
 

  

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE LOMPOC PLANNING COMMISSION 

April 27, 2011 
 
 

ROLL CALL:  Commissioner Ron Fink    
   Commissioner Nick Gonzales 

Commissioner Kate Griffith 
Commissioner Frank Hain 
Commissioner Mary Leach  

       
STAFF:  Community Development Director Arleen Pelster 

Planning Manager Lucille Breese 
Principal Planner Keith Neubert 
Assistant City Attorney June Ailin 
Staff Assistant Angela Wynne 

 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:   None 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Gonzales 
  that the Planning Commission approve the Minutes of the February 9, 2011.  
  Commissioner Leach stated that without the Conditions of Approval (specifically 
  P45) attached for review the Minutes of February 9 could not be approved.  
  Ms. Breese clarified that Exhibit C (page 6) is an attachment to the resolution. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed on a roll call vote of 5-0. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Leach and seconded by Commissioner Fink that 
  the  Planning  Commission  approve  the  Minutes of February 23, 2011 as 
  amended.   
 
VOTE: The  motion passed  on  a roll  call vote of 4-0-1 with Commissioner Griffith 
  abstaining. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR:     
 
None 
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
 
1. TEXT AMENDMENT (TA 11-02)  ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 
 

Planning Commission consideration of a Text Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to 
add Chapter 17.122 establishing a Zoning Administrator; amending Chapter 17.124 
establishing Minor Use Permits; consolidating and amending residential districts 
contained in Chapters 17.016 through 17.028; consolidating and amending 
commercial districts contained in Chapters 17.036 through 17.044; and amending 
Chapter 17.052 Old Town Commercial District, Chapter 17.056 Mixed Use District and 
Chapter 17.064 Industrial District to include uses allowed with a Minor Use Permit.  If 
adopted, the Ordinance would be effective Citywide.  A Negative Declaration has been 
prepared for this project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).   

 
Planning Manager Lucille Breese summarized the written staff report; outlined how staff 
proceeded with this change; noted that the change made the Residential and Commercial 
sections of the Ordinance consistent in appearance to the Industrial section through the use 
of tables for the Development Standards and Use lists; is simple for the public to utilize and 
understand; and, asked the Planning Commission for continued direction. 
 
Ms. Pelster indicated that the Single Purpose Committee had reviewed the Text Amendment 
for the Zoning Administrator and that the Committee felt the Zoning Administrator would be 
instrumental in meeting the City Council’s goals for permit streamlining. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 6:46 P.M. 
 
Butch Browder, resident – stated that he was a past Planning Commissioner; that it was 
unreasonable to expect the public to digest the major changes to the Zoning Ordinance in a 
short amount of time; and asked the Planning Commission to defer the discussion and action 
on the item to a later date.  He noted concern about adverse effects of a Zoning 
Administrator’s decisions; that the proposed process does not allow adequate public input on 
a project; questioned relevancy to the Brown Act and indicated that a non-elected official is 
not bound by the Brown Act; and, noted additional workload to staff.  Mr. Browder stated 
that the Zoning Administrator will have too much power in project decision-making and 
asked about the duties of that position.  He indicated that he does not agree with the Minor 
Use Permit process; that the Conditional Use Permit process is working well; expressed 
concern with land use decisions; and, stated that actions regarding private property should 
be done in public view. 
 
Ashley Costa, resident – asked about the Single Purpose Committee review of this Text 
Amendments only and why not the other two (2).  Ms. Pelster stated that the Single Purpose 
Committee was to review the City’s permit process which the Zoning Administrator would 
impact; the other Text Amendments would not affect the permit process. 
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PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED at 7:00 P.M. 
Commissioner Gonzales clarified that the intent of this item was to simplify the process for 
minor projects; stated his concern about impacting property value and uses; and, asked the 
Planning Commission to keep these in mind as they move through the decision-making 
process. 
 
