IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Based on guidance from the California Department of Public Health and the California Governor's
Stay at Home Executive Order N-33-20 issued on March 19, 2020 to protect the health and wellbeing of all Californian's and to establish consistency across the state in order to slow the spread of
COVID-19, the City Council meetings may be held remotely only.
We have established alternative methods of participation in the City of Solvang City Council
meetings, pursuant to the California Governor's Executive Order N-29-20, which states:
Providing an opportunity to "observe and address" telephonically or otherwise electronically,
alone, meets the requirement; and
Removing the former requirement from Executive Order N-25-20 of having "at least one publicly
accessible" location from which the public may observe and offer comment. Executive Order N-29-20
now states expressly, "Such a body need not make available any physical location from which
members of the public may observe the meeting and offer public comment."
For October 25, 2021 City Council Meeting, the City will provide both remote
and in-person participation options. Due to current increase in COVID-19 cases
in our area, the City strongly encourages REMOTE participation.
We will adhere to COVID-19 social distancing guidelines and the health orders, a limited number of
public will be allowed to enter at one time to provide public comment. Virtual participation will also still
be available via Zoom or phone.
You may observe the live stream of the City Council meetings on www.CityofSolvang.com/YouTube.
Distribution to the City Council - Submit your comment via email prior to 5 p.m. on the Friday prior
to the Council meeting. Please submit your comment to the City Clerk at:
Council@CityofSolvang.com. Your comment will be placed into the record and distributed
appropriately.
The following methods of participation are available to the public:
If you wish to make a general public comment or to comment on a specific agenda item, the following
methods are available:
In-person speakers will be invited to make public comments first. Zoom speakers and those wishing
to make a public comment by phone, will be invited to do so once all in-person public comment is
received.
1. In-person. Due to COVID-19 social distancing guidelines, limited number of in-person
participants can be accommodated in the Chambers at a time. Masks are required.
By phone- If you would like to make a comment by phone, please call into conference line
888 788 0099 (Meeting ID: 306 652 9195). The phone line will be open starting at 6 p.m. if
you would like to notify the City ahead of time that you would like to speak on an item or
during open public comment. We appreciate your advance notice to
CityHalll@CityofSolvang.com ahead of time by noon on the day of the meeting if you plan on
calling-in to speak.
3. Join Zoom Meeting – you may also participate by joining Zoom meeting at
https://zoom.us/j/3066529195 (Meeting ID: 306 652 9195). If you wish to speak, please use
the “raised hand” symbol.
2.
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AGENDA

Last Resolution No. 21-1149
Last Ordinance No. 21-0352

REGULAR MEETING OF THE SOLVANG CITY COUNCIL
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
1644 OAK STREET, SOLVANG, CA
OCTOBER 25, 2021 - 6:30 PM

Charlie Uhrig, Mayor
Claudia Orona, Mayor Pro Tem
Robert Clarke, Councilmember
Mark Infanti, Councilmember
Jim Thomas, Councilmember
Please be advised that, pursuant to State Law, any member of the public may address the Council concerning
any item on the Agenda. Please be aware that items on the Consent Calendar are considered to be
routine and are normally enacted by one vote of the Council.
If you wish to speak regarding an item on the Consent Agenda, please do so during Public
Communications.
Regular City Council meetings are broadcast live on Channel 23 in the Santa Ynez Valley, and
stream live on the City’s website at www.cityofsolvang.com/City Council
We hope that you can join us (virtual participation encouraged) for the next City Council meeting. Instructions
for participating in the meeting are located here: www.cityofsolvang.com/AgendaCenter. All Regular Meetings
of the Solvang City Council may be viewed via live stream, on the City’s YouTube channel:
www.youtube.com/channel/UC15ThpbeQv6NkgYrup61SfA. Once again, please be safe, stay healthy, and
STAY HOME
CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
CEREMONIAL ITEMS/COMMENDATIONS
a.
City of Solvang Employee of the Quarter Award
PRESENTATIONS
a.
b.

Family Court Awareness Proclamation
Tournament of Roses Royal Court Presentation

1.

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – NON AGENDA AND CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS WRITTEN
OR VERBAL
The Council welcomes your input. At this time, you may address the Council on items not on the agenda and
Consent Agenda. Time limit is three minutes. State law does not allow the Council to discuss or take action on
issues not on the agenda, except members of the Council or staff may briefly respond to statements made or
Agenda 2021-10-25 City Council Regular Meeting
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questions posed by persons exercising their public testimony rights (Gov. Code sec. 54954.2). Staff may be asked
to follow up on such items.
2.
CITY MANAGER REPORT
Informational Report
3.
COUNCIL COMMENTS, REQUESTS AND ADVANCE CALENDAR
Comments and requests from City Council Members. No action will be taken at this meeting.
4.
a.
b.
c.

CONSENT AGENDA
Approval of Agenda as Presented
Approve Minutes of the Regular Meeting of October 11, 2021 ...………………………..............................7
Receive monthly Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department Compliance Report for the month of
September 2021 ...…………………………………………………………………………………………..11

PUBLIC HEARINGS - None
REGULAR BUSINESS AGENDA
5.

ALISAL GUEST RANCH CONCEPTUAL PROJECT REVIEW – ADDITION OF OUTDOOR
LUXURY RETREAT (GLAMPING) AND ANNEXATION OF APPROXIMATELY 10 ACRES
Review conceptual proposal by Alisal Guest Ranch to annex approximately 10-acre area directly east of the
existing Guest Ranch into the City for development of approximately 40 glamping guest units and provide
staff with policy direction ...............................................................................................................................13

6.

SKYTT MESA CODE ENFORCEMENT
Receive public comment from Skytt Mesa neighborhood, including a written statement submitted to the City
included in this agenda ....................................................................................................................................45

7.

PAY FOR PERFORMANCE PROGRAM FOR MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEES
Receive and approve staff recommendations to establish a pay-for-performance program for management
employees (Department Heads and Managers) ...........................................................................................415

8.

AB1234 REPORT OUT AND COUNCIL CLOSING COMMENTS

9.

ADJOURNMENT
AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING

I, Annamarie Porter, City Clerk, for the City of Solvang, California, DO HEREBY CERTIFY, under penalty of
perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing notice was posted at the City of Solvang City
Hall bulletin board and on the City of Solvang website at www.cityofsolvang.com, on this 20th day of October
2021.
Copies of staff reports and supporting documentation pertaining to each item on this agenda are available for public
viewing and inspection at City Hall, 1644 Oak Street, Solvang, during regular business hours and on the City’s
website www.cityofsolvang.com, in addition, any writings relating to an open session agenda item provided to a
majority of the Council after the posting of the agenda, will be identified and available separately at City Hall and
may be posted to the website.
In Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting, you should contact the office of Administrative Services at (805) 688-5575 or the California Relay
Service. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting would enable the City to make reasonable arrangements
to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
Agenda 2021-10-25 City Council Regular Meeting
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Proclamation
November 2021 as Family Court Awareness Month
WHEREAS, the mission at One Mom’s Battle (OMB) and the Family Court
Awareness Month Committee (FCAMC) is to increase awareness on the importance of a
family court system that prioritizes child safety and acts in the best interest of children,
and;
WHEREAS, the mission at the FCAMC is to increase awareness on the
importance of education and training on domestic violence, childhood trauma and post
separation abuse for all professionals working within the family court system, and;
WHEREAS, the mission at the FCAMC is to educate judges and other family court
professionals on the empirical data and research that is currently available. Such
research is a critical component to making decisions that are truly in the best interest of
children. This research includes The Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACE) Study (CDCKaiser Permanente), Saunder’s Study (Us Department of Justice), The Meier Study: Child
Custody Outcomes in Cases Involving Abuse Allegations, and the Santa Clara Law Study
(Confronting the Challenge of High-Conflict Personality in Family Court), and;
WHEREAS, the mission at the FCAMC is fueled by the desire for awareness and
change in the family court system while honoring the 100(+) children in the United
States who have been murdered by a parent after a custody court rejected the other
parent’s plea for protection (Source: Center for Judicial Excellence).
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that I, Mayor Charlie Uhrig, along with the City
Council of the City of Solvang, California do hereby proclaim the Month of November
2021 as Family Court Awareness Month and encourage all citizens to join me in support
in recognizing the importance of a family court system that prioritizes child safety and
acts in the best interest of children.

Charlie Uhrig, Mayor
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ADVANCE CALENDAR

Meeting Date
8‐Nov

Agenda Item

Agenda

Action

Bike Ride-Share Program

Business

Policy

Broadband Countywide Program Solvang Participation
Fiscal Year 2021‐22 Quarter 1 Financial Report
FY 2022‐24 Financial Plan Development Schedule and
Community Engagement
Employee Handbook Update
Marketing Contract RFP Scope
Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Notice of Completion S. Alisal Pavement
Reconstruction Project
CalRecycle SB 1383 Regulations Resolution

Business
Business

Approve
Receive

Business
Consent
Business
Business

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

Consent
Business

Approve
Approve

TRC Sign Management
Parking Improvements
Marketing Update
Utility Rate Study (Water and Wastewater) ‐ First Public
Hearing on Process
Sewer Master Plan Update
City Code Ordinance Amendments Title 11
Construction Contract Second Street Drainage
Improvements

Business
Business
Business

Policy
Approve
Receive

Business
Business
Business

Policy
Approve
Approve

Consent

Approve

COVID Modified City Operations Update
Development Impact Fees Contract Approval
IT Services Contract Approval
Water System Emergency Plan

Business
Consent
Business
Consent

Policy
Approve
Approve
Approve

Consultant Agreement Sewer Line Replacement Project
River Wells Addendum
WWTP Phase 3 ‐ Recycled Water

Consent
Business
Business

Approve
Approve
Policy

Solvang Park Shade Improvement Alternatives
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
Grant Funding Policy

Business
Business
Business

Policy
Approve
Approve

Fiscal Forecasts & Financial Policies for FY 2022‐24
Financial Plan Development
Purchasing & Budget Policy Update
Stormwater Management Annual Report
General Plan Update Alternative Choices
Fiscal Year 2021‐22 Quarter 2 Financial Report

Business
Consent
Consent
Business
Business

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Receive

22‐Nov

13‐Dec

27‐Dec
10‐Jan

24‐Jan
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Council Requested Agenda Items
Agenda Item

Meeting Date

Agenda

Action

Agenda

Action

N/A

Annual Reports
Agenda Item
November
December
December
December (every
two years)
January
January
February
February
March
March
March
March
March
April
May
Oct/Jan/April/July
June
June
June/July

Stormwater Management Program Annual Report
Appointment of Mayor Pro Tem
Council selection of representatives to Committees and
Agencies

Consent
Business

Receive
Approve

Business

Approve

Appointment to Boards, Commissions, Committees
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
Grant Funding Policy Review
Measure A 5‐Year Local Program of Projects
Fiscal Outlook and Financial Policies
SB1 RMRA project List
Investment Policy Annual Review
Solvang Skytt Mesa LLMD Annual Assessment
FTA 5311 Grant Agreement
TDA Grant Funding
Council Budget Goal Setting
Preliminary Budget
Quarterly Financial Reports
Two‐Year Financial Plan Development or Budget
adoption
Capital Improvement Program
Amend Appropriation Limit

Business
Business
Business
Public Hearing
Business
Public Hearing
Business
Public Hearing
Consent
Consent
Business

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

Business

Approve

Business
Business
Business

Adopt
Adopt
Adopt
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
SOLVANG CITY COUNCIL

October 11, 2021
Monday
6:30 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Uhrig called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chamber, 1644 Oak Street, Solvang,
California.
ROLL CALL
Present:

Mayor Charlie Uhrig; Mayor pro tem Claudia Orona; Councilmembers Robert Clarke, Mark
Infanti, Jim Thomas.

Absent

None.

Staff:

City Manager Xenia Bradford, City Attorney David Fleishman, City Clerk Annamarie Porter.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Led by Councilmember Infanti.
CEREMONIAL ITEMS/COMMENDATIONS - None
PRESENTATIONS
Polio Day Proclamation – Rotary International.
On behalf of City Council, Mayor pro tem Orona presented a proclamation to Rotary International in
commemoration of October 24, 2021, as World Polio Day.
1. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – WRITTEN OR VERBAL
City Clerk Porter invited members of the public to comment on items not in the agenda.
Chris Horne -Via Zoom requested consideration of Solvang's complaint-based Municipal Code enforcement system
and definition of setbacks on the next City Council agenda.
There was consensus to direct staff to add those two issues to the next City Council meeting agenda.
There were no other public comments.
2. CITY MANAGER REPORT
City Manager Bradford provided the following highlights: She announced the City is seeking community input on
HCA Park improvements, on the elections by district process, on the General Plan update and the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan; provided an update on Commissions and Committees, discussed upcoming programs and
events, presented details of the Advance Calendar. Discussion followed regarding the date and time of the next
Tourism Advisory Committee. Discussion followed regarding the status of the City logo update.
Minutes 2021-10-11 CC Regular
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3. COUNCIL COMMENTS, REQUESTS AND ADVANCE CALENDAR
Councilmember Infanti discussed the recent car show and noted it was a success; addressed the Santa Barbara RideShare program and requested placing consideration of a bike ride-share program for Solvang on a future agenda.
There was City Council consensus to place the item on a future agenda.
Councilmember Thomas asked for prayers and good thoughts to men and women firefighters currently fighting a
fire on the other side of the hill.
Mayor pro tem Orona reported attending a recent Mayors Gala for United Way and commended the organization
for the success of the event and the services and programs they offer the community.
Mayor Uhrig reported attending the Highway 154 Subcommittee Safety Committee meeting; announced the
upcoming Santa Barbara Wine Country Half Marathon; spoke about upcoming control burns in the Los Alamos
and Los Olivos areas; discussed attending a recent California Mayors Coalition meeting, a Townhall meeting hosted
by SBCAG regarding transportation and infrastructure; addressed an upcoming Measure A Citizens Oversight
Committee meeting, a symposium by Santa Barbara Bike Plus (CalBike) to address bicycle safety; provided an
update on Food Bank operations and thanked those who have responded to the recent fire in his son's home.
Councilmember Clarke reported the County Board of Supervisors appointed him to the Library Advisory
Committee as Solvang's representative.
4. CONSENT AGENDA
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Approval of Agenda as Presented
Approve Minutes of the Special and Regular Meetings of September 27, 2021
Approve Warrant Register for the month of September 2021
Receive monthly Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department Compliance Report for the month of August 2021
Receive Quarterly Investment Report for Fourth Quarter of Fiscal Year 2020-21
Approve Amendment 1 to the Agreement with Urban Planning Concepts, Inc. for contract planning services to
increase the contract amount not to exceed $80,000 for the current term through June 30, 2022, which will be
covered by salary savings and recently adopted updated fees, and authorize the City Manager to execute on
behalf of the City

