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Citizens Planning Association 
BOARD CONSENT CALENDAR *ADDENDUM* 

 

August 13, 2008 
(Covering June 28 – August 6, 2008) 

 
 

This consent calendar includes: 
 
NOTE:  There are some items on this month’s consent calendar dated prior to our last board meeting.  
They were not included in last month’s consent calendar and are therefore included in this month’s. 
 
a. Plan Santa Barbara (General Plan Update) (City of SB) 
 7/01/08 statements to City Council (GPUC) 
  Note:  A PowerPoint presentation was also presented to Council on 7/01/08 
 7/01/08 handout to City Council (GPUC) 
 8/01/08 letter to Paul Casey, Community Development Director (LUC) 
 8/01/08 letter to City Council (GPUC) 
 8/01/08 letter to City Council (LUC) 
 
b. Veronica Meadows (City of SB) 
 7/2/08 letter to LAFCO (CPA) 
 Note:  Also see 7/24/08 filings of 2nd lawsuit (included with CPA board agenda attachments) 
 
c. Miramar (SB County) 
 7/15/08 email & letter to County Planners with Exhibits A, B & C 
  from attorney Marco Gonzalez to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 7/16/08 statement to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 7/30/08 letter to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 8/05/08 letter with Exhibits 1a, 1b, and 2 (note: Exhibits not included, but available upon request) 
  from attorney Ross Campbell to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 8/06/08 statement to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 
d. NOP Draft EIR 2003-08 Focused Rezone Program (Housing Element) (SB County) 
 7/17/08 letter to Supervising County Planner (NCLUC)  

Legend: 
 
LUC = So. County Land Use Committee 
NCLUC = No. County Land Use Committee 
CP = Comp Planning Committee  
GPUC = General Plan Update Committee 
Water = Water Committee 
WS = Watersheds Committee 
CPA = Citizens Planning Association 
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Plan Santa Barbara (General Plan Update) 
7/01/08 GPUC statements to SB City Council 

Statements presented by Sheila Lodge (GPUC Chair) 
& Arve Sjovold (CPA Board Member) 

 
Sheila Lodge’s statement: 
 
Good evening Madame Mayor and Councilmembers:  I’m Sheila Lodge, speaking as chair Citizens 
Planning Association’s General Plan Update Committee. 
 
The Committee makes the following recommendations regarding commercial and residential growth 
scenarios: 
 
[Photo: SB from Franceschi Park] 
 
In 1989 the voters approved Measure E to limit new commercial development.  It has been effective, 
and we recommend that it be renewed prior to its expiration date, preferably by a charter amendment, 
using the remaining allocations. 
 
Over the last 19 years approximately half of the square footage allocated under Measure E has been 
used. The remainder should be sufficient for the next 20 years.  Past experience shows that there is no 
need to increase the amount. 
 
We believe that in order to stay within our resources we must keep residential development to 40,005 
dwelling units [the number the current GP provides for without mixed use build-out. 
 
There has not been an increase in resources to accommodate additional people. 
 
The photo of SB from Franceschi Park was taken about a year ago.  There are now more buildings and 
fewer trees, but you still see mostly trees. 
 
[photo: SB from KEYT West] 
 
[SB from KEYT downtown] 
 
[Carrillo Street] 
 
[Wentworth Street] 
 
When the Spaniards arrived SB was mainly a treeless plain. Whether on a hill or at street level, there 
are trees everywhere. 
 
SB’s urban forest is essential to its sustainability, beauty, livability and air quality.  CPA’s GPUC 
urges the city council to create a section under the GP Conservation Element which provides strategies 
for the forest’s protection and enhancement. 
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Arve Sjovold’s handout, upon which he based his verbal statement: 
 

ANALYSIS OF THE CITY’S LONG TERM WATER SUPPLY 
 

By: Arve R. Sjovold 
June 16, 2008 

 
 Several important changes have occurred since the City’s last review of its water situation, 
which could impact the capability to serve future demands. Most significantly, the State Water Project 
is now under court orders to reduce pumping from the Delta when certain conditions prevail. This 
court order has impacted the SWP’s ability to meet contractor demands, especially during dry years 
such as this. Also last year’s Zaca fire has compromised large fractions of both the Cachuma and 
Gibraltar watersheds and the capabilities of those reservoirs needs to be re-analyzed. Finally, the last 
Urban Water Management Plan did not analyze the worst-case scenario. This analysis provides a more 
current picture of the City’s long-term water supply. 

