
 

 

CITY OF SANTA MARIA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES FOR REGULAR  

MEETING OF OCTOBER 19, 2005 

 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Commissioners Lawnae Hunter, Rodger Brown, John 

Everett, Trent Benedetti, and Etta Waterfield. 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Community Developer Director– Kirk Lindsey 
 Deputy City Attorney – Wendy Stockton 
 Senior Civil Engineer – Rodger Olds 
 Park/Landscape Planning Tech – Patty Ellis 
 Recording Secretary – Donna Mathews 
     Planner III – Bill Shipsey 
     Planner II – Kristina Gee 
     Contract Planner – John Shoals 
  
 
BY MOTION APPROVED PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF AUGUST 3rd, 17th, 
SEPTEMBER 21st AND OCTOBER 5th, 2005, AS WRITTEN. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:  There was no one present who wished to comment. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
 
1. TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP FOR COLLETTA APARTMENTS, 196 EAST BUNNY 

AVENUE, TRACT 5885. Review of a tentative parcel map that would create two 
parcels on a 0.57 acre lot, in an R-3 (High-Density Residential) zoning district, 
Assessor’s Parcel No. 121-052-034. This project is a Class 15 Categorical Exemption. 
No further environmental review is required.  (Project Planner: Kristina Gee) 

ACTION: Adopted Resolution No. 2388, approving the Tentative Map, Tract 5885, for 
Colletta Apartments, subject to the design shown on the Official Tentative Map and the 
conditions set forth in the January 25, 2005, Subdivision Committee Minutes. 
 
VOTE:  5–0; Ayes-Commissioner Hunter, Benedetti, Brown, Everett and Chairwoman 
Waterfield; Noes – None; Abstained – None; Absent – None. 

 
Ms. Kristina Gee presented the staff report by stating the project before the 
Commission is Tract 5885, Colletta Apartments. The project is located on the 
southwest corner of Bunny and McClelland Street. The applicant is proposing to divide 
approximately 0.57 acres, into 2 multi-family lots. The lots are 10,341 and 14,650 
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square feet. The design of the units was previously approved as part of a Conditional 
Use Permit for this site. She concluded her presentation and was available for 
questions. 

 
Mike Colletta, the applicant, was present and stated that the reason for splitting the lot is 
that to sell the entire project would be too much, and he would like to keep half and keep 
the rent low around $1150 for a three bedroom, two bath with a two car garage. Each unit 
is individual with washer/dryer and five of the units will have a third parking space. If the 
split was not to happen, the rent would be higher to $1400 a month, which would be too 
high for the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Gee responded to Commissioner Hunter by stating that the project tonight is just for a 
lot split. Staff has already approved the Conditional Use Permit and the applicant is in the 
process of obtaining building permits. 
 
Ms. Jeannie Barrett, an attorney with the California Rural Legal Assistance (CRLA), 2050 
S. Broadway, Ste. G, Santa Maria, stated that she represents a number of low income 
residents in the City of Santa Maria who have previously addressed the fact that the City 
Housing Element is not in compliance. They sent a letter asking that it be bought into 
compliance a number of months ago, and have not seen any progress. Any decisions the 
Commission makes under the current circumstances, such as zoning changes, 
subdivision map approvals and the projects tonight, the Commission does not have the 
authority to make because they can not make the required findings that their approval is 
in compliance with the General Plan of the City of Santa Maria, because the City of Santa 
Maria at this point has no General Plan. Therefore, they are in opposition to any decision 
that is made which is not consistent with the requirement to have a General Plan. 
 
Commissioner Waterfield asked if staff would like to respond to Ms. Barrett’s comments. 
 
Ms. Wendy Stockton, Deputy City Attorney, responded by stating that Ms. Barrett and 
staff have had a meeting trying to get as much input as possible towards working on the 
Housing Element. The Housing Element does need to meet State’s approval and also 
they have had meetings with the State to figure out what the best way is to get the work in 
progress completed, but it is a work in progress at this point. 
 
Mr. Eduardo Ramirez, Lincoln Street, a resident of Santa Maria for 25 years, spoke on 
behalf of group of Hispanic residents that were present (Mr. Ramierz also had an 
interrupter to translate). He commented on a few things: 
! There are many Hispanics in the area and that the rent is very high. 
! The City has been approving many projects, such as stores, and other 

developments. 
! They have been before the Commission many times to request low income 

housing, and would like to Commission to address their needs. 
! Pleads to the Commission to approve housing developments for persons of low 

income and field workers. 
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Chairwoman Waterfield asked Mr. Ramirez that if the project that was before the 
Commission this evening was approved, would he consider this affordable housing for his 
people? 
 
Mr. Ramirez responded by stating that he believes this project is an affordable project. 
But he reiterated that rents in Santa Maria are very high and it is difficult for single families 
of low income to rent. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield asked Mr. Ramirez what amount is considered reasonable? 
 
Mr. Ramirez responded by stating as example a housing development built in Nipomo 
has mortgage payments from $700.00 and believes that any amount below $1,000.00 is 
reasonable. Depending on the individual families, their wages run from $6.75 to $8.00 per 
hour.  Again he pleaded for assistance and help in the Commissioners approving projects 
for low-income housing. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield commented to Mr. Ramirez (through his interpreter) as for the 
Planning Commissioners, they do take into consideration this type of housing and the 
amount of the housing that could be affordable. It is difficult, but they are doing the best 
they can to try to help everybody get into a home. 
 
Commissioner Hunter addressed Mr. Ramirez by stating that she was at a meeting that 
morning. She is a member of the Santa Barbara County Housing Trust Fund, as a 
member of Board of Directors, along with Ginnie Sterling of Special Projects with the City 
of Santa Maria and Council Member Bob Orach. At the meeting, the Housing Trust Fund 
made plans for two significant meetings to happen in our community in the month of 
January. The nature of these meeting would be to hold Housing Summit Round Tables 
for two different groups. The first is for the agriculture related group to specifically begin to 
address the needs of farm labor housing; the second group is to bring the business 
community together that have employee affordable housing needs. The purpose of the 
Housing Trust Fund is to encourage non-profit developers to begin to step in and provide 
the housing. The need is great within the North County, so the Housing Trust Fund is a 
conduit or a group that could help provide the initial funding in start up cost for the non-
profit developers. She invited Mr. Ramirez and anyone from his group to attend either of 
these meetings, so they can have a presence at both of the summits. The Housing Trust 
Fund does not have any magic answers, but is a group of countywide people very 
committed to encourage and begin to get the developers to provide this housing.  She 
asked for phone numbers and even for Ms. Barrett’s to make sure that they get invited 
and to have representation at these meetings. 
 