Motion by Councilmember Clarke to approve the Consent Agenda, as presented, seconded by Mayor pro tem
Orona, and carried with a roll call vote of 5-0.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
5. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER ELECTRIC TROLLEY LICENSE APPLICATION
Hold a public hearing continued from September 27, 2021, per Municipal Code Title 4, Chapter 12, to consider
electric trolley license application from Horzes Entertainment, LLC.
Mayor pro tem Orona recused herself from the public hearing, given her interest in Horzes Entertainment, LLC,
and left the Council Chambers at 7:12 p.m.
City Manager Bradford narrated a PowerPoint presentation regarding the process for considering and approving
electric trolley license applications; addressed proposed routes for guided tours and shuttle services; discussed
application review and listed recommendations.
Discussion followed regarding the need for shuttle service especially considering the lack of parking, the proposed
route and U-turn on Mission, the proposed number of trolleys running on Saturdays, the use of advertising outside
and inside the trolleys, following the speed limits, trolleys dedicated for the shuttle route, limiting the electric trolley
Minutes 2021-10-11 CC Regular
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route to 2nd Street to avoid going through Sycamore Way and 3rd Street and review of the trolleys by CHP. It was
noted that if the routes are problematic, they can be changed.
City Attorney David Fleishman reported there is a provision requiring the applicant to obey traffic laws and
regulations, scrupulously.
Mayor Uhrig opened public comments.
Sheriff's Department Lieutenant Green suggested adding language requiring a meet-and-confer if there is a problem
with the routes.
City Attorney Fleishman proposed adding as a Condition of Approval stating that, "The permit shall contain such
conditions deemed necessary and appropriate to ensure public health, safety and welfare, including, without
limitation…requirements for operators of electric trolleys relative to vehicle traffic and safety including, if
necessary, to mitigate traffic congestion, a limit on the number, safe and courteous treatment, requiring the permitee
to meet-and-confer with the City, after 90 days from the issuance of the license to determine whether or not the
routing is appropriate and if not, the parties will agree to modify the existing routing to address the concerns of the
City."
Dennis Beebe spoke in favor of the application.
Discussion followed regarding considering a stop at Parking Lot P, adjacent to Solvang School, and having
advertising only on the inside of the trolleys.
City Attorney Fleishman suggested including a specific condition that advertising not be permitted on the exterior
or permitted on the exterior subject to some approval authority.
Discussion followed regarding limiting the applicant's income through advertising and requiring that advertising
conform to the motif of the City.
Jared Frost spoke in favor of the application and discussed the lack of activities in Solvang.
There being no one further wishing to speak, Mayor Uhrig closed public comments.
Councilmember Clarke indicated he cannot support the application as presented and expressed concerns regarding
advertising on the trolleys.
Mayor Uhrig expressed concerns regarding negative impacts to traffic and the length of the contract adding that he
would be in favor of a one-year commitment with a 90-day review of the traffic versus five years.
City Attorney Fleishman spoke about imposing a 90-day review with a one-year commitment and explained this is
not a contract between the City and Horzes Entertainment, LLC, but a license allowing a business to operate.
Motion by Councilmember Infanti to approve a one-year license, with a 90-day review of the routes and advertising,
for Horzes Entertainment, LLC to operate electric trolleys, seconded by Councilmember Thomas, and carried with
a roll call vote of 3-1 with Councilmember Clarke, opposed and Mayor pro tem Orona, recused.
Mayor pro tem Orona returned to the Chambers at 7:58 p.m.
REGULAR BUSINESS AGENDA
6. LOGO AND BRANDING CONCEPTUAL APPROVAL
Review updated recommendations for a logo for the use by the City for official business and as a style selection to
be further developed by the City’s marketing consultant (IDK Events) under the existing contract as part of the
marketing website update.
Minutes 2021-10-11 CC Regular
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City Manager Bradford narrated a PowerPoint presentation regarding branding logos for the City's marketing efforts
and website.
Discussion followed regarding the proposed colors and scheme, having IDK work on different iterations of the
design for use in the City's marketing materials and showing the City's establishment date.
Mayor Uhrig opened public comments.
Dennis Beebe spoke about the need for consistency, and suggested the City seek a cost estimate before deciding on
the matter.
There being no one further wishing to speak, Mayor Uhrig closed public comments.
Discussion followed regarding obtaining a cost estimate for changing the logo on signs throughout the City and
changing logos on specific structures, signs, and materials, over time, and updating signs at the entrance of town.
Mayor pro tem Orona felt the proposed logo is similar to that used in an existing business and expressed concerns
the new logo would be giving that business, free advertising.
Discussion followed regarding the possibility of adding buildings in the background of the logo.
Motion by Mayor pro tem Orona to provide input to IDK as discussed to have them develop different versions of
the logo and present them to City Council. The motion died for lack of a second.
Motion by Mayor Uhrig to approve the logo, as presented, for the use by the City for official business and as a style
selection to be further developed by the City’s marketing consultant (IDK) under the existing contract as part of the
marketing website update, seconded by Councilmember Clarke, and carried with a roll call vote of 4-1 with Mayor
pro tem Orona, opposed.
7. AB1234 REPORT OUT AND COUNCIL CLOSING COMMENTS
Mayor pro tem Orona discussed attending the Annual Conference for the California League of Cities; noted
disappointment at the passing of AB 9 and AB10; reported Cal Cities will continue to fight; spoke about expanding
access to fiberoptics and broadband in the community and spoke about attending the fundraiser for the Cal Cities
PAC that advocates for local control.
8. ADJOURNMENT- Mayor Uhrig adjourned the meeting at 8:34 p.m.
Respectfully submitted:

Annamarie Porter, City Clerk

Minutes 2021-10-11 CC Regular
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Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Office
Contract Services Unit

Monthly Report
City of Solvang
September 2021

Deputy Sheriff Service Unit Compliance
Time

Number of hours in the month

720.00

Number of posts covered

1

Hours Logged in CAD

737.90

Total Contract Hours

720.00

Total Billable Hours
MONTHLY

Compliance Totals

93.51%

728.10
ANNUALLY
98.33%

Time Summarization
Time spent on calls for Service

65.90

Time spent on Reports/Admin.

78.80

Shift Change

60.00

Proactive Patrol Time

407.80

Time City Car Spent Out of City

64.60

Time Out of Area Car Spent In the City

60.80

NOTE: There is no correlation between graph color and data listed above

Page 1
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Solvang September 2021 DSSU Report
ctivity Statistics
SEPTEMBER CRIME AND ACTIVITYASTATISTICS
CRIMINAL HOMICIDE

0

FORCIBLE RAPE

0

ROBBERY

0

ALL ASSAULTS

2

BURGLARY TOTAL

0

RESIDENTIAL

0

COMMERCIAL

0

INSTITUTIONAL

0

ALL OTHERS

0

THEFTS
STOLEN PROPERTY VALUE
RECOVERED PROPERTY VALUE

2
$650
$0

VEHICLE THEFT

0

VEHICLES RECOVERED

0

ACCIDENTS

2

INJURY COLLISIONS

0

PERSONS INJURED

0

FATAL COLLISIONS

0

TRAFFIC DEATHS

0

CITATIONS

11

PARKING CITATIONS

1

DUI ARRESTS

1

TOWED VEHICLES

1

FELONY ARRESTS

3

MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS

12

CALLS FOR SERVICE

413

REPORTS TAKEN

45

CASES FORWARDED TO DETECTIVES

17

CASES SUSPENDED

0

CASES ASSIGNED

0

CASES CLOSED BY ARREST

1

CASES CLOSED BY OTHER

17

CURRENT ACTIVE CASES

5

HOMELESS– (Arrest/cite—Reports with no arrest/cite—Calls for service w/ no report number)

2-4-6

CITY CAR OUT OF THE CITY– INCIDENTS

167

OUT OF AREA CAR IN CITY– INCIDENTS

117

12

Agenda Item Number:

Solvang City Council

5

STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY:

Xenia Bradford, City Manager

MEETING DATE:

October 25, 2021

SUBJECT:

ALISAL GUEST RANCH CONCEPTUAL PROJECT REVIEW – ADDITION OF
OUTDOOR LUXURY RETREAT (GLAMPING) AND ANNEXATION OF
APPROXIMATELY 10 ACRES

RECOMMENDATION:
Review conceptual proposal by Alisal Guest Ranch to annex approximately 10-acre area directly
east of the existing Guest Ranch into the City for development of approximately 40 glamping
guest units and provide staff with policy direction.
DISCUSSION:
Alisal Guest Ranch submitted a draft project proposal to the City for conceptual review by the
City Council. The proposal is for development of a glamping site of approximately 40 units directly
east of the existing Guest Ranch.
The Alisal Guest Ranch is requesting conceptual review whether the City would consider
annexation of the approximately 10 acres for the proposed glamping project. Staff is seeking
Council direction whether to initiate discussions with the Alisal Guest Ranch on this proposal.
The conceptual draft application presents the following benefits and key considerations:
•
•
•

Added accommodations and experiences for visitors to Solvang – “glamping” outdoor
lodging experience.
Upon annexation of the land, City would have jurisdiction over the proposed project,
including design review and conditions of approval.
Amendment to the existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) provides the opportunity for
the City to review, approve, and condition an up-to-date CUP under the jurisdiction of the
City rather than continuing to rely on antiquated CUP’s previously issued by the County
of Santa Barbara.
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•
•
•
•

Annexation allows Alisal Guest Ranch to expand and operate within the boundaries of the
City of Solvang rather than operating in and seeking potentially conflicting entitlements
from two jurisdictions.
Additional Transient Occupancy Tax, increased revenue for the City and Alisal Guest
Ranch.
City water and sewer services.
Potential future meeting facilities south of the Ranch.

Staff initial comments:
While the project conceptually provides with a number of potential benefits to the City such as
additional Transient Occupancy Tax income and local control; staff will need to evaluate costs
associated with water and sewer connections proposed to be provided by the City and any
additional impacts such as public safety. The final cost and benefit analysis will also depend on
the outcome of proceedings for reorganization of boundaries through the Santa Barbara County
Local Agency Formation Commission.
Staff recommends that if City Council directs staff to proceed working with the Alisal Guest Ranch
on this proposal, that the City negotiate a reimbursement agreement for legal, planning, and
utility work. While initial analysis shows that utilities could be provided by the City for a project
of this scope at the location, certain conditions will need to be met to address available capacity
and connection costs.
Staff will also need to work with the applicant to ensure consistency with the Urban Growth
Boundary. The proposal indicates that the land to be annexed would be zoned agricultural, and
the proposed use would be permitted within this land use designation with a CUP.
ALTERNATIVES:
This is a conceptual project review item.
FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
A.
B.

Alisal Guest Ranch Council Presentation
Alisal Guest Ranch Draft Preliminary Project Description
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steve@sepps.com
805.966.2758 x101

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services Inc.
1625 State Street, Suite 1
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

Steve Fort, Senior Planner

CLIENT AGENT

kcochran@alisal.com
805.686.7604

Alisal Guest Ranch
1054 South Alisal Road
Solvang, CA 93463

Kathleen Cochran, General Manager

ALISAL GUEST RANCH

i. APN:137-310-010: 30.78 Gross Acres
Alisal Guest Ranch
ii APN: 137-310-011: 4.64 Gross Acres
Alisal Guest Ranch
iii APN: 137-310-013: 320.31 Gross Acres
Jackson Trust

PROJECT STATISTICS

City of Solvang
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission

PROPOSED DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY

info@anacapaarchitecture.com
805.770.7110

CLIENT INFORMATION

Anacapa Architecture

235 E. Canon Perdido St
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

1054 South Alisal Road
Solvang, CA 93463

ARCHITECT INFORMATION

PROJECT ADDRESS
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GENERAL | 2

P R O J E C T D ATA

Amenities including reception, dining facility, saloon, and pool spa

Accesory structures, landscaping, and associated site improvments for
utilities, drainage, access, and parking.

Existing core of Alisal Guest Ranch is located within the boundaries of the
City of Solvang (APN 137-310-010).

Subject parcels are located in the County of Santa Barbara. Proposed
annexation to the City would involve:

-

-

-

-

-

APN 137-310-013: currently grazing, pasture, agriculture
accessory structures and employee housing. 320 acres.
APN 137-310-011: currently existing rodeo grounds and related
accessory structures. 4.6 acres.

Add accommodations for approximately 40 guest units

-

-

Approximately 10-acre area directly east of the existing Guest Ranch

-

ALISAL GUEST RANCH
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PROJECT SUMMARY

ADVENTURE
LEISURE
SUSTAINABILITY
ARE WAITING.

OUTDOOR LUXURY RETREAT,
LOCATED AT
ALISAL GUEST RANCH.

THE OUTPOST

ALISAL GUEST RANCH
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PROJECT ETHOS

ALISAL GUEST RANCH

19

• ATTRACTS YOUTHFUL & HIP ADVENTURISTS

• TENT

• KIDS / YOUNGER GENERATION WELCOME

• ECONOMICAL ALTERNATIVE

• MORE FAMILY-FRIENDLY

GENERAL | 5

BROADER DEMOGRAPHIC

APPROACH

ALISAL GUEST RANCH
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SITE | 6

PROJECT SITE

AERIAL

DWG PATH: V:\2042\ACTIVE\2042575900\GEOMATICS\CAD\575900V-ET001.DWG

PLOT DATE: 3/18/2020 10:54:32 AM

SAVED DATE: 3/10/2020

SURVEYOR'S NOTES

NO.

