development Permit (CDP) is based upon and limited to compliance 
with the project description and conditions of approval set forth below. 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. 

The project description is as follows: 

The propo~e.d Ve~ting Tentative Tract Map 02TRM-00000-00002 would subdivide Parcel 1, 
APN 065-240-019, as reconfigured by Lot Line Adjustment 02LLA-00000-00002 into five lots, 
including four residential lots intended for private ownership and one lot owned in common by 
all prospective property owners. The common lot would include two landscaped drainage 
swales leading to a wetland area and open space. The proposed residential lots would range in 
size from 13,781 square feet to 18,894 square feet. The common lot would measure 0.96 acres. 

A 28-foot wide gated private access road off Vieja Drive would provide access to the project 
site, with access easements for this drive across all four new residential lots. The sewer line 
that has been installed beneath the proposed private access road for connection to the proposed 
residential development on the project site shall be annexed into the Goleta Sanitary District. 
Guest parking would be allowed along one side of the proposed private access road. Dedication 
to the County Parks pepartment of a 15-foot wide trail easement is proposed along the westerly 
pr~perty.line. · 

MITIGATION ·MEASURES FROM 04NGD-00000-00011 

2. Natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (darker earthtones 
and non-reflective paints), subject to BAR review and approval, shall be used on exterior 
surfaces of all structures. The BAR shall review treatment of the concrete swales (if concrete is 
needed) allowing them to look as natural as possible. The· landscape plan shall include a 
minimum of two to three large size screen trees (24 to 48-inch box) on each lot. The intent 
being to adequately screen the homes ftom More Mesa. Plan Requirement: Materials shall be 
denoted on plans receiving BAR "final approval" and on buildi.pg plans. Timing: Structures 
shall be painted prior to occupancy clearance. 

Monitoring: P&D shall inspect prior to occupancy clearance. 

3. Any new exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be oflow intensity, low height 
andlow glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light downward onto the subject parcel and 
prevent spill-over onto adjacent parcels. Applicant shall develop a Lighting Plan incorporating 
these requirements. Plan Requirements & Timing: The locations of all exterior lighting 
fixtures and an arrow showing the direction of light being cast by each fixture and the height of 
the fixtures shall be depicted on a Lighting Plan to be reviewed and approved by P&D and the 
BAR prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit for structures. 

Monitoring: P&D and BAR shall review a Lighting Plan for compliance with this measure. 
Permit Compliance shall inspect structures upon completion to ensure that exterior lighting 
fixtures have been installed consistent with their depictio_~ ~n the. final Lighting Plan. 
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4. To prevent construction and/or employee trash from blowing offsite, covered receptacles shall 
be provided onsite prior to commencement of grading or construction activities. Waste shall be 
picked up weekly or more frequently as directed by Permit Compliance staff. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to Coastal Development Permit approval, applicant shall 
designate and provide to Planning and Development the name and phone number of a contact 
person(s) to monitor trash/waste and organize a clean-up crew. Additional covered receptacles 
shall be provided as determined necessary by Permit Compliance staff. This requirement shall 
be noted on all plans. · Trash control shall occur throughout all grading and construction 
activities. . · · · . 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance staff shall inspect periodically throughout ·grading and 
construction activities. 

5. Dust generated by the development activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of 
retaining dust on the site, by following the dust control measures listed below .. 

a. During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill materials, 
water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to prevent dust from leaving the site and to 
create a crust after each day's activities cease. 

b. ·During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of 
vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this 
would include wetting down such areas in the later morning and after work is completed for 
the day and whenever wind exceeds 15 miles per hour. 

c. Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept· moist, or treated with soil 
binders to prevent· dust generation. 

d. The contractor shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and 
to order increased watering as necessary to prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties 
shall include hoi~ day and weekend periods. when work may not be in progress. The name 
and telephone nwnber of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution: Control 
District prior to land use clearance. 

Plan Requirements: All requirements shall be shown ()n grading and building plans. Timing: 
Condition shall be adhered to .throughout all grading and construction ~rio~. " . 

~ 

Monitoring: P&D shall ensure measures are on plans. P&D Grading and Building inspectors 
shall spot check; Grading and Building shall ensure compliance on site. APCD inspectors shall 
respond to nuisance complaints. 

6. If the construction site is· graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the applicant shall 
employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust generation: · 

a. seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or 

b. spreading of soil binders; and/or 

c. any other methods deemt:d appropriate by the Air Pollution Control District and/or Planning 
and Development. >: ._. . . . 
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If grading activities are discontinued for over six weeks, applicant shall contact both Pennit 
Compliance staff and the Grading Inspector to site inspect revegetation/soil binding. Plan 
Requirements: These requirements shall be noted on all grading plans. Timing: The final 
grading plan shall be submitted for review prior to Coastal Development Permit approval. 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance staff and Grading Inspector shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

. . 

7. Best available erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented during grading and 
construction. Best available erosion and sediment control measures may include but are not· 
limited to use of sediment basins, gravel bags, silt fences, geo-bags or gravel and geotextile 
fabric berms, erosion control blankets, fiber rolls, jute net, and straw bales. Storm drain inlets 
shal~ be protected from sediment-laden waters by use of inlet protection devices such as gravel 
bag barriers, filter fabric fences, block and gravel filters, and excavated inlet sediment traps. 
Sediment control measures shall be maintaineq for the duration of the grading period and until 
graded areas have been stabilized by structures, long-term erosion control measures or 
landscaping. Construction entrances and exits shall be stabilized using gravel beds, rumble 
plates, or other measures to prevent sedimentfrom being tracked onto adjacent roadways. Any 
sediment or other materials tracked off site shall be removed the same day as they are tracked 
using dry cleaning methods. Plan Requirements: An erosion and sediment ~ontrol plan shall 
be submitted to and approved by P&D and Flood Control prior to approval of Coastal 
Development Permits. The plan shall be designed to address erosion and sediment control 
during all phases of development of the site. Timing: The plan shall be implemented prior to 
the commencement of ~ading/construction. · 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform site inspections throughout the construction phase. 

8. An open space easement reviewed and approved by P&D and County Counsel for the Hacienda . · 
Vieja (four lot) site wetland and 100-foot buffer area shall be dedicated to Santa Barbara County 
and/or may also be dedicated to an applicable non-profit entity and shall remain in open space and 
be insured as such by conditions of approval. Split rail fencing, no greater than 4 feet in height, or 
other P&D-approved permanent marker shall be used to delineate the open space easement area. 
Appropriate signage (acceptable ~o the holder of easement, such as "Protected Open Space 
Easement") shall be required to help prevent development not in compliance with the approved 
wetlands restoration I revegetation plan. The CDP for physical development shall not be issued 
until the easement is recorded on the property title and fencing and signage is installed. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to recordation, an agreement to dedicate shall be submitted for 
review and approval by P&D and County Counsel. The easement shall be recorded concurrently 
with recordation of the tentative map. Fencing and signage shall be installed prior ~o the first 
occupancy clearance. 

MONITORING: Upon approval, provisions of the easement shall be monitored_ every two 
years through site inspections and/or photo documentation by P&D staff. 

9. A qualified biologist should thoroughly rake the sandy loam soils found in the northwestern 
comer of the subject parcel. This work should be conducted when silvery legless lizards, if 
present, are most likely to be active near the· surface (December-March). The biologist should 
also be present when this portion of the subject parcel is graded during site· preparation. Any 
silvery legless lizards found should be relocated to similarly-textured soils along t4e margin of 
the subject parcel. · 

., "'It' ........ ____________ _ 
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1 0. A qualified biologist should thoroughly inspect the abandoned outbuildings on the. project site -
for bats prior to demolition. Any bats found should be displaced by hand and the buildings 
demolished as soon as possible after displacement. 

11. During construction, washing of concrete trucks, paint, equipment, or similar activities shall 
occur only in areas where polluted water and materials can be contained for subsequent removal 
from the site. Wash water shall not be discharged to the storm drains, street, drainage ditches, 
creeks, or wetlands. The location(s) of the washout area(s) shall be clearly noted at the 

· construction site with signs. Plan Requirements: The applicant shall designate a washout 
area, acceptable to P&D, and this area shall be shown on the construction and/or grading and 
building plans. Timing: The wash off area shall be designated on all plans prior to approval of 
Coastal Development Permits. The washout area(s) shall be in place and maintained throughout 
construction. 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall check plans prior to approval of Coastal Dev.elopment Permits 
and compliance staff shall site inspect throug~out the construction period to ensure proper use 
and maintenance of the washout area(s). 