Mr. Ramirez thanked the Commission and along with his group, would like to invite 
Commissioner Hunter and or the Commissioners to their meetings in order to hear the 
requests and needs. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield thanked Commissioner Hunter for the wonderful information. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield closed the hearing to the public and asked for a motion. 
Commissioner Brown made the motion to adopt Resolution No. 2388 to approve the 
Tentative Map, Tract 5885, for the Colletta Apartments, subject to the following: the 
design as shown on the Official Tentative Map, and the conditions set forth in the January 
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25, 2005, Subdivision Committee Minutes. Commissioner Benedetti seconded the motion 
and it was carried. Vote 5-0; AYES-Commissioners Hunter, Benedetti, Brown, Everett, 
and Chairwoman Waterfield; NOES-None; ABSENT-None; ABSTAINED-None. 
 
 

2. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE FOR THE ESTATES AT 
PACIFIC CREST LOT 7 LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BATTLES 
ROAD AND DEPOT STREET, GPZ-2005-004, E-2005-029 (8.35 ACRES). Review of 
recommendation to City Council regarding an amendment to the General Plan (Land 
Use) FROM MDR (Medium Density Residential) TO HDR (High Density Residential), 
and a zone change FROM PD/R-2 (Medium Density Residential) TO PD/R-3 (Planned 
Development/High Density Residential), Assessor’s Parcel No. 118-005-007. The 
project does not change the results or analysis contained in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report, FEIR E-88-10, prepared for the Sphere of Influence Boundary 
Amendment and Concurrent Annexation. No further environmental review is 
necessary. (Project Planner:  Kristina Gee) 

 
 ACTION:  By motion adopted Resolution No. 2389 recommending that the City Council 

adopt a resolution amend the General Plan (Land Use) and adopt an Ordinance rezoning 
the subject property, as noted. 

 
VOTE 3-2:  AYES–Commissioner Hunter, Benedetti, and Everett; NOES–Commissioner 
Brown and Chairwoman Waterfield; ABSTAINED–None; ABSENT–None. 

 
Ms. Kristina Gee represented the staff report by stating that the applicant is proposing 
changing the general plan designation of the site from medium density residential to 
high density residential. The proposed change to the zoning is from R-2, medium 
density residential to R-3, high density residential. The applicant is proposing the 
changes to allow additional 30 units on lot seven. They have reduced the proposed 
number of units on lot one of the Estates at Pacific Crest by 92 units. The total number 
of multi-family units for the Estates at Pacific Crest would be reduced by 62 units if the 
application is approved. Staff is recommending limiting the density to 16 dwelling units 
per acre. This would allow the applicant to build the 30 additional units they have 
requested. A conceptual site plan has been provided. The design of the site and the 
proposed units is not currently under review and would be reviewed as part of a 
Planned Development Permit application. She concluded her presentation and was 
available for any questions. 
 
Mr. Rodger Olds, Engineer for Public Works, stated that they do not have any conditions 
per se for this project, but wanted to state that upon development of this site, access to 
this site from Battles Road will be restricted, limited to right in and right out only. 
 
Commissioner Benedetti asked staff if this is the project that will trigger the railroad 
crossing of Battles through to Depot. It looked like the grading was right up to the railroad 
tracks when he drove by. 
 
Mr. Olds responded by stating that they are currently working on those plans. It was the 
second phrase of the Estates of Pacific Crest that was required to do the railroad 
crossing. Currently, Engineering is reviewing the plans to create a grade crossing across 
the railroad track that needs to go through the State Public Utility Commission. Consulting 
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Engineering firm is working on the plans and the application, and will be ready to submit 
to the PUC in a month to a month in half. It is a six-month process beyond that before we 
get an approval.  
 
Commissioner Benedetti asked if this project is contingent upon that being approved. Mr. 
Olds responded that whether the PUC approves it or not, staff would like it. 
 
Commissioner Benedetti stated that all the projects along Depot and the railroad tracks 
are part of the circulation element to have flow-through traffic. So, none of these projects 
are tied to that approval. 
 
Mr. Olds responded by stating that they are required to do so and is sure it will be a 
condition to be done. Currently staff is in the process of getting this done, so, it is not only 
with this project, but has been required by previous projects. 
 
Commissioner Benedetti asked Mr. Olds, would the Commission approve housing along 
the whole development if there were no approval to cross the railroad tracks. 
 
Mr. Olds responded to Commissioner Benedetti by stating that he did not know the 
answer, it would be upon the Planning Commission and City Council to determine this. 
 
Mr. Olds responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that there is only one way in 
and one way out, and the project as seen now is not taking access from Battles Road; the 
project is using the interior streets of Estates of Pacific Crest. 
 
Ms. Laurie Tamura, Urban Planning Concepts, representing the applicants, responded to 
the comment by Commissioner Benedetti by stating that the Master Plan for Pacific Crest 
had seven lots created and the master map was approved four years ago. Each one of 
the master lots was tied to a particular condition of approval that they would have as their 
major infrastructure improvement. Lot seven is conditioned to complete the railroad 
crossing improvements. Other lots had the bridge crossing at Blosser tied to those units, 
the major ditch along Battles, and the construction of Battles. So as the homes have been 
built, each one of the particular neighborhoods has been tied to major infrastructure 
improvement so that they were not top heavy early on in the process. The work that Mr. 
Olds outlined has been an ongoing partnership with the City and the PUC (Public Utilities 
Commission), SMVRR (Santa Maria Valley Railroad) and their RR Crossing Engineer 
and will continue to move through the process. When they do the planned development 
permit for lot seven, that will also be coming to the table and will be addressed, within the 
next four or five months. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield asked if she is to understand that if there will be approval of the 
crossing going onto Depot, is this a condition of lot seven? 
 
