
SANTA BARBARA MONTECITO PLANNING COMMISSION 
Staff Report for Appeal of the Kasztelan Single-Family Dwelling 

 

Hearing Date: February 19, 2014 Deputy Director: Alice McCurdy 
Staff Report Date: January 30, 2014 Division: Planning and Development  
Case Nos.: 13APL-00000-00018, 13APL-00000-00026  Supervising Planner: Anne Almy 
             12BAR-00000-000128 & 12LUP-00000-00387   Supervising Planner Phone #: 568-2053 
Environmental Document:                                         Staff Contact: J. Ritterbeck, Planner 
   Notice of Exemption - CEQA Section 15301  Planner’s Phone #:  568-3509 

 
 

 
OWNER / APPLICANT: 
Jessica Kasztelan 
2596 Seahorse Avenue 
Ventura, CA  93001  
(805) 620-0936 
 

AGENT / ARCHITECT: 
Bob Easton  
1486 E. Valley Road 
Santa Barbara, CA 93108 
(805) 969-5051   

 
APPELLANT: 
Paul and Virginia Nolan 
135 Sierra Vista Road 
Santa Barbara, CA  93108 
(805) 565-4728 
 

AGENT: 
Derek Westen 
1800 Jelinda Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93108 
(805) 963-7130 

 
Appeal 13APL-00000-00018 filed on September 5, 2013. 
Appeal 13APL-00000-00025 filed on October 14, 2013. 
 

1.0 REQUEST 

Hearing on the request of Derek Westen, agent for Paul & Virginia Nolan, to consider Case Nos. 13APL-
00000-00018 & 13APL-00000-00026, [applications filed on September 5, 2013 & November 14, 2013, 
respectively] to appeal the Montecito Board of Architectural Review’s approval of Case No. 12BAR-00000-
00128 and the Planning Department’s approval of Case No. 12LUP-00000-00387, in compliance with 
Chapter 35.492.040 of the Montecito Land Use and Development Code, on property located in the 2-E-1 
zone district. The application involves APN 013-166-006, located at 137 Sierra Vista Road in the Montecito 
area, First Supervisorial District. 
 

This site is identified as Assessor Parcel Number, located at 137 Sierra Vista Road, 
in the Montecito Community Plan area.  It is a 1.09-acre parcel, zoned 2-E-1, Urban, 
Inland, and located within the First Supervisorial District. 

Project 
Location 



Nolan Appeal of Kasztelan SFD  
Case Nos.: 13APL-00000-00018, 13APL-00000-00026, 12BAR-00000-00128 & 12LUP-00000-00387 
Hearing Date: February 19, 2014 
Page 2 
 

2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND PROCEDURES 

Follow the procedures outlined below and deny the appeals, Case Nos. 13APL-00000-00018 and 
13APL-00000-00026, and affirm the decision of the Montecito Board of Architectural Review to grant 
preliminary design approval of Case No. 12BAR-00000-00128 and the decision of the Director to 
approve the Land Use Permit 12LUP-00000-00387 for the Kasztelan residence, based upon the 
project’s consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, including the Montecito Community Plan, and 
based on the ability to make the required findings. 

Your Commission’s motion should include the following: 
 

1. Deny the appeals, Case Nos. 13APL-00000-00018 and 13APL-00000-00026;  
 

2. Make the required findings for approval of Design Review case number 12BAR-0000-00128 and 
Land Use Permit number 12LUP-00000-00387, included as Attachment A; 
 

3. Determine that the project is exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to state CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15301, as specified in Attachment C; and 
 

4. Grant de novo approval of Design Review case no. 12BAR-00000-00128 and Land Use Permit 
12LUP-00000-00387, subject to the conditions included as Attachment B. 

 

Alternatively, refer back to staff if the Montecito Planning Commission takes other than the 
recommended action for appropriate findings and conditions. 

 

3.0 JURISDICTION 
This project is being considered by the Montecito Planning Commission based on Section 35-492.040 
(Appeals to the Montecito Planning Commission) of the Montecito Land Use Development Code 
(MLUDC) which states that any decision of the Montecito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR) to 
grant preliminary approval and any decision of the Director to approve a Land Use Permit is appealable 
to the Commission. 
 