12. The applicant shall implement a wetlands restoration/ revegetation plan. The plan _shall 
include, but not be limited to the following measures: 

13. 

a. Removal of the existing corral fencing, horse stable/ shed structure, and horse(s) from the 
wetlands and buffer area. · 

b. The 1 00-foot wetlands buffer area shall be fenced during construction with chain-link fence 
prior to beginning construction or grading. A permanent exclusionary split rail or 
equivalent pennant fencing shall be erected around the 100-foot wetlands buffer at the 
conclusion of construction. In order to· not impede the movement of wildlife through the 
area, the minimum distance from ground level to any fence's first rung shall be 18 inches. 

c. Non-native species, with the exception of the eucalyptus. trees, shall be removed from the . 
wetlands. 

d. Removal of native species in the wetlands area shall be prohibited. 

e. Landscaping shall be with native wetlands species. Species shall be· from locally obtained 
plants and seed stock. :•\:. 

Plan Requirementsffiming: Prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits for 
landscaping and structures, the applicant shall submit four copies of a fmal wetlands 
restoration/ revegetation plan to P&D and to Flood Control for reView and approval. The 
applicant shall sl:low this condition and the pemianent exclusionary fencing on all plans. 

Monitoring: Following installation of landscaping, the landscape architect or arborist shall 
verify to P&D; in writing, the primary use of native seed stock for new plantings throughout the· 
~~ . 

Except for the above County-approved wetlands restoration/ revegetation plan which will 
include ~o lightly-contoured bioswales, there shall be no development and no tree removal,· 
except for dead trees and non-native species as specifically approved by P&D that are verified 
by a P&D-approved biologist to not be currently supporting nesting raptors, within the 100-foot 
wetlands area buffer (see AttacluJ.?.ent F: Site Plan). There shall be no removal of any live trees 
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that may serve to screen the proposed development from More Mesa. Plan Requirements: 
The. applicant shall show this condition on all plans. 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform site inspections upon completion of construction. 

14. Between December 15 and September 15, the developer shall pay for a P&D approved biologist 
to inspect the project site for raptor nesting activity once a week during construction. The 

. biologist shall also conduct a pre-construction raptor nesting inspection not more than one week 
prior to the proposed beginning of construction activity. If raptors are determined to be nesting 
on the project site or in any areas within 500 feet of proposed construction activity, no 

. construction, grading or heavy equipment operation shall take place within 500 feet of the 
raptor nest, except for certain construction activities that may be allowed on a case-by-case 
basis as reviewed and approved by P&D. Other than those activities that are allowed by P&D, 
no construction activities shall take place within a 500-foot radius of any raptor nest·s on the 
project site until it can )Je verified that all fledglings have left the nest. Plan Requirements/ 
Timing: This condition shall be printed on all construction, grading, and building plans. 

15. 

Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform site inspections throughout the construction phase and 
receive the weekly reports of the P&D approved biologist. 

. Except for proposed lawn areas (which shall be planted in drought tolerant species only), new 
plants installed on the project site shall primarily include native plant materials, in logical 
associations and shall specify native . specimen plants and seed stock from locally obtained 
sources, i.e., from coastal slopes between Carpinteri~ Bluffs and Ellwood Mesa. An irrigation 
plan shall accompany the landscape plan. Plan Requirements/Timing: Prior to approval of 

· Coastal Development Permits and Grading Permits for landscaping and structures, the 
applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement With the County to install required landscaping 
and water-conserving irrigation systems and maintain required landscaping for the ·life· of the 
project. The applicant shall also submit four copies of a final lanclscape and water-co~erving 
irrigation plan to P&D for review and approval. · Prior to occupancy clearance, landscape and 
irrigation shall be installed. 

/ 

Monitoring: Following installation of landscaping, the lan$cape architect or arborist shall 
verify to P&D, in writing, the primary use of native seed stock for new plantings throughout the 
site. Permit Compliance staff shall .verify installation of landscaping prior to occupancy 
clearance. 

16. Herbicides shall not be used during the site preparation phase of the wetland and wetland buffer 
restoration/ revegetation plan implementation. Spot application by hand-held spray bottle of a 
glyphosate herbicide designed for use in wetland areas may be used during the wetland 
restoration plan maintenance period to treat stubborn weeds. Plan Requirements: The 
applicant shall show this condition on all plans. · 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance Monitoring staff shall perform spot checks during the 
restoration plan maintenance period. · 

.. 
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17. In the event archaeological remains are encountered during grading, work shall be stopped 
immediately or redirected until a P&D qualified archaeologist and Native American representative 
are retained by the applicant to evaluate the significance of the fmd pursuant to Phase 2 
investigations of the County Archaeological Guidelines. If remains are found to be significant, 
they shall be subject to a Phase 3 mitigation program consistent with~County Archaeological 
Guidelines and funded by the applicant. Plan Requirementsffiming: This condition shall be 
printed on all building and grading plans. 

Monitoring: P&D shall check plans prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit and shall 
spot check in the field. . . · 

18. Access shall be constructed to Fire Department standards and project conditions, including 
adequate width, compaction, surfacing, and appropriate grade. Plan Requirements and Timing: 
Plans shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Fire Department prior to map recordation 
and! or approval of a Coastal Development Permit for tl;le proposed residences, whichever occurs 
first. 

Monitoring: P&D shall check plans and inspect prior to and during construction. 

19. Future construction shall conform to the requirements of development in a high· fire hazard area, 
including but not limited to, the following: 

a. building materials for all structures including residences, fences, and accessory buildings shall 
be constructed of fire resistant materials; 

b. Fire Department Class A or B 'roofing (i.e., non-combustible tile or asphalt composite shakes) 
shall be required for all future onsite structures; 

c. spark arrestors shall be required for wood burning fireplaces; 

d. decks and structural overhangs proposed for all new structures shall be constructed with fire 
retardant materials or heavy timbers; 

e. landscaping shall be primarily drought tolerant and fire resistant. 

Plan Requirements and Timing: Measures shall be graphically depicted on building/landscape 
plans which shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire Department and P&D prior to approval of 
the Coastal Development Permit for structures. 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during construction for conformance to approved plans. 

20. Utilities provided to future development shall be installed underground. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Plans shall be reviewed and approved by P&D and the Fire Department prior to 
recordation for utility trenching associated with parpel improvements and prior to approval of a 
Coastal Development Permit for utility connection to future development on each parcel. 

Monitoring: P&D shall check plans and inspect prior to and during construction. 

21. The applicant shall limit excavation and grading to the ·dry season of .the year (i.e. April 15 to 
November 1) unless a Building & Safety approved erosion control plan is in place and all 
measures therein are in effect. All eA"POsed graded surfaces shall be reseeded with ground cover 
vegetation to minimize erosion. Plan Requirements: This requirement shall be noted· on all 

' . ' •, ' 

-
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grading and building plans. Timing: Graded surfaces shall be reseeded within four weeks of 
grading completion, with the exception of surfaces graded for the placement of structures. These 
surfaces shall be reseeded if construction of structures does not conunence within four weeks of 
grading completion. 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading to monitor dust generation and four weeks 
after grading to verify reseeding and to verifY the construction has commenced in areas graded for 
placement of structures. 

·~? . 

22.- Positive drainage shall be provided away from all structures and away from all manufactured 
slopes, and the top18-36 inches of soil be recompacted to a minimum of 90-95% relative 
compaction for foundation and roadway areas on the site. Plan Requirements: This requirement 
shall be noted on all grading and building plans. 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading to monitor drainage, slope formation and spil 
compaction practices. · 

23. The existing septic system serving 4865 Vieja Drive shall be abandoned under permitted 
inspection by Environmental Health Service concurrent with connection to the Goleta Sanitary 
District (GSD) of all residential development proposed in association with the Hacienda Vieja 
project and the completion of annexation of the project parcels into the GSD. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to· issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant 
·shall complete apnexation to the GSD. Prior to issuance of any occupancy permits for residences 
on the Hacienda Vieja site, the applicant shall submit proof to EHS staff of connection of all 
development on site to the District mainline. 

Monitoring: EHS shall receive written notification from the GSD that the existing single family 
dwelling and the four new residences have all been connected to the sanitary system and that it has 
been installed according to plans. · 

24. Construction activity for site preparation and for future development shall be limited to the hours 

25. 

· between 7:00 am. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur on State 
holidays (e.g. Thanksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment maintenance shall be limited to 
the same hours. Non-noise generating construction activities such as interior painting are nQt 
subject to these restrictions. Plan Requirements: Two signs stating these restrictions shall be 
provided by the applicant and posted on site. Timing: Signs shall be in place prior to beginning 
of and throughout grading and construction activities. Violations may result in suspension of 
permits. ·~ · 

Monitoring: Building Inspectors and Permit Compliance shall spot check and respond to 
complaints. 

Stationary construction equipment that generates noise which exceeds 65 dBA at the project 
boundaries shall be shielded to P&D's satisfaction and shall be located as far as possible from 
occupied residences. Plan Requirements: The equipment area with appropriate aeoustic 
shielding shall be designated on building and grading plans. Timing: Equipment and shielding 
shall remain in the designated location throughou~ construction activities. 

Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall perform site inspections to ensure compliance. With the 
incorporation of the mitigation measure above, residual noise impacts would be less than 
significant. , · ~ ,:·· · · 

::: 

.. 
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26. A recorded Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) document is necessary to ensure that prospective 
property owners are aware that overflights by airplanes using the SBMA will continue for the 
foreseeable future. There shall also be a notification of aircraft overflights and associated noise 
levels included within the project CC&Rs (Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions) for the proposed 
development. Plan Requirements & Timing: The property owner shall sign, record and cross 
reference the document prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit. 

Monitoring: P&D shall confirm recordation of the NTPO, and the notification language in the 
project CC&Rs. . 

27. The applicant shall dedicate a 15-foot wide trail easement along the western border of the subject 
property to the County in perpetuity. No fencing or new landscaping other than ground cover shall 
encumber this 15-foot wide easement. Upon development of the future trail, the perimeter of the 
wetlands area east of the trail easement shall be permanently fenced so that pedestrian access is 
denied to the wetlands. Plan R~quiremerits: The easement document and landscape plan shall 
be reviewed and approved by P&D, County Counsel, and the Park Department prior to 
recordation of the Tentative Tract Map and/ or prior to approval of the Coastal Development 
Permit for the proposed development, whichever occurs first. 

28. A construction staging area shall be established on the project site outside of the wetland buffer 
area and graphically depicted on all project site plans. All construction equipment and 
construction employee vehicles shall be stored and parked in this area. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits, all project plans shall graphically 
indicate the location of the construction staging area. 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance staff shall spot check in the field and shall respond to complaints. 

29. Drainage shall be consistent With approved drainage plans and shall employ Best Available 
Control Technologies. Plan Requirements: Prior to approval of Coastal Develqpment 

·Permits, a final drainage plan shall be submitted to P&D, Flood Control and Project Clean 
Water staff for review and approval. Timing: The components of the drainage plan shall be 
implemented prior to occupancy clearance. ~ 

Monitoring: P&D shall site inspect during grading. 

30. Storm drain inlets within the project site shall be covered/blocked when applying seal coat, tack 
coat, slurry seal, fog seal, etc. Plan Requirements and Timing: All grading and drainage and 
site plans shall include the language of this requirement. · 

Monitoring: P&D Compliance and Building Inspectors shall ensure that the construction 
contractor adheres to this requirement. 

31. The applicant shall secure Can and Will Serve letters from the Goleta Water District. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to approval of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant 
shall provide P&D with the Can And Will letters indicating adequate service for each parcel. 

Monitoring: P&D shall ensure Can And Will Serve letters have been secured. 

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS ·· · . 
.. '. . ~: :~ .. ~-.. ~~f;.;~~;~:;~~;.~-~~]1;:..-. 

32. Compliance with Departmental letters required as foli6vvs:·~ . -"',;·~: . 
. . .. . . . ;..;::~·~.'If$~:~;~ .. :~~~- .-

a. Air Pollution Control District dated January 29; 2002 .. y).,~; .. 
. . . ..... . . ·:, . ~.;. . . 

. .. ·' . ;~ . >I 

-------------.... 
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b. · County Fire Department dated June 23,2004. 
c. ·Flood Control dated June 10, 2004 
d. Road Division (Public Works) dated June 10,2004 
e. County Parks Department dated June 9, 2004. 
f. County Surveyor dated June 16,2004. 
g. Environmental Health Services letter dated July 6, 2004. 

33. Title to the common open space shall be held by a non-profit association of homeowners or by 
any other non-profit group on such reasonable terms and conditions as the Board of Supervisors 
may prescribe. If the common open space is conveyed to a group other than the homeowners 
association, the rights to develop such property with anything except open space or 
noncommercial recreation shall be conveyed to the County of Santa Barbara. 

34. Prior to recordation, the applicant shali record CC&Rs which require shared responsibility of 
site improvements by all owners. The owners shall share maintenance responsibilities for the 
drainage facilities, landscaping, revegetation, fencing and access, subject to approvals from 
Flood Control, P&D and County Counsel. The CC&R's shall also include by reference 
responsibilities for all owners to maintain property in compliance with all conditions of 
approval for the project. Any amendments to the County required conditions shall be reviewed 
and approved by the County; this requirement shall also be included in the CC&Rs. 

35. The recordation of TPM 14,595 shall occur prior to issuance of permits for development, 
including grading, under 02DVP-00000-00002 unless the applicant obtains approval from the 
Board of Supervisors t~ grade prior to recordation. · 

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP CONDITIONS 

36. Prior to recordation of the map and subject to P&D approval as to form and content, the 
applicant shall include all of the mitigation measures, conditions, agreements and specific plans 
associated with or required by this project approval on a separate informational sheet to be 
recorded with the Final Map. All applicable conditions and mitigation measures of the project 
shall be printed on grading and/or building plans and shall be graphically illustrated where 
feasible. If Coastal Development Permits are obtained prior to recordation, Tentative Tract 
Map conditions will not apply retroactively to the previously issued Coastal Development 
Permit. For any subsequent development on any parcels created by the project, each set of 
plans accompanying a Coastal Development Permit shall contain these conditions. ' / 

3 7. If the proposed map is revised from the approved Tentative Map, or if changes to conditions are 
sought, approval shall be in the same manner as for the originally approved map. 

38. Three copies of the map to fmalize the fmal map and require4 review fees in effect at the time, 
shall be submitted to Planning and Development (P&D) for compliance review of P&D 
conditions before P&D will issue fmal map clearance to the County Surveyor. The map shall 
show statistics for net lot area (gross area less any public road right of way) and any open space. 

39. Prior to recordation, public utility easements shall be provided at the locations and of widths 
required by the serving utilities. The subdivider shall submit to the County Surveyor a set of 
prints of the parcel map accompanied by a letter from each utility and water and sewer district 
serving the property stating that the easements shown thereon are acceptable. · 

40. The Tentative Tract Map shall expire three years after approval or conditional approval by the 
final decisionmaker unless otherwise provided in the Subdivision Map Act, Government Code 
§66452.6. 
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41. The applicant shall ensure that the project complies with all approved plans and all project 
conditions including those which must be monitored after the project is built and occupied. To 
accomplish this the applicant agrees to: 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

a. Contact P&D compliance staff as soon as possible after project approval to provide the 
name and phone number of the future contact person for the project and give estimated 
dates for future project activities. · . 

. 
b. Contact P&D complianc~ staff at least two weeks prior to commencement of construction 

activities to schedule an on-site pre-construction meeting with the owner, compliance staff, 
other agency personnel and with key construction personnel. 

c. Pay fees prior to approval of Coastal Development Permit as authorized under ordinance 
and fee schedules to cover full costs of monitoring as described above, including costs for 
P&D ~o hire and manage outside consultants when deemed necessary by P&D staff (e.g. 
non-compliance situations, special monitoring needed for sensitive areas including but not 
limited to biologists, archaeologists) to assess damage and/or ensure compliance. In such 
cases, the applicant shall comply with P&D recommendations to bring the project into 
compliance. The decision ofthe Director ofP&D shall be final in the event of a dispute. 

Prior to Recordation, the applicant shall pay all applicable P&D permit processing fees in full. 

Developer shall defend,. indemnify and hold harmless "the County or its agents, 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 CountYs approval of the 
Tentative Tract Map. In the event that the County fails promptly to notify the 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. ·· -- ·-

In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other mitigation measure 
is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a court of law or threatened to be filed 
therein which action is brought within the time period provided for by law, this approval shall 
be suspended pending dismissal of such action, the exp4"ation of the limitation period 
applicable to such action, or final resolution of such action. If any condition is invalidated by a 
court of law, the entire project shall be reviewed by the County and sUbstitute conditions may 
be imposed. 

A. recorded Notice to Property Owner (NTPO) document shall be executed to ensure that 
prospective property owners have information about the biology of the wetland and buffer area on 
the project site and responsible management of household chemicals. This information shall also 
be included within the project CC&Rs (Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions) for the proposed 
development. Plan Requirements & Timing: The property owner shall sign, record and cross 
reference the NTPO document prior to approval of a Coastal Development Pennit, 
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Aerial Photo of Site 
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2001 Aerial 
Photo of Site 
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Figure 2. Wetland Restoration Area and Bioswale\ 
Wetland Restoration Plan \ 

4865 Vieja Drive (APN 065"240-019, 020)1 

1 
Santa Barbara, California 
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View from project site looking south towards More Mesa. 
Drainage swale , wetlands, horse corral, and eucalyptus shown. 

View of project site from More Mesa. Fence shown belongs 
to neighbor west of project site. 

View from More Mesa looking north at project site located 
at center and right of photograph by eucalyptus trees. 

View of project site from More Mesa. Site of Las Brisas 
development east of project. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION'' 
./ .. ~ 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE "l~i-. 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA STRET, SUITE 200 .,. t,.·• CALIFORNIA 

VENTURA, CA 93001-4508 COASTAL COMMISSiON 
59\~TH qNTRA~ t;QA!;T !?!STRICT VOICE (805) 585·1800 FAX (805) 641-1732 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

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

SECTION I. AppeUant(sl 

Name: \fo..\e.rle.. ~.Q\':)0'1:\ (~~ ~ \J\ore \'\eso. \'~se.rqQ.\io~ C::A\,\.io"J 
MailingAddreaa: ~bO \]\s.\o_ O.e. \o., \--\UA \)to. 