Ms. Tamura responded to Chairwoman Waterfield that it is a condition for lot seven of the 
original map.  
 
Commissioner Benedetti asked who makes the approval for the Railroad crossing? 
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Mr. Olds responded by stating the Public Utilities Commission does the approval, and the 
City is applying for them separately and there are two—one at Battles and one at Carmen 
Lane.  
 
Ms. Tamura also stated that these are the two that are in the circulation element for the 
whole Blosser Southeast Specific Plan. 
 
Commissioner Brown asked Ms. Tamura how she is going to let property owners know 
that the lot was changed from R-2 to R-3, with a reduction of units from 22 to 16 units per 
acre.  Will all the units on lots seven and one be condo’s? 
 
Ms. Tamura responded to Commissioner Benedetti by introducing Bill Isaman of Inland 
Pacific Builders (IPB), the developer for the project. He responded to Commissioner 
Brown by stating that with the issue that was brought up at the study session meeting, he 
presented to the Commission the Estates of Pacific Crest purchase agreement, with a 
disclosure statement. In Item No. 6 it states: “Uses and Zoning: The Property offered by 
Pacific Crest, LLC is zoned for use as a residential single family Community. 
Notwithstanding this zoning, there is planned two multi-family residential communities, 
one for the 10 acre parcel just west of the Pacific Crest Estates property (lot one) and a 
second for the 8.3 acre parcel to the northeast of the Pacific Crest Estates property (lot 
seven) where a maximum of 320 multi-family units will be developed, as either 
condominiums or apartments.” Each existing homeowner as well as all potential 
homeowners are presented with this document and must sign prior to purchasing a 
home. Furthermore, to address the second question regarding whether they will be 
condo’s or multi-family, the existing R-3 lot (refers to lot one) this will be stacked flats, 
which are considered condo projects. They will each have their own individual garage as 
well as a carport, which separates them from a typical condo project. This is a new 
product type for Inland Pacific Builders and they are excited about it, because it is new for 
them and will be new to the City of Santa Maria, with a lot of variations and architecture.  
 
Mr. Isaman addressed the confusion concerning “adding density” or “decreasing density.” 
While it seems they are adding density to the R-2, this is more of a wording issue. The 
proposal presented, regardless of increase or decrease, is 16 units maximum per acre on 
the R-3, which would allow 160 units and also on the R-2 a maximum of 16 units per 
acre, allowing 133 units. The original approved map per the zoning would allow 320 multi-
family units and IPB is proposing 193, which is a net decrease of 27 multi-family units. On 
the whole project it was approved for 640 total units, with the proposed multi-family and 
single-family 549 units, a decrease of 91 units. He concluded and was available for any 
questions. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield asked Mr. Isaman if this particular project before them is going to 
be less units of 62. 
 
Mr. Isaman responded affirmatively.  
 
Commissioner Brown stated that the numbers that were just given do not reflect the 
numbers in their packets (staff report). 
 
Mr. Isaman responded by stating that the figures on the right of his document (pointed to 
projected document on the overhead) show their proposal and the existing. There are 291 
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single-family homes from what was originally approved of 320 and then 128 units 
proposed for the R-3 lot as opposed to the 220 units originally approved.  For the R-2 lot 
they’re proposing 130 units, which was originally approved for 100 units. 
 
Ms. Tamura clarified the confusion by stating that they already have a project in process 
with the City, and that even though the zoning is R-3 which allows 160 units, the project 
actually has 128 units, and that is what staff has provided in their staff report, which is 
called the “Westfield” (referring to lot one). 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated that with lot one and lot seven, the combination of the two 
is 258 as opposed to 320, so the figures being given are correct. 
 
Ms. Tamura stated that they are trying to talk about the General Plan Designation versus 
what they are currently designing for the sites.  
 
Commissioner Brown asked if condos would be built? 
 
Mr. Isaman responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that that is incorrect. There will 
be townhomes with a homeowners association. 
 
Commissioner Brown stated that he is concerned about homes being built onto in the 
back end of the property. Just on the other side there is the Meridian Apartments, which is 
very high density. He had asked for a calls-for-service report and noted that this is one of 
the highest calls-for-service areas in the City. He is concerned with increasing the density 
there, next to a place that is already high density and having problems, and he is 
concerned for the people who will be purchasing these units. There was a similar incident 
on the other side of Blosser at Westgate: people bought property and all of a sudden 
there was high density that created a lot of problems.  
 
Mr. Isaman responded by stating that their project is a sell project as opposed to an 
apartment complex.   
 
Commissioner Hunter restated that this project before them is for a zone change, so by 
approving a zone change, it does not mean that we will be getting ownership units. The 
property could be sold in the future. Their plans could change; it could be apartments. At 
the first look, it’s a nice project, no commitment for approval, but what is really being done 
is the approval of a zone change that could have any type of multi-family in it. 
 
Commissioner Brown stated that he understands this, and this is what concerns him. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield asked staff if there could be any specific conditions on a zone 
change as to what goes on a property, apartments vs. townhomes vs. condos? 
 
Mr. Bill Shipsey stated that legal (Ms. Stockton) would probably be best to answer, but he 
does not believe that there is much discretion until the planned development stage. At 
that point, if it was deficient in parking, then additional parking could be required, and that 
is the extent of the Commission’s ability. However, at a general plan amendment stage, 
the Commission is a recommending body, so the Commission may recommend that the 
City Council consider a condition that the project be a homeowner product.   
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Directing a question to Ms. Stockton, Chairwoman Waterfield said that if this project was 
to move forward, in the Planned Development process, could it change on the fly in 
regards to going to apartments and does the Commission have the authority to say no? 
 