 

4.0   APPEAL ISSUE SUMMARY 
The appellants, Mr. and Mrs. Nolan, are appealing both the MBAR’s August 26, 2013, decision to grant 
preliminary approval to Case No. 12BAR-00000-00128, and Planning and Development’s (P&D’s) 
subsequent approval of Land Use Permit number 12LUP-00000-00387 on November 4, 2013.  The 
appellants assert that the MBAR erroneously assessed neighborhood compatibility on the basis of 
potential future redevelopment of homes, with the understanding that the neighborhood was in 
transition, with properties turning hands and redevelopment resulting in larger homes.  The appellant 
claims that the MBAR erred when it assumed that future redevelopment projects would be constructed 
to the maximum floor area (FAR) allowed for any lot under the Montecito Architectural Guidelines and 
therefore worked with the applicant on the design of the structure despite its size.  The appellants assert 
further that neighborhood compatibility should be assessed on the basis of the size, mass, bulk, scale and 
style of existing homes in a neighborhood.  Finally, the appellants state that P&D erred in its assessment 
of the project’s consistency with ordinance standards relating to height and setbacks. 
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5.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 

 

5.1 Site Information 
 
 

Comprehensive Plan Designation Urban, Inland, Montecito Community Plan area, 
Single Family Residential 
 

Ordinance, Zone  MLUDC, 2-E-1 zone 
 

Site Size 1.09-acres 
 

Present Use & Development Residential – Existing single-family dwelling (SFD) and 
attached carport  
 

Surrounding Uses/Zone(s) North: 2-E-1; Developed Residential  
South: 2-E-1; Developed Residential 
East: 2-E-1; Developed Residential 
West: 2-E-1; Developed Residential 
 

Access Driveway entrance off of Sierra Vista Road 
 

Other Site Information Steeply sloped lot exceeding 20-25% grade 
 

Services Water Supply:  Santa Barbara City Water District 
Sewage:  Private Onsite Septic System 
Fire:  Montecito Fire Department 
Police:  Santa Barbara County Sheriff 
 

 

5.2 Project Description:  
 

The project is for a Land Use Permit to allow construction of a 2,824 [gross] sq.ft. addition to the existing 
dwelling and a new 625 sq.ft. garage.  The resulting SFD would be approximately 4,930 sq.ft. in gross 
floor area [4,500 net sq.ft.] and would use a variable side setback allowance.  Grading is proposed to be 
approximately 200 c.y. of cut and fill.  No trees are proposed for removal as a part of this project.  All 
necessary services are available for the parcel, which will continue to be served by the Santa Barbara City 
Water District, a private onsite septic system, the Montecito Fire Department and the Santa Barbara 
County Sheriff’s Department.  Access to the site will continue to be taken off of Sierra Vista Road.  The 
property is a 1.09-acre parcel zoned 2-E-1 and shown as Assessor's Parcel Number 013-166-006, located 
at 137 Sierra Vista Road in the Montecito Community Plan Area, First Supervisorial District.  
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6.0 PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 

6.1 Appeal Issue and Staff Response 
 

The appellants, Mr. and Mrs. Nolan, submitted a letter (included in Attachment D) along with their 
appeal application of P&D’s approval of Land Use Permit 12LUP-00000-00387 that distilled both 
appeals into a single set of issues.  The following points were given as the reasons for the two appeals. 
Staff responses are presented after the summary of each appeal issue, below: 
 

Issue 1:   The appellants state that the proposed addition would result in the largest home in the 
neighborhood, which would be nearly twice the average size of homes in the existing 
neighborhood.  As such, the appellants believe the resulting home would be incompatible 
with the surrounding homes and furthermore, was not designed to adequately address 
impacts to private views from surrounding properties. 