 

Demand 

 
 In the City’s 2000 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) an analysis of demand provides 
the following estimates. (“Demand” is used to mean water production, which necessarily includes 
system losses estimated at approximately 10% of metered demand.) The documented demand in 2000 
was between 14,881 and 15,139 acre-feet per year so we will assume 15,000 acre-feet for that year. 
The UWMP allows for 84 acre-feet per year in demand growth. This equates to a demand for the year 
2008 of 15,672 acre-feet. 

 

Supply 

 
 The City has basically 7 sources of supply; Cachuma, Gibraltar, Mission Tunnel, SWP, 
recycled water, groundwater, and desalination of sea water. Each of these has been analyzed by the 
City staff and reported in the UWMP.  

 

Cachuma:  

Based on the re-negotiated Cachuma contract the City’s current share of the Cachuma yield is 
8277 acre-feet per year except when the reservoir drops below 100,000 acre-feet when it is reduced by 
20 %. After 3 dry years in a row it is likely to be at the condition. (The long-term water supply plan 
allows 7570 to Cachuma yield until it reaches the 100,000 acre-feet threshold and is thereby reduced to 
6056 acre-feet.) 

 
Gibraltar: 
 Gibraltar has become heavily silted such that its capability to store significant water year-to-
year is extremely compromised. Accordingly, it is operated pretty much as a diversion dam taking 
water from the “run of the river.” Its contribution to water supply depends on the hydrologic conditions 
as they vary from year-to-year. 
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Mission Tunnel:  
 Mission Tunnel operates much like Gibraltar; water is taken based on how much infiltrates 
year-to year and is dependent on the year-to-year hydrologic conditions. 
 
SWP: 
 The capabilities of the SWP are best estimated by DWR’s reports on State Water Delivery 
Reliability. The last update was 2007, which presents expected deliveries for various hydrologic 
conditions. The 2007 report attempts to factor in the recent court rulings but it is premature to state 
now what the future capability will be. The court ruling stems from findings concerning alarming 
failures in the Delta ecology, which has yet to be remediated. 
 
Recycled water: 
 The City has implemented a wastewater recycling program that provides water to specific 
landscape uses. As such it is a dedicated supply, which currently supplies about 800 acre-feet to these 
dedicated uses. 
 
Groundwater: 
 The City has a significant groundwater basin from which it can pump. Present pumping 
capacity is approximately 4500 acre-feet but the safe-yield is only around 2000 acre-feet. It is intended 
to be held in reserve for drought periods. 
 
Desalination; 
 The City has a desalting capability of 3000 acre-feet although it needs some time and money to 
bring it on line. It is used as the last source of supply in case of extreme drought. 
 
Analysis of Supply and Demand for a Worst Case 
 
 The worst case of record for supply and demand is the drought of 1987 through 1992. Although 
there may be slightly worse dry periods for this region the coincident drought in the rest of the state in 
1987-1992 makes that the worst period since we now depend on the SWP for part of our supplies. The 
previous Long Term Water Supply Plan  (LTWSP) assumed the drought period of the late 1940s but 
there was no coincident drought in the northern part of the state. Table 1 below presents a summary of 
the supply capabilities if the 1987-1992 drought were to be repeated. It assumes the same contributions 
for Cachuma, Gibraltar, Mission Tunnel and Recycling as the LTWSP, uses the current estimate from 
the DWR SWP reliability report for a six-year drought, and then estimates the amount of groundwater 
and desalted water that has to be produced to provide the assumed 2008 demand of 15,672 acre-feet. 
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Table 1 
 

Worst Case Supply for a 6-year Drought 
(in acre-feet per year) 

For 2008 Demand of  15,672 acre-ft 
 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 
 