Ms. Stockton responded that she does not know the answer, but the Commission can 
make a recommendation in the report to the City Council if that is what the Commission 
would like to see. The Commission’s report to the City Council can also contain the 
representation of the developer’s proposal. That’s all the information that would be in the 
record. Later on when a specific project is proposed, that information would be available 
to the Planning Commission to show to the developer if the developer was to propose 
something different. What the Commission is considering tonight is what the appropriate 
use for the property is and if to approve the zoning, which allows a variety of products that 
may be proposed in the future. Ms. Stockton restated that she would have to research if a 
restriction could be placed at this stage. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated the overall concern of the Commissioners is, for example, 
the development across the street on Blosser, where it was homeownerships and then it 
was changed to an R-3 and the homeowners were very dissatisfied and the other 
development completely changed.  
 
Ms. Tamura stated that she believes 70 homes have been completed, and the next 
phase under construction are the cul-de-sacs that butt up to lot seven, which have not 
been sold yet. So now buyers are being informed about the changes happening as part of 
their due diligence and part of their purchase of the property that there are going to be 
this many units. The difference between the Westgate Apartments of 204 units with a 
different builder and out of area management company and with this project, Inland 
Pacific Builders (IPB) at this point has been successful in the condo/townhouse variety of 
housing types. Granted there is no guarantee at this point, and they are inclined to say 
yes it’s going to be homeownership, but not sure of what product, and if that is an 
assurance for the Planning Commission, that’s what can be said for the record right now. 
But at this point, the buyers of those lots are being informed about the fact of the unit mix 
and the intent is for homeownership. 
 
Commissioner Hunter stated that she may have some difference of opinion from the other 
Commissioners, but she does not believe it needs to be restricted to homeownership, 
because she believes the City needs multi-family apartments. She is not sure if this is an 
appropriate location or not.  She is open to either homeownership or apartments; she just 
wants to be clear on what she is voting on.  Commissioner Hunter did state that she has a 
copy of the disclosure and that it is very good. She pointed out that this disclosure states 
that the property could be developed as condominiums or apartments.  
 
Commissioner Everett stated that we are taking the developers word on this, and he can 
believe them, but we are also taking their word that lot one is going have 16 units per 
acre, which is not a part of tonight’s discussion, but he believes in the developer, and they 
have come though with what they say. So, he does not have a problem with the issue. 
Commissioner Benedetti commented that Commissioner Brown is right in that the 
apartments across the way may have too many units to manage reasonably, which may 
cause some issues. But he believes that the number of units on lot one would be less 
units and splitting up the multi-family projects in different locations will be easier to 
manage. 
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Commissioner Brown commented that he has concerns of the rezoning. 
 
Commissioner Hunter commented that the way staff has drafted this resolution, it restricts 
the project to 16 units per acre, so it would not allow it go to the maximum R-3.   
 
Ms. Gee responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that if the property was to be sold, 
the lot stays at 16 units per acre; this is a condition on the development.  But it could be 
16 single units or per acre as apartments. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated that IPB has always put out great products, but the project 
across the street has left a bad taste in her mouth and she has concerns.  With 
developers having good intentions of building one product, then changing to build what 
the market needs.  She does not want to see unhappy homeowners. 
 
Ms. Barrett again spoke in opposition of the project by restating her comments in her 
earlier testimony.  She has also attended some of the meetings with the Housing Trust 
Fund.  One of the necessities that goes into the development of low income housing is 
money. She does not believe that 16 units per acre would be making for an affordable 
housing project. 
 
Ms. Stockton responded to Commissioner Hunter and Ms. Barrett by stating that the 
General Plan is a work in progress, it always is and staff is doing their best to have our 
Housing Element be as good as possible and everything that has been said tonight is 
important.  She believes that Santa Maria has done a stellar job at providing housing, 
because we’re actually providing housing.  We are actually housing people and that is 
important. It may not be the best housing or the housing that everyone wants but the fact 
is people are not out in the cold.  Staff is trying to make progress with the State. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield closed the hearing to the public and asked for a motion. 
Commissioner Hunter made the motion for the approval of Resolution No. 2389 
amending the General Plan (Land Use) FROM 8.35 acres of Medium Density Residential 
to 8.35 acres High Density Residential, as shown on Exhibit A; and adopting a ordinance 
rezoning the site FROM 8.35 acres of PD/R-2 (Medium Density Residential) TO 8.35 
acres of PD/R-3 (Planned Development/High Density Residential) maximum of 16 units 
per acre.  Commissioner Everett seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: 3-2;  AYES-Commissioner Hunter, Benedetti, and Everett; NOES-Commissioner 
Brown and Chairwoman Waterfield; ABSENT-None; ABSTAINED-None. 
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3. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FOR SANTA MARIA COMMONS FOR 118,000 

SQUARE FOOT SHOPPING CENTER, SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BROADWAY 
AND MCCOY LANE, PD-2005-016, E-2005-014.  Review of mitigated negative 
declaration of environmental impact and planned development permit to allow the 
construction of a 117,335 square foot shopping center in a PD/C-2 (Planned 
Development/General Commercial) zoning district, Assessor’s Parcel No.111-560-042. 
(Project Planner: Bill Shipsey) 

 
ACTION:  By motion, approved subject to the conditions in the preliminary draft of the 
planned development permit, as modified by the memo dated October 14, 2005, from 
the Community Development Department and incorporated herein by reference and 
on file in the Community Development Department. 
 
Mr. John Shoals, Contract Planner, presented the staff report by stating that the proposed 
project is a planned development permit on a 10.2 acres site at the southwest corner of 
Broadway and McCoy Lane. The site is currently vacant and bounded by multi-tenant 
retail commercial centers to the north and east, and general and medical offices to the 
south and west. The applicant is proposing 117,335 square feet on four buildings. These 
buildings will consist of 88,800 square foot Kohl’s, 16,710 square foot Rite-Aid with a 
drive-up window, 7,975 square foot pad, and 3,850 square foot pad. They are also 
proposing various parking spaces to support the center, open space and various site 
amenities. Staff has reviewed this project and determined that it is consistent with majority 
of the development standards for the Community Commercial and PD/C-2 (Planned 
Development/Multi-tenant retail center) zone.   
 