 
Staff Response:  The proposed home exceeds the square footage of the existing homes in the 
neighborhood.  The neighborhood is composed of both single and two story homes ranging in size 
from 2,332 square feet (s.f.) to 3,800 s.f.  The proposed home measures 4,930 s.f..  However, size is 
not the sole criterion for determining neighborhood compatibility.  Rather, mass, bulk, scale and style 
come into play, as well as excellence in design.  In the instant case, the home sits below Sierra Vista 
Road and presents a modest, one story street-front elevation to the neighborhood partly obscured by a 
5’8” privacy wall.  The lower floor of the proposed home is bunkered into the hill with the full two 
stories of the structure being visible primarily from the rear yard.  Partial two story elevations face the 
neighboring parcels on either side of the lot. The elevations are articulated with fenestration and wing 
walls and are softened and screened by new plantings, including citrus trees along the east elevation 
and Prunus ilicifolia along the west elevation.  The proposed home is consistent on all elevations in its 
Spanish Revival style and uses an appropriate palette of materials and colors, including smooth stucco 
siding in an off white coffee color, Redlands Spanish clay rustic blend roofing tiles, wood clad 
windows, wood doors, stone veneer and copper gutters and downspouts.  In the instant case, the 
MBAR based its finding of neighborhood compatibility on the success of the design which allowed 
the proposed home to visually fit into the existing neighborhood.   

 
While private views are taken into consideration by the MBAR during design review, they are not 
protected by policy or statute.  Additionally, through the Design Review process the home was 
redesigned numerous times specifically to address the various comments and concerns from the 
MBAR and from the Nolan family, who reside on the lot to the east.  Design modifications were made 
to the height of the structure, its side setback, and its size, bulk and scale.  The final design approved 
by the MBAR had significant revisions from the original design that included elimination of an 
attached residential second unit, a lowered ridgeline of the garage by the requested 3’-0” and 
movement of the home an additional 8’-0” further from the required 10-foot setback from the western 
property line.  These design concessions all contributed toward the MBAR’s ability to make the 
finding of neighborhood compatibility. 

 
Issue 2:   The appellant opposes the idea that the Sierra Vista Road homes comprise what was at 

times identified as a “neighborhood in transition” at MBAR hearings. 
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Staff Response:  Research of the permit history of the parcels surrounding the Kasztelan project site 
for the last decade shows that 6 of the 18 properties in the study area have received P&D approvals for 
SFD additions and other redevelopment projects.  As the appellant states, it is true that there is no such 
governing principle or standard for the phrase “neighborhood in transition” in County ordinances or 
policy discussions.  However, the concept of a neighborhood in transition is relevant for establishing 
the character of an area such as the Sierra Vista neighborhood where permitted redevelopment is 
occurring and that redevelopment is enlarging the generally smaller homes in the existing 
neighborhood. 

 
 

Issue 3:   The appellant states that the neighboring property owners who are opposed to the 
project are concerned about the precedent that would be set if a home of this size were 
approved within this specific neighborhood.    

 
Staff Response:  Each project application is reviewed on its own merits in the context of its site 
topography, neighborhood setting and applicable zoning requirements.  While the subject home would 
be among the largest in the neighborhood, one other home in the neighborhood also already exceeds 
the recommended FAR for the size of its lot.  During the design review process, the MBAR often 
approves homes that exceed the recommended FAR maximum by 10%, as the FAR is a guideline and 
not an absolute cap on size, pursuant to Section III.A of the Montecito Architectural Guidelines and 
Development Standards.  As proposed, this home would be 1% over the FAR guideline applicable to 
the lot.  But again, size is not necessarily determinative of neighborhood compatibility, which is 
defined as an aesthetic relationship in the Guidelines.  Because the subject home is well-designed and 
presents a one story street-front elevation to the public and well landscaped side yards to its neighbors, 
it fits into the neighborhood visually and aesthetically.  As such, the actual size of the house should 
not set any kind of adverse precedent for future redevelopment in the neighborhood. 

 
 

Issues 4 & 5: The appellant states that the issued [sic] Land Use Permit does not comply with setback 
requirements, height limitations, or the applicable Hillside and Ridgeline requirements 
set forth within the Montecito Land Use Development Code. 

 

Staff Response:  As designed and conditioned, the approved LUP complies with all applicable 
provisions of the County Comprehensive Plan, including the Montecito Community Plan as well as 
with all applicable requirements of the MLUDC, as discussed below.   

 
FRONT SETBACK: The standard front setback requirement for the E-1 zone is 20 feet from edge of right-
of-way and 50 feet from road centerline.  However, pursuant to MLUDC §35.430.150.C.1.c., on lots 
where the elevation of the ground at a point 50 feet from the centerline of the street is seven feet or 
more below or above the grade of the centerline, the front setback for the dwelling may be decreased 
by 20 percent, provided that the front face of the garage is no closer than 10 feet to the abutting street 
right-of-way. 