DATE

REVISIONS

APPD.

CONTROL POINT LISTING

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

ATTENTION: IF THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED AS A COURTESY IN AN ELECTRONIC FORMAT, THE DELIVERY OF THE ELECTRONIC FILE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE THE DELIVERY OF THE PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT. ONLY A HARD COPY DOCUMENT THAT IS SIGNED AND SEALED BY AN AUTHORIZED PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEE OF STANTEC CONSTITUTES THE PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT. IN THE EVENT THE ELECTRONIC FILE IS ALTERED, THE HARD COPY MUST BE REFERRED TO FOR THE ORIGINAL AND CORRECT INFORMATION. STANTEC SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY MODIFICATIONS MADE TO THE ELECTRONIC FILE, OR ANY PRODUCTS DERIVED FROM THE ELECTRONIC FILE WHICH ARE NOT REVIEWED, SIGNED AND SEALED BY AN AUTHORIZED PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEE OF STANTEC.
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137-310-010 (Currently in City)
AG Agricultural District (City)
137-310-011
Existing - AG-I-40 (County)
Proposed - AG Agricultural District (City)
137-310-013
Existing - AG-II-100
Proposed - AG Agricultural District (City)
Proposed City Zoning
AG Agricultural Zoning
Guest ranch is a permitted use with approval of a Major Conditional Use Permit.

137-310-010 (Currently in City)
Agriculture / Guest Ranch (Currently in City)

137-310-011
Existing - A-1-40 (County)
Proposed - Agriculture/Guest Ranch (City)

137-310-013
Existing - A-II-100 (County)
Proposed - Agriculture / Guest Ranch (City)

Proposed City General Plan Designation

Solvang General Plan - Agriculture / Guest Ranch

“This General Plan designation is intended to recognize the Alisal Ranch as a unique use in the community. The Alisal Ranch
is a working ranch that encompasses over 10,000 acres of
which only approximately 29.8 acres are within the City of Solvang. The area within the City inlcudes lodging with 66 units,
employee housing, equestrian facilities, two dining rooms, a
lounge / cocktail lounge, tennis club, golf course, and golf club.
The current Conditional Use Permit for the facility allows a total
of 75 guest units. This land use designation does not infer expansion of the facility for any kind of commercial or retail use,
and limits the number of guest units allowed to 100.”

PLANNING & PERMITTING | 13

“Any amendments to a conditional use permit shall be processed in the same manner as specified for approval of the
original conditional use permit.”

ZONING

GENERAL PLAN

G E N E R A L & Z O N I N G P L A N D E S I G N AT I O N S

ALISAL GUEST RANCH
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“Annexation of Ag zoned lands for continued Agricultural use (inlcuding
for additional protection) are not subject to the controls or prohibitions of
the UGB.”

“Only uses consistent with agriculture and the preservation of open
space lands shall be allowed beyond the UGB.”

-

-

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY CONSISTENCY
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URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY CONSISTENCY

ALISAL GUEST RANCH
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Amendment to existing Conditional Use Permits (58-CP-96, 64-CP-29,
& 76-CP-61).

Design review by Design Review Committee

General Plan and Zoning Amendments.

Request for an Initiation of Proceedings for a Reorganization of Boundaries to
the Santa Barbara County Local Agency Formation Commission.

-

-

-

-

ANTICIPATED ENTITLEMENT PROCESS
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ENTITLEMENT PROCESS

ALISAL GUEST RANCH

Alisal Glamping TOT Estimate - Target Date 2023
Estimated Available Room Nights
Estimated Occupied Room Nights
Estimated Occupancy Percentage
Estimated ADR
Estimated Total Room Revenue
Estimated Total Occupancy Tax
Estimated SYVTBID

January
1240
558
45%
$
402.00
$ 224,316
$
26,918
$
1,674

TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX ESTIMATE

30

February
1120
650
58%
$
407.00
$ 264,387
$
31,726
$
1,949
$
$
$
$

March
1240
794
64%
482.00
382,515
45,902
2,381
$
$
$
$

April
1200
912
76%
509.00
464,208
55,705
2,736
$
$
$
$

May
1240
1004
81%
493.00
495,169
59,420
3,013
$
$
$
$

June
1200
1152
96%
608.00
700,416
84,050
3,456
$
$
$
$

July
1240
1190
96%
691.00
822,566
98,708
3,571
$
$
$
$

August
1240
1042
84%
583.00
607,253
72,870
3,125

September
1200
948
79%
$
471.00
$ 446,508
$
53,581
$
2,844

November
1200
972
81%
$
498.00
$ 484,056
$
58,087
$
2,916

December
1240
806
65%
$
516.00
$ 415,896
$
49,908
$
2,418

$
$
$
$

Total
14,600
11,082
76%
522.78
5,793,185
695,182
33,245
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October
1240
1054
85%
$
461.00
$ 485,894
$
58,307
$
3,162

T R A N S I E N T O C C U PA N C Y TA X E S T I M AT E

ALISAL GUEST RANCH

31

Added accommodations and experiences for visitors to Solvang - “glamping” outdoor
lodging experience

City would have jurisdiction over the proposed project, including design review and
conditions of approval.

Amendment to the existing CUP provides the opportunity for the City to review,
approve, and condition an up-to-date CUP under the jurisdiction of the City rather
than continuing to rely on antiquated CUPs previously issued by the County of Santa
Barbara.

Annexation allows Alisal Guest Ranch to expand and operate within the boundaries
of the City of Solvang rather than operating in and seeking entitlements from two
jurisdictions.

Additional Transient Occupancy Tax; increased revenue for the City and Alisal Guest
Ranch

City water and sewer services.

Potential future meeting facilities south of the Ranch.

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

PROJECT BENEFITS & KEY CONSIDERATIONS
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PROJECT BENEFITS

32

HAPPY TRAILS. . .

THANK YOU

ALISAL GUEST RANCH
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APN MAP

Attachment B

DRAFT PRELIMINARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Alisal Guest Ranch
 Conditional Use Permit Amendment
 Design Review
 Zoning and General Plan Amendment
 Initiation of Reorganization/Annexation to City of Solvang
1054 South Alisal Road
APNs 137-310-010, -011, and -013

October 19, 2021
Prepared for:
City of Solvang
411 Second Street
Solvang, CA 93463
Prepared By:
Steve Fort, Senior Planner
SEPPS, Inc.
1625 State Street, Suite 1
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
(805) 966-2758 X101
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1.0

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.1

Proposed Site Use and Applicant Information

Request:

Alisal Guest Ranch, an existing/operating guest ranch, is
requesting approval for: Amendment to existing Conditional
Use Permits (58-CP-96, 64-CP-29 & 76-CP-61), design review by
the Design Review Committee, General Plan and Zoning
Amendments, and a Request for an Initiation of Proceedings
for a Reorganization of Boundaries to the Santa Barbara
County Local Agency Formation Commission (annexation of
certain properties to the City of Solvang). Entitlements and
approvals are requested to add accommodations for
approximately 40 guest units, related accessory structures
and uses including a dining facility, reception building,
saloon. landscaping, and associated site improvements for
utilities, drainage, access, and parking (herein referred to as
the “Project”). While Alisal Guest Ranch is located within the
boundaries of the City of Solvang, the subject site for the
Project is directly east of the existing Guest Ranch outside the
City boundary. It is also desired to annex a parcel south of
the Guest Ranch that includes rodeo grounds and ag
accessory structures. Therefore, the Project includes a request
that the City Council initiate a “Reorganization” that will
include “Changes of Organization” including annexation of
the property to the City of Solvang. APN 137-310-010 is
currently located in the City of Solvang and is included in the
Project to accommodate utility connections in project
approvals. Annexation will involve APNs137-310-011 and -013.

Property Owner:

APNs 137-310-010 & 011
Alisal Guest Ranch
PO Box 305
Solvang, CA 93463
APN 137-310-013
Palmer G. Jackson Trust
2300 East Valley Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93463

Applicant:

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Alisal Guest Ranch
1054 South Alisal Road
Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 2
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Solvang, CA 93463
c/o: Kathleen Cochran, General Manager
(805) 686-7604
kcochran@alisal.com
Applicant’s Agent:

Steve Fort, Senior Planner
Suzanne Elledge Planning and Permitting Services Inc. (SEPPS)
1625 State Street, Suite 1
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
(805) 966-2758 X101
stevefl@sepps.com

Decision-Making Authority:

City of Solvang
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

Project Site Location and Access: The Project is located directly east and south of the existing
Alisal Guest Ranch. Access to the site is provided from South
Alisal Road.
Project Address:

1054 South Alisal Road
Solvang, CA 93463

Table 1-1 Subject Parcels
Parcel
Number

Approximate Acreage

Property Owner

137-310-010

30.78 gross acres

Alisal Guest Ranch

137-310-011

4.64 gross acres

Alisal Guest Ranch

137-310-013

320.31 gross acres

Jackson Trust

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 3
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1.2

Existing and Proposed General Plan and Zoning Designations

Table 1-2 Project Site Land Use & Zoning Designations
General Plan:

137-310-010 – Agriculture/Guest Ranch (City)
137-310-011
Existing – A-!-40 (County)
Proposed - Agriculture/Guest Ranch (City)
137-310-013
Existing – A-II-100 (County)
Proposed - Agriculture/Guest Ranch (City)

Zoning:

137-310-010 – AG Agricultural District (City)
137-310-011
Existing – AG-I-40 (County)
Proposed - AG Agricultural District (City)
137-310-013
Existing – AG-II-100 (County)
Proposed AG Agricultural District (City)
Proposed AG Agricultural District (City)

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 4
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Proposed City of Solvang General Plan land use designations are Agriculture/Guest Ranch. The
General Plan states, “This General Plan designation is intended to recognize the Alisal Ranch as
a unique use in the community. The Alisal Ranch is a working ranch that encompasses over
10,000 acres of which only approximately 29.8 acres are within the City of Solvang. The area
within the City includes lodging with 66 units, employee housing, equestrian facilities, two dining
rooms, a lounge/cocktail lounge, tennis club, golf course and golf club. The current Conditional
Use Permit for the facility allows a total of 75 guest units. This land use designation does not infer
expansion of the facility for any kind of commercial or retail use, and limits the number of guest
units allowed to 100. “
Proposed Zoning designation is AG Agricultural District. A guest ranch is a permitted use with
approval of a Major Conditional Use Permit. The City Zoning Ordinance states “Any
amendments to a conditional use permit shall be processed in the same manner as specified
for approval of the original conditional use permit”.
1.3

Existing Site and Adjacent Uses

Alisal Guest Ranch currently operates on APNs 137-310-010 & 011. The core of the Guest Ranch
(guest rooms, offices, back of house, dining, related recreation, employee housing, parking,
etc.) is located on APN 137-310-010. APN 137-310-011 has various rodeo and equestrian facilities
and is currently used for guest equestrian activities, equestrian accommodations, grazing, and
general ranch support.
Table 1-3 Adjacent Zoning & Land Uses
Surrounding Properties
North
East

Zoning
City of Solvang
1-E-1 Residential 1 unit/acre &
REC Recreational
County of Santa Barbara
AG-II-100

South

County of Santa Barbara
AG-II-40 & AG-II-100

West

County of Santa Barbara
AG-II-100

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Land Uses
Alisal Golf Course & single
family residential
Agriculture/Ranch
Support/Grazing
Agriculture/Rodeo
Grounds/Ranch
Support/Grazing
Agriculture/Ranch/Grazing

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 5
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2.0

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION AND BENEFITS

Alisal Guest Ranch is proposing to add approximately 40 guest units that will provide a
“glamping” experience distinct from the existing guest room experience. The Project will add
guest units, a reception building, a dining facility, a saloon, and related accessory structures,
consistent with trends to provide a luxury outdoor lodging experience.
The Project benefits the City of Solvang as follows:
•

Added accommodations and experiences for visitors to Solvang - “glamping” outdoor
lodging experience.

•

City would have jurisdiction over the proposed project, including design review and
conditions of approval.

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 6
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•

Amendment to the existing CUP provides the opportunity for the City to review, approve,
and condition an up-to-date CUP under the jurisdiction of the City rather than continuing to
rely on antiquated CUPs previously issued by the County of Santa Barbara.

•

Annexation allows Alisal Guest Ranch to expand and operate within the boundaries of the
City of Solvang rather than operating in and seeking entitlements from two jurisdictions.

•

Additional Transient Occupancy Tax; increased revenue for the City and Alisal Guest Ranch.

•

City water and sewer services.

•

Potential future meeting facilities south of the Ranch.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The Project is requesting approval of entitlements to add accommodations for approximately
40 guest units, related dining facility, reception building, saloon, accessory structures and uses,
landscaping, and associated site improvements for utilities, drainage, access, and parking.
While Alisal Guest Ranch is located within the boundaries of the City of Solvang, the subject site
for the Project is directly east of the existing Guest Ranch outside the City boundary on APN 137310-013. The new guest units are proposed to be located between Sharon Place and Rancho
Alisal Drive. Therefore, the Project includes a request that the City Council initiate a
“Reorganization” that will include “Changes of Organization” including annexation of the
property to the City of Solvang. APN 137-310-010 is currently located in the City of Solvang and
is included in the Project to accommodate utility connections in project approvals. Annexation
will involve APNs137-310-011 and -013. APN 137-310-011 is the site of an existing rodeo grounds
and related accessory structures and is contiguous with APNs 137-310-010 and 137-310-013.
The Project is requesting approval of:
•
•
•
•

Amendment to existing Conditional Use Permits (58-CP-96, 64-CP-29 & 76-CP-61).
Design review by the Design Review Committee.
General Plan and Zoning Amendments.
Request for an Initiation of Proceedings for a Reorganization of Boundaries to the Santa
Barbara County Local Agency Formation Commission.

