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November 7, 2021 

 

Subject: Public Comment on 425 Arundel (Case Numbers 20-0024-LUP, 21-0001-MOD) 
City of Goleta Zoning Administrator Hearing  
Hearing Date: November 8, 2021 
Agenda Item: B.1 

 

Dear Zoning Administrator Peter Imhof: 

I am writing to recommend approval of the subject project (and correcting a minor inconsistency in 
project materials). Also included is a request that the City propose a future Amendment to Title 17 to 
allow projects such as this to proceed without need for Zoning Administrator approval by allowing for 
“setback averaging” consistent with the City’s previous Zoning Ordinance.  

Regarding Approval of the Subject Project: 

I was the assigned Project Planner until my relatively recent acceptance of a Senior Planner position at 
another jurisdiction. As the project planner, I worked closely with colleagues in Advance Planning (given 
the site’s permit history as described in the Staff Report), and the applicant’s agent, to ensure that the 
project plans demonstrated that all Title 17 requirements were met.  

Accordingly, I am writing to recommend that you grant Preliminary approval of the subject project. Not 
only does the project meet all Title 17 requirements, but also the applicant has eliminated all concerns 
expressed by the DRB and adjacent neighbors during the previous DRB hearing. This was done by the 
applicant voluntarily eliminating the previously-proposed second-story roof deck.  

It should be noted that I am a City resident but do not live in the vicinity of the subject project.  

Last, while reviewing the project materials, I found a minor inconsistency in project materials. 
Specifically, Attachment G (provided by the applicant) indicates the MOD is needed to allow 58 square 
feet of the proposed addition to be located within the 25-foot rear yard setback; Plan Sheet A0.02 
(prepared by the applicant), and all other documents (including the Staff Report and Findings) prepared 
by the City, consistently indicate the actual number is 60 square feet. If 58 square feet is correct, I 
recommend ensuring the project plans be updated accordingly.  

Regarding “Setback Averaging” and a Future Title 17 Amendment: 

I would like to ask that the next staff-sponsored Title 17 amendment process include a discussion (and 
preferably a staff recommendation) of bringing back language from Section 35-219.8, Permitted 
Variations of Setbacks for Buildings, of the old Zoning Code. This section of the old code is colloquially 
known by staff as “setback averaging.” If this language from the old code had been carried forward into 
Title 17, it would have allowed the DRB to approve the proposed project (which exceeds the Max Floor 
Area that can be approved via a ministerial process) in one hearing. Furthermore, a smaller project (that 
did not exceed the Maximum Floor Area) would be approved via a ministerial process. Under current 
code, however, a minimum of two DRB hearings, and one Zoning Administrator hearing, are required for 
simple projects like this one, creating a significant and wholly unnecessary additional cost for the 
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applicant, greatly increasing staff processing time, and delaying project approval, all without providing a 
benefit to justify the additional cost or delay.  For this reason, setback averaging should be returned to 
the code.  

Last, it should also be noted that the old code: 

• Addressed potential privacy concerns by restricting doors and windows into habitable portions 
of the dwelling located within the side yard setback.  

• Needed to clarify how to measure setbacks for averaging when the entire width or length of the 
property was not spanned by a portion of the building. For example, when computing the 
averaging rear yard setback for a building that did not fully span from one side yard setback, 
would the average include or exclude the area shown in the red box in the image below?  

 

 

Gray Shading: Buildable Area 

Black dashed lines: Setback Lines. 

Blue outline and shading: Existing residence (no hatching) 
with a proposed rear yard addition (hatched area) 

Green area: Area clearly appropriate for rear yard setback 
averaging under the old code. 

Red area: Area to be clarified as either included or excluded 
from the average setback calculation, if setback averaging is 
brought to Title 17.  

 

 

I can see reasons to allow, and reasons to not allow, the area shown in red above to count towards rear 
yard setback averaging. In either case, I believe Title 17 should be modified such that the example 
proposed project above would be approved via an entirely ministerial process provided that it offers the 
minimum (15-foot) rear yard setback required and does not exceed the maximum floor area 
requirement of Section 17.07.040.  

 

Respectfully, 

Chris Noddings 

City of Goleta Resident 

 

https://qcode.us/codes/goleta/view.php?topic=17-ii-17_07-17_07_040&frames=on