 
 

Compliant:  The subject parcel is a steeply sloped lot that, at 50 feet from centerline, is more than 20 
feet below the elevation of Sierra Vista Road.  Therefore, the front setback may be reduced by 20%.  
The resulting front setback for the lot is 16 feet from edge of right-of-way and 40 feet from centerline, 
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the more-restrictive being the latter.  The proposed garage is the element of the project closest to the 
roadway and it is located approximately 41 feet from the centerline of Sierra Vista Road (27 feet from 
edge of road right-of-way).  The project is therefore in compliance with the front setback requirement 
of the MLUDC. 
 
SIDE SETBACK:  The standard side setback for the E-1 zone district is 10 feet from the property line.  
However, pursuant to MLUDC §35.430.150.C.2.b., the required side setback for portions of a structure 
may be “varied” as long as 1) no portion of the structure is less than 5 feet from the side property line, 
2) no windows or doors can open into the side setback on portions of the exterior wall that is located 
within the setback, 3) the area of the structure that encroaches into the side setback is compensated by 
an equal or greater area that is not covered by any of the structure’s footprint area, and 4) the side 
compensating area shall not be used to “vary” the rear setback. 
 
Compliant:  The approved project on appeal uses a ‘variable side setback’, as permitted within the 
MLUDC.  The western side of the existing dwelling is located adjacent to and nearly parallel with the 
western side setback, with the southwestern corner of the structure terminating at the setback line.  The 
proposed new addition would extend the western side of the house another five feet south, locating the 
structure approximately nine feet from the property line at its closest point.  The total encroachment 
into the side setback measures approximately 20 square feet. The compensating area with no structural 
footprint would extend south from the home along the western side setback.  No windows or doors 
would open from the intruding area into the western side setback and no rear setback variation is 
requested as a part of the project.  Therefore, the proposed project would comply with the side setback 
requirements of the MLUDC. 
 
HEIGHT LIMITATIONS:  The maximum height for structures within the E-1 zone district is 35 feet 
(MLUDC §35.423.050), with a 25 foot height limitation for lots in urban, Ridgeline / Hillside locations 
(MLUDC §35.452.040.C.1).  Additionally, MLUDC §35.430.090.D.2 states that portions of a structure 
may exceed the applicable height limit by no more than three feet where the roof exhibits a pitch of 
4:12 (rise:run) or greater.  This allowance extends to structures subject to the Ridgeline/Hillside 
development standards.     

 
Compliant:  The proposed project on appeal before the Commission for de novo review 
complies with the maximum allowable height under the applicable Ridgeline and Hillside 
Development Guidelines of 25 feet for urban area homes with an additional 3-foot height bonus 
for projects utilizing a 4:12 roof pitch.  The proposed home has been designed to use a 4:12 
pitch to have a maximum height of 28-feet, consistent with the Ridgeline and Hillside 
Development Guidelines for the maximum height allowed in the urban E-1 zone district (25’ + 
3’ bonus).  

 
 
 

6.2 Environmental Review 
The project, Case Nos. 12LUP-00000-00387 and 12BAR-00000-00128 can be found exempt from 
environmental review based upon Section 15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
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guidelines.  Section 15301(e) allows exemption from CEQA for the construction of additions to 
existing single family dwellings (see attachment C). 
 
6.3 Comprehensive Plan Consistency  
 

REQUIREMENT DISCUSSION 
Land Use Element Development Policy #4:  
Prior to issuance of a land use permit, the 
County shall make the finding, based on 
information provided by environmental 
documents, staff analysis, and the applicant, that 
adequate public or private services and 
resources (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are 
available to serve the proposed development… 
 

Consistent:  The project site currently enjoys 
adequate services and resources to serve the 
existing residence.  The proposed single-family 
dwelling and associated approved development 
would continue to be served by the Santa 
Barbara City Water District, the Santa Barbara 
County Sheriff, Montecito County Fire 
Department and a private onsite septic system.  
The proposed project would not generate new 
traffic except for construction trips, and the 
surrounding roads are adequate to serve the 
proposed development, including construction 
related traffic.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