Cachuma 7570 7570 7570 6056 6056 6056 
 
Gibraltar 3933 5062 6486 2202 249 4398 
 
Mission Tunnel 754 780 1139 653 520 613 
 
SWP 1156 1156 0 1156 1156 1156 
 
Recycle 800 800 800 800 800 800 
 
Subtotal 14,213 14,318 15,986 10,767 8,731 13,023 
 
Groundwater 1459 1354 0 4500 4500 2649 
 
Desalt 0 0 0 405 2441 0 
 
Margin     559 
 
Notes:   The Cachuma supply is taken from the LTWSP; according to the description of this 
source it may provide approximately 10% more. Gibraltar and Mission Tunnel deliveries are as 
actually recorded for this six-year drought; a repeat of a six year drought of this magnitude would not 
necessarily produce the same sequence but would be expected to provide about the same cumulative 
amounts over this six-year period. Groundwater is assumed to be held in reserve for droughts; if the 
City attempts to use this source on a regular basis it will probably compromise the capability to deal 
with a drought. The SWP yield is the expected delivery over a six-year drought; the DWR reliability 
report estimates 34% of the Table A entitlement, which for the City is 3300 acre-feet. 

 
Final Comments 
 
 It is clear from the above analysis that the City does not have much margin in the case of a 
drought as severe as the 1987-1992 period. This analysis makes no allowances for any future demands 
other than those projected up to the year 2008. Also it does not allow for the fact that otherwise 
average demands for normal hydrologic conditions can be increased under drought conditions. Other 
considerations that must be taken into account are the requirements for water to serve as yet un-built 
but presently zoned units. No allowances have been made for additional conservation beyond the long 
term effects of the 1987-1992 drought that are implicit in the present level of demand. Certainly, the 
high water rates and progressive rate structure have served to secure much of the conservation that was 
practiced during that drought. What additional conservation may be achieved has yet to be analyzed. 
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Plan Santa Barbara – Public Opinion Poll Survey 
8/01/08 LUC letter to Paul Casey, City of SB Community Development Director 

 
 
1 August 2008 
 
 
Paul Casey, Director 
Community Development Dept. 
630 Garden St. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Sent via email to:  pcasey@santabarbaraca.gov 
 
RE: Plan Santa Barbara – Public Opinion Poll Survey 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
As you are aware, the Citizens Planning Association’s South County Land Use Committee is pleased that 
the City will be conducting a public opinion poll survey for Plan Santa Barbara.  We understand from an 
email recently sent to Outreach Committee members that the committee is being convened for the City to 
gather the committee’s input into the survey.  That’s great news. 
 
We have the following questions which we hope you will be able to answer prior to the Outreach 
Committee’s August 11th meeting: 
 

• What is the survey methodology? 
 
• What will safeguard against bias and leading questions? 
 
• Will the Outreach Committee actually discuss and review (even have a say in approving) the survey 

questions? 
 
• Which firms submitted proposals, and what were the reasons for selecting FMMA (Fairbank, 

Maslin, Maullin & Associates) from that group? 
 
We look forward to receiving your responses. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Naomi Kovacs 
Executive Director 
 
CC: John Ledbetter, Principle Planner – jledbetter@santabarbara.ca.gov 
 Bettie Weiss, City Planner - bweiss@santabarbaraca.gov 
 
 
LUC;nk,ph 
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Plan Santa Barbara – Policy Options 
8/01/08 GPUC letter to Santa Barbara City Council 

 
Date: Fri, Aug 1, 2008 at 2:26 PM 
From: Sheila Lodge <sjlodge@cox.net> 
To: Iya Falcone <ifalcone@santabarbaraca.gov>, Roger Horton 

<rhorton@santabarbaraca.gov>, Das Williams <das_williams@hotmail.com>, Dale 
Francisco <dfrancisco@santabarbaraca.gov>, Helene Schneider 
<hschneider@santabarbaraca.gov>, Marty Blum <mblum@ci.santa-barbara.ca.us>, Grant 
House ghouse@santabarbaraca.gov 

Cc: Planning Commission <pcsecretary@santabarbaraca.gov>, Bettie Weiss 
<bweiss@santabarbaraca.gov>, jledbetter@santabarbaraca.gov 

subject Comments on Plan SB Policy Options Report 
 
 
Hello, 
 
Attached are the comments of CPA's General Plan Update Committee on the Plan SB Policy Options 
Report.  (I have also attached the 18 page report and recommendations on the General Plan presented 
to the City Council and the Planning Commission in June.) 
 