Commissioner Griffith stated her concern that the Zoning Administrator raised a budget issue 
with regard to staffing this position; indicated that the decision is premature with 
consideration of the City’s consolidation of departments not completed by Council; and, that 
the Planning Manager would be the appropriate position to take the duties of Zoning 
Administrator.  Ms. Pelster clarified that the Zoning Administrator would be either the 
Community Development Director or the Planning Manager; that the position would be 
staffed by an existing employee; and, that smaller projects will move forward quicker and 
incur less cost. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales indicated he is not in favor of a Zoning Administrator; understands 
what staff is attempting to achieve; and, asks for Commission input.  Commissioner Hain 
stated that he does endorse and support the Zoning Administrator position and noted his 
concern with the workload of the position.  Ms. Pelster clarified that the proposal is minor in 
nature; that projects will still go before the Development Review Board for review; and, that 
the workload will decrease for staff and the processing time for the applicant will be shorter. 
 
Commissioner Leach stated she shares similar concerns of Commissioner Griffith; that it was 
good the Commission was discussing the proposal; that the future is unclear regarding the 
City’s reorganization and how that may affect the duties of the Zoning Administrator; and, 
asked how a Zoning Administrator will reduce time spent on processing a project.  Ms. 
Breese outlined the project process; that there is a financial savings built in for the applicant; 
and, the project is approved sooner.  Commissioner Leach asked about public noticing and 
Ms. Breese clarified the public noticing process and proposed placing a noticing section on 
the City’s website.  Commissioner Leach was in agreement with the addition to the City’s 
website. 
 
Commissioner Fink asked Mr. Browder for a copy of his public comments; understands that 
the Zoning Administrator is not an additional position but an administrative function; is 
generally supportive of the idea; and, agreed with Commissioner Griffith and Commissioner 
Leach that the Zoning Administrator should be stated as a duty of the Planning Manager.  He 
asked if the public noticing is adequate in accordance with the Brown Act and Ms. Ailin 
stated compliance with the Brown Act could be required and an agenda could be posted and 
that is a policy decision for the Planning Commission to make.   
 
Commissioner Fink discussed the DRB noticing; that it is distributed amongst the City staff; 
and, suggested that it be included in the Lompoc Record and on the City’s website.  
Commissioner Fink indicated his general support of the MUP; that the idea is incomplete but 
acknowledges it as a benefit to the community and project applicants; and, wants to arrive 
at satisfactory language and move forward for City Council approval. 
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Commissioner Leach noted that the staff report was available for only ten (10) days; that the 
public needs more time to understand the proposal; and, asked if the Planning Commission 
will see the Single Purpose Committee’s recommendation.  Ms. Pelster stated that the 
recommendation will go directly to City Council and that the Planning Commission can 
request a copy.  Commissioner Griffith asked how the language of the recommendation was 
crafted and Ms. Pelster stated that staff wrote the recommendation and that it is similar to 
the process in many other cities. 
 
Commissioner Leach stated that the process should be subject to the Brown Act; that there 
were no cost savings; that staff has removed the Negative Declaration step for Conditional 
Use Permits; and that there is a difference between CUP involving new construction and a 
CUP of an existing structure.  She indicated that the proposed text changes are not related 
to the CUP and MUP process; disagrees with making changes to Ordinances without public 
noticing; and, that she had met with staff. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales requested staff apply bold and strike-outs to the document; that he 
is reluctant to begin to change zoning items until the Commission can review the Ordinance 
in its entirety; stated concern about private property rights and that the public should be 
able to provide input; and, asked the Commission to focus discussion on the Zoning 
Administrator. 
 
Commissioner Leach stated that there are no restrictions to the Zoning Administrator 
position; that the MUP is not defined; requested a list of the last 16 CUPS where 10 were 
considered minor and why; and noted that the information may assist the Commission in 
how to proceed with this proposal. 
 
Commissioner Griffith asked about a specific project that could have been identified as a 
potential MUP and was not able to move forward.  Ms. Breese clarified that after the project 
moved through the CUP process, other areas (Building, Engineering, and Fire) had additional 
requirements on the project.  Commissioner Gonzales provided examples of why some 
projects do not move forward and asked if staff noted the Commission’s direction in order to 
proceed forward.  Ms. Breese indicated that staff will bring back the item following the 
adoption of the 2011-2013 budget.   
 