Montecito Community Plan Policy VIS-M-1.3: 
Development of property should minimize 
impacts to open space views as seen from public 
roads and viewpoints. 
Montecito Community Plan Policy LU-M-2.1: 
New structures shall be designed, sited, graded, 
and landscaped in a manner which minimized 
their visibility form public roads.  
Montecito Community Plan Policy LU-M-2.2: 
Lighting of structures, roads and properties shall 
be minimized to protect privacy, and to maintain 
the semi-rural residential character of the 
community 

Consistent: The project site currently supports 
an existing single-family dwelling.  There are no 
open space views over or through the lot.  The 
approved project, currently on appeal, would be 
visible from its driveway entrance off of Sierra 
Vista Road.  As designed, from this vantage 
point, the structure would appear as a single-
story home.  The remainder of the property 
fronting on Sierra Vista currently has a 5’-8” 
wall, which would remain and would provide 
continued screening.  Additionally, as 
conditioned in Attachment B (see Condition #3), 
as a part of the MBAR’s final review all exterior 
elements of the project would be reviewed and 
require approval to minimize visual impacts.  
Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with this policy.  

Land Use Element Hillside and Watershed 
Policy #2: All developments 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 

Consistent: The proposed development 
minimizes site disturbance by adding to the 
existing dwelling, bunkering into the hillside as 
appropriate, and avoiding unnecessary site 
disturbance.  No trees would be removed to 
accommodate the proposed project.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would be consistent with 
this policy.    
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REQUIREMENT DISCUSSION 
the maximum extent feasible.  Areas of the site 
which are not suited to development because of 
known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other 
hazards shall remain in open space.  
Montecito Community Plan Policy GEO-M-1.2: 
Grading form future ministerial and 
discretionary projects in Montecito shall be 
minimized to the extent feasible in order to 
prevent unsightly scars in the natural 
topography due to grading, and to minimize the 
potential for earth slippage, erosion, and other 
safety risks. 

 

Montecito Community Plan Policy N-M-1.1: 
Noise-sensitive uses (i.e., residential and lodging 
facilities, educational facilities, public meeting 
places and others specified in the Noise Element) 
shall be protected from significant noise impacts.

Consistent: Construction hour restrictions are 
applicable to the proposed project and have been 
included as a Condition of Approval (Condition 
#6, Attachment B). Therefore, the proposed 
project would be consistent with this policy. 

Montecito Community Plan Policy BIO-M-
1.17: Oak trees, because they are particularly 
sensitive to environmental conditions, shall be 
protected to the maximum extent feasible.  All 
land use activities, including agriculture shall be 
carried out in such a manner as to avoid damage 
to native oak trees.  Regeneration of oak trees 
shall be encouraged.  

Consistent:  No removal of native oaks or other 
protected trees is included as a part of the 
proposed project.  Proposed landscaping would 
not adversely impact existing oak trees onsite.  
Therefore, the project is in conformance with 
this policy.   
 

Montecito Community Plan Policy AQ-M-1.3: 
Air pollution emissions from new development 
and associated construction activities shall be 
minimized to the maximum extent feasible. These 
activities shall be consistent with the Air Quality 
Attainment Plan and Air Pollution Control 
District guidelines. 
Montecito Community Plan Policy AQ-M-1.4: 
The County shall, in its land use decisions, 
protect and enhance the air quality in Montecito 
consistent with California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards and National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 

Consistent: Dust mitigation conditions and 
monitoring are applicable to the proposed project 
and have been included as a Condition of 
Approval (Condition #4, Attachment B). 
Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with this policy. 
 

 

 

6.4 Ordinance Compliance – Montecito Land Use & Development Code 
 

The subject parcel is considered a legally created lot for planning purposes as it is currently developed 
with an existing single-family dwelling and attached carport and has been validated by prior issuance 
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of County Building Permits.  Furthermore, the subject property is in compliance with all laws, 
regulations, and rules pertaining to uses, subdivisions, setbacks, and any other applicable provisions of 
the Montecito LUDC. 

Section 35.423.020.A – Purpose of the E-1 Single-Family Residential zone states:  
 

The E-1 zone is applied to areas appropriately located for family living at a reasonable range of 
population densities, consistent with sound standards of public health, safety, and welfare.  This 
zone is intended to protect the residential characteristics of an area and to promote a suitable 
environment for family life. 