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 7

40

4.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SPECIFICS / DETAILS

Project details and plans are pending; design of structures, landscaping, grading, site
improvements such as internal driveways, utilities, will be forth coming along with exhibits and
forms necessary to initiate annexation, etc.
4.1

Project Timeline

Application submittal to the City of Solvang is anticipated during 2022.
4.2

New Guest Units and Accessory Structures

It is anticipated that the new guest units will be provided in tent type structures that will include
with certain traditional walls to accommodate bathrooms along with outdoor patios or decks.
Each unit will have a full bathroom including bathing facilities.
Accessory structures proposed in generally the same location may include a dining facility with
kitchen, a reception building, a saloon, and back of house structures for supplies, storage, and
perhaps a staff meeting/break area.
4.3

Domestic Water Supply

The Project would be served by the City of Solvang.
4.4

Wastewater Disposal

The Project would be served by the City of Solvang.
4.5

Site Grading, Drainage, and Stormwater Management

The Project site is gently sloping, with an average slope to be determined. Grading, drainage,
and stormwater management plans will be developed consistent with City requirements and
with consideration of avoiding impacts to Alisal Creek.
The majority of the Project development area is anticipated to be permeable surface and
landscaping.
4.6

Traffic and Parking

As necessary a traffic and parking analysis may be prepared to demonstrate that adequate
parking is being provided to accommodate additional parking needs on site and adequacy of
local roads and intersections.
Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 8
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It is anticipated parking may be provided at the Project development area or within the core
of the existing Guest Ranch.
4.7

Landscaping

Landscape and irrigation plans will be prepared and submitted for Deign Review. It is intended
that a plan will be prepared consistent with City requirements and compatible with the existing
Alisal Guest Ranch.
5.0 Urban Growth Boundary
The proposed annexation is consistent with the City’s Urban Growth Boundary in that the
property to be annexed currently has County zoning designation for agriculture and would have
a City zoning designation for agriculture. The Urban Growth Boundary allows for annexations of
agricultural properties as follows:
•

“Annexations of Ag zoned lands for continued Agricultural use (including for additional
protection) are not subject to the controls or prohibitions of the UGB.”

•

“Only uses consistent with agriculture and the preservation of open space lands shall be
allowed beyond the UGB.”

6.0

Pertinent LAFCO Policies

Key LAFCO policies related to encouraging conservation of prime agricultural lands and open
space areas are discussed below. The majority of subject properties are not identified as prime
agricultural land on County of Santa Barbara resource maps, but rather are identified as grazing
lands. Small isolated areas are identified as prime farmlands, but these areas are not proposed
for development.
1. Proposals which would conflict with the goals of maintaining the physical and economic
integrity of open space lands, agricultural lands, or agricultural preserve areas in open
space uses, as indicated on the city or county general plan, shall be discouraged.
The project will not conflict with the City or County’s respective General Plans. Alisal Guest
Ranch is currently identified with an Agricultural/Guest Ranch land use designation in the
City’s General Plan. It is proposed that this designation would be applied to the annexed
properties.
The properties proposed for annexation are currently respectively identified with
Agricultural-I and Agricultural-II land use designations in the County’s General Plan
(consistent with the respective zoning designations). The Project development area is

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 9
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proposed on the parcel currently located in the County and identified with an AgriculturalII land use designation. A Guest Ranch is permitted with approval of a Conditional Use
Permit on properties identified with an Agricultural-II land use and zoning designation. None
of the subject properties are enrolled in the County’s Ag Preserve program. Therefore,
there is no conflict with the City or County’s respective General Plans.
2. Annexation and development of existing vacant non-open space lands, and nonprime
agricultural land within an agency's sphere of influence is encouraged to occur prior to
development outside of an existing sphere of influence.
This policy is intended to address urban sprawl, while the Project involves the beneficial
expansion of an existing business. There is not adequate land available to accommodate
the Project adjacent to the Alisal Guest Ranch within the City’s Sphere of Influence. The
Project provides a unique and advantageous opportunity for the City of Solvang to have
jurisdiction over future entitlements and partner with the Alisal Guest Ranch to expand the
Guest Ranch operation to the benefit of all parties involved.
3. A sphere of influence revision or update for an agency providing urban services where the
revision includes prior agricultural land shall be discouraged. Development shall be guided
towards areas containing nonprime agricultural lands, unless such action will promote
disorderly, inefficient development of the community or area.
The vast majority of subject properties are not identified as prime agricultural land on
County of Santa Barbara resource maps, but rather are identified as grazing lands. Small
isolated areas are identified as prime farmlands, but these are not proposed for
development and are intended to continue to remain in agricultural use in support of the
Guest Ranch and cattle operation.
4. Loss of agricultural lands should not be a primary issue for annexation where city and
county general plans both indicate that urban development is appropriate and where
there is consistency with the agency's sphere of influence. However, the loss of any prime
agricultural soils should be balanced against other LAFCO policies and a LAFCO goal of
conserving such lands.
Again, the vast majority of subject properties are not identified as prime agricultural land
on County of Santa Barbara resource maps, but rather are identified as grazing lands.
Small isolated areas are identified as prime farmlands, but these areas are not proposed for
development and are intended to continue to remain in agricultural use in support of the
Guest Ranch operation.

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
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7.0 CONCLUSION
As described above, the project has been planned and designed to comply with applicable
regulations, policies, standards, and guidelines. We look forward to reviewing the project with
City staff. Please contact Steve Fort with any questions at (805)966-2758 extension 101 or
stevef@sepps.com. Thank you.

Alisal Guest Ranch
Draft Preliminary Project Description
October 21

Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, Inc.
Page 11
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Agenda Item Number:

Solvang City Council
PREPARED BY:

Xenia Bradford, City Manager

MEETING DATE:

October 25, 2021

SUBJECT:

SKYTT MESA CODE ENFORCEMENT

6

STAFF REPORT

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive public comment from Skytt Mesa neighborhood, including a written statement
submitted to the City included in this agenda.
DISCUSSION:
Code enforcement issues in the Skytt Mesa neighborhood were brought to both Planning
Commission and City Council earlier this year for consideration.
On April 5, a report was presented to the Planning Commission (shown in Attachment A) to
consider various violations of both the Municipal Code and the Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions (CC&R’s) for the Skytt Mesa specific development. The following categories were
reviewed.







Accessory Structures/Dwellings/Sheds
Recreational Vehicle Storage
Front Yard Landscaping Changes
Revised side yard landscaping and fencing types and location
Color or architectural changes
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs)

Planning Commission provided recommendations to the City Council to enforce the CC&R’s. After
hearing Staff’s presentation at the April 5, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission requested
that Staff provide additional information on how the residents of Skytt Mesa could form an HOA
to allow for enforcement of the CC&R’s without undue burden on City staff and resources. Legal
analysis was prepared and presented to the Planning Commission on June 7, 2021. See
Attachment B.
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On April 26, 2021, City Council received a report (Attachment C) on Skytt Mesa Code Enforcement
establishing direction for enforcement level for CC&R’s and Municipal Code. The City Council
received a staff report citing consideration of spending citywide tax dollars for CC&R enforcement
efforts for the benefit of the one particular neighborhood. Council directed staff to increase
enforcement but of Municipal Code only and to return to Council with an update in sixty-days.
On July 12, 2021, Council received an update (Attachment D) on code enforcement efforts at the
Skytt Mesa neighborhood. The report provided Council with information that most of the
Municipal Code violations were sheds placed in back and side yards in violation of the Municipal
Code.
Staff continues to enforce the Municipal Code in the Skytt Mesa neighborhood.
At the October 11, 2021, City Council meeting during public comment for items not on the agenda
a resident from the Skytt Mesa neighborhood requested that an item be placed on tonight’s
agenda for further public comment. Per Council general consensus the item is presented to
Council. Additional comment has been submitted to the City for this item as shown in Attachment
E.
ALTERNATIVES:
This item is placed on the agenda per Council consensus to receive further public comment.
FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

April 5, 2021, Planning Commission Staff Report – Skytt Mesa Code Enforcement
Complaints
June 7, 2021, Planning Commission Staff Report – Legal Research HOA Formation
April 26, 2021, City Council Staff Report – Skytt Mesa Policy Direction Establishing Level
of Enforcement for CC&R’s by the City
July 12, 2021, City Council Staff Report – Status report on Code Enforcement Progress in
the Skytt Mesa neighborhood
Public Comment submitted by Mr. Chris Horne on behalf of some number of Skytt Mesa
residents
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Attachment A

Solvang Planning Commission
PREPARED BY:

STAFF REPORT

Laurie Tamura, Planning Consultant
Planning Department

Chelsea O’Sullivan, Assistant City Attorney

MEETING DATE:

April 5, 2021

SUBJECT:

REVIEW OF THE CITY’S ROLE IN DESIGN REVIEW AND ENFORCEMENT OF
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, CC&RS AND DESIGN MANUAL FOR SKYTT MESA

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Planning Commission review the Conditions of Approval, Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
(CC&Rs), Design Manual of the Skytt Mesa Project (“the Project”), and the City of Solvang’s Zoning
Ordinance; take oral testimony; and provide recommendations to the City Council on how City staff should
address homeowner requests to enforce the CC&Rs (including design requirements) or complaints
regarding accessory structures, recreational vehicles, front yard landscaping, side yard landscaping,
fencing changes, architectural/painting changes and Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
Staff recommends from a policy perspective that the City generally avoid enforcing the CC&Rs (which
implement and incorporate the Conditions of Approval and Design Manual). The City, through the Design
Review Committee (DRC) and the Planning Commission (PC), can continue to serve a role in design review
when residents bring projects forward, but Staff recommends any enforcement activities in the Skytt
Mesa Project be limited to those that are (i) consistent with enforcement efforts elsewhere in the City, (ii)
to address health and safety concerns or (iii) to address damage to City maintained spaces. The Planning
Commission can, if they wish, recommend a more active enforcement role to the City Council. However,
implementing that recommendation would require a budget change, which is outside the scope of the
Planning Commission’s purview.
SUMMARY:
The Planning, Building and Code Enforcement Divisions have received many requests and complaints
about a variety of issues in the Skytt Mesa project, including accessory structures such as sheds,
recreational vehicles, front yard landscaping, side yard landscaping, fencing changes,
architectural/painting changes and ADUs. In other Planned Developed Neighborhoods, similar issues are
typically resolved by the recorded Homeowner’s Association (HOA) before rising to the level where City
staff’s involvement is requested. In the case of the Skytt Mesa Project, no HOA was formed. While the
Project was under construction the developer was responsible for reviewing such issues. Once the Project
was completed, the developer’s responsibility for addressing neighborhood issues, complaints or changes
to residential homes terminated. In the developer’s absence, residents of the Project have taken to
addressing their requests and complaints to City staff.
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The below staff report examines the Conditions of Approval (Attachment A), CC&Rs (Attachment B), and
Design Manual of the Project (Attachment C) and applicable zoning ordinance requirements to determine
what is permitted within the boundaries of the Project and the City’s enforcement powers and obligations
with respect to the issues commonly raised by residents of the Development. After reviewing this staff
report and the attached documents, the Planning Commission can provide recommendations to the City
Council on the appropriate level of involvement the City should take in enforcing the Conditions of
Approval, CC&Rs, and the Skytt Mesa Design Manual.
HISTORY AND PROJECT DOCUMENTS:
The Skytt Mesa Project was originally approved by the City Council on May 27, 2003. The Project was
approved as a Vesting Tentative Tract Map 30056. The 169-lot single family residential subdivision was
planned to be built in 3 or 4 phases. The project consists of APN Pages 139-73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, and 80.
The Project was reviewed again by the City Council on December 15, 2005, and again on June 27, 2011,
to revise some of the conditions of approval for the new builder.
The Project was recorded in four Phases:
Phase
Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4

Lots
1-38
39-82
83, 85-123
84, 124-169

Recorded
6/05/2006
11/02/2012
3/08/2013
12/18/2013

Phase 1 was built by Curtis Homes. The Great Recession hit at the end of 2007 and construction stopped
on the project. The rest of the Project, Phases 2-4, was bought by Coastal Community Builders and
completed in 2017. The following map shows the four phases of development in the Project.
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1. Conditions of Approval/Mitigation Measures:
The project was approved by the City Council on May 27, 2003 with Conditions of Approval and
Mitigation Measures (MMs). These conditions were revised by the City Council on December 12, 2005
with 144 conditions and MMs. When Coastal Community Builders purchased the project, they requested
additional review of the project and new Conditions of Approval were adopted by the City Council on
June 27, 2011 (We have not been able to find the 2011 COA for the preparation of this report).
The recorded map also included building envelopes for each lot along with orientation of buildings,
garages, and architectural styles of the single-family homes. Below is an example of the detail applied to
the lots in the Phase 1 development. These building envelopes appear to only apply to the main house
on each lot. It does not appear to apply to accessory structures such as sheds, pools, or patio covers.
These building envelopes also do not apply to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) as discussed later in this
staff report.

