
Urbany and Pinkham Appeal 



 

Project Inconsistency with Mission 
Canyon Residential Design Guidelines 

Drainage Plan 





 Adopted as part of MCCP in 2014 
 Relied on to avoid impacts of oversize houses and  

excessive development on community character, views, 
and privacy 

 Include  
 Size, Bulk and Scale 
 Second Story Development 

 





 GOAL LU-MC-2:                Protect  the  semi-rural  
quality  of  life  by  encouraging  excellence  in 
architectural and landscape design. Promote 
area-wide and neighborhood compatibility and 
protect residential privacy and public views. 
 

 DevStd LU-MC-2.1: The Mission Canyon Residential 
Design Guidelines shall be used to guide development 
subject to review and approval by the Board of 
Architectural Review. 
 



 MCCP EIR, p. 4-7: Guidelines required  
 

“to mitigate the potential 
aesthetic impacts from buildout” 



The proposed development is 
consistent with any additional 
design standards as expressly 
adopted by the Board for a specific 
local area, community, or zone in 
compliance with Subsection G 
(local design standards) below 





 Design new and remodeled dwellings to appear 
proportional and complementary to nearby dwellings 



East West 



North South 



Viewed from East Viewed from West 







 Guideline 4.16 – Minimize size bulk and scale 
 Large house on small lot 

 3,446 square feet of development on 7,840 square foot 
lot 

 Excessive FAR – Too big for City of SB 
 Built to edges of setbacks 
 Built tall to achieve continuous floor from garage to 

second story 
 Bulky Bedroom Box 
 





 
 



 Allowable if different design 
 A)     Is “Consistent with the Design Guidelines” and 
 B)     Is an example of “exceptionally high standard of 

design” 
 

• Not Allowable Here Because:  
 A)     No Demonstrated Consistency with Guidelines 
 B)     Fails to meet standard of “exceptionally high 

standard of design” necessary to serve as a highly visible 
and distinguishable example of design for surrounding 
area 
 







 Set the second story back and to the center of the first 
story (Figure 26).  In general, the second story should 
not be located within the side yard encroachment 
plane, which is defined as a 30 degree angle measured 
from the vertical at a point 6 feet above existing grade 
on the interior side property line (Figure 27).  Increase 
the second story setback when a two-story dwelling is 
proposed adjacent to a one-story dwelling. 



 “Set the second story back and to the center of the 
first story (Figure 26).” 

 
 







East West 



 
 

 In general, the second story should not be located 
within the side yard encroachment plane, which is 
defined as a 30 degree angle measured from the 
vertical at a point 6 feet above existing grade on the 
interior side property line (Figure 27). Increase the 
second story setback when  a  two-story  dwelling  is  
proposed. 



MCRDG Requirement 849 Cheltenham 





 Clear example of specific non-conformity with 
objective MCRDG 
 Must be consistent for: 

 Design Review Findings 
 Development Standard MC-LU-2.1 
 MCRDG 4.18 
 Implementation of MCCP mitigation under CEQA  

 
 No evidence of Consistency when it is Demonstrably 

Inconsistent 



 Mission Canyon Community Plan Design Review 
Finding 2.2.a:  Plans for new or altered structures 
subject to the provisions of Section 38.28.080 (Design 
Control Overlay) are in compliance with the Mission 
Canyon Residential Design Guidelines as applicable.  



 Planning Commission Approved Drainage Plan is 
Acceptable 
 Reflects Historic Drainage flows 
 Accommodates Either Solution prescribed by PWD for the 

culvert under Cheltenham 
 Allows for storm flows to exit 849 as it has for decades 
 Preserves historical flow location downstream in driveway 

shared by Pinkham  
 Any change to historical flow patterns dictated by County 

creates County liability for damages 
 To Urbany – PDD suggests flows should go into Urbany house 
 To Pinkham – for flows into house 



PWD Complaint 
 , the County of Santa Barbara 

Permits Department is asking for 
the unpermitted 12’ culvert pipe 
extension be removed from the end 
of the existing 18” County culvert 
pipe on the outlet side of the storm 
drain. We have no objections if 
an  18” pipe extension is put in to 
replace the 12”. We prefer to have a 
clean out junction box at the 
connection of the extension to allow 
the County Road Department access 
to remove any debris. Please 
understand that this request is only 
for the section of pipe in the County 
Road Right of Way.  

PWD’s Proposed 
Solution 



 Exits 851 concrete pipe, conveyed in drainage ditch, 
across property line to 849, along 849 to southeast 
corner, and down shared driveway  to Foothill road 
drains 

 





Historic Drainage 
Path 

 

From Applicant’s 
Presentation. 

 

Note view into 
Urbany yard and 
home from the 
“Bedroom Box” 
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