We appreciate your consideration of our comments. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Sheila Lodge 
 
 
 
 

Comments on Plan Santa Barbara Policy Options by the General Plan Update Committee of 
Citizens Planning Association 

 
August 1, 2008 

 
Citizens Planning Association appreciates the great efforts invested in the general plan update process 
by our elected and appointed officials, including city staff, and by numerous community members who 
participated in thoughtful public discussions over the past three years.   
 
Thanks to those efforts, a general consensus seems to be emerging about Santa Barbara's need for 
carefully planned, sustainable growth that should both  
 
(1) preserve the city's desirable character and vulnerable environment for present and future 

residents, commuters, and  visitors, and  
 
(2) reduce the South Coast's jobs/housing imbalance and thereby make long commutes 

unnecessary for a larger percentage of the work force. 
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We also realize that individual groups and community members differ in their emphasis on the two 
goals and in evaluating the cost/benefit ratio of various methods proposed to achieve them.  It seems to 
us, however, that some more shared information could raise the citywide dialogue to its next level at 
which some disagreements can be resolved and further agreements can be identified.   
 
We request, therefore, that 
 
(1) a concise "Supplement" to the Policy Options Report address the degree of compatibility among 

the various recommended policies along with information about  their financial implications and 
expected cost/benefit ratios, and that 

(2) at least two more community workshops be organized, based on the information newly provided, 
before the consultant's survey of city residents is conducted and city staff proceeds to identifying 
community preferences. 

    
One of several significant areas where more information would be essential is the ability of the city's 
water resources to support various kinds and degrees of growth.  
 
Another example of unanswered (in fact unasked) questions relates to the proposed policy change 
concerning second units in single family zones. There would be more traffic as well as more cars 
parked on the streets, light and air between properties would be reduced while noise and air pollution 
would increase.  The amount of land available for open space and for the planting of trees and other 
landscaping would be less.  In addition might not this proposed zoning change turn owners of existing 
single family homes into landlords providing market-rate rentals in properties whose sale price would 
further increase? The unintended consequence would be to prevent an even larger number of middle 
class families from purchasing a home in one of our single family residential zones instead of 
commuting to work from a less expensive location. 
 
We trust that well-researched details about such concerns and further public conversations based upon 
the information will extend the existing general consensus to a large number of additional issues.    
   
Judging from various public comments made at the two recent workshops,  the following two 
overarching principles may find wide-spread acceptance: 
  
(1) The city's approach to new developments should aim at significantly reducing the current 

jobs/housing imbalance without significantly reducing the city's beauty, unique character, and 
quality of life by implementing policies like those outlined below rather than by the Inclusionary 
Housing Ordinance which increases rather than diminishes the need for commuting service 
workers:  
 
(a) Extend the current Measure E limits retaining the remaining allotment of square footage and 

restrict any new commercial development to so-called "small" and "minor" additions; 
 
(b) Require employer-supported affordable housing or substantial in-lieu fees whenever 

commercial space is added and/or additional employees are hired; 
(c) If possible establish requirements which restrict new multi-housing development to affordable 

rental and re-sale controlled affordable housing.  There is no need for more luxury condos. 
(d) lower density for market rate projects and maintain existing density only for affordable re-sale 

controlled or rental housing.  
(e) Require significant setbacks and open space in mixed use projects to increase light, air and 

general livability. 
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(f) For market-rate housing developments including condo conversions if allowed, establish 
maximum acceptable unit sizes, assess substantial impact fees earmarked for public 
transportation improvements and  land purchases for parks, and (in projects over 10 units) 
require the on-site provision of rent-controlled apartments for service workers like the live-in 
concierges and janitors/gardeners in many upscale apartment houses in Europe and elsewhere. 

  
(2) New multi-unit residential developments should be sited near jobs, shops, and public transportation 

in order to reduce the need for driving .  At the same time, caution must be exercised lest the new 
housing become 

  
(a) so compact as to generate excessive greenhouse gases through "urban heat islands," 
  
(b) so close to street noise as to require closed windows, constant ventilation, and frequent air 

conditioning, or 
  

(c)  at such unsafe distance from a freeway or the stop-and-go traffic of busy surface streets as to 
expose "sensitive receptors" including children to the serious health impacts of traffic-
generated air pollution. 1 

   
Any responsible plan for our downtown and other commercial areas should include the monitoring 
of  their air quality so that the safe distance of residential developments from particular traffic 
corridors can be established.  This would require the hiring of consultants because the Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District has no funds for additional monitoring. The benefit 
of knowing what we are doing and, if needed, requiring large landscaped setbacks along certain 
streets, would be well worth the expense. 
 