Most of the conditions in the Condition of Approval are tied to the construction of the Project. For this
review, we have provided the full set of conditions and crossed out those conditions that have been
completed or no longer apply to this Project. There are some conditions that still apply to the Project
and will be discussed further in this staff report.
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1. CC&Rs (Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions)
The first set of CC&Rs was submitted for recording by Curtis Homes in April 2006 for Phase 1 of the
Project. Although Staff has not yet located a recorded version of this document, Staff anticipates this
document was recorded at approximately the same time. A second CC&Rs were recorded by Coastal
Community Builders for Phase 2 on November 2, 2012 (this document allowed for annexations of other
phases as they were constructed). These CC&Rs for Phase I and Phase 2 are very similar and detail how
the project will be managed by the developer during construction. The CC&Rs also provide for design
review by the Planning Commission for improvements (which are broadly defined). After completion of
the development, the CC&Rs provide the City and Owners with the right but not the obligation to
enforce the provisions of the CC&Rs.
Staff has not yet located documentation confirming annexation of Phases 3 and 4 into a prior CC&R or
documentation of independent CC&Rs for those phases of the Project. Staff anticipates applicable
CC&Rs for Phase 3 and Phase 4 to be substantially similar to the provisions applicable to Phase 1 and
Phase 2.
Most of the provisions in the two available CC&Rs are tied to the construction of the Project. For this
review, we have provided the full set of the CC&Rs and crossed out those provisions that have been
completed or no longer apply to the Project. There are provisions that still apply to the Project and will
be discussed further in this staff report.
2. Skytt Mesa Design Manual
The Skytt Mesa Design Manual was prepared by Curtis Homes with Phase 1 and was approved by the
Board of Architectural Review (BAR) on September 15, 2004. This Design Manual was used throughout
all phases of the project. As Phases 2, 3, and 4 were constructed, the new developer brought changes to
architecture, materials, and colors of the new homes to the BAR for further review per the provisions of
the Design Manual.
Most of the provisions in the Design Manual are tied to the construction of the project. For this review,
we have provided the Design Manual and crossed out those provisions that have been completed or no
longer apply to this project. There are provisions that still apply to the project and will be discussed
further in this staff report.
3. City of Solvang Zoning Ordinance
The Planning, Building and Code Enforcement staff rely on the City Municipal Code and Title 11 Zoning
Ordinance when addressing requests or complaints. The City does not enforce CC&Rs within Planned
Developed Neighborhoods. The HOAs in these neighborhoods are only as strong as the Association Board
and how they enforce applicable provisions in their neighborhood. The City staff rarely gets complaints
from Planned Developed Neighborhoods with HOAs.
ENFORCEMENT/APPROVAL AUTHORITY
With Skytt Mesa, because there is no HOA, residents have looked to City staff to not only review and
enforce the City’s Zoning Ordinance, but also the Conditions of Approval, CC&Rs, and Design Manual.
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This added level of review and enforcement has placed a burden on Staff that is not experienced
throughout the rest of the City of Solvang. Also, this additional level of review and enforcement is an
added cost to the City in Staff time that is not compensated by the Skytt Mesa Project. All other Planned
Developed Neighborhoods have HOA fees to cover the costs to enforce the CC&Rs and Design Manual.
Under the CC&Rs for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Project, the City has the right but not the obligation to
enforce the provisions of the CC&Rs. When brought forward by a homeowner in the Project, the
Planning Commission is tasked with determining compliance with the Design Manual and approving
changes to improvements on the lots and the DRC is tasked with evaluating requests for determination
regarding compliance with the Design Manual.
•

The Conditions of Approval do not include any enforcement provisions but do provide that
“Development shall be in substantial conformance with the plans and conditions of
approval/mitigation measures presented to and approved by the City Council.”

•

Both the Phase I CC&Rs and the Phase 2 CC&Rs provide that the City has the right but not the
obligation to enforce the CC&Rs “which were imposed by the City as a condition of approval for
the development of the Project (including, but not limited to, mitigation measures, building and
zoning codes).” Staff interprets this to encompass all provisions.
The CC&Rs also provide that other than maintenance and routine repairs, owners must obtain
Planning Commission approval before commencing any grading, excavation, demolition,
construction, installation, alteration, addition, modification, or reconstruction of any proposed
Improvement. Improvement includes painting the house and clearing or removal of
landscaping. Additionally, the “provisions of [the CC&Rs] shall run with and bind the Project and
shall inure to the benefit of and be enforceable by the City, all other affected Public Agencies
and by any Owner, for a term of 50 years from the date the [CC&Rs] are recorded.” The CC&Rs
also expressly provide that Owners have the right but not the obligation to enforce the
requirements of the Design Manual. There is no similar provision for the City. Though arguably
the Design Manual’s requirements are incorporated by the CC&Rs, as the CC&Rs both provide,
an owner “shall maintain his respective Lot and all Improvements located thereon . . . in
accordance with the requirements of the Design Manual . . . so as to keep same in a neat, clean,
safe and attractive condition at all times.”

•

The Design Manual does not have enforcement provisions but does provide for its administration,
including a process where applicants (which seems to include lot owners) can submit a Request
for Determination to Staff regarding compliance with the Design Manual to the BAR (now the
DRC). The DRC’s decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission and then to the City
Council. Although most of the administration provisions of the Design Manual are geared toward
initial development, these provisions appear to read as ongoing requirements that remain
operative after completion of the Project.
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RECENT ISSUES AT SKYTT MESA:
1. Accessory Structures/Sheds
Starting earlier this year, the City has received several complaints about accessory structures,
particularly garden sheds in the Skytt Mesa Project (See attached Email). Sheds are permitted in the
Project and under the CC&Rs, but sheds are considered “improvements” and owners of lots must obtain
approval from the City Planning Department prior to installing or altering any sheds. The small “garden”
sheds less than 120 square feet and not exceeding 12 feet in height and not located in the front or side
yard setbacks are exempt from City permitting requirements but would still need to meet the applicable
provisions in the Design Manual and other requirements of the City’s Zoning Ordinance.
In a recent site visit through the Skytt Mesa project, there are many garden sheds that are less than 120
square feet and less than 12 feet high that can be seen from the street. In a few cases, there are two of
these sheds next to each other. Many of these sheds are in the side yard setback and are not consistent
with the City ordinance discussed below. The garden sheds located in the side yard can also become an
issue for the Fire Department if the shed blocks the access to the side yard and around the rest of the
house. Also, most of these sheds do not meet the provisions of the Design Manual requirements that
state the sheds should be compatible to the color, material, and style of the existing home.
We had one complaint filed on a shed built in the side yard that could be higher than 12 feet. When the
owners of the shed were contacted about this issue, they provided a screen shot of the following
version of the City code:
a. Building:
1.
One story detached accessory structures used as tool and storage sheds, playout houses
and similar uses, provided the floor areas does not exceed 120 sq ft and the total height does not
exceed 16 ft and is not located in a front yard setback area.
The complaint about this shed is still pending. Staff recently confirmed that the above quoted provision
is outdated and was not in effect when the shed in question was built and when this provision was
examined by the homeowner (See Attachment E – Emails of Homeowners).
Conditions of Approval: There are no conditions about Accessory Structures/Sheds.
CC&Rs: In both the CC&Rs for Phase I and Phase 2, the owners are prohibited from grading, demolition,
construction, installation, and alteration of any proposed Improvement, which includes sheds, without
first verifying compliance with the Design Manual and obtaining approval from the City Planning
Department. There are no provisions restricting the size of any sheds in the CC&Rs, however, structures
“which [are] unsightly by reason of its condition or its inappropriate location” are considered prohibited
nuisances under both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 CC&Rs.
Design Manual: The Design Manual provides that accessory structures “should relate and complement
the primary structures on the lot” and replicate the color, material, and style of the primary structures.
Municipal Code/Zoning Ordinance Provisions: The following are the provisions in Titles 10 and 11 of
the municipal code:
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TITLE 10

BUILDING CODE

10-1-4 Section 105.2 Work Exempt from Building Code:
Building:
1. One-story detached accessory structures used as tool and storage shed, playhouse, and
similar uses, provided the floor area is not greater than 120 square feet (11 m2) with no
plumbing, mechanical, or electrical and 12’ feet max high.
TITLE 10

RESIDENTIAL CODE

10-1-5 Section R105.2 Work Exempt from Residential Code:
Building:
1. One-story detached accessory structures used as tool and storage shed, playhouses and
similar uses, provided the floor area is not greater than 120 square feet (11 m2) with no
plumbing, mechanical or electrical and 12′ max height.
TITLE 11

ZONING REGULATIONS

11-3-1 DEFINITIONS
ACCESSORY
BUILDING or
STRUCTURE:

A building or structure containing no kitchen and located upon the same
building site as the building or use to which it is accessory, the use of
which is customarily incidental, appropriate and subordinate to the use
of the principal building, or to the principal use of the land.

11-12-2 ACCESSORY STRUCTURES:
Accessory structures shall conform to the height requirements and the front and side
C.
yard setback regulations of the district. No accessory structure may be located in the required
rear yard setback provide that:
1. The accessory structure is located no closer than ten feet (10 feet) to the primary
structure;
2. The accessory structure occupies no more than forty percent (40%) of the required
rear yard; and
3. The accessory structure does not exceed a height of twelve feet (12 feet).
No accessory structure on a corner lot shall be located closer to the street right-of-way
D.
or centerline than the principal building on the lot not within the any side or front yard setback.
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11-16-1 LAND USE PERMITS:
B. Applicability
1.g. Exemptions: One-story detached accessory buildings used as tool and storage sheds,
playhouses, doghouses, gazebos, pergolas and similar structures, provided that such buildings
do not exceed twelve (12) feet in height, and the building does not exceed one hundred twenty
(120) square feet in area and do not include plumbing or electrical facilities. All structures, which
are determined to be exempt from a land use permit, are required to conform to the setbacks of
the applicable zone district.
Recommended Action: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission provide recommendations to
the City Council on how best to address non-compliant sheds in the Skytt Mesa project. To the extent
sheds are inconsistent with the Zoning Ordinance and a complaint has been filed, Code Enforcement will
send letters to each homeowner informing them of the side yard violation and requesting that the sheds
be relocated to the rear yard. If owner does not move a shed, then further action can be taken by the
City including penalties and fines. Such actions would be consistent with enforcement efforts elsewhere
in the City. If a homeowner brings a shed proposal to the Planning Commission for approval consistent
with the CC&Rs, the Planning Commission can engage in that review.
The City also has the right but not the obligation to enforce CC&R requirements, which includes
compliance with Design Manual requirements. Enforcement of these provisions would be above and
beyond enforcement efforts in other areas of the City. Owners have the right but not the obligation to
enforce the CC&Rs. Staff recommends the City enforce any applicable Zoning Ordinance requirements,
and the Planning Commission continue to grant approvals for improvements when such projects are
brought before it, but that the City not otherwise engage in enforcement of the Skytt Mesa Project’s
CC&R (including Design Manual) requirements. If the owners/residents of the Project wish to enforce
the CC&Rs, they have the right to do so.
The Planning Commission can provide recommendation on this matter that will be forwarded to the City
Council.
2. Recreational Vehicle Storage
The project was designed with many of the lots having side yards of ten feet or more. These side yards
have room to store recreational vehicles, boats, and other motor vehicles. Staff have received
complaints about how these vehicles are being stored and how they look from the street (See
Attachment E – Emails of Homeowners). Although there are some vehicles parked in front yards or
driveways that are clearly in violation of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, most of these RVs are parked
behind side yard fencing. Many of these RV’s also exceed 8 feet in height. The other complaint is that
owners have removed front yard landscaping and even cut down street trees and damaged curbs and
sidewalks for access to the side yard for their RVs.
Conditions of Approval: There are no provisions in the Conditions of Approval related to Recreational
Vehicle, boats or other vehicles stored in the front or side yard. The Conditions of Approval do provide
that the Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District (LLMD) shall be responsible for the maintenance
of “[l]andscaped parkways throughout the [P]roject.”
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CC&Rs: The CC&Rs for Phase 1 and Phase 2 both provide “[n]o more than (1) non-passenger motor
vehicle or trailer used for commercial purposes may be parked overnight on any Lot.” However, no such
vehicle or trailer can have more than two axles, weigh more than 4 tons or be more than eight feet in
height. (Though not specifically referring to RVs, this language appears in a section titled “Commercial
and Recreational Vehicles.”) The CC&Rs also provide that “when parking vehicles in the Project, Owners
shall faithfully comply with all applicable City ordinances.”
Owners are also prohibited from permitting there to be a nuisance, which, according to the Phase 1 and
Phase 2 CC&Rs, includes “vehicles parked on any surface other than a legal space as defined in the
Solvang Municipal Code.” Nuisances also include “any condition that constitutes a visual blight” such as
“any personal property [or] object . . . which is unsightly by reason of its . . . inappropriate location.”
Design Manual: There is no mention of Recreational Vehicles in the Design Manual.
Zoning Ordinance: According to the Zoning Ordinance,
DEFINITIONS:
RECREATION VEHICLE. A motor home, travel trailer, camper or camping trailer, with or without
motor power, designed for human habitation for recreational or emergency occupancy, with a
living area less than two hundred twenty (220) square feet excluding built-in equipment such as
wardrobes, closets, cabinets, kitchen units or fixtures, and bath and toilet rooms. Recreation
vehicle shall also include trailer-borne boats.
Section 11-12-10 Use of Trailers and Recreational Vehicles.
F. Parking and Storage of Trailers and Recreational Vehicles in Residential Zones. It is unlawful to
store or park a trailer or a recreational vehicle except on a parking space allowed under section 1111-4 of this title, when the trailer or recreational vehicle is screened from view from abutting
streets by a six (6) foot-high fence. No such storage shall be located in the front yard setback.
1. It is unlawful to park or store recreational vehicles, boats, boat trailers, accessory trailers,
stock trailers, farm, construction, industrial equipment or any similar article, vehicle or device
on residential lots.
2. Notwithstanding the above, long-term parking or storage of licensed vehicles as
mentioned above is allowed in the side and rear yard setback providing, they shall not be
located so as to impede safe entry to or exit from any residential structure and are screened
from view by other lots and the public right-of-way with a six (6) foot solid fence. They are
prohibited from being parked in the front yard twenty (20) foot setback.
3. It is unlawful to store junked or derelict, or inoperable recreational vehicles, vehicles, or
boats. The use of recreational vehicles for the purposes of living or sleeping is unlawful.
Recommended Action: The Planning Commission should provide recommendations to the City
Council on how best to address non-compliant RV storage in the Skytt Mesa project. The Code
Enforcement Officer, by complaint, can cite those who are parking and storing RV’s, trailers and other
items in their front yard or driveway, on residential lots not screened by a 6-foot fence, or in any other
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manner not compliant with the Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, since the Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District (LLMD) is charged with maintaining landscaped parkways in the Project, the LLMD
would contact those homeowners who have cut down street trees or damaged curbs and sidewalks to
obtain payment for any necessary damage.
The CC&Rs arguably impose a height restriction of 8 feet on RVs. The City has the right but not the
obligation to enforce this requirement. Such enforcement would be above and beyond enforcement
efforts in other areas of the City. Owners also have the right but not the obligation to enforce this
provision of the CC&Rs by taking their neighbors to court.
Staff recommends the City enforce any applicable Zoning Ordinance requirements, and support the
LLMD taking action to address any damaged street trees and curbs/sidewalks. Staff also recommends
the City not engage in enforcement of the Skytt Mesa Project specific CC&Rs or the RV height
requirement. If the owners/residents of the Project wish to enforce this provision of the CC&Rs, they
have the right to do so.
The Planning Commission can provide additional direction on this matter that will be forwarded to the
City Council.
3. Front Yard Landscaping
The Developers of the Skytt Mesa Project provided the front yard landscaping for each home prior to
occupancy. The landscaping plans (see example below) provided several options for drought tolerant
landscaping with only 20% of the front yard to have grass to meet water saving measures. The City has
received complaints about homeowners who have made changes to front yard landscaping. In some
cases, all the grass originally installed has been removed and replaced with rock gardens and more
drought tolerant landscaping. One homeowner has gone even further and removed all their landscaping
and replaced it with artificial grass.
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Over the last couple of years there has been a concerted effort to encourage homeowners throughout
the City to reduce their use of water by revising the landscaping in both the front and rear yards. The
City of Solvang even offers a rebate program of up to $1,000.00 to revise landscaping to reduce
irrigation (See City of Solvang Website). This program is not consistent with the landscaping
contemplated in the original approval of the Skytt Mesa project.
Conditions of Approval: The Conditions of Approval discuss in detail how the landscaping will be
designed and installed by the Developers. Condition 16 requires that the Design Manual provide
“Creative landscaping plans [prepared by a landscape Architect] for open space areas and for the front
yards of individual homes.” Condition 19 also provides details about irrigation systems and installation
of plants. The Conditions do not explicitly provide that the front yard landscaping must be maintained as
initially installed in perpetuity.
CC&Rs: The CC&Rs refer to the Design Manual and only state that, “[a]ll lawn area which is visible from
a street shall be evenly cut, evenly edged, free of bare or brown spots and free of debris and weeds
above the level of the lawn. All other landscaping areas shall be free of weeds, dead vegetation and
debris.”
Design Manual: The Design Manual provides a concept landscaping plan that could be used by the
developer for the installation of the landscaping and the plants. This concept was approved by the BAR.
The Design Manual requires landscaping materials in front yards to “emulate and [be] compatible with
the surrounding natural environment and with each other” and to be “creative, relate[] to surrounding
architecture and [be] designed by professionals.”
Zoning Ordinance/City Rebate Program
11-12-19 Landscape plans.