 

Compliant:  The proposed project on appeal is in conformance with the purpose and intent of the E-1 
zone district of the Montecito LUDC.  The overall design of the proposed development which adheres 
to all ordinance development standards would be consistent with sound standards of public health, 
safety and welfare as well as protecting the residential characteristics of the area and promoting a 
suitable and secure environment for family life.  As discussed in detail in Section 6.1 (Issues 4 & 5), 
the project on appeal is consistent with all applicable ordinance standards including height and 
setbacks.  Additionally, the project complies with all residential parking requirements for the E-1 
zone.   
 
6.5 Design Review 
 

The proposed project comprises an addition to an existing home in Montecito and was subject to 
review by the Montecito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR).  The project was brought before 
the MBAR seven times over the course of 13 months. During this period, multiple design revisions 
were made to the proposed project ultimately allowing the MBAR to make the required findings for 
preliminary approval on August 26, 2013.  Complete MBAR Approved Minutes are included as 
Attachment E  

 
 
 
 
 

7.0 APPEALS PROCEDURE 
 

The action of the Montecito Planning Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors 
within 10 calendar days of said action:  The appeal fee to the Board of Supervisors is $643. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.0 ATTACHMENTS 
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A. Findings for Approval 
B. [de novo] Land Use Permit w/Conditions of Approval  
C. Environmental Document: Notice of Exemption 
D. Appeal Applications  
E. Approved MBAR Minutes 
F. Reduced Plan Sheets 
G. Map of P&D Neighborhood FAR Study 
H. Graph of P&D Neighborhood FAR Study 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Findings for Approval 
 
 

1.0  CEQA FINDINGS 

The project, Case Nos. 12LUP-00000-00387 and 12BAR-00000-00128, can be found exempt from 
environmental review based upon Section 15301 [Existing Facilities] of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. Section 15301(e) states that additions to existing 
structures are exempt from CEQA.  See Attachment C for a detailed discussion of this exemption. 

 

2.0  DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS 
 

In compliance with Subsection 35.472.070.F of the Montecito Land Use and Development Code, an 
application for Design Review can be approved only if the following required findings can be made:   

a.  Overall structure shapes, as well as parts of any structure (buildings, fences, screens, signs, 
towers, or walls) are in proportion to and in scale with other existing or permitted structures on 
the same site and in the area surrounding the property.  
 

The house is designed to present a modest single story street-front elevation for public view.  The 
two-story nature of the house is primarily visible on the rear elevation, with grade dropping 
steeply along the side elevations changing the house from a single to a two-story presentation.  
Side elevations are well articulated with fenestration and wing walls and side views in are 
screened and softened by proposed landscape plantings.  In sum, by design, the proposed project 
is visually compatible with other existing houses in the neighborhood as seen from public vantage 
points and in consideration of private neighbor views. 

 
b.  Electrical and mechanical equipment will be well integrated into the total design concept.  

 

All electrical and mechanical equipment for the project will be located in the basement area of the 
proposed dwelling.  Therefore, this finding can be made. 
 

c.  There will be harmony of color, composition, and material on all sides of a structure.  
 

All sides of the home will be finished with colors, composition and materials consistent with the 
Spanish Revival style, including Redlands blend clay roof tiles; smooth, light, coffee colored 
stucco siding; wood clad windows and wood doors; and stone finishes.  Therefore, this finding 
can be made. 

 



d.  There will be a limited number of materials on the exterior face of the structure.  
 

The materials to be used on the exterior face of the structure include only materials consistent 
with the Spanish Revival style.  These limited materials include Redlands blend clay roof tiles; 
smooth, light, coffee colored stucco siding; wood clad windows and wood doors; and stone 
finishes.  Therefore, this finding can be made. 

 
e.  There will be a harmonious relationship with existing and proposed adjoining developments, 

avoiding excessive variety and monotonous repetition, but allowing similarity of style, if 
warranted.  
 