City. £o.T\\o. ~01-bo..to. Zip Code: ~=&\ \O Phone:~os)~'\--4'8\.S 

SECTION ll. Decision Being Appealed 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

D 
0 
D 

Name of local/port government: So.~ ~~~to.. C.Ou."' \'t 

Brief description of development being appealed: 

The site, consisting of two parcels (1.16 acres and 2.33 acres) would be adjusted to two parcels (2.38 acres 
and 1.11 acres). The larger parcel is planned to be subdivid.ed into an open space area (wetland of 1.01 
acres) and four residential lots (total area of 1.37 acres.) Four residential units are planned for this 1.37 acre 
area; two two-story homes and two one-story homes. They range in size from 3600 sq feet to 3856 sq feet. 

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

l.\-S~ \he.\o. ~-e. ~\a. ~\:~c-a.. CA '\~\\o 
o~s-2.~-0\C\, or.,s-~~-o~ 

~~c.~ ~ee.\:lka~1>~ 
Description of decision being appealed (check one.): • 

Approval; no special conditions 

ApPt'oval With special conditions: 

Denial 

Note: · For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be 
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project Denial 

} .. 

decisions by port governments are not appealable. - .. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:·· 

APPEAL NO: A ~4 -S\6-0S-o~~ 
DATE ;FILED: ·31 qjos .. 

·.·;; . 

DISTRicT:. 

--· ... r. ·~>- ~. • 

. ' ;,,_~~'A'~:-~~·:tf~;~;::':. 

;;~f';,T;JC~:i~~i 
EXHIBIT tt·· 
A-4-STB-05~037 
Olson Appeal 
March 2005 



5. 
-,'_;_:.~?,~ 

Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator 

City Council/Board of Supervisors 

D 
D 
~ 
D 

6. 

Planning Commission ~ f\~~ \o 1!::co.~ o\ S..\.l~\':'Ji.~S 
Other ~cs\ 

1?\nm~~mm\i.~ot\ ·. ~0;1-Lm'\., ~<"~~~~"lllDf Date of local government's decision: 

7. Local government's file number (if any): rn:-e. *"& : 0"2. \..~ -Oc):r>t'wxx>o2 
o~T~~ ooooo-oooo2 ~~: SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons~~~:--~:={ 

O'l-P,t>\.•(XlOC)C>-
00030 

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

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 

3"Gt,\::. ~'1.. we\\ 
\"2..5~ ~\- \J\\\oo_e ~/Su,:\~ \OS 

Sa.rb ~t-\:a.~. e:A . q~~ 

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) ~e o..\\o.~ 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

.. •, 

.. 

,_.,·,;.. 

·"',ii· ... 



·. 
Reference: APPEAL of Hacienda Vieja Project (Case #s 02LLA -00000-00002. ozrRM-00000-
00002, 02DVP-00000-00002• Q4CDP-00000-00087 {Appeal Case No. 04APL-00000-00030}) 

March2005 SECTION III. hJentification of Other Interested Persons 

b. Names and mailing addresses of parties you know to be interested and should receive 

notice of this appeal. 

Blaine and Mary Lee Braniff 
5311 Dorwin Lane 
Santa Barbara, CA 93111 

Michael Fealy 
1140 Orchid Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Roger Freedman and Caroline Robillard 
1032 Diamond Crest Ct. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Bonnie Freeman 
More Mesa Shores Homeowners 
Association 
5200 Austin Road 
Santa Barbara, CA 93111 

Cynthia and Richard Gray 
915 Vista de Lejos 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Barbara Greenleaf 
1085 Vista de Ia Mesa Dr. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Eva Inbar 
240 Arboleda Rd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Ariana Katovitch 
Sierra Club 
906 Garden St. Suite 2C 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Marilee Krause 
4868 Vieja Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 

Ken Palley 
Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider 
567 Pintura Dr. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93111 

David Peri 
4878 Vieja Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Robert and Sally Rauch 
Diamond Crest Homeowners Assn. 
1086 Diamond Crest Ct. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Selma Rubin 
4207 Encore Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Richard Schloss 
Oak Group 
4876 Vieja Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

/ 

Caroline Terry 
820 Puente Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Sarah Vaughan 
945 Vista de Lejos 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

Lynn Watson 
937 Via Nieto 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals of local government coastal pennit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act Please review the appeal infonnation 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 detennine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant. subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional infonnation to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request 

• SeL Co-..rtt \...e.\\tt-~eA 
• See. ~~ ~~"'~ \1,\k'{ f\~'{ .. i~-1\~..! 
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SECTION V. Certificatio~f; 2 i' 

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

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent 

Date: 

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

Section VI. 

I/We hereby 
authorize 

Agent Authorization 

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in al} matters concerning this appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date: 
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Mar2005 ·· 
Page 1 

BACKGROUND POLICY ANALYSIS: 
HACIENDA VIEJA PLANNING COMMISSION APPEAL 

Executive Summary 

The More Mesa Preservation Coalition (MMPC) regrets the necessity of 
appealing Santa, Barbara County approval of the above referenced Hacienda Vieja 
development, but feels compelled to bring this matter to the Coastal Commission. The 
community is extremely concerned about: 

• Apparent reversal of long term precedents concerning More Mesa 
• Impacts of the Hacienda Vieja project 
• Cumulative negative impacts of recent development approvals on 

More Mesa's natural resources and scenic beauty. 

The MMPC, and the community at large, are concerned that recent approvals do 
not respect and protect the· unique resources of More Mesa and also de pan from clear 
direction for project design set by several Planning Commissions and Boards over the 
last 15 years. In particular, MMPC, and we believe the community in general, are 
deeply distressed about the continued trend toward approvals of large two story houses. 
These structures severely impact views from More Mesa's trail system, and are entirely 
inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Although the MMPC appreciates the design changes directed by the Planning 
Commission for this project, we are concerned that the project, as approved, will still 
have severe negative impact on More Mesa. Specifically, it permits development that is 
inconsistent with the neighborhood, out of character with the natural surroundings and 
continues the negative cumulative trend toward large obtrusive two story structures. If 
this trend is continued, the natural beauty of this area will be forever marred. 

~' 

To address these concerns, we respectfully request that the Coastal Commission 
direct the project developer to redesign the project as all one story units, designed to 
blend into the natural environment and the surrounding community. This action would 
adhere to precedent very clearly laid down by County decision-makers and Coastal 
Commissions over the last decade and a half. These matters are discussed in more detail 
below. 

lm~~ltli'W~lUJ 
. MAR 0 9 2005 
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Background: More Mesa 

Ecological Resource: More Mesa is one of two remaining large and accessible coastal 
open spaces in the Santa Barbara area (See Figure 1). It's ecological values are so 
important and varied, that all but 40 of its 265 acres have been identified as 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) by Santa Barbara County. These resources 
were evaluated in a year-long study, and subsequently documented, in a comprehensive 
(300 page) landmark report, by UCSB (Ferren et al. 1982) <I>. 

Recreation: Mor~ Mesa boasts one of two premiere coastal trails in our area. With its 
trail system (over 10 miles) as listed on Santa Barbara County's adopted Goleta Trail and 
Mountain Trail Maps (See Figure 2 below), More Mesa has been used for recreation by 
the Santa Barbara community for more than 50 years. Recreational opportunities in the 
area include, among others, hiking, bicycling, dog walking, horseback riding, bird 
watching and hang gliding. In the course of a week, 500-2000 people visit the site to 
enjoy its sweeping ocean and mountain views. More Mesa also fronts one of the largest 
and most pristine beaches within a 30 mile stretch of the South Coast Visitors use More 
Mesa trails to access this unique beach area. 

······ZOf.-.c;~ 
~ ~1tiRAI.I'ROilUCOON 

Figure 1: More Mesa Trails (From: Goleta Trails Implementation Study, 1995) 

(1) University of California at Santa Barbara, Herbarium, Department of Biological Sciences, Wayne R. 
Ferren, editor 1982, A Biolo.zical Evaluation Q/More Mesa. Santa Barbara County Ca1ifornia,, Santa 
Barbara. 



APPEAL of Hacienda Vieja Project (Case #s 02LLA-00000-00002, 02TRM-00000-00002, 02DVP-00000-
00002, 04CDP..()()()()()..(7 {Appe8l Case No. 04APL-00000-00030}) 
Mar2005 
Page3 

More Mesa Preservation Coalition: The More Mesa Preservation Coalition (MMPC) is 
a group of concerned citizens committed to preserving More Mesa in perpetuity. We 
have been in existence since 2000, and follow in a 50 year tradition of other conservation 

· groups who have fought to preserve this area. With over 600 supporters, we represent a 
broad coalition of the Goleta Valley community; professionals, neighbors, 
conservationists, activists, students, scientists, planning specialists and those who want to 
continue to enjoy the beauty and ecological resources of More Mesa. · 

~ 

Recent Development Projects 

In the past four years there have been several development projects of great concern to 
the community and MMPC: the Gallegos Lot Split (consisting of the Hart Project and 
Mockingbird Ventures), Las Brisas, and the proposed Hacienda Vieja. The Gallegos 
parcel immediately adjoins More Mesa, as does part of the Las Brisas property, and the 
wetland area of the Hacienda Vieja project. 