Where the provisions of this title require a landscape plan in conjunction with proposed
development the following shall apply.
A. The planning/community development director or other authorized staff shall review the
landscape plan and may approve, or conditionally approve, said plan.
B. Prior to the issuance of the land use permit for the development, a performance security, in
an amount to be determined by the planning/community development director to guarantee
the installation of plantings, walls and fences, in accordance with the approved landscape plan,
and adequate maintenance of the planting for a period of two (2) years, shall be filed with the
city clerk, if deemed necessary by the planning/community development department.
C. Performance securities for installation will be released by the city clerk at the time of the
approval by the planning/community development director of the installation and the remaining
performance security for landscaping maintenance will be released at the end of the two (2)
year period by said clerk provided the planting has been adequately maintained. (Ord. 90-112,
1990)
There is no requirement in the Zoning Ordinance for this front yard landscaping in a residential
subdivision to be maintained as approved in perpetuity. In fact, the City of Solvang is encouraging
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homeowners to transition landscaping and lawn into drought tolerant landscaping and hardscape to
reduce water use. Artificial turf on front lawns (or anywhere) is not expressly prohibited and seems to
meet the below criteria for well-maintained landscaping.
Recommended Action: Front yard landscaping can establish a theme to a neighborhood, however, over
time things change. In the case of the Skytt Mesa project, this change is already happening as
homeowners are replacing and changing their front yards. Since there is no requirement in the Zoning
Ordinance regarding landscaping beyond the first two years, we recommend that the City not be
responsible for issues related to front yard landscaping and future changes that homeowners want to
do. Staff also recommends the City not engage in any enforcement of design/aesthetic requirements for
front yard landscaping in the CC&Rs and the Design Manual. As with other issues, the City has the right
but not the obligation to enforce such requirements and owners can enforce such requirements if they
so wish.
The Planning Commission can provide recommendations on this matter that will be forwarded to the
City Council.
4.

Side yard fences, walls, and revised landscaping

The original project was approved with conditions to form a Landscaping and Lighting Maintenance
District (LLMD) to maintain open undeveloped slopes, the basin, and the side yard landscaping on
Corner lots. The issue for this review is the side yard landscaping. The recorded map for the Skytt Mesa
project included sidewalks with landscaping on both sides. Particular focus was made of the side yards
of corner lots. The Project was designed to assure that there would not be any high retaining walls or
fences up against the sidewalk. In most cases, the side yard on a corner lot is a strip of land that is 8 to
10 feet wide and landscaped. The landscaping was originally done by the developer and is now
maintained by the LLMD.
The property line for the side yards on corner lots are at the back of the sidewalk. So, the 8 to 10 feet
wide landscaped strips are owned by the homeowner but subject to an easement to the LLMD. Recently
several landowners have made requests to move their fence line to the edge of the sidewalk so they can
make their yards bigger. There have been already several homeowners who have moved their fences to
the sidewalks without seeking approval from the City.
Since these side areas are currently maintained by the LLMD, enclosing the landscaped strips with
fences would require additional actions by the LLMD and the City to fully remove those portions from
the maintenance areas. These actions would include releasing the easement over the land, rerouting
any irrigation lines or meters in this landscaping strip and possibly redesigning irrigation and
maintenance of remaining landscaping, and adjusting the timing and billing for maintenance activities to
account for the release of these landscaping strips from the LLMD. As discussed below, homeowners
would also be required to obtain Planning Commission approval for the fence and any associated
retaining walls under the CC&Rs.
Conditions of Approval: In the conditions of approval, this project was able to create the LLMD
managed by the City instead of a Homeowners Association. Once the developer completed the
construction of the project the District was turned over to the city to manage. At first there were some
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issues with the district and how it was set up, but the city has worked with the homeowners over the
last two years and the district is working much better now.
CC&Rs: There are several provisions in the CC&Rs about the setup of the LLMD and its operation after
the developer is released of responsibility. Additionally, under both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 CC&Rs,
Owners are prohibited from grading, demolition, construction, installation and alteration of any
proposed Improvement without first verifying compliance with the Design Manual and obtaining
approval from the City Planning Department. Improvements are defined to include fences, walls,
retaining walls and re-grading, change of grade or drainage patterns. In order to remove the need for
Planning Commission approval for changes to fences and related grading or retaining walls, the CC&Rs
would need to be amended. Amending the CC&Rs takes the agreement of at least 67% of Owners.
Design Manual: The Design Manual provides “fencing is uniform in style and placement through the
neighborhood.” There are also numerous provisions relating to varying the setbacks down a street to
create a “flow.” (See Attachment C – Design Manual for details on walls and fencing)
Recommendation: Under the CC&Rs, owners are required to obtain Planning Commission approval for
modifications to landscaping, fences, walls, and grading (which may be needed to fill in the slope
currently outside the fences). Given the difficulties associated with removing these side yard strips from
the LLMD, the Planning Commission may recommend to the City Council that the City not allow any
relocation of the side yard fences going forward unless there is a showing that a majority of the
neighborhood is in favor of these strips being generally removed from the LLMD. This recommendation
will uphold the character of the neighborhood and the tree lined streets and be consistent with the
current responsibilities of the LLMD. The City has the right but not the obligation to enforce the
provisions of the CC&Rs. Relocation of fences (and any associated grading or retaining walls) are
modifications of improvements for which owners are required to obtain prior Planning Commission
approval under the CC&Rs. Absent a showing that a majority of the residents wish to allow these strips
being removed from the LLMD, the Planning Commission may recommend to the City Council that the
City undertake enforcement of the CC&Rs with respect to this limited issue given the particular impact
on the LLMD’s operations and City maintained areas. Enforcement activities in this area would uphold
the character of the neighborhood and the tree lined streets and be consistent with the current
responsibilities of the LLMD, however, such enforcement would be above and beyond enforcement
activities in other areas of the City.
If the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council to allow the conversion of the landscaping
strips to continue, City Staff would need to engage in additional work to determine how such conversion
should be processed and permitted.
5. Changes to House Colors and Materials
Normally houses need to be repainted after about ten years. The City of Solvang does not have any
ordinances or provisions for regulating the repainting or remodeling of a house. None of the
residentially zoned districts are required to be reviewed by the DRC (formally known as BAR). There are
several neighborhoods with HOAs that have set up processes for review of remodels, colors, or material
changes.
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When the Skytt Mesa project was under construction, the developer had the responsibility to maintain
the quality of the project and approve any changes requested by individual homeowners. Now, other
than maintenance and routine repairs, owners must ensure compliance with the Design Manual and
obtain Planning Commission approval before commencing any installation, alteration, addition, or
modification of any Improvement, which includes painting the exterior of the house.
To address the added responsibility for reviewing and approving the colors/materials for repainting
homes, previous staff took this issue to the BAR in 2017 (after the last home was built by the developer)
to discuss the process and what colors should be considered. The BAR directed staff that they could
expand the color palette for repainting to all the colors approved by previous BAR action. (See
Attachment D – Color Samples and Elevations). Based on the BAR’s direction, Staff set up a process for
reviewing the colors and issuing a Land Use Clearance for those repainting their homes. Because this is
such an unusual and not industry standard process, current Staff was not aware of this process.
Recently a homeowner started painting their home without this review. City Staff received complaints
about the color. Initially, the current Staff indicated that there is nothing in the ordinance that would
preclude this house being painted as proposed. However, only after further research, discussion with
other homeowners and review of the CC&Rs, Design Manual, and BAR records, it was clear that previous
City Staff had set up a process to approve colors in the Skytt Mesa project. Staff notified the homeowner
and told him that he should stop the painting of his house until this issue could be presented to the
Planning Commission and City Council. This review of this house is on hold until we get direction from
the Planning Commission and the City Council on how to review color changes in the future. Whether or
not the color of this house is consistent with applicable requirements is not before the Planning
Commission at this time.
Conditions of Approval: Condition 16 and 17 set forth what the Design Manual will address for each
home and how each home will relate to the rest of the neighborhood. The Conditions of Approval
provide that house colors should be “compatible with surrounding terrain.” Although this project was
built by developers with several different models with architecture, color, and material palette, the
homes were scattered to avoid the same styles being built too close together. The Design Manual and
the house elevations were reviewed and approved by the BAR on September 15, 2004. Any changes to
the current CC&Rs or Design Manual would have to be reviewed by the DRC and approved by the
Planning Commission.
CC&Rs: Under both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 CC&Rs, owners are prohibited from installing or modifying
any proposed Improvement, which includes painting the exterior of the house, without first verifying
compliance with the Design Manual and obtaining approval from the City Planning Department.
Design Manual: The design manual has conflicting statements when it comes to the architectural styles.
One section specifically states that homes “utilize[] earth tones and natural buildings materials resulting
in compatibility and cohesiveness throughout the neighborhood” and provides color schemes for the
different architectural styles. For example, on page 2-5 the Northern European Style states “Colors:
Muted whites for stucco with brown timbers, black for metal details”. There are very limited choices for
repainting these homes. Other than the Craftsman style, which allows for muted grays, blues, or greens,
all the styles call for muted whites and browns with some black for metal details. But the Design Manual
also states on pg. 2-2 “Colors and materials should relate to and complement the natural environment
and the unique Solvang character. Diversity with compatibility is the goal.” (Emphasis added).
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The Design Manual outlines the procedure for administration of the Design Manual, including a process
whereby individual homeowners submit a “request for determination” to Staff, who then submits the
request to the DRC. The Manual provides the DRC may make a determination or make a
recommendation to the Planning Commission for their determination. The Design Manual also provides
that the DRC’s determination may be appealed to the Planning Commission and the Planning
Commission’s decisions may be appealed to the City Council. The administration provisions of the
Design Manual are largely focused on ensuring compliance with the Design Manual during initial
development, but this compliance determination can be fairly read as ongoing. The current practice
under this provision is for staff to issue a Land Use Clearance if the proposed colors are consistent with
the palette previously approved by the BAR (which is now the DRC). If the owner wants colors or
materials not consistent with the Design Manual or BAR approved colors, staff will forward the
application to the DRC for its determination.
Zoning Ordinance: There are no provisions in the Zoning Ordinance for the review and approval of
colors or materials when permitting new houses plans. Also repainting existing homes are not required
by the Zoning Ordinance to undergo DRC or staff review.
Recommended Action: As noted, approval of the review of colors/materials is not required in the
Zoning Ordinance. Other than Skytt Mesa, all Planned Developed neighborhoods in Solvang have HOA’s
that review these kinds of changes. The current process whereby the DRC (and its predecessors) review
and approve changes to house colors takes time and effort by the homeowner and the City Staff.
The CC&Rs provide that owners must obtain Planning Commission approval prior to installing or
modifying any proposed Improvement, which includes painting the exterior of the house. The Design
Manual similarly provides homeowners the option of obtaining a compliance determination from the
DRC. Both processes are initiated by the homeowner. As with other issues, the City has the right but not
the obligation to enforce the color scheme of the Design Manual. Owners can similarly enforce the
Design Manual requirements.
Staff has several options on how to proceed with this matter:
1. Discontinue the City’s review for repainting or changing materials in the Skytt Mesa project.
This process would be consistent with treatment of other neighborhoods but would be
inconsistent with provisions of the CC&Rs and the Design Manual providing for consistency
review by the DRC and approval of improvements by the Planning Commission.
2. Continue the City staff review of color changes when requested by homeowners but not
respond to complaints or otherwise engage in any enforcement activity with respect to
house colors. This process would be consistent with the provisions of the CC&R and the
Design Manual, but, assuming residents in the Project submit matters for the City’s review,
would require more staff time and attention than other neighborhoods in the City.
3. Continue the city staff review of color changes and actively engage in enforcement of these
requirements, including responding to complaints about changes to house colors. This
process would be consistent with the CC&Rs and Design Manual requirements. But it would
involve additional enforcement above and beyond the City’s involvement in other
neighborhoods and would take additional Staff time and compliance resources. This process
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will also add time and money for the person applying for the color change. This option is not
recommended.
The Planning Commission can provide recommendation on this matter that will be forwarded to the City
Council.
6. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADU)
(For Information Only)
The State of California has adopted several housing laws that expands the ability for a homeowner to
apply for both a standalone Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) and a Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit (JADU)
within the existing house or the garage. These units are permitted by right and are not limited by
existing CC&Rs or Design Manuals.
During several meetings last year, the City of Solvang Planning Commission reviewed the state laws and
considered adopting a city ordinance for ADUs and JADUs. After long deliberation, the Planning
Commission decided the state law provisions left very little flexibility for the city to change or influence
how an ADU would be built so they directed staff to apply the state law for future ADUs in the city. The
city has issued 24 new ADUs and JADUs over the last two years.
It is important for the Skytt Mesa neighborhood to understand the following provisions of state law that
may impact them:
1. There is no noticing of an approved ADU and there is no provision to allow for appeals of an
approved ADU or JADU.
2. Each home can have both a JADU and a separate ADU unit on the same lot by right. (3 units
total)
3. The ADU can have a rear yard setback of 4 feet and a side yard setback of 4 feet (the
building envelope recorded on these lots no longer apply to ADU’s).
4. ADU’s can be two-story or can be built over the garage or house.
5. No additional parking is required for the JADU or the ADU.
6. The garage can be converted into an ADU and no additional covered parking is required for
the main house.
7. The ADU or JADU do not go through architectural view and must be approved ministerially.
8. Pursuant to Civ. Code Section 4751 (effective January 2, 2020), conditions in the governing
documents of planned communities that “effectively prohibit[ ] or unreasonably restrict [ ]
the construction or use of” an ADU or JADU are void and unenforceable. But reasonable
restrictions that do not make construction too costly or effectively prohibit the construction
of the units are allowed.
CC&Rs: Article IV. Use Restrictions. Section 3 Dwelling Structures provides that “At no time shall any
garage, basement, attic, outbuilding, tent, shack, trailer, camper, motorhome, or dwelling structure of
any kind within the Project be constructed or used for the purpose of housing the Owner of the lot, his
family members, residents, guests, or employees without the prior written approval from the City
Planning Department. Guest houses or other dwelling structures separate from the resident may only be
constructed with the express approval of the City Planning Department. Any dwelling structure in the
Project must be constructed in conformity with the laws and ordinance of the applicable Public
Agencies.”
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Design Manual: The Design Manual states “accessory structures should relate to and complement the
primary structures on the lot. Colors, material and style should replicate and must complement the
primary structures.” Placement of accessory structures “on those portions of lots where the slope
gradient exceeds 20%” is prohibited.
Staff Comments: At this time, the City has not received any applications for ADUs in Skytt Mesa but at
some time in the future there may be an application filed. If it meets all the State law provisions the City
of Solvang is required to permit the ADU or JADU. The Design Manual requirement that accessory
structures “replicate and complement the primary structures” could be considered a “reasonable
restriction” allowed under Civ. Code Section 4751. To the extent the design requirements do not make
construction too costly or effectively prohibit construction, owners would likely have the option to
enforce such requirements. Under the provisions of the CC&Rs, the City has the right, but not the
obligation, to enforce this design guide requirement. But such enforcement may be inconsistent with
state law mandating ministerial approval of ADUs and JADUs.