Staff handed out a memorandum with special conditions that were not previously 
reviewed by this Commission but were of the subject of a meeting earlier today with the 
applicant and their representatives (memorandum dated October 19, 2005).   
 
Special conditions not previously reviewed: Mr. Shoals went over the conditions by stating 
that Special Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 5 are not recommended for changes and are in the 
original staff report.  
 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS NOT PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED (memo dated Oct. 19, 2005): 
 
4. This condition is eliminated. 

NOTE:  Special Condition No. 4 was revised later in the evening by legal Counsel 
and read into the record. 

 
Mr. Shoals responded to Commissioner Benedetti by stating that this will be 
eliminating the 2:1 slopes, and in another condition it will state that the area 
to be completely fenced with black wrought iron. 

 
6. The proposed sidewalk connection to McCoy Lane shall be relocated to lead 

pedestrians from the intersection directly to the proposed entrance of Major 
Building #2. 
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Mr. Shoals stated that this condition is to encourage pedestrians to have a 
direct access to the entrance to Rite-Aide. 
 

7. The pedestrian walkway shall be reoriented to provide at least 10 feet of 
separation from the southeast corner of Major Building #2. 

 
Mr. Shoals stated that the concern for this condition is that pedestrians are 
not in harms way of vehicles. 

 
8. [Add the following sentence to the end:] The textured pavement shall be 

designed so as not to impede access by persons with a physical limitation or 
disability. 

 
9. [Revise to read:] The total sign area allowed for the shopping center and tenants 

spaces shall not exceed 600 square feet. 
 
11. [Revise to read:] Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for any building in 

the shopping center, the applicant shall deposit a surety (treasurer’s trust or other 
as acceptable to the City Attorney) in the amount of $48,150 to secure the 
replacement of 214 twenty-four (24”) inch box trees in the City of Santa Maria. 

 
12. [Revise to read:] Fencing shall be constructed around the perimeter of the 

detention areas shown on the site plan. The fencing shall be constructed with six-
foot high black wrought iron. 

 
Mr. Shoals mentioned that this would address Commissioner Benedetti’s 
concern regarding the 2:1 slopes. 

 
SPECIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS: 
 
21.j. [Revise to read:] Providing the minimum number of off-street parking spaces. 

Under Title 12, Chapter 32 of the Santa Maria Municipal Code, a retail shopping 
center containing 117,335 square feet of commercial space requires 452 parking 
spaces. In order to further reduce air-quality impacts of the project consistent with 
the Santa Maria Municipal Code, the required number of parking spaces may be 
decreased based on evidence that the uses of a building are mixed within the 
meaning of Section 12-32.21 of the Santa Maria Municipal Code, or that the 
consolidated and shared parking provisions of Section 12-32.22(a) apply. 

 
 Mr. Shoals stated that is a change environmental bill to make sure that the 

environmental and the Planned Development Permit are consistent. 
 
21.n. [Revise to read:] Offsite Impact Security. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the 

applicant shall deposit a surety (treasurer’s trust or other as acceptable to the City 
Attorney) in an amount sufficient to represent the applicant’s fair share of 
cumulative mitigation to the air basin, for the purpose of purchasing a low-
emission, high-occupancy vehicle, for use in the regional public transportation 
system. 
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Public Works Department Special Conditions 
 
18. Engineering 

[Revise A.3. to read:] On-site water line(s) and fire hydrant(s) at location(s) 
approved by the Fire Department and the Public Works Department.  The water 
main to the fire hydrant shall be a public facility and shall be installed within a 
10’ wide water line easement. 

Mr. Shoals stated that the project does in fact meet the development standards for the 
PD/C-2 zoning district. 
 
Mr. Shoals turned to Mr. Bill Shipsey, Planner III, to discuss the environmental. 
 
Mr. Shipsey stated that environmental conditions on page 1 of the Planned Development 
Permit B-6 should read the environmental impacts of the product were adequately 
reviewed in Mitigated Negative Declaration, E-2005-014. No further environmental review 
is required. 
 
Mr. Shipsey clarified that one of the Mitigation Measures deals with replacement of the 
trees, there are included in the staff report is an inventory of the trees and staff is 
recommending that the tree replacement be counted for the on-site trees and if additional 
on-site can be provided, that the deposit for tree replacement be reduced accordingly and 
the deposit pay for off-site trees throughout the valley as a method to help mitigate air 
quality impacts. Mr. Shipsey also stated that a letter was received by Mr. Tom Simondi 
and is in the record, the primary issue at hand is one dealing with the potential impact of 
noise from the loading dock migrating to his bedroom located across the parking lot, 165 
feet away.  The Commission has some opportunity to either mitigate the potential noise 
impacts from loading dock area or regulate the hours of truck deliveries are made, 
example deliveries between the hours of 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.  Based on these recommended 
changes staff is recommending approval of the project with the revisions noted by staff 
and are available to answer questions. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Commissioner Benedetti by stating that the Commission has 
the option to require a wall in the loading dock. 
 
Mr. Shipsey stated that Mr. Simondi, 223 St. Andrews Way, had concerns with the 
loading dock and trash compactor which are in line with his residence (his bedroom faces 
the back of the development) in regards to noise generation. Mr. Simondi believes that 
this will threaten his quality of life. He suggested two ways to mitigate the noise issue: by 
creating a barricade to redirect the noise away from his home, or to limit the hours of 
operations to receive goods or to do both. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that the Kohl’s Architect stated 
that the loading dock is recessed. 
 
Paul Loubet, Regency Centers, the applicant, complimented the staff especially with the 
changes and adapting well with the project and working with them, with drafting the 
conditions and for not having all the history. He believes what is before the Commission is 
an excellent project. He has representatives with him; Mike Leonard with Kohl’s and 
Vasillis Papadatos with P & R the Architect, Herb Horowitz with LHA the Project Architect 
and Laurie Tamura with Urban Planning Concepts, and the Landscape Architect Kevin 
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Small, PLEINAIRE Design Group, and EDA also present. He appreciates everyone’s 
work and hopes for an approval. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Commissioner Benedetti’s question by stating that the exhibit in 
question is staff’s representation of the original recommendation and is no longer the 
same recommendation. The whole project will be discussed. 
 