As you know, CPA repeatedly commented on Plan Santa Barbara concerns, most comprehensively in 
an 18-page illustrated brochure presented to City Council and Planning Commission in June 2008. We 
thank you for continuing to consider those comments in your deliberations, and we thank you in 
advance for considering the present statement. 
 
---------- 
 
1  Since a couple of speakers in recent televised public discussions asserted that siting residential developments along traffic 
corridors does not expose residents to health hazards, we wish to call attention once more to the contrary documentation at 
www.citizensplanning.org (click on  "Check out Policies & Positions" and then select "CPA's Proposed Updates for the 
City of SB's Conservation Element's Air Quality Chapter" and  "Attached Abstracts"). Our documentation includes the 
following pertinent quotation from a book frequently praised by "Smart Growth" advocates:  
 

"On a regional scale, less driving would lead to less pollution, an improvement that would be especially marked for 
regional-scale pollutants such as ozone. But on a very localized scale -- alongside a street in a particular neighborhood 
-- greater traffic density could increase exposure to pollutants, especially locally scaled pollutants such as particulate 
matter and air toxics."  See Howard Frumkin, Lawrence Frank, and Richard Jackson,  Urban Sprawl and Public 
Health: Designing, Planning, and Building for Healthy Communities (Washington D.C.: Island Press, 2004), p.77.  

 
The same book also reports: 
 

"Investigators in several countries carefully measured pollutant levels alongside streets and in homes to determine 
the exposures associated with traffic. One study, in Amsterdam, found that people who live near busy streets 
(defined as carrying more than 10,000 vehicles per day) were exposed to two-to-threefold higher levels of 'black 
smoke' (a measure of particulate matter), NOx, and carbon monoxide, compared to people who lived near a less 
busy street."  (p.76) To compare: Upper State Street carries more than 30,000 vehicles per day. 
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Plan Santa Barbara 
8/01/08 LUC letter to Santa Barbara City Council 

 
 
1 August 2008 
 
 
Mayor Blum & Councilmembers 
Santa Barbara City Council 
P.O. Box 1990 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Sent via email to Marty Blum, mblum@SantaBarbaraCA.gov 

Dale Francisco, dfrancisco@santabarbaraca.gov 
Das Williams, daswilliams@SantaBarbaraCA.gov 
Iya Falcone, ifalcone@santabarbaraca.gov 
Roger Horton, rhorton@SantaBarbaraCA.gov 
Grant House, ghouse@SantaBarbaraCA.gov 
Helene Schneider,hschneider@santabarbaraca.gov 
 

 
Re: Plan Santa Barbara – Policy Preferences 
 
Dear Mayor Blum & Councilmembers,  
 
The Citizens Planning Association’s South County Land Use Committee respectfully requests that 
"Plan Santa Barbara" schedule at least one more community workshop. 
 
The first were excellent, in what was discussed. But in the plenary and most work groups, "Key Issues" 
in the Plan SB draft summary that the City's promotion led attendees to believe would be publicly 
considered were not, including: 
 
1. How the Public Survey would work; 
 
2. What the 20 year FINANCIAL impact of "new" or existing services (such as Police, Fire, Public 

Works, mass transit) would be, and how they would be funded; 
 
3. What the impact of a "high density/low parking" strategy would be if funding for expanded transit 

is not available, or people don't use it? 
 
4. What the impact on new housing and population would be if the area entered a "big" drought cycle 

(i.e. multi-generational)? (Like the one into which we could well be heading as we speak.) 
 