Attachments: A) Conditions of Approval
B) CC&Rs
C) Design Manual
D) Color Samples and Elevations
E) Emails of Homeowners
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Attachment C

Solvang City Council

STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY:

Xenia Bradford, City Manager
Dave Fleishman, City Attorney

MEETING DATE:

April 26, 2021

SUBJECT:

SKYTT MESA POLICY DIRECTION ESTABLISHING LEVEL OF ENFORCEMENT
FOR COVENANTS, CONDITIONS, AND RESTRICTIONS BY THE CITY

RECOMMENDATION:
a. Receive staff report and provide staff with policy direction establishing the level of City
involvement and enforcement of the Skytt Mesa Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
(CC&Rs).
b. Receive legal analysis for potential dissolution of LLMD and formation of HOA.
DISCUSSION:
Under the terms of the CC&Rs, the City of Solvang has the right, but not the obligation, to enforce
the CC&Rs for the Skytt Mesa development under specific circumstances related to the
conditions of approval for the project.
Staff recommends from a policy perspective that the City generally avoid enforcing the Skytt
Mesa CC&Rs (which implement and incorporate the Conditions of Approval and Design Manual).
The City, through the Design Review Committee (DRC) and the Planning Commission (PC), can
continue to serve a role in design review when residents bring projects forward, but Staff
recommends any enforcement activities in the Skytt Mesa Project be limited to those that (i) are
consistent with enforcement efforts elsewhere in the City, (ii) address health and safety concerns
or (iii) address damage to City-maintained spaces.
As part of the original conditions of approval, Skytt Mesa established a Landscaping and Lighting
Maintenance District (LLMD). Annually an assessment is levied on the property tax rolls to
provide these services to the district. The assessment only pays for lights and landscaping
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maintenance and minor capital improvement projects associated with those items. The LLMD
does not provide the City with funds to enforce the development’s Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions (CC&Rs), or the Design Manual, since those documents exist independently of the
LLMD.
Staff presented recommendations for enforcement and regulation of the following issues
brought up by residents of Skytt Mesa to the Planning Commission on April 5th. The Planning
Commission staff report is attached (Attachment - A).
a. Accessory Structures/Dwellings/Sheds
b. Recreational Vehicle Storage
c. Front Yard Landscaping Changes
d. Revised side yard landscaping and fencing types and location
e. Color or architectural changes
f. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs)
The Planning Commission approved staff recommendations for enforcement of City Municipal
Code regulations. The Planning Commission also approved staff recommendations to not allow
moving of fences to expand the footprint of a lot’s internal yard, which impacts the landscaping
maintained by a City contractor with funding from the LLMD.
The Planning Commission did not agree with staff’s recommendation, however, not to enforce
CC&Rs and recommended to Council enforcement of such conditions including the Design
Manual.
While the City may elect to enforce CC&Rs, the City is not legally obligated to do so. Staff
recommends that the City Council set policy that the City will not enforce CC&Rs, and direct Staff
to work with Skytt Mesa residents to dissolve the LLMD and form a homeowners’ association
(HOA), which would become the mechanism for oversight and maintenance in the development.
If the City Council directs staff to follow a more aggressive enforcement strategy, however, the
Council will need to allocate additional funds for such enforcement. Currently, the City’s Code
Enforcement is contracted out at approximately 20 hours per week, with an annual cost of
$40,000. A full-time Code Enforcement Officer will be required to enforce Skytt Mesa CC&Rs, as
issues come up on a regular basis. Additionally, City interpretation of CC&Rs and the Design
Manual is likely to cause appeals of Staff decisions which will incur additional legal and
administrative costs.
ALTERNATIVES:
The City Council may direct staff to enforce Skytt Mesa CC&Rs; thus, providing a higher level of
service to the Skytt Mesa residents than the rest of the City of Solvang at large. The City Council
will need to approve additional allocation from General Fund tax dollars to provide such
enforcement. A budget adjustment of $10,000 is needed for the remainder of the current fiscal
year and an increase of $40,000 for Fiscal Year 2021-22 is recommended, should Council wish to
expand the City’s enforcement program at Skytt Mesa, this will expand the Code Enforcement
function budget to $80,000.
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FISCAL IMPACT:
$10,000 from General Fund reserves/balance allocation for Fiscal Year 2020-21.
$40,000 in increased General Fund expenditures on annual basis thereafter.
ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A – Planning Commission Staff Report from April 5, 2021
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Attachment D

Solvang City Council

STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY:

Xenia Bradford, City Manager

MEETING DATE:

July 12, 2021

SUBJECT:

RECEIVE A REPORT ON SKYTT MESA CODE ENFORCEMENT

I.

RECOMMENDATION:
Per Council direction, receive status report on code enforcement progress in the Skytt
Mesa neighborhood.

II.

DICUSSION:
On April 26, City Council received a staff report regarding Code Enforcement issues at the
Skytt Mesa neighborhood including Municipal Code violations and Covenants, Conditions
and Restrictions (CC&Rs). Council directed staff to proceed with code enforcement for
Municipal Code violations but not CC&Rs violations and to return to Council with a status
report in approximately two months. Under the governing documents for the Skytt Mesa
neighborhood, the City has the right but not an obligation to enforce the CC&Rs. A Lights
and Landscaping Maintenance District (LLMD) was also established for the Skytt Mesa
neighborhood. The City maintains lights and landscaping for the neighborhood, which is
paid for via an annual tax assessment on the properties. Skytt Mesa does not have a
Homeowners Association (HOA).
Meanwhile, Planning Commission had requested staff to prepare a memorandum
outlining a process by which an HOA could be formed at the Skytt Mesa neighborhood.
An HOA would provide the neighborhood with a self-governing mechanism for the
neighborhood rather than reliance on the City to enforce CC&Rs. The City’s code
enforcement is paid for by general fund tax dollars. The memorandum was prepared,
presented to the Planning Commission and is available to Skytt Mesa residents. See
attachment A.
Through reports from Skytt Mesa residents, the City identified Municipal code violations
that include sheds in violation of set-backs, and Recreation Vehicles parked on properties
passing through public property without encroachment permits and damaging City
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maintained landscaping. The City’s Code Enforcement program is complaint based and is
staffed at twenty hours per week.
Code Enforcement Actions Summary:
On June 1, 2021 compliance letters were sent out to 21 residents in the Skytt Mesa
neighborhood informing owners of violations involving sheds being without required setbacks (distances between the house, shed, and fence). Residents were advised that the
City would be enforcing building codes on accessory sheds. Residents were informed that
the City would begin enforcing the building code concerning sheds after June 30, 2021.
Since the letters were sent out, 11 residents responded to the compliance letters.
There is one residence where the shed is well within the guidelines of the code. One
additional residence may also meet the requirements. Of the 11 residents, 9 so far will
need to either move their sheds to the rear yard or remove their sheds completely. There
is a common problem in the Skytt Mesa residential area and it is mostly related to the
original design of the lots. Most all of the houses lack storage space throughout the house
and yards. They were built with very limited storage, closet or cabinet space.
One identified shed exceeds the height limit triggering the requirement for a building
permit. The residents who own this shed are working with the City to come into
compliance. None of the other residences inspected so far would require a building
permit because of the small size of the sheds, however only 2 sheds will meet the lot area
requirements, such as side setbacks and space between buildings. Per current City
building codes, the space required between buildings is 10 feet. The side setbacks
required are 10% of the lot width which in most cases is approx. 7-9 feet. Many homes in
Skytt Mesa are built right up to the minimum side set back on one side of the residence.
This completely eliminates the ability for a shed on one side of the house and in most
cases, there is not enough space on the other side of the houses for a shed either. This
leaves only the rear yard available for a shed, however most rear yards are completely
landscaped. The expense for most to move their sheds includes remodeling and relandscaping their rear yards. One solution which would assist many residents but not all
of them, would be to allow the minimum California State Code allowed side setbacks and
space between buildings deemed safe. This distance is 5 feet. It should also be noted that
California now allows accessory dwelling units, which include gas, electric and water
utilities, to be set back only 4 feet and deems this safe.
The residents working with the City on compliance will not be cited or fined after June 30,
2021 as long as they are actively working on code compliance. There are 10 residents who
have not made an attempt to contact the City regarding their compliance letters.
Code Enforcement has also begun review of Recreation Vehicles parking and has
identified two Recreation Vehicles parked on properties. Code Enforcement will continue
to examine the matter and will focus on enforcement of violations where public property
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is damaged (landscaping and curbside) due to Recreational Vehicles being driven through
such areas without approval from the City.
III.

ALTERNATIVES:
City Council can direct staff to continue to enforce Municipal Code violations. Council
could also direct staff to return with analysis and proposals for modification to the
municipal code to more closely align the City’s restrictions with State law, which is less
restrictive.

IV.

FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no immediate fiscal impact.

V.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – HOA Formation Legal Analysis
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Solvang Municipal Code Shed Issues & Resolution Options 2021-10-18
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CONCLUSION
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INTRODUCTION
This writeup is meant to convey the perspectives of multiple Solvang residents to Solvang City Council in
advance of the October 25th City Council Meeting. Our objective is to constructively resolve the issue of
Solvang Municipal Code setbacks being enforced against twenty homeowners where there are reasonable,
small storage sheds in use, no neighborhood complaints and no risk to public safety.
We wish to discuss two separate but related issues where we see opportunities for improvement:
1. Proposal to address process issues with Solvang's Complaint-Based Municipal Code
Enforcement System (Requesting 10 minute presentation followed by time for discussion/Q&A)
2. Proposal to improve Solvang Municipal Code Definition and Setbacks for Small Sheds
(Requesting 10 minute presentation followed by time for discussion/Q&A)
We understand that in the greater scheme of managing the City, there are much more pressing matters that
require City Council’s and our Code Enforcement Officer’s attention. Our goal is to provide constructive options
for City Council’s consideration that could prevent these issues from recurring in the future.
Please note that this discussion is only related to Solvang municipal code as managed and interpreted by our
City Council. Previous discussions of Skytt Mesa CC&Rs or HOAs aren’t relevant to the resolution of this
issue.