Las Brisas: The Las Brisas project (Figure 3) was under discussion, and the subject of 
hearings of the Planning Commission for more than two years. The developer originally 
proposed five grandiose, two-story houses with four-car garages, as well as three very 
large one-story houses. These were all considered, by the community and the Planning 
Commission, as inappropriate for the neighborhood. This situation resolved in October 
2001, when the developer offered ei&ht smaller. somewhat less opulent one-story 
structures. T~ese were felt to be more consistent with the size, bulk and scale of the 
neighborhood. The project was approved by both the County, and the Coastal 
Commission; thereby setting the standard for appropriate size and scale for buildings that'~
are on the perimeter of More Mesa. "Las Brisas, at More Mesa" was sold to Investec, 
and is nearly complete, with many houses already sold. 

However, even this carefully crafted and lauded decision (created with input from a large 
number of stakeholders) has been severely subverted. Specifically, although conditioning 
in the Planning and Development final Staff Report called for the structures to be "earth 
tones", the buildings, as constructed, are all casts of white, and are clearly visible from 
two heavily used More Mesa trails. 

Gallegos; The Gallegos family two-story house was built in 1954. Over the entire six 
mile linear periphery of More Mesa, it was the only two-story structure that existed on 
the very edge of More Mesa. Two additional (previously constructed) two-story 
structures, along the periphery on Vieja Drive, are set back, but still clearly visible from · 
More Mesa. 

.. 
-~-
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In 2000, the Gallegos family petitioned the County to split their lot into three parcels. 
Since the existing structure had been constructed about 50 years ago, they wanted a more 
modem residence for themselves, on one of these three lots. After more than a year of 
meetings, the Planning Commission ruled that the property could be split into three lots, 
but that the middle lot should be maintained as open space in perpetuity. 

Hart House: The Gallegos family opted to build their two-story replacement house 
(-3800 square feet) on the westernmost of the three lots, and received a ministerial 
permit to do so in Fall 2003 (Figure 3 ). The permit was granted to Brian Hart. This 
structure has been under construction since late 2003 and is proving to be a shocking blot 
on the landscape (see Figure 4 ). Clearly this structure met neither the letter, nor the spirit 
of decisions made during deliberations on the Las Brisas project, the Gallegos lot split, or 
two larger (25 houses each) projects permitted in the late 1980s (Diamond Crest and 
Vista Ia Cumbre). The Hart house plainly represents a grievous deviation from policy 
established by previous boards and commissions. 

Mockingbird Ventures: Early this year, the Gallegos Family sold the parcel containing 
their existing fifty year old house to Mocl9ngbird Ventures (Figure 3). A ministerial 
permit (issued with minimum noticing to the community; de facto no noticing) was also 
granted for an immense. two-story structure of 4910 square feet, including a large deck 
off the second story facing south on More Mesa This building will also front directly on 
More Mesa, and present another massive insult to the public view. Figure 5 is a 
simulation of the probable effect of this building on the north view shed from More 
Mesa. The community was not privy to the plans for this structure. Therefore in this 
simulation, it has been assumed that the Mockingbird Ventures structure will present a 
similar frontal view as the Hart structure. Moreover, it should be noted that this 
simulation is not completely representative, since the Mockingbird Ventures building will 
be significantly larger (1100 square feet), than the Hart house. 

Clearly both these projects are completely inconsistent with a decade and a half of 
precedent for structures directly on More Mesa. They will mar both the natural beauty of 
More Mesa, as well as being inappropriate structures considering the rural nature of this 
area. 

MMPC and other members of the community contend that both the Hart project, 
and the Mockingbird Ventures project should never have been permitted. 

···'· 

-----------=--' ., .~,. 
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Hacienda Yieja: The Hacienda Vieja development, as approved, consists of two. one 
story and two. two-story houses of al)J,)roximately 3600 square feet sited on about 1.3 
acres (Figure 3 ). During all the Planning Commission hearings, the applicant 
consistently referred to the size and scale of the two (ministerially permitted) houses 
(Hart and Mockingbird Ventures) to justify the appropriateness of his design; arguing that 
his houses were not nearly as obtrusive. MMPC has repeatedly observed this strategy of 
using ministerial permits of huge single units (that often "slip in under the community's 
radar'') to justify inappropriately sized homes in a subsequent multiple unit development. 
The mantra of "I'm not nearly as big as this other guy" is a classic rejoinder to 

~-.. community concerns about size and scale issues. 

Fortunately, the size and scale of Hacienda Vieja has been reduced significantly over the 
past six months as a result of four Planning Commission hearings and repeated specific 
direction by dedicated Planning Commissioners. MMPC, neighborhood homeowners 
associations and the community at large, truly appreciate all the work that went into this 
effort. However, the reality is that approval of this project continues to represent a 
complete reversal of previous policy and precedent. There remain two, two story 
houses in the Hacienda Vieja project. This approval raises the number of two story 
houses on the edge of More Mesa to six ••• double the number .there were a year ago. . . . 

BASIS OF THIS APPEAL 

1. SCALE AND CHARACTER OF EXISTING COMMUNITIES 

LCP Policy 4-4: "In areas designated as urban on the land use plan maps and in 
designated rural neighborhoods, new structures shall be in conformance with the scale 
and character of the existing community." 

We believe that the proposed develqpment (Hacienda Vie(ja) is not in conformance with 
the scale and character of the immediate existing community of Vie(ja Drive. Similarly. 
itS bulk and scale is not compatible with the "neighborhood" that can be defined by those 
structures that are on the edge of the greater More Mesa area. 

Vieja Drive - Hacienda Vieja houses are not at all compatible in either design or density 
to the nearby semi rural ranch style homes typical of those along Vieja Drive. They are 
tiled stucco and will be out of character with all but one other house in the area. 

Moreover, all the homes on Vieja are sited on approximately one acre lots, and all but 
two are a single story. Most residents have chosen to live in this area in order to maintain 
horses and enjoy the recreational resources of nearby More Mesa. The density of homes 
currently existing on Vieja Drive is one house per acre. The density of the Hacienda · 

. . 
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Vieja deve~opment is three houses per acre {four houses on 1.3 acres). In this discussion, 
it should be noted that the application also involves a wetland area of approximately one 
acre. The applicant has chosen to adopt the artifice of including the one acre wetland to 
show that the density of the project is equivalent to the rest of the adjoining Vieja Drive 
neighborhood. While this may be true within the letter of the law, it is not true in the eye 
of the beholder. Hacienda Vieja will be three times denser than anything in the 
neighborhood, and look three times denser to the public viewing it from More Mesa. 

Immediate Community of More Mesa- "Pedestrian Scale" 

Neither is Hacienda Vieja compatible to the adjacent critical open space of More Mesa; 
that is, heights of the two story houses are not compatible with the "neighborhood" that 
can be defined by those structures that are on the perimeter of the greater More Mesa 
area. 

In the Negative Declaration for Las Brisas, its neighborhood was defined: "at a 
pedestrian scale, to include only those parcels/developments adjacent to and visible from 
in and around the project site, i.e., More Mesa, the MaxwelUBierig Vieja Drive property 
(Hacind Vieja), the Gallegos lots, Diamond Crest and Vista la Cumbre." Note that 
Hacienda Vieja is defined as part of the "pedestrian scale neighborhood". Therefore, it 
should be consistent in size, bulk and scale with other structures so defined. Locations of 
the specific developments listed above are shown in Figure 3, and their size and impacts 
on Views {see following section) are shown in the table below. 

Project Name Stories Average House Size Impact on North View 
(sq ft/w garage) 

Diainond Crest 1 3300 (market units) None (below grade) 
Vista Ia Cumbre 1 2860 Some 
LasBrisas 1 3610 Some-supposed to be 

mitigated with 
landscaping 

HaCienda Vieja l"&T2 ;:"'- 3600+ Major fot l.OtS-2 & 4 
Hart 2 3771 Enonnous problem 
Mockingbird 2 4910 Enonnous problem 
Ventures 

''Neighborhood" of Hacienda Vieja: 
Comparisons of structure sizes and view impad · 

.:-. 

-------

.I 
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More Mesa Periphezy 

As mentioned above, until recently, there were only three two-story houses on the edge of 
More Mesa. The effects of an inappropriate permitting of the Hart project are clearly 
visible. It is certain that the Mockingbird Ventures Project will be just as objectionable, 
if not more objectionable. With the permitting of the Hacienda Vieja Project, the number 
of two story houses on the edges of More Mesa will double . . . therein continuing a 
dangerous trend that has been set over the past year, of breaking with long time 
precedents set by several previous Boards and Commissions. 