Commissioner Gonzales suggested that the item identify the Planning Manager as assuming 
the duties of the Zoning Administrator.  Commissioner Leach suggested that the duties of 
the Zoning Administrator be assigned to the level of Planning Manager. Commissioner 
Gonzales wanted assurance that the Zoning Administrator designee has the appropriate 
credentials to perform the duties and is uncertain about what type of experience and 
education is needed.  Ms. Pelster indicated that if a Director does not have an appropriate 
background, the Director may appoint the Zoning Administrator duties to a designee 
possessing the experience and education.   
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MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Hain that 

staff review the Planning Commissioner’s comments; review Mr. Browder’s 
comments; and, return to the Commission with an update after the budget 
process.   

 
VOTE: The motion was approved on a roll call vote of 5-0. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales requested that the Commission receive a revised version containing 
text bold and strike-outs.  Commissioner Leach expressed concern about removing the public 
from a project process; the creation of a single decision maker; indicated that the Planning 
Commission was established to protect the property value for the citizens; and, does not 
want the Planning Commission to lose this vision.  Commissioner Leach stated that the public 
process is educational; that decisions will be made with no public notification; that small 
decisions can be made and result in changes to the standard; that she cannot support 
variances going through the Zoning Administrator (referring to the project of Locust Avenue 
& C Street); and, that variance changes cannot be changed back. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales indicated for the record that the Commission will be discussing the 
attachments to the Text Amendment.  Commissioner Fink stated that he concurred with 
Commissioner Leach regarding variances and clarified that Commissioner Leach indicated 
that variances should be handled separately.  Commissioner Leach confirmed Commissioner 
Fink’s statement.  Commissioner Fink asked how variances are applied in other jurisdictions 
and Ms. Ailin stated that a variance is a separate application and approval and those aspects 
may be processed at the same time. 
 
Commissioner Fink asked if a separate policy regarding variances is needed and Ms. Breese 
directed attention to Section 17 (Use Permits, Attachment 2); noting that variances are 
strictly governed by state law; and, must meet specific findings.  Commissioner Fink 
suggested the language to read, “The Planning Commission and/or Zoning Administrator 
may allow deviations from the yard, fence, regulations of the zone; the Planning Commission 
may allow deviations to the height, and lot size regulations of the zone.”  Commissioner 
Gonzales stated that conformity may be questioned and that there may not be a lot of 
impact to individual parcels but may in an aggregate view.  Commissioner Leach noted that 
deviation is not a use; that uses are different from variances and deviations; and, that 
changes should not be administative. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales asked how legal, non-conforming buildings would be addressed.  Ms. 
Breese stated the City Council has approved the Text Amendment that allows the Planning 
Commission to grant Conditional Use Permits.  Commissioner Leach stated that if standards 
are not applicable then the standards should be changed; discussed the current hospital 
parking; and, that the Commission should not make the standards ‘fit’ but fix the standard. 
 
Commissioner Fink asked staff to explain the scope of the Single Purpose Committee.  Ms. 
Pelster indicated that the Committee had three (3) original directions; to review the permit 
process, separate laws and regulations that the City cannot change; and, to prepare a report 
outlining the Committee’s  recommendations  to the City Council.  She noted that the Council  
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also requested that the Committee review fair and equal standards and that the report 
deadline was extended to June in order for the Committee to accommodate the Council’s 
additional request.   
 
Commissioner Fink discussed the application process (17.124.030) and Ms. Pelster indicated 
that the Planning Commission calendar would be amended and brought back to the 
Commission for review.  Commissioner Leach suggested that property owners within a 
certain area should be notified in writing of the decision so that there would be time to file 
an appeal. 
 