Mr. Shoals added that Commissioner Benedetti was correct that Exhibit E was the 
suggested changes by staff, but since that time there have be subsequent meetings with 
the applicant representative and that was in the memo referred to earlier. 
 
Mr. Herb Horowitz, Architect with LHA Architects, 1833 Victory Blvd., Glendale, CA.  He 
stated that it’s a pleasure for him to be here tonight to discuss the excellent project and 
thanked staff and the members of the Planning Commission that assisted them in 
reaching tonight’s meeting. They worked very diligently with all and in his opinion this has 
made a better project because of the efforts of everyone involved.  He pointed out they 
have moved greatly in the process in coming up with buildings and building elements that 
reflect the responses and concerns of staff and the Planning Commission. The Kohl’s 
building was a building that was a great concern to staff simply because of its orientation 
to the site, the front of the building is facing McCoy and one of the site elevations facing 
south Broadway was greatly enhanced to being to reflect some of the same architectural 
elements that they have incorporated into the Kohl’s building. This is a tremendous 
departure from the prototypical Kohl’s, which normally has the two entry features. In this 
case, they’ve enhanced it and articulated the architectural elements to being to layer the 
exterior surface which is highly textured stucco of contrasting colors, articulated tower 
features at each of the corners, enhanced with a base material of terra cotta brick which 
matches the terra cotta tiles that will be incorporated in the building and added earthiness 
to give it a Mediterranean feel. This architectural detail is repeated on the Rite-Aide 
building that is located at the corner, and this building was also enhanced with the corner 
element. Similar architectural style to the tower elements used on the Kohl’s building as 
well as the color and texture so the project maintains the architectural integrity throughout.  
The pedestrian paseo that are used to correct and link the various buildings on the site 
are enhanced with decorative pavers and overhead trellis elements, using not only 
landscaping but architecture to tie all the buildings together. They concur with staff’s 
recommendation to create the linkage between the building Rite-Aide entry and the 
corner of South Broadway and McCoy. They are planning to create enhanced paving 
areas directly in front of the Kohl’s building. He believes they have gone overboard on 
their landscaping in order to have great coverage and softening of the relationship 
between parking, street surfaces and the building.  He believes that it will be a great 
project and is available to answer any questions. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield made a comment by stating that the applicant has been 
stupendous in all the changes that were made from the original plans. This is a beautiful 
project and she thanked them for working with staff. But she has a concern regarding the 
loading docks. 
 
Mr. Howoritz responded by stating that they are aware of the concern from a property 
owner to the south. They have met with the owner and have requested that some 
attention be given to the screening of the trash compactor. Regency and Kohl’s have 
agreed to provide a decorative screened wall on the south side of the compactor to 
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mitigate the visual impact of the compactor and to reduce and mitigate any noises that 
might occur.  He added that the compactor is used on rare occasions and never used at 
night. In relation to the loading dock, it’s lowered somewhere between 48 to 52 inches 
below the finished floor, and Kohl’s does intend to provide an eight foot high screened 
wall between the loading dock and the properties to the south. It could be of masonry 
material, not sure, but will be compatible to the building elements. He also stated that the 
Kohl’s representatives have stated that they receive normally four to five trucks a week 
and that the hours of operation are usually after 8:00 a.m.  
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that Ms. Stockton is working 
on the wording for the hours of deliveries to be from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Benedetti commented that he has noticed a problem in the Crossroads 
Center that they may have certain delivery hours, but if the trucks were early, they would 
sit and idle or stay in the parking lot overnight.  Sometimes it is hard to control the their 
arrival.  
 
Mr. Shoals stated that the North Broadway Shopping Center had an issue that was next 
to residential to the east, and there were screened walls and there was a condition for the 
hours of delivery and idling, so it has been done before. 
 
Mr. Howoritz pointed out that these trucks are not refrigerated and are not the same types 
of truck that a market would have. Markets may have deliveries in the morning and have 
up to 12 trucks there. 
 
Mr. Mike Leonard, with Kohl’s 7777 Edinger Ave., Suite 136, Huntington Beach, CA, 
responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that the hours of deliveries do depend on 
holidays and special events. He is reluctant to placing a restriction on the loading times. 
He stated that there would be four to five trucks a week, typically two to three on average 
and the trucks will pull in and drop off and pull away. Actually, a trailer is left in the dock 
and is loaded over time and then another truck comes in the next day and hauls it away, 
so it’s not a three hour process like a grocery store, where they are idling to keep their 
refrigeration cool. 
 
Mr. Leonard responded to Commissioner Benedetti by stating that there will be four 
loading docks, and there will be an 8-foot-high screened wall that would block the dock 
from the ground surface. In addition the trash compactor, they have agreed to put a 
similar type blocked wall there to screen any noise, 165 linear feet away.  
 
Mr. Leonard responded to Commissioner Everett by stating that there have been other 
instances in which an acoustical study has been done, but he does not have the details. 
It’s a lot less then a train and little bit more then someone dropping their keys. If needed, 
he could get the study and present it to the Commission. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Commissioner Everett by stating that in the General Plan the 
commercial areas are 65 decibels at the property line, in the residential areas it’s 60 
decibels. 
 
Mr. Howoritz stated that his Architect informed him that they are between 25 to 30 
decibels. 
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Mr. Howoritz responded to Commissioner Everett that when the trucks are backing into 
the docks that the beeping is a safety feature and is reluctant to have them turned off. He 
also stated that they do not load at 2:00 a.m., typically the loading is during business 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and there are associates in the building that help out. After hours there 
are no employees in the building. 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated she believes that the beeping noise on the trucks is a 
safety issue.  

  
Mr. Leonard stated that some deliveries would be around 6:00 a.m. Typically the store is 
open from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., holiday hours and promotion days a few times a year 
the store is open at 6:00 a.m., but he does not think they would be loading that early. Also 
wanted to state for the record that they are excited about developing in this great city and 
look forward to providing an enjoyable and a safe shopping experience for the residents. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated that she is excited about the development and heard a lot 
of input from the residents of Santa Maria who feel the same way. 
 