2. PUBLIC VIEWS . 

LCP Policy 3.4.1 and Coastal Act Policy 30251: "The scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be. considered and protected as a resource of public importance. 
Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal area, and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality 
in visually degraded areas." 

We believe that tlie two story structures as prqposed in the Hacienda Vieja project. will 
si~ificantly obstruct public views from a heavily used coastal recreation and resource 
area: More Mesa. 

MMPC has been heavily involved with all actions on this project since our first notice of 
.the informal Draft ND review in April2004. As part of our involvement, we have 
created simulations of the various design options provided by the developer. At this time 
we would like to offer an additional simulation for the project, as it has been approved. 
However, we first describe how these simulations were created: 

• The site was extensively photographed, after story poles had been erected by the 
applicant. Photographs were taken both from Vieja Drive and from More Mesa. (See 
Figure6.) 

• The heights of the story poles were measured. 
• Scale drawings supplied by the applicant, and containing elevations, were 

electronically scanned and digitized. 
• These drawings were then digitally scanned, scaled and inserted into the photos at the 

exact heights and locations of the story poles. Figure 6 illustrates this process for the 
original two story design on Lot 1. ·· 
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The result of the latest simulation on the approved project, Figure 7, is in three parts: 

• Top image shows the site with only the story poles in place. 
• Middle image shows the view with houses (and story poles) if current vegetation is 

left in place. 
• Bottom photo, without current vegetation, has been created because we have found 

there is a tendency to remove all trees and other vegetation to facilitate construction. 

Based on recent experience, we feel it is highly likely that the last image is what will be 
seen from More Mesa. All of the simulations we have presented to the County have been 
created with data supplied by the applicant, and by individuals with highly technical 
backgrounds who are familiar with plans and scale drawings. We believe that these 
simulations are technically accurate and represent a true picture of what will be observed 
from More Mesa. In Figure 7 it is obvious that Lots 2, 3 and 4 are obtrusive and clearly 
visible from the heavily used east-west trail, even with current vegetation in place. 
Construction of these houses will significantly mar the north viewshed, when vegetation 
is removed; a practice commonly followed. 

Cumulative effects have not been analyzed: As described in the background information, 
the Commission should now be keenly aware that the proposed project is one of four 
recently approved projects at the northeastern edge of More Mesa. The construction of 
Las Brisas, and especially the Hart house have wrecked havoc with the esthetics of the 
northeast corner. As the nearly 5,000 square foot Mockingbird Ventures project begins, a 
second massive assault on the northern viewshed will be made. ) 1 

MMPC feels it is time reverse the trend of decisions that are inconsistent with past 
policies and precedent We appeal to the Coastal Commission, in every sense of the 
word, to halt the ravaging of the views of More Mesa. We are firmly convinced this can 
be accomplished by exercising the Commission's clear regulatory authority for protecting 
coastal resources. We urge you to return to past policies and precedent ... there should 
be no more two-story houses on More Mesa. -

Build-Out of Periphery of More Mesa' 

It has been openly stated several times, and seems to be a general (but invalid) 
assumption, that the request for approval of Hacienda Vieja is the "end of the build-out 
on the edges of More Mesa". MMPC remains firm in our belief there is substantial 
potential for additional development on properties adjacent to More Mesa. We are sure of 
this position because we have performed a detailed analysis on the potential for build-out 
on More Mesa. Results are graphically illustrated in Figure 8, and in the table below: 

I 
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Category Number 
Existing Houses 32 

Vacant 11 
Under Construction or Approved 12 
Underdeveloped with Subdivision Potential (including Hacienda Vieja) 20 
Potential Additional New Houses 44 

Existing Houses with potential for major redesign 16 

There are currently 32 homes adjacent to More Mesa. Twelve more are under 
construction. Considering those under construction, vacant land and underdeveloped 
land, a total of forty four (44) additional new structures can be built; considerably more 
than doubling the number on More Mesa's periphery. Add to this, the potential for major 
redesign on Vieja Drive and along the western edge of More Mesa, and the potential · 
impact on More Mesa wildlife and viewshed will be considerabl~. 

Finally, the approval of houses that are so out of character with the rest ofVieja Drive 
could easily transform this .rural neighborhood in a short period of time. That is, approval 
of Hacienda Vieja may well trigger a wave of tear downs and rebuilds of two, two-story 
houses, on all the one acre lots ofVieja Drive. Using the two story design of Lot 2 of the 
Hacienda Vieja project, MMPC offers Figure 9 as a view of what the future could hold 
... the Santa Barbara version of 



.. 

Figures 

Figure 1: More Mesa is one of two remaining, large coastal open spaces 

Figure 2: More Mesa prominent feature of Santa Barbara County Trails Map 

Figure 3: Recently approved projects represent major cumulative impact on northeast 

comer of More Mesa 

Figure 4: Recently built two-story Hart construction is enormous, inappropriate and 

obtrusive; close up and far away 

Figure 5: Mockingbird Ventures approved two story structure promises further insult to 

the North view 

Figure 6: MMPC simulations are accurate, and based on measured story poles and 

dimensions from developer's plans 

Figure 7: Careful simulation shows that proposed Hacienda Vieja two-story houses will 

be clearly visible from More Mesa 

Figure 8: Potential cumulative development could double the number of houses around 
More Mesa. Further, the number of two story houses could increase to more than twenty 

times what currently exists 

Figure 9: Change along Vieja Drive could be truly dreadful. 
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Figure 3: Recently approved projects will cause major cumulative impact 
on the entire More Mesa area. 
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Figure 4: Recently built two-story Hart House is enormous,inappropriate and obtrusive ... 

close up ... 

. .. and far away 
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Hacienda Vieja 
story poles lot 1 

Figure 6: MMPC simulations are accurate and based on measured story poles and dimensions from developer's plans. 
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Story poles photographed 
and measured. 

House dimensions scaled 
to the story pole measurements. 

Screening vegetation removed 
electronically. 

Figure 7: Careful simulation shows that proposed Hacienda Vieja 
two-story houses will be clearly visible from More Mesa. 





II Under construction or approved 

II Vacant/subdivision potential 

II Underdeveloped I subdivision potential 

Existing houses/ potential for major remodel 
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More Mesa looking towards Vieja Drive 

Existing zoning would allow this ... 

Figure 9: Change along Vieja Drive could be truly dreadful. 





More Mesa Preservation Coalition 
P.O. Box 22557 

Santa Barbara, CA 93121 
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California Coastal . . ' ... .,"' Oc~~r, ~. 2~, ~~~~W~f[JI 
South Central Coast District 1 · c: ulJ lW ,_, ..... , , ocr ? 1 zoos 89 South California St., Suite 200 * Iii 

·, " 
Ventura, CA 93001-4508 ;'J~~~;: ' , CALIFORHIA 
Attn: Melissa Hetrick, Coastal Program Analyst ·· ··::._, cOASTAl CiiMMIIIIQ!f 

<:'"'t""'. t!' . ~g~w tt~t"AL COAST DISTRICT 
Reference: Hacienda Vieja Project (Case #s 02LLA-~<Xi>o2.,P2TRM-00000-00002, 
02DVP-00000~00002, 04CDP-00000-00087 {Appe1se ~:·:~~30}) 
Dear Ms. Hetnck, /~- /. •. _, .. ...._.;;.~ ,. ~ ' ft_/' ~ . .,,.. If' -~ . 

/ 6-f "!!. r 'i -'\ . -~~ . 
L7 ........ -

This letter should be considered supplemental information to our letter and bacfground 
submittal of 8 March 2005. \ l ~J \ -~ . J~, · /. :::- · · 

l ?' -I ,.'- " ·-'\(., 
, ' ~ ! '.<·· .-...~·',.... e"' .• ' _;-.;,..)>"!!...,·· .. , 

The More Mesa Preservation Coalition (MMPC) is a bp}aa· bl!~ed grass roo~, 
organization now numbering almost 750 supporters. -We w-e mefubers of the community 
who enjoy a wide range of recreational activiti.es ~~ ~O.r£t1esa, a8 .r,~ll as the uniq&e::, 
natural resources of one of the County's most tmpprtant coastal open spaces. As we ~ . ~ .. 
expressed in our March letter, we deeply regret th~ necessity of filing our appeal, but J'e~ 
we must take this action to halt the negative impacts to More Mesa's naturalresourc'e)·# ..... 
and scenic beauty: impacts resulting from recent development approvals by Santa ' 
Barbara County. 

In addition to the issues of view and neighborhood compatibility discussed in our 
last submittal, we would like to take this opportunity to highlight ecological issues of 
grave import concerning the More Mesa ESHA (Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Area). We are convinced that construction of large and dense housing on More Mesa's 
edges will have an extremely negative impact on the ESHA habitats and their plants and 
animals. Further, we believe that several members of the Commission share those 
concerns. 