5. What the effect on reliable water supplies will be if siltation of Gibraltar and Cachuma exceeds 

expectations; 
 
6. How "existing but illegal" units were estimated toward future building and population thresholds, 

as well as resource and service consumption; 
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7. How the proposed 1-3 million square feet of "new commercial" will affect the goal of jobs-housing 
balance; 

 
8. How the effect of citywide "granny" or secondary units is measured against the goal of 

"neighborhood character" and Charter Sec 1507 and 1508; 
 
9. How and where new Park & Recreation facilities will be sited and funded to keep track with new 

mixed-use or granny unit populations; 
 
We believe the discussion of these issues is extremely important to the long term success of the Plan 
Santa Barbara effort and the updated General Plan that at least one more meeting is needed to get 
there. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Naomi Kovacs 
Executive Director 
 
 
 
LM;nk,sl 
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Veronica Meadows 
7/02/08 CPA letter to LAFCO 

 
 
2 July 2008 
 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
105 East Anapamu St. 
Santa Barbara CA 93101 
 
Sent via email to:  lafco@sblafco.org 
 
RE: Veronica Meadows Reorganization: 

Annexation to the City of Santa Barbara / Detachment from the Santa Barbara County 
Fire Protection District / Detachment from the Goleta Water District 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As you may know, the Santa Barbara Superior Court in Citizens Planning Association et al. vs. City of 
Santa Barbara et al. (Case #01243174) issued a writ of mandate and an injunction against the City and 
the applicant in this matter.  The injunction has thus far not been lifted and is awaiting further 
proceedings before the Superior Court.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15233(a), if an 
injunction has been granted, which it has in this case, LAFCO can only either deny the annexation or 
issue a conditional approval of the annexation.  Conditional approval means that LAFCO cannot 
finalize and record the annexation until there is a final determination in the case. 
 
Furthermore, we believe that the revised EIR has substantial flaws and fails to properly inform LAFCO 
of the environmental consequences of its action. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Naomi Kovacs 
Executive Director 
 
 
CC: Urban Creeks Council 
 Bill Parkin, Wittwer & Parkin, LLP 
 Marc Chytilo, Law Office of Marc Chytilo 
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Miramar 
7/30/08 CPA letter to Montecito Planning Commission 

 
30 July 2008 
 
 
Chair Bierig & Commissioners 
Montecito Planning Commission 
c/o Errin Briggs, Planner 
ebriggs@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 
 
 
RE: PROPOSED MIRAMAR HOTEL 
 
 
Dear Chair Bierig & Commissioners, 
 
The Citizens Planning Association (CPA) was formed in 1960 to advocate for sound land-use planning 
and environmental protection in Santa Barbara County.  For 48 years we have dedicatedly pursued that 
mission.  That is why we have taken a serious interest in the proposed Miramar project and its 
associated review process. 
 
As you are aware, CPA has hired Coast Law Group LLP (CLG) to represent our interests with respect 
to the County’s review of the proposed Miramar project under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA).  CLG will submit more detailed comments on behalf of CPA prior to your August 6th 
hearing.  However, the staff report for that hearing will not be released with adequate time to finish 
such comments for inclusion in your hearing packets. 
 
Therefore, in the meantime, we would like to make it clear to the County that CPA continues to have 
grave concerns with the lack of proper review of this proposed project. 
 
We urge you to call for a FULL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW of this massive project which is 
not the approved Schrager plan with slight tweaking, as Caruso would like people to believe, and 
which demands dozens of exceptions to the rules.  The County needs to follow the proper review 
process, and approve the best project for this site -- one that is the least impactful and does not violate 
the Community Plan and CEQA, as Caruso’s current plan does. 
 
We would like to note, as well, that once CPA began to weigh in on this project proposal, we 
immediately saw an increase in our membership, mainly from Montecito residents.  Most of these new 
members have commented that they joined CPA in response to and in support of our stance on this 
project.  Some of them further noted to us that they felt uncomfortable publicly voicing their concerns 
about the project, and were therefore very happy to support our efforts in the matter on their behalf. 
 
Development needs to be the process of growing better, not just growing haphazardly because 
particular developers so desire.  We have a finite supply of land to build on and limited infrastructure 
and resources to support development, so we must choose the right projects for new development, and 
make sure those projects meet true needs of our community and mitigate any significant impacts to the 
fullest extent possible. 
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The County has to analyze the impacts that would result from the proposed Miramar project.  It has to 
look at mitigating and reducing those impacts where possible and feasible.  This has not been done yet, 
and needs to be. 
 
The community looks to you to uphold its community plans and to make sure that whatever 
development takes place observes those plans.  It also looks to you to make sure that project reviews 
follow the proper planning process. 
 