The proposed project for a Spanish Revival style home will be in harmony with the other 
similarly styled homes throughout the existing developed neighborhood without creating 
monotonous repetition.  Therefore, this finding can be made. 

 
f.  Site layout, orientation and location of structures and signs will be in an appropriate and well 

designed relationship to one another, and to the environmental qualities, open spaces, and 
topography of the site with consideration for public views of the hillsides and the ocean and the 
semi-rural character of the community as viewed from scenic view corridors as shown on Figure 
37, Visual Resources Map in the Montecito Community Plan EIR (92-EIR-03).  
 
Based on the site’s topography, the proposed two-story home reads as a one-story house to the 
public viewing it from Sierra Vista Road.  The house is bunkered into the hillside efficiently 
expanding upon the footprint of the existing structure. The locations of the proposed additions 
allow for protection of the existing avocado orchard on the site.   No trees are proposed to be 
removed.  Therefore the site layout, orientation, and location of the proposed home and garage are 
appropriate to the site topography and environmental qualities of the site.  Finally, the site is not 
visible from a designated scenic view corridor. 

 
g.  Adequate landscaping will be provided in proportion to the project and the site with due regard 

to preservation of specimen and landmark trees, existing vegetation, selection of plantings that 
are appropriate to the project and that adequate provisions have been made for the maintenance 
of all landscaping.  
 

The proposed project will not require the removal of any specimen or landmark trees.  The 
approved landscape plan includes a selection of plantings that are appropriate for the site and are 
consistent with the landscape and maintenance requirements of this high-fire area of the County. 
Proposed side yard landscaping will soften and screen views in from both the east and west 
neighbors. Therefore, this finding can be made. 

 
h.  Grading and development is designed to avoid visible scarring and will be in an appropriate and 

well designed relationship to the natural topography with regard to maintaining the natural 
appearance of the ridgelines and hillsides.  
 

The proposed additions are designed to minimize grading.  The house is bunkered into the hillside 
presenting a single story elevation to Sierra Vista Road, a public roadway.  No visible scaring will 
result from the project.   As designed, the proposed project will be in a well designed relationship 
to the natural appearance of the hillside and will not impact any ridgelines.  Therefore, this 
finding can be made. 



 
 
i.  Signs including associated lighting are well designed and will be appropriate in size and location.  

 

No signage is proposed as a part of this project.  Therefore, this finding is not applicable. 
 
j.  The proposed development will be consistent with any additional design standards expressly 

adopted by the Board for a specific local community, area or district in compliance with 
Subsection G. (Local design standards) below. 
 

No additional design standards beyond those previously enumerated and discussed above are 
applicable to this project.  Therefore, this finding can be made. 

 

3.0 LAND USE PERMIT FINDINGS 
 
In compliance with Subsection 35.472.110.E of the Montecito Land Use and Development Code, a 
Land Use Permit can only be approved if the review authority can make all of the required findings.   

 
a. The proposed development conforms to the applicable provisions of the Comprehensive Plan 

including the Montecito Community Plan and with the applicable provisions of this Development 
Code, or falls within the limited exception allowed in compliance with Chapter 35.491 
(Nonconforming Uses, Structures, and Lots).  
 

As discussed in Sections 6.1, 6.3 and 6.4 of the staff report, dated January 30, 2014 and 
incorporated herein by reference, the proposed project is in compliance with all applicable 
provisions of the County Comprehensive Plan, including the Montecito Community Plan, and 
with applicable zoning requirements of the Montecito LUDC, respectively.  Therefore, this 
finding can be made. 

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

 

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

c. The subject property is in compliance with all laws, regulations, and rules pertaining to uses, 
subdivisions, setbacks, and any other applicable provisions of this Development Code, and any 
applicable zoning violation enforcement and processing fees have been paid. This Subsection 
shall not be interpreted to impose new requirements on legal nonconforming uses and structures 
in compliance with Chapter 35.491 (Nonconforming Uses, Structures, and Lots).  

As discussed in Section 6.1 and 6.4 of the staff report, dated January 30, 2014 and incorporated 
herein by reference, the project will be in compliance with all requirements of the E-1 zone district.  
Furthermore, the subject lot is currently in compliance with all laws, rules and regulations pertaining 
to zoning uses, setbacks and other applicable provisions of the Montecito LUDC.  Therefore, this 
finding can be made. 

 















ATTACHMENT C 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT - NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 
 
TO:  Santa Barbara County Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: J. Ritterbeck, Planning & Development 
 
The project or activity identified below is determined to be exempt from environmental review 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as defined in the State and 
County Guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. 
 