Santa Barbara County's approval of this development violates a fundamental tenet 
of both the Coastal Act and it's own general plan; specifically, that lot line adjustments 
and permits for increased development are a privilege, and not a right .. Both State law 
and County policy ~equire that where such developments would cause harm to resources, 
such as critiCal public view corridors and environmentally sensitive habitats, such 
requests, for the maximum density potentially allowed by zoning, shall be denied. 

EXHIBIT 12 
A-4-STB-05-037 
Comment Letter from AppelJ 
October 2005 

I 



experience that mitigation measures applied to this 
project will not result in pi(;te(ffillt2 environmental resources. Specifically, and because 
funds for enforcement and monitoring are woefully inadequate, Santa Barbara County 
has consistently failed to fully implement and monitor such mitigation measures on 
neighboring projects. Since mitigations are generally inadequate and unenforceable, they 
represent only imaginary control. The only remaining way to have real control, or control 
that is enforceable, is to keep down the density and size of buildings around the edges of 
More Mesa. 

To address these concerns, especially with regard to White-tailed Kites and 
wetlands, we respectfully request that the Coastal Commission take the following actions: 

• Deny lot line adjustments and development permit for Hacienda Vieja. 
• Limit development to that consistent with surrounding existing 

neighborhoods and as generally consistent with current zoning (without the 
lot line adjustment). This would mean one house per legal lot; including the 
existing house on Parcel #2. 

• Direct any new structure, or remodel be limited to one stocy and a maximum 
of 3600 square feet (including garage). 

• Insist that landscaping be designed and installed per design. 
• Mandate that appropriate color schemes (i.e., dark earth tones) be used to 

blend with the environment. 
• Direct that the wetland be given over as a conservation easement: bonded, 

restored and monitored. This will insure its continuing health in perpetuity, 

The community of the Santa Barbara area is appealing to the Coastal Commission 
to exercise its mandate ... protect the coast and its precious resources. The attached 
material provides additional background policy analyses that further support our 
recommendations. Thank you for kind consideration. 

/ 

Yours truly, 

7fut,w70~ 
Valerie F. Olson 

President, Board of Directors 
More Mesa Preservation Coalition 

964-4815 
vfo@mjndspring.com 

~--
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
HACIENDA VIEJA PLANNING COMMISSION APPEAL 

Executive Summary 

The More Mesa Preservation Coalition (MMPC) regrets the necessity of appealing the 
Santa Barbara County approval of the above referenced Hacienda Vieja (HV) development, but 
feels compelled to bring this matter to the Coastal Commission. The community is extremely 
concerned about 

• Reversal of long term precedents for single story construction to protect More Mesa 's 
view corridors 

• Impacts of the HV project on protected environmentally sensitive habitats, including 
white tailed kite nests and wetlands 

• Cumulative negative impacts of recent development approvals on More Mesa's 
natural resources and scenic beauty 

• Density of developments along More Mesa's periphery. 

The MMPC, and the community at large, are concerned that recent approvals do not 
respect and protect the unique resources of More Mesa, and also depart from clear direction for 
project design set by several Planning Commissions and Boards over the last 15 years. 

Although the MMPC appreciates the design changes directed by Santa Barbara County 
for this project, we are concerned that the project, as approved, will be inconsistent with the 
Coastal Act and have severe negative impact on More Mesa. Most significantly, we note the 
development of a very alarming trend; one which treats projects on the periphery of More Mesa as 
ordinary urban in-fill. MMPC feels that this cavalier attitude will result in compromising not only 
views and neighborhood compatibility, but the very ecological values that resulted in More Mesa's 
ESHA designation in the first place. 

At the April meeting, Coastal Commissioners commented that subdivision is not an 
automatic right, and the MMPC agrees that this is a key issue. To address these concerns, 
especially with regard to White-tailed Kites and wetlands, we respectfully request that the Coastal 
Commission take the following actions: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Deny lot line adjustments and the development permit for Hacienda Vieja. 
Limit development consistent with existing neighborhoods and current zoning, that 
is, only one house per lot 
Direct any new structure, or remodel be limited to one story and a maximum of 
3600 square feet (including garage). 
Insist that landscaping be designed and installed per design and that color 
schemes must blend with the environment (i.e., dark earth tones). 
Direct that the wetland be given over as a conservation easement bonded, 
restored and monitored. This will insure its continuing health in perpetuity. 
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The followine information is supplemental to MMPCs March 2005 submittal. Issues of 
viewshed and nei&hborhood compatibility have already been discussed in considerable 
detail in that document Therefore. in the following sections we will be discussing 
·primarily environmental impacts. 

Santa Barbara County protects coastal resources with ESHA designations 

The use of ESHA designation is required by the Coastal Act, to protect sensitive coastal 
habitats and resources. Three large ESHAs have been identified along the South Coast: 
Ellwood Mesa-Devereau·x Slough, Goleta Slough and More Mesa. As can be seen from 
Figure 1, More Mesa is the most sensitive from the standpoint of being surrounded with 
urban development. Moreover, its unique ESHA protects one of the state's largest 
White-tailed Kite roosting areas and is particularly sensitive to increased development 
along the perimeter. 

87% of More Mesa is Designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) 

As a result of a landmark year-long study by researchers at UCSB in the early 1980s. all 
but 40 acres ofMore Mesa has been identified as ESHA. This designation was based on 
the diversity of habitats, plants and animals on More Mesa, particularly the White-tailed 
Kite. This species is fully protected under California law. Figure 2 shows an aerial view 
of More Mesa with the ESHA indicated by cross-hatching. 

Permitting of large, inapproprillle houses on More Mesa's periphery is creating 
cumulaJive inconsistency with Coastal Act standards for protection of view corridors 
andESHAs / 

At the April meeting of the Coastal Commission, several members expressed concern 
that very large houses impinging on views and habitats is both a county and statewide 
problem. Indeed, what is happening on the edges of More Mesa is typical of severe 
problems being experienced in many coastal areas. Recent development and ministerial 
permits on the northeastern comer of More Mesa have already resulted in serioUs 
degradation of recreational and ecological values. 

Unhappily the presence of these mistakes appears to have emboldened applicants to argue 
for additional inappropriate, gigantic houses that will result in further insult to More 
Mesa, surrounding neighborhoods, and the environment Figure 3 shows three examples 
of the precedents that applicants use as arguments to proliferate the construction of 
"starter mansions": 
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• Top: The Hart property was built on a ministerial permit with no input from 
the community. 

• Lower Left: This structure, built in 1983, also on a ministerial permit, was, 
until recently, one of only three two-story structures around the edge of More 
Mesa 

• Lower Right: Las Brisas, a very controversial project, was also proposed by 
the current applicant. The planning period and Planning Commission 
hearings lasted almost two years. As this project exited the Planning 
Commission, it appeared to have been a win for the applicant and the 
community as well. As built, it's a blight on More Mesa (see comments on 
"mitigations"). 

• Not Visible: Mockingbird Ventures will soon be erected beside the Hart 
house and in front of Las Brisas. It is also a result of a ministerial permit ... 
again with no comment by the community. This structure will be 4900 
square feet and two stories high. 

More details on these projects will be supplied in a later section. 

The edges of More Mesa are NOT ordinary urban infill 

Referring to the photo of Las Brisas in Figure 3, one can see the problem with assuming 
that developments on the edges of More Mesa can be treated as ordinary urban infill. 
The eight houses in this development represent a solid wall to the viewer looking north: a 
wall that will be extended by another four houses if the Hacienda Vieja project is allowed 
to be built as proposed. 

Santa Barbara County's approval of this development violates a fundamental tenet of 
both the Coastal Act and it's own general plan; specifically, that lot line adjustments and 
permits for increased development are a privilege. and not a right. Both State law and 
County policy require that where such developments would cause harm to resources such 

. as critical public view corridors and environmentally sensitive habitats, such requests, for 
the maximum density potentially allowed by zoning, shall be denied. · .. 

Santa Barbara County appears unwilling to exercise its discretionary authority to adjust 
for special circumstances and environments in cases involving More Mesa. However, 
Coastal Commissioners at the April hearing clearly understand the issues involved. For 
example, Sara Wan commented that "Subdivision is not an automatic right, and to the 
extent that new entitlements are created, it calls for us to review it." MMPC is convinced 
that development on the edge of More Mesa should be limited to lower density to protect 
adjacent ESHA resources. Under the circumstances. we feel that one house per legal lot 
is the appropriate standard for wetlands and wildlife ESHAs. 

--------
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Specifically, to protect More Mesa, the numbers and sizes of houses on its edges must be limited. 
The reasons for this include: White-tailed Kites are easily disturbed, wetlands must be 
protected, other habitats on the edges can easily degrade as well. 

More Mesa has the highest density of White-tailed Kites in Santa Barbara County. 