Ms. Laurie Tamura with Urban Planning Concepts stated that to bring this to a close, they 
wanted to thank the staff and the Planning Commission and note that this has been a real 
exercise for everyone and the final results have been spectacular. They spent a lot of 
time over the last week working on the conditions of approval and as they came through 
the last set they did come across one clarification condition and that is on Page 3 of the 
planned development conditions in regards to Special Conditions No. 13 and 14; related 
to the shopping carts within this project. Kohl’s is a department store similar like Mervyn’s 
and the Town Center Mall where the shopping carts do not leave the building, so to have 
conditions that talk about cart storage or collecting of carts for at least this tenant and 
Rite-Aide, they do not have carts that go outside the building. They would like to note 
here that unless the situation changes, there would not be outdoor storage of carts, and if 
the situation changes there will be cart storage provided. As of now the plans do not show 
cart storage, and if they have to put them in, this would affect the parking. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded by stating that the conditions are adequate as written because if 
they are going to provide shopping carts, they will be to get their planned development 
permit changed to revise their parking. Right now they have the exactly the number of 
parking spaces that are required for the project. If cart storage were put in, it would either 
come out of the landscaped area or come out of the parking area, which would be 
contrary to the planned development permit. So, they strongly feel that if things do 
change, this is a similar condition on the Walgreen’s on North Broadway, who stated that 
they do not have shopping carts, and they do. Staff would like to keep these conditions in 
place. 
 
Ms. Tamura responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that the plans do not show 
outdoor storage. The floor plan of the building shows the shopping carts inside building.   
 
Mr. Vasillis Papadatos with P & R Architect, responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by 
stating that Kohl’s does have internal storage on both sides of the entrance, but the carts 
are made out of cloth (canvas) so they cannot go outside. Unless Kohl’s changes 
completely to metal carts, he believes these conditions do not apply. They are not typical 
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carts, when the shoppers use the carts, they should understand that the carts do not go 
outside. 
 
Commissioner Benedetti clarified that staff is saying that shopping cart storage does not 
need to be built if no carts are to be stored outside. 
Mr. Lindsey responded by stating that is correct. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated that staff will leave the conditions in only for the reason 
that if they start seeing carts start filter out into the parking lot area that is when the City 
would require Kohl’s to build the outdoor storage. 
 
Mr. Lindsey responded by stating that is correct and he believes that is actually saving 
future steps should there be changes in the future, they wouldn’t have to appear in front 
of the Planning Commission again to amend the Planned Development Permit. But as it 
stands Special Conditions No. 13 and 14 as explained by Kohl’s would not apply, but 
would apply IF there is a change in the future. This is a safeguard. 
 
Ms. Barrett spoke in opposition of the project, she restated her earlier comments 
regarding the Housing Element.  But she also wanted to say that on the issue of the 
Housing Element, she agrees that it is a work in progress. The problem is that when the 
City had an approved Housing Element adopted was in 1993, the Housing Element 
generally is to be updated every five years, the last due date was over two years ago. 
Although there was a submission made to the State Department of Housing and 
Community Development that housing element was rejected. She believes that a redraft 
was done and submitted and again rejected. The Housing Element is out of date, and the 
fact that it is in progress, at the rate the progress is being made, by the time it is done, the 
next one will be due. Again, she stated that if one element of the General Plan is 
incomplete, there is inconsistency. She is not opposed to the Kohl’s development, but she 
is concerned when she sees new retail jobs coming in the community, since there is no 
housing that is affordable to people making average retail salaries. With the median-
housing price in Santa Maria at this point, maybe the only people employed by Kohl’s that 
could afford a home may be the store manager, but certainly the retail clerks will not. The 
bottom line issue is that there is a development permit applied for and she does not think 
that the City has the ability at this point to issue those permits. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Commissioner Benedetti by stating that the Entrada Specific 
Plan stops at McCoy Lane and the condition is written that for continuity the project 
comply with the Entrada Specific Plan (color board). Mr. Shipsey stated for the record that 
the City has adopted the Housing Element; it’s just not certified by the State of California.  
 
Mr. Thomas Simondi, 223 St. Andrews Way, stated the reason he wrote his letter is to 
address the backing-up truck issue, as Commissioner Everett pointed out earlier. He 
called the Kohl’s store in Paso Robles and asked them specifically when do they have 
trucks coming to their loading docks, and was told by them 1:00 a.m. So he can envision 
the route between Ventura and Paso Robles dropping off merchandise and of course if 
they drop off in Paso Robles at 1:00 a.m., which may go to 3:00 a.m. and the delivery to 
Santa Maria would be 1:00 a.m. This is why he is concerned and appreciates everyone 
working together to mitigate this issue. He also wants clarification of the description of the 
property; on Broadway there is a large pool with standing cattails, vegetation, and frogs 
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that he has heard over the thirteen years that he has been living at his residence, and 
there was no mention of the pool and any mitigation of the wetlands in the staff report. 
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that the Environmental 
Document referenced a Phrase One Environmental assessment prepared by URS, dated 
December 7, 2004 and that along with several site visits did not identify the situation that 
Mr. Simondi described.  It does collect a lot of water off of State Route 135 and that is 
probably the low point to where water would collect but also conveys a lot of water across 
the property too. Also there is an expanse of soils with a clay layer which will stop the 
water percolating into the ground, so it is possible there are some residual, a different 
habitat but none of it has been identified as anything significant of endangered or threaten 
from the environmental assessment. 
 