AP No.:  013-166-006 Case Nos.:   12LUP-00000-00387 & 12BAR-00000-00128 
 
Location:  137 Sierra Vista Road, Montecito, CA 
 

Project Title: Kasztelan Single-Family Dwelling 
 

Project Description:  The project is for a Land Use Permit to allow construction of a 2,824 [gross] sq.ft. 
addition to the existing dwelling and a new 625 sq.ft. garage.  The resulting SFD would be approximately 
4,930 sq.ft. in gross floor area [4,500 net sq.ft.] and would use a variable side setback allowance.  Grading 
is proposed to be approximately 200 c.y. of cut and fill.  No trees are proposed for removal as a part of this 
project.  All necessary services are available for the parcel, which will continue to be served by the Santa 
Barbara City Water District, a private onsite septic system, the Montecito Fire Department and the Santa 
Barbara County Sheriff’s Department.  Access to the site will continue to be taken off of Sierra Vista Road.  
The property is a 1.09-acre parcel zoned 2-E-1 and shown as Assessor's Parcel Number 013-166-006, 
located at 137 Sierra Vista Road in the Montecito Community Plan Area, First Supervisorial District.  
 
Name of Public Agency Approving Project:  County of Santa Barbara 
Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: Brian and Jessica Kasztelan, property owners 
 

Exempt Status:   
 Ministerial 
 Statutory Exemption 

X Categorical Exemption 
 Emergency Project 
 Declared Emergency 

 
CEQA Guideline Sections:   Section 15301 [Existing Facilities] 
       

Reasons to support exemption findings:  
 

Case Nos. 12LUP-00000-00387 and 12BAR-00000-00128 can be found exempt from environmental 
review based upon Section 15301 [Existing Facilities] of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines. Section 15301(e) states that additions to existing structures are exempt from CEQA.  
The proposed project is for an addition of 2,824 gross sq.ft.   
 

As proposed, the Categorical Exemption, §15301, is suitable and appropriate for the de novo approval of 
the proposed project. 
 



There is no substantial evidence that there are unusual circumstances (including future activities) 
resulting in (or which might reasonably result in) significant impacts which threaten the environment. 
The exceptions to the Categorical Exemptions pursuant to Section 15300.2 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines are:  

  

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be 
located -- a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a 
particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to 
apply all instances, except where the project may impact on an environmental resource of 
hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted 
pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies. 

 

The project site does not constitute a particularly sensitive environment and would not impact an 
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern.  Therefore, this exception to the Categorical 
Exemptions does not apply. 

 
(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative 

impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.  
  

 The proposed project is for proposed additions to an existing SFD and includes an attached garage.  
The project has been designed to be compatible with the existing neighborhood.  Infill development 
in the surrounding residential neighborhood, developed in conformance with applicable ordinance 
and policy regulations for residentially zoned parcels, as in the instant case, would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact.  Therefore, this exception to the Categorical Exemptions does not 
apply. 

 
(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a 

reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to 
unusual circumstances. 

 

 There is no reasonable possibility that the construction of additions to an existing SFD will have a 
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.  Therefore, this exception to the 
Categorical Exemptions does not apply. 

 
(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in 

damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock 
outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic 
highway. This does not apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted 
negative declaration or certified EIR. 

 

 The project site is located over 1.3 miles from Highway 101 and is not visible from that highway.  
Furthermore, the proposed development would not damage any scenic resources.  Therefore, this 
exception to the Categorical Exemptions does not apply. 

 
(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site 

which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. 
  

 The proposed project is not located on a site included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 
65962.5 of the Government Code.  Therefore, this exception to the Categorical Exemptions does not 
apply. 

 



(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. 

  

 The proposed development would have no impact on any historical resource. Therefore, this 
exception to the Categorical Exemptions does not apply. 

 
 
Lead Agency Contact Person:  J. Ritterbeck, Planner II Phone #: (805) 568-3509 
 
Department/Division Representative: __________________   Date: __________ 
 
Acceptance Date: ___________________  





























































ATTACHMENT G 

MAP OF P&D NEIGHBORHOOD FAR STUDY 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT H 

GRAPH OF P&D NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY 
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