Do the right thing.  Call for a full environmental review of this massive proposed project.  Our 
community will have to live with whatever is built on this site for generations to come.  Let’s work to 
make sure we do not regret what is built there. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Naomi Kovacs 
Executive Director 
 
 
CC: Salud Carbajal, 1st District County Supervisor 
 Marco Gonzalez, Coast Law Group LLP 
 Ross Campbell, Coast Law Group LLP 
 
 
NK;rc 
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Miramar 
7/15/08 Coast Law Group email & letter to County Planners, plus attachments 

 
from Marco Gonzalez <marco@coastlawgroup.com> 

to anne@co.santa-barbara.ca.us, 
nmashore@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 

cc Naomi Kovacs <naomi@citizensplanning.org>, 
Ross Campbell <RCampbell@coastlawgroup.com> 

date Tue, Jul 15, 2008 at 4:37 PM 
subject Miramar SEIR Comment Letter: Citizens Planning Association 
  

4:37 PM  

Hello Anne and Nicole 

  

Attached please find CPA’s comments regarding the materials posted to the County’s website for tomorrow’s 
Planning Commission hearing.  

  

While we expect to have additional concerns regarding findings and conditions of approval, there simply was not 
enough time afforded to review the voluminous technical reports, Topicals, and memoranda recently posted to 
the site. We expect that either Caruso or CPA will end up appealing the matter to the Board of Supervisors, and 
we will provide comments on the findings and conditions of approval as revised by the Planning Commission 
prior to the final hearing by the Board. 

  

Thank you for your careful attention to, and consideration for, our concerns. 

  

-Marco Gonzalez 
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Exhibit A 
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Exhibit B 
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Exhibit C 
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Miramar 
7/16/08 CPA statement to Montecito Planning Commission 
Statement presented by Naomi Kovacs (Executive Director) 

 
 
Good afternoon, Commissioners.  I’m Naomi Kovacs, Executive Director of the Citizens Planning 
Association.  I love this community.  It’s why I do what I do, and it’s what keeps me doing it.  This 
community has a long and impressive history of fighting to maintain the uniqueness and specialness of 
Santa Barbara. 
 
For those who don’t know, CPA is a 48 year old, countywide, membership organization, with member 
from all over the county.  CPA was formed to help the County and City form their first General Plans, 
to set forth a vision and standards for everyone to follow, which are in place to protect our community 
from unwise development and keep its charm. 
 
Contrary to what some say, CPA doesn’t oppose development of this site.  This is about observing 
process and CEQA.  This is about supporting CEQA and the Montecito Community Plan and an equal 
and fair review process. 
 
If you ignore the Montecito Community Plan on this huge project, you are removing its teeth and 
setting a precedent for future development projects to do the same.  Our community is beautiful and 
unique because of our community plans and our strict – and yes, sometimes quite lengthy – review 
process to uphold them. 
 
This is one of the biggest development projects in Montecito’s history, and it’s not getting a full EIR.  
Yet, according to one letter I read in public comments for this hearing, a 2-house project in Montecito 
is being required to do an EIR. 
 
Again, the Miramar project is one of the biggest projects in Montecito’s history.  And don’t 
misunderstand; this project is NOT the Schrager project with just a few adjustments.  It is different in 
many regards, it’s much larger, and it will have more impacts than the Schrager plan.  And as such, it 
is a new, very large project and required a new and full EIR to inform both the community and its 
decisionmakers of the true impacts of this project – and not just in a piecemeal fashion, but in one, 
legally defensible EIR. 
 
Make no mistake, this is NOT about CPA wanting to slow down the process or trying to stop this 
project.  It’s about making sure that what gets built is the least impactful and that it conforms to the 
Montecito Community Plan and CEQA. 
 
We will have to live with what’s built for many years, and we will have to live with any precedent set. 
 
CPA, with nearly 50 years of local experience in sound community planning, is prepared to work with 
the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, county staff, the applicant, and any other interested 
parties to assure that the proper public process is followed, regardless of the final outcome. 
 
Thank you. 
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Miramar 
8/05/08 Coast Law Group letter to Montecito Planning Commission 
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CONSENT CALENDAR NOTE: CPA Board members -- The attachments are available if you so request. 
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Miramar 
8/06/08 CPA statement to Montecito Planning Commission 
Statement presented by Naomi Kovacs (Executive Director) 

 
Good afternoon, Mr. Chair and Commissioners.  I’m Naomi Kovacs, Executive Director of the 
Citizens Planning Association.  CPA has been accused of trying to slow down or kill this project.  Let 
me state once again for the record that that is in fact not true. 
 