Mr. Alex Simas, 5722 Antelope Trail, spoke on behalf of the property owners to the south. 
There are four professional office buildings: one owned by Dan and Peggy Blough, a 
second owned by Mr. Simas and other principals in his law firm, a third the Principals 
Byars, Thomas and Buchanan Insurance Services, and the fourth building located just 
west of the other three is owned by Doug and Jill Sims, the principals in Sims and 
Brunello Physical Therapy. They have looked at the project and had a few concerns. 
They have worked with the Planner, and talked to the Landscape Architect and today 
spoke with the applicant and believe it is a good project. They are in favor of the project 
and would like to see approval, but they wanted to point out a few of their concerns. With 
the trash compactor, the condition of approval was not clear on if it will be screened. As 
long as there is a visual screening wall, they are happy, and are not concerned with the 
noise issue. Being businesses that operate during the day, they think it would be great if 
the deliveries occur in the middle of the night, but understand the concerns of the 
residential neighbors to the south and are willing to go along with the decision made.  
Their second concern is with the south elevation, the south wall, it is a large mass and 
plain, and they would like to see additional bands or vegetation growth up the wall to 
break it up some and make it look less massive. The third concern concerns access; he 
has been involved in the land use planning for both this site and their site to the south for 
most of 20 years and the assumption has always been that the two sites would work 
together and that there would be access points between them for vehicles. When they 
designed their site, they kept that in mind for when this project developed. The current 
project does not facilitate the access very well, and they would like to see vehicular 
access across the back (south side) that would match up to their parking lots. It would 
give them alternate fire access.  
 
Chairwoman Waterfield stated to Mr. Simas that the south wall issue was bought up in 
the study session meeting and the applicants did come up with elaborate landscaped 
plan.   
 
Mr. Simas responded by stating that he did review the landscaping plans and has no 
objections.  But something on the walls would be helpful; he understands the vegetation 
will take time to grow, and in the meantime, there will still be a blank portion of the wall. 
 
Mr. Olds responded to Commissioner Everett’s concern regarding the left turn lane 
coming off of McCoy by stating that the traffic study that was prepared for this project 
does address this under the build out conditions. What they figured was during peak 
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hours it would be adequate, there would not be any stacking past that intersection, except 
for during two signal phases during the middle of the peak hour in the evening. 
 
Mr. Lindsey responded to Commissioner Everett regarding his concern about adding an 
access by stating that staff recognized that there would be some trade-off on the part of 
Kohl’s. Obviously they are trying to orient this facility to McCoy and Broadway and not to 
the rear. It may also be better for the applicants to address this, but he can envision 
security issues to this access. 
 
Mr. Leonard responded by stating that in regards to emergency vehicles as part of this 
project they are widening the street so there will be double left access northbound from 
Broadway onto McCoy and the trucks can move down and make another left and access 
the back on Industrial and the residential area.  By improving the infrastructure of the 
street work, providing the double lefts, widening the lanes from two to three lanes, this 
should provide access for emergency purposes.  
 
Mr. Leonard responded to Commissioner Everett’s concern regarding the south wall by 
stating that they could possibly increase the landscaping along the southern property line 
and possibly put in other trees. They maxed out the illustrations of the elevations, and 
could take another look at this by adding some architectural elements. 
 
Mr. Leonard responded to Commissioner Everett by stating that the trash compactor will 
be screened by a masonry wall. 
 
Mr. Kevin Small with PleinAire, 312 E. Mill Street, the Landscape Architect for the project, 
responded to Commissioner Hunter by stating that along the south side of the project 
there is almost a continual line of trees. The density and the actual final drawings are 
much more than seen. When they laid it out, they missed the perimeter wall calculations 
and so they increased the amount of trees on site by 14 to help mitigate the south side. 
He believes that the additional mitigation trees the applicant has to pay for could possibly 
put some on the adjacent property. The trees are speced out at 15 gallons, and he 
mentioned a few of the tree species.   
 
Mr. Shipsey responded to the Commission by stating that the Kohl’s building has an 32 
foot tower and a 36 foot tower and parapets are 25’6” high. Staff recommends a planter 
area be placed in front of the trash compactor and a screen for the loading dock, but still 
must maintain a distance for the trucks. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield commented that she personally does not have any concerns to 
the south elevations since this has been reviewed in study session and did talk about the 
landscaping and was pleased with the outcome. 
 
Commissioner Benedetti suggested a design on the screened walls to break it up. 
 
Mr. Shoals agreed that this would be a good suggestion. 
 
Commissioner Brown stated he wants to be sure that Mr. Simondi’s concerns have been 
addressed, on the hours of the truck deliveries and the beeping of the trucks. 
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Mr. Leonard responded to the Commission by stating that the hours can be worked out to 
6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
 
A Kohl’s representative stated that the beeping of the trucks are a State law. 
Mr. Olds wanted to revise his comments he made when addressing Commissioner Brown 
by stating that the traffic study was done on analysis of accumulative traffic forecast which 
is all the approved projects plus this project.  He misspoke when he said it was based on 
build out. 
 
Mr. Lindsey stated that this would be a good time to go over any changes made. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield closed the hearing to the public and asked Ms. Stockton to read 
into the record the additions and/or changes made. 
 
Ms. Stockton stated what she proposes is in the revised memo that the Commission 
received Item No. 4 it was the proposal to eliminate this Condition, and she drafted new 
language for Special Condition No. 4 to read as follows:  
 
Loading docks for Kohl’s (major Building #1) shall be operated only between the hours of 
6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.  Delivery trucks on the premises shall not be allowed to operate 
at an idle or to back up outside of those hours. In addition, a decorative 8-foot masonry 
wall compatible with the finish of the Kohl’s building shall be installed in two locations on 
the south side of the Kohl’s building to provide screening from noise of delivery and trash 
compactors.   
 
Commissioner Benedetti made the motion to approve for Planned Development Permit 
for the Santa Maria Commons for 118,000 square foot shopping center, southwest corner 
of Broadway and McCoy Lane, as amended, Commissioner Everett seconded the motion 
and it was carried. Vote 5-0. 
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS: 
 
 
4. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS. 
 
 
5. ORAL REPORTS OF PLANNING COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT. The meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. to a study session on November 3, 
2005, at 10:00 a.m. in the Community Development Department Conference Room, 110 S. 
Pine Street, Santa Maria.  

 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
      _______________________________ 
      KIRK LINDSEY, SECRETARY 
      CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
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