The White-tailed Kite is one ofl3 fully protected California birds. Its importance can be 
measured by noting other well-known California birds that share this same designation: 
American Peregrine Falcon, Brown Pelican, California Condor, Greater Sandhill Crane, 
Southern Bald Eagle and Trumpeter Swan. The large open spaces of More Mesa are the 
perfect habitat for kite hunting success. Indeed, More Mesa's three historic nest areas 
(east, central and west) have been occupied almost continuously for 50 years. These are 
shown in the solid green portions of Figure 4. This figure also shows the hunting areas 
associated with each of these long-standing nest sites (dotted green lines). 

Moreover, kites have been known to nest on the periphery of More Mesa; for example on 
Vieja Drive and Walnut Lane, and to fly to More Mesa for foraging and teaching their 
chicks to hunt. From the Vieja Drive site, which is periodically occupied, kites fly over 
the Hacienda Vieja project site (about 250 feet away) to hunt on More Mesa. In 2004, 
two chicks were hatched from this nest These juveniles (with brownish coloring) are 
shown on the right side of the Figure 4, along with one of their parents. A closer look at 
the flight path of the Vieja nest is shown in Figure 5. 

More Mesa nests are the most consistent and highly fertile nests in the Santa Barbara 
fHJ:Jl:.. Every year, each individual More Mesa nest produces one or two clutches of 
chicks. In 2003, four nesting pairs at More Mesa fledged fifteen chicks and in 2004, ten 
chicks were fledged. This year, while other site occupations in the Goleta/Santa Barbara 
area were drastically reduced, More Mesa nests continued to be occupied and productive.· · 
Figure 5 shows why dense development, of the kind we have recently experienced on the 
northeast comer of More Mesa is systematically removing crucial bufferingfron{ 
urbanization needed for a robust kite population. .,., ··"" 

In the mid-1970s, before major urbanization reduced kite habitat, there were some 100 
kites in the More Mesa area; a number that has been significantly reduced with each new 
surrounding development. Additional build out, especially dense development, will 
further reduce kite numbers in what has been the longest, most consistent and successful 
breeding habitat in the Santa Barbara area. We are deeply concerned that these dense 
urban developments will seriously affect what remains of this extremely important kite 
population. 
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More Mesa's wetlands are an important part of the Goleta Slough Ecosystem. 

Only 5% of all California's coastal wetlands remain intact. In the Goleta Valley, we are 
fortunate to have several wetland areas to enjoy and protect. These can be seen in Figure 
6. This aerial overlay was taken from the Goleta Slough Management Plan, and shows 
that More Mesa is the eastern portion of the Goleta Slough Ecosystem. The blow-up of 
the Hacienda Vieja parcel is shown on the right of the map. This photo clearly 
demonstrates that the wetland on the HV development is part of a larger east-west system 
that spans the northern edge of More Mesa, from the Las Brisas development to the 
County owned portion of More Mesa. 

Unfortunately. the present Wetland Plan for Hacienda Vieja is inadequate and 
unenforceable. Santa Barbara's various planning and governing bodies have repeatedly 
lauded a proposed plan for restoration of the Hacienda Vieja wetland to a "functioning" 
system. However, during Planning Commission hearings, various commissioners were 
concerned that the Hacienda Veija's Homeowners Association (HV HOA) would not be 
sufficiently motivated to protect the wetland. They therefore directed that the wetland's 
stewardship be given over to a third party, one with a conservation focus. However, the 
final documents from the County indicate that the wetland will be administered by the· 
HV HOA. 

Another issue should be noted with respect to the wetland. The landscaping plan for the 
HV wetland shows that all currently existing landscape screening (except for a few oaks) 
will be removed and replaced with one gallon sycamores and oaks. This requirement will 
result in all four structures being obviously visible from More Mesa. The bottom of 
Figure 7, which is also part of MMPCs March submittal shows how clearly visible three 
of the four houses will be. In addition, Lot #l will be completely visible when the palm 
obstructing its view is removed. A likely scenario is: 

• All landscape screening will be removed in the "name of restorati~11; .... 
conveniently providing spectacular views of More Mesa from each of the four 
houses .. ,~~~ · · 

• The Homeowners Association will have no motivation to maintain the 
wetland and it will become dysfunctional within a few years. 

For these reasons, MMPC contends that, in order to protect this valuable resource. the 
wetland should be given over as a conservation easement.· bonded. restored and 
monitored by an outside party with a conservation focus 

111" 
------------...... 
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S.B. County has neither the resources, nor the political wiU to enforce mitigation 
measures. 

With the projects we have seen in the past three years, it is MMPC's experience that: 

• Ministerial permits are issued that effectively bypass community input. 

• Instructions of Planning and Development, and the BAR are not incorporated 
into the developer's finaJ plans. These incJude color schemes, landscape 
design and tree removal. 

• There is only one compJiance officer for the entire County. That individual is 
very competent, very sincere and completely overwhelmed. Therefore, 
violations, even when they are formally reported, are generally marginalized 
and/or ignored. 

• Projects like Hacienda Vieja historically take 18 months or more to complete. 
In no instance we are aware of, has construction ever been halted to 
accommodate kite breeding. 

• Removing trees iiJegally results in a mere $572 fine, assuming anyone is 
willing or able to pursue the issue. This penaJty, even for 100 trees, is in the 
noise of the profit made on a single "starter mansion." And, once a 50-80 foot 
tree is gone, it's gone! ~. 

• Landscaping screening is defined as screening_ that will be effective in 20 
years! With this definition, developers can put in a few 1 gallon oak trees (1-2 
feet high) and be absolved of any landscape screening requirement 

• There are instances currently on the edges of More Mesa, where the landscape 
screening was mature and has been removed and replaced with "8mau plants. 
This happens in new developments and existing ones as well .. ;Jt..-:; 

Examples of these types of issues are shown in Figures 8 a, b, and c. 

.. 
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From the community's point of view, mitigation measures have evolved into an 
empty gesture calculated to assuage environmental concerns. Since mitigations are 
generally unenforceable, they represent only imaginary control. The only remaining 
way to have real control; control that is enforceable, is to ••• 

KEEP DOWN THE DENSITY AND SIZE OF BUIWINGS AROUND THE EDGES 
OFMOREMESA 

The Coastal Commission has an opportunity to exercise its mandate 
•.. protect the coast 

At your last hearing on this matter, the Commission raised the issue of proliferating 
"McMansions" impinging on Coastal view corridors and up against or into ESHAs; an 
issue that the Commission is confronting state-wide. The overwhelming pressure to 
intensify development along More Mesa's perimeter, with associated impacts to critical 
public view corridors and ESHAs, is reflective of this statewide trend and cries out for 
Commission action and direction to staff and local governments alike. The MMPC is 
very heartened by those comments and appreciate the opportunity to have a full hearing. 
Therefore, we respectfully request that the Coastal Commission send a clear message to 
Santa Barbara County that it has repeatedly violated its own LCP, by not exercising its 
discretion in protecting More Mesa's ESHA resources. We believe this can be 
accomplished most effectively by the following: 

• Denyine the lot line adjustments and development permit for Hacienda Vieja 
• Directing the applicant to make any future proposals consistent with current 

zoning •.• 
• One house per Ieeallot, including the existing house. 
• Any new house or remodel should be limited to one stozy in height, 

and a maximum of3600 square feet (including garage) .. > ••• 

• Screenine landscapine be designed, approved and then installed per 
th . .~~ e design. ~~~ w_.;o~-~~ 

• Housine colors be mandated to blend with the environment,-·with 
special attention being given to specification of DARK earth tones on 
any tile roof and stucco structures. 

• The wetland on Parcel #2 should be placed under a conservation 
easement; bonded, restored and monitored by a third party with a 
conservation focus. We feel that the placement of the wetland into the 
hands of any Homeowners Association would not insure the integrity 
of this valuable habitat 





Fig 1 : Santa Barbara County Protects Coastal 
Resources with ESHA Designations 

• Required by the Coastal Act 
• There are three, larte ESHAs defined in the Goleta Community Plan 

... More Mesa is the most sensitive 
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Fig 2: 87% of More Mesa is Designated ESHA 

County mandated study cited habitats, plant communities and birds 
Most important: White-tailed kites .. fully protected under CA law 
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Fig 3: Permitting Large, Inappropriate Houses on More 
Mesa's Edges is a Grievous Environmental Mistake 

• 



'• 



Fig 4: More Mesa Has the Highest Density of 
White-tailed Kites in S. B. County 

• White-tailed ldtes are fully protected by the state of California 
• In 2005, MM nests were the only ancestral nests occupied in SB area 
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Fig 6: More Mesa's Wetlands are Important 
Part of the Goleta Slough Ecosystem 

Only 5% of all Caltfornta's coastal wetlands rematn intact 
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Fig Sa: Santa Barbara County's Programs for 
Mitigation are Not Working ... Las Brtsas 

All trees removed 
from project 

No landscape screening 
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Fig 8c: Not Working ... Mockingbird 

No landscape plans on record 

Uncovered dtrt ptle 27 months old 
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