Some people have asked me, "What's the bottom line of what CPA is asking the MPC to actually DO 
at its hearing on August 6th?"  So let me make that clear for everyone. 
 
FIRST, we're asking that the Commission not approve the project as proposed and to require a new, 
full EIR. 

SECOND, we want compliance with the Montecito Community Plan, the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, 
and CEQA. 

What are we asking, more specifically?  While Coast Law Group has provided more detailed 
comments on behalf of CPA, I’ll mention a few today: 

• The County needs to follow the community plan for cottage style architecture and floor-area 
ratio (FAR).  [size, bulk, scale] 

• The County needs to follow the regulations -- and not throw them out the window by granting 
all of these requested modifications. 

• The County needs to apply an appropriate interpretation of its land-use regulations so the 
project is in compliance with those regulations. 

• If the County complied, some of the benefits would be a less massive and tall project, one that 
wouldn’t encroach into setbacks, and which would be true cottage style. 

• The County needs to do a full EIR.  No corner-cutting, no segmented/piecemeal approach.  You 
must truly and comprehensively address and properly evaluate the issues.  “What issues?” you 
ask?  Here are just a few: 

o Water.  The water supply issue has to be studied.  When reviewing the proposed project, 
you have to look at impacts on current users and other properties being served.  Mr. 
Mosby said today that Montecitans are already – and I quote – “using too much” water. 

 And what about the potential fire service issues?  Do the calculations take into 
account 100 year drought years, for example?  And the statement that the 
hydrant test came back with “about 155 gallons per minute” pressure doesn’t 
match with the 1500 gallons per minute bare minimum required.  “About” is not 
the same as “equal.” 
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 [Note: This bullet may not have been read into the record.]  Also, Mr. Mosby 
mentioned buying water, which they have to “go find.”  What if it’s during a 
serious drought and there isn’t water to buy? 

o Another issue is the noise impact on beach use & recreation. 

o Another still is wastewater. 

Again, these are just a few unresolved issues. 

• There’s been a failure to look at this project properly, as required by CEQA. 

• The County needs to comply with what you're required to do. 

We also would like to know: 
 

• What will happen if a review of parking after the project is built shows problems? If it turns out 
it is actually under-parked or valet doesn’t work well, for instance, how would that be 
remedied? 

 
• What about emergency vehicles that need to go through the valet back-up and circle during 

events? 
 

• And what about the loss of public access beach parking and replacement spaces?  Plus the fact 
that enforcement would be “difficult.” 

 
Questions still remain unanswered, or inadequately answered.  This project is NOT ready for approval 
yet. 
 
It’s time to require a new, full EIR.  It’s time to comply with the Montecito Community Plan, the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, and CEQA.  
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
NK(wRC) 
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NOP Draft EIR 2003-08 Focused Rezone Program (Housing Element) 
7/17/08 NCLUC letter to Supervising County Planner 

 
 
 
July 17, 2008 
 
Bret McNulty 
Supervising Planner 
County of Santa Barbara 
Office of Long Range Planning 
30 East Figueroa Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
RE: NOP Draft EIR 2003-08 Focused Rezone Program 
 
Dear Mr. McNulty: 
 
In 2007, the North County Land Use Committee of Citizens Planning Association was instrumental in 
bringing Caltrans and State Fish and Game together to facilitate the transfer of the Caltrans parcel at 
the northwest corner of Burton Mesa Boulevard and Harris Grade Road into the Burton Mesa 
Ecological Reserve.  This transfer, as well as the transfer of parcels in the southwest and southeast 
corners, should be completed in November 2008. 
 
Our committee was surprised to see this parcel still listed in the NOP Draft EIR for the 2003-2008 
Housing Element.  This property transfer received headlines in our local newspaper and was applauded 
by the local community.  County officials were aware of the transfer, and we assumed this information 
had been forwarded to your office. 
 
Since Caltrans and the Department of Fish and Game are well into their negotiations, we respectfully 
ask that these parcels be withdrawn from the 2003-2008 draft EIR Housing Element Focused Rezone 
Program.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Mary Ellen Brooks, 
Chair, North County Land Use Committee 
Citizens Planning Association 
 
 
 
                                                 
 
 
 
 