1
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ISSUE HISTORY
As background, a neighbor installed a nearly 14’ high storage shed/barn. In their defense letter to the City, they
listed twenty other homes close by in the neighborhood that have storage sheds near a fence. They simply
walked around the block until they got to enough addresses to demonstrate that other homes also have sheds.
This original issue has recently been resolved as the large shed/barn (which required a building permit due to
its large size) was removed in mid-October.
The secondary issue escalating this discussion is that, early in the process, city staff following current
operating practices chose to interpret the defense letter’s example list of homes with sheds as complaints in
need of an enforcement action.
As a result of being impacted by this enforcement action, we are requesting City Council review and
consideration of improvements to 1) how the city handles ‘complaint-based code enforcement’ and 2) how the
city handles allowing/disallowing small garden sheds.
As Solvang residents, we are fine to adhere to municipal code that the City is willing to uniformly enforce
across the City, but we think in this case there are other more constructive options for both the City and for all
Solvang residents.
We are very likely in full agreement on the most important points:
● First, residents should maintain their property in a manner consistent with public safety.
● Second, residents should have general freedom to use their property for their benefit and enjoyment as
long as their usage does not unreasonably harm community standards or create a nuisance to others.

SOLVANG MUNICIPAL CODE DEFINITIONS
As reference, here are the current definitions for accessory buildings and structures in the Solvang Municipal
Code:
● Accessory Building or Structure - A building or structure containing no kitchen and located upon the
same building site as the building or use to which it is accessory, the use of which is customarily
incidental, appropriate and subordinate to the use of the principal building, or to the principal use of the
land. (link)
● Structure - Anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires location on the ground excluding
trailers and sidewalks.

SOLVANG MUNICIPAL CODE SETBACKS
As reference, here is a high level summary of Solvang Municipal Code setbacks for buildings and structures
based on lot area (SMC 11-6A-4):
● Front = 50’ from the centerline and 20’ from the right-of-way line of any street
● Side = 10% the width of the lot with a minimum of 5’ and maximum of 20’
● Rear = 25’ setback on average for buildings
● Distance Between Buildings = 10’ minimum between a habitable structure and any other detached
building or structure
2
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AGENDA TOPIC 1) SOLVANG’S COMPLAINT-BASED MUNICIPAL CODE
ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM
We understand that many cities pursue a two-pronged strategy to maintain character, aesthetics, public safety,
nuisance control, etc using municipal code and selective enforcement processes.
The first prong is to create a restrictively written municipal code that disallows anything the city might want to
control, discourage, moderate, prevent, etc. These restrictions are obviously intended for the benefit and safety
of all residents.
The second prong is to primarily rely on a complaint-based enforcement system such that the city has the
authority to enforce the restrictively-written code if needed, but most cities are not interested in going door to
door looking for violations as it is expensive, upsetting and in the absence severe nuisance or of a risk to public
safety, unnecessary.
In our case, the city chose to interpret the example list of twenty nearby homes with sheds as a complaint
needing enforcement. The City’s perspective is that once the city is ‘aware’ of these possible violations of
municipal code, the City must take enforcement action as their awareness creates liability.
This is a significant problem for these twenty families as they are now being held to the first prong (the
restrictively written municipal code) even though the enforcement discretion assumed in the second prong
(created by an injured, at risk or complaining neighbor) is not present.
The second prong is a safety valve that isn’t being applied here. No one is complaining about these sheds.
If someone does complain about a shed (or other concern), the code enforcement process should review the
complaint.
The intent behind the complaint-based enforcement system is that there is an injured/affected party doing the
complaining. That’s not the case here. Our homes were simply referenced in a defense letter as possibly not
conforming to current municipal code for accessory buildings or structures. The defending neighbor stated in
the letter that they did not want to file a complaint against their neighbors. The neighbor’s intent was not
that their twenty neighbors would need to remove their sheds to serve the public good. Their intent was to
justify their keeping their own recently installed, very large shed which has since been removed.
Early on, the city chose to interpret this list of twenty ‘homes with sheds’ as a complaint as a liability
precaution. If something ‘bad’ were to happen following being made aware of homes with sheds within building
setbacks, the city could potentially be held liable in a lawsuit.
Our problem with the process is that, absent a risk to public safety, the city should not treat this list of
twenty homes with sheds any differently than it treats all the other homes with sheds in Solvang. It is
random and arbitrary that we have been caught up in this process like a dolphin caught in a drag net. We have
fallen into a trap where “anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires location on the ground” is
under review for setbacks... but only for our homes. It is indisputable that anyone can walk down the street and
find hundreds of similar examples in Solvang. They are common, usual and customary. If no one is
complaining, and they do not pose a risk to public safety, does the City want to open enforcement cases
against all these homes?
3
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At this point, we are having this discussion because one (1) very valid complaint was automatically turned into
twenty (20) enforcement actions using the current city process. Absent a legitimately complaining neighbor, the
city could have chosen to perform a public safety review of these properties and only opened an enforcement
case against those deemed to be a possible risk to public safety (and thus a possible liability for the city).
A forward concern is that we have families that are rightfully upset with the random and arbitrary nature of this
shed enforcement action affecting them (combined with the very restrictive code that is currently interpreted as
necessitating removal or relocation of sheds within setbacks).
Without improvements to the city’s handling of ‘complaints’ and creation of enforcement actions, this current list
of twenty (20) homes risks growing to two hundred (200) homes. Repeating the status quo pattern that got us
to this point clearly benefits no one.
We have already been impacted by this problem based on how the system currently works. It’s too late for us.
We can, however, propose improvements that would prevent this from happening again in the future.
We appreciate the City Council’s ongoing responsibility to mitigate city liability. However, we think the current
process inadequately accounts for the presence of a ‘complaint’ or a ‘nuisance’ before an enforcement action
is created.
A possible solution to prevent this problem from recurring in the future would be to require that complaints be
submitted individually through the city website to be received and considered valid. Absent a public safety
issue, selective code enforcement actions created via complaints should be backed by an infringed party
(~adjacent neighbor) that has standing or a vested interest in the outcome.
By all means, the city should review properties they ‘become aware of’ for issues impacting public safety
and/or real city liability, but residents who have small reasonable utility sheds that do not pose a risk to public
safety should not get an enforcement action without a complaining or concerned neighbor involved.

4
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AGENDA TOPIC 2) SOLVANG MUNICIPAL CODE DEFINITION AND
SETBACKS FOR SMALL SHEDS
The root problem is that Solvang Municipal code has wide setbacks but makes no allowances for small utility
sheds. The wide setbacks are generally meant for buildings such as brick and mortar or sheetrock
construction. The City Attorney noted in an earlier City Council meeting that state regulations do not treat small
garden sheds as structures for building code purposes. Structures under 12’ high and 120ft2 do not require a
building permit at the state level.
The Solvang Municipal Code specifies no “accessory buildings or structures” within the setbacks. Independent
of accessory buildings, structures are “anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires location on
the ground excluding trailers and sidewalks”.
When this ‘letter of the law’ is applied, most Solvang homes with ⅓ to ½ acre lots can only accommodate a
small utility shed in the middle of the back yard (~10’ from a property line). This is not the most useful, logical
or aesthetically pleasing place to put a small shed for your lawn mower and gardening supplies. The most
sensible place is often adjacent to a fence in the side or rear yard.
Many of these sheds were professionally installed by vendors like Toughshed through contractors from Home
Depot. They were believed to be conforming to permitting and municipal code requirements. Others are simple
and moveable Rubbermaid container structures.
In practice, some towns don’t interpret small sheds to be structures for the purposes of setback enforcement,
and thus they implicitly or explicitly don’t take code enforcement actions on setbacks unless a legitimate
problem or complaint arises.
Recognizing the problem inherent with unclear municipal code requirements, many other towns and
cities provide specific allowances for residents to be able to place small sheds on their lots with
increased setback flexibility. They provide specific setback allowances for sheds in their municipal code
based on size (e.g. under 60ft2, 100ft2 or 120ft2), height and permanence (e.g. fixed foundation vs portable).
Here are some examples of municipalities that provide additional allowances for sheds to balance homeowner
rights and freedoms with local aesthetic and public safety needs.
● Sonoma
○ 6’ setback from the main house
○ Structures over 8’ require a 5’ setback from the property line
○ Structures under 8’ can be right next to the fence/side property line.
● Calistoga
○ 5’ setback if over 10’ height; 3’ setback if under 10’ height
● La Quinta
○ Smaller accessory structures up to a maximum of 10’ in height need to be 5’ from the main
building and 3.5’ from the fence/property line
● Danville
○ 3’ setback from side fence/property line when 50’ back from the front property line
○ Portable storage sheds are exempt from rear yard structure setback requirements
● Walnut Creek
5
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○

●

Up to 9’ high can be in the rear yard with 5’ from the main house and 3’ from the fence/property
line. Up to 6’ high can be placed in a side yard as long as there is clear passage of 3’ on one
side between either the main house or the fence/property line.
Palm Springs
○ Structures where the height is less than the wall, fence or screen landscaping have no distance
requirement from the side fence/property line.

Our point is not that these example allowances are right or wrong. It’s simply that we should provide
allowances for reasonable utility sheds in sensible locations when they are not a nuisance to
neighbors or a risk to public safety.
The City Council can amend/clarify the municipal code, the definitions or the stated interpretation of them to
improve handling of utility sheds. Our ask to the City Council is to pause this enforcement action while
determining if changes are warranted to either 1) the City’s municipal code or 2) the City Council’s
interpretation of the municipal code related to placement of storage sheds.
Based on our evaluation of other municipal code examples and our resident perspectives on what we think is
reasonable for Solvang, here is a specific request for improved handling of shed setbacks.

PROPOSED SETBACKS FOR STORAGE SHEDS
Size

Requirement

Under 120ft2 and 12’ height

5’ from main structure
3’ from side or rear property line

Or more restrictively if desired

Under 100ft2 and 10’ height
Under 60ft2 and 8’6” height

No side or rear setback requirement

All

Must maintain a clear path of access at least 5 feet wide from the front of the
property to the rear yard
Must maintain at least 30” between storage sheds

On the topic of public safety / fire safety, we have consulted with multiple community fire fighters and
conducted home safety inspections. Per our research, fire safety related to shed placement and property
access is primarily based on providing adequate room for firefighter mobility. 3-5’ has been cited as sufficient
access. Fence gates are typically 3’6” wide. As such, we have proposed the specific requirement for
maintaining at least 5’ wide access from the front of the property to the rear yard. If there are additional criteria
needed to ensure public safety, we just need to clearly specify what additional conditions are acceptable
versus unacceptable.
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CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the current municipal code disallows any structures (including storage sheds) within the existing
building setbacks.
Without any counterbalancing benefit in terms of public benefit or public safety, the lack of any setback
accommodation for small storage sheds in the current Solvang Municipal Code is unduly restricting our rights
to use and enjoy our property.
We should not have to be wasting our time, energy and resources to get something that all the other residents
of Solvang who were not named in the ‘defense letter’ already enjoy.
With the status quo municipal code and enforcement policy, the proverbial baby is being thrown out with the
bath water. We are disallowed from having something good (a reasonable shed to house garden tools) out of a
well-intended motivation to avoid something bad (such as a giant shed looming over a fence line… or blocking
access for firefighters).
With some minor adjustments to municipal code or City Council’s interpretation of it, we are confident that we
can allow Solvang residents to have small garden sheds in sensible locations while avoiding aesthetic and
public safety issues.
In this case, the current municipal code and processes that this City Council has inherited is not serving the
public good. Residents are being harmed. We have the opportunity to improve our municipal code and
enforcement processes. We would like to collaborate to find a solution that resolves these issues and prevents
them from recurring for the City and its residents in the future.
We appreciate the opportunity to discuss these two issues and candidate resolution options with the City
Council.
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Agenda Item Number:

Solvang City Council

7

STAFF REPORT

PREPARED BY:

Xenia Bradford, City Manager

MEETING DATE:

October 25, 2021

SUBJECT:

PAY FOR PERFORMANCE PROGRAM FOR MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEES

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive and approve staff recommendations to establish a pay-for-performance program for
management employees (Department Heads and Managers).
DISCUSSION:
The City of Solvang is currently undergoing a re-organization per the recently approved Fiscal
Year 2021-22 budget. As the City recovers post COVID-19 and re-establishes program levels and
fills management positions, it is recommended to establish a pay-for-performance program for
management employees in order to more effectively compensate management level staff for
performance and accomplishments.
The City Council establishes annual programs and goals through financial plan development. The
City Council also provides the City Manager with goals and policy direction. Under the direction
of the City Manager, management staff operates programs and supervises staff. The proposed
pay for performance evaluation process would allow the City Manager to establish annual goals
for Management and Department Head staff members for each fiscal year. Annual evaluation
will be provided to staff and increases in pay will be based on performance. Management staff
will be evaluated based on Performance Factors such as initiative, job knowledge, teamwork,
ethics, customer service, organizational development, and leadership. The evaluation will also
include completion of specific objectives for the evaluation period.
This program will replace existing evaluation system for management only. Historically, the City
applied the same evaluation system to management and non-management represented
employees. The system is based on five salary steps. Employees receive a performance evaluation
once per year and can receive approximately a five-percent step increase upon satisfactory
performance until they reach the top of the range schedule (step 5). Any further increases in pay
have been typically tied to benefits negotiated between the City and represented by the Union
1
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employees and approved by Council resolution. Because these employees have reached the top
step of the salary range, however, these further increases typically are only cost-of-living
increases.
On September 27, 2021, the City Council has approved range schedules for non-represented
employees (management and confidential employees) in alignment with the approved Fiscal Year
2021-22 budget. Per City Manager’s recommendation, an increase for cost of living was not
applied to the range schedules similar to represented employees who received a cost-of-living
increase in the amount of 2.25%.
Staff recommends City Council authorization to authorize pay-for-performance bonus to
management staff based on performance of up to 3%, which would be payable at the end of the
Fiscal Year 2021-22 performance evaluation period. This bonus would be entirely discretionary,
based on performance. The increase in salary costs is already included in the salaries and benefits
estimates included in the current budget. This would be a one-time payment and will not modify
salary range schedules in future years.
ALTERNATIVES:
City Council could elect not to approve this action.
Council could also approve cost of living increase same as for represented employees. The pay
for performance program is preferred in order to create incentives for management staff.
FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
N/A
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