Commissioner Fink rescinded his suggestion to 17.124.050 and the item stands.  
Commissioner Leach discussed Use Permits.  Commissioner Gonzales stated that a use can 
be revoked and asked staff if there was an example of a revoked use.  Ms. Breese explained 
that an applicant is provided documents outlining how an applicant can move forward with 
their project and that changes to an application/project must come back for review.   Ms. 
Pelster added that a Conditional Use Permit is issued for only the stated use, that a new 
owner would have to comply with that Conditional Use Permit.  Commissioner Fink 
suggested that the approving body change from the Zoning Administrator to the Planning 
Commission. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink that the Planning Commission direct staff 
  to insert the discussed changes to Attachment 2 and return the document to 
  the Planning Commission for additional review after the City’s budget adoption. 
 
Ms. Ailin indicated that the adoption of changes would need to allow for public discussion, 
according to the Brown Act.  Ms. Pelster clarified that the Planning Commission is asking for 
the document to contain text bold and strike-outs.  Commissioner Gonzales stated that each 
Commissioner has provided staff with recommendations and that the bold and strike-out text 
will assist the determinations to be made by the Commission.  Ms. Ailin indicated the need to 
have public discussion on the item; the discussion can occur in the current meeting or in a 
future meeting; and, that the Commission cannot utilize written comments.  Commissioner 
Leach suggested that Commission Fink continue with his comments. 
 
Commissioner Fink withdrew his motion in order to continue his suggestions. 
 
Discussing Residential Districts (Attachment 4) Commissioner Fink indicated that Boarding 
Houses have not been addressed; suggested allowance under a CUP or not permit boarding 
houses at all; and, stated this issue needs to be finalized.  Ms. Ailin will review the previous 
Attorney General opinion on the subject.  
 
Commissioner Fink discussed Definitions (17.016. 030) and generally commented that new 
definitions will be in place and will be consistent with those on page 88 in the staff report.  
 
Commissioner Fink suggested deleting Section 17.016.040 Permitted Uses, 17.016.050 
Conditionally Permitted Uses and 17.016.060 Uses Permitted subject to a Minor Use Permit 
and replace with 17.124.020 “Use Permits” definition. 
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Commissioner Fink suggested adding development standards for awnings, patio covers, 
Accessory Buildings and Agricultural Structures to 17.016.070.  Commissioner Leach noted 
that the roof overhang requirement had been removed and that may be an item the 
Commission may want to discuss at a later date.  Ms. Breese clarified that the Commission is 
looking at certain sections of architectural review.  Commissioner Leach suggested that staff 
introduce this section in a different segment of the document. 
 
Commissioner Fink suggested the Zoning Administrator designations be the same as the 
General Plan references, suggesting that that Residential Agricultural (R-A) be changed to 
Rural Density Residential (RDR).  Commissioner Gonzales expressed concern with changing 
references.  Ms. Ailin advised against zoning changes that will affect the General Plan.  
Commissioner Leach suggested adding parenthesis and Ms. Ailin suggested a list of zones 
that are consistent with each land use classification in the General Plan may help.  
Commissioner Leach requested a cross reference to the General Plan for zoning and Ms. 
Pelster indicated that staff has a chart that may assist.  Commissioner Gonzales re-stated 
that the bolding and strike-out of text will highlight Commissioner Fink’s suggestions.   
 
Commissioner Fink led a discussion of Commercial Districts (Attachment 6) 17.036.010 and 
suggested to delete; C-C-Convenience Center Zoning District and replace with Neighborhood 
Commercial (NC); C-O-Commercial Office Zoning District with Office Commercial (OC) and C-
2-Central Business Zoning District to General Commercial (GC) to be consistent with Land 
Use Element of the 2030 General Plan pages 21 and 23.   
 
Commissioner Fink suggested to add “N-Not Permitted” to the Land Use matrix for clarity 
and noted that retail use in Office Commercial does not fit.  Commissioner Leach suggested 
this item be pulled and reviewed at a later date.  Commissioner Gonzales expressed his 
concern with ‘piece mealing’ and Ms. Breese suggested that maybe the Commission should 
not move forward with the proposed formatting; that existing language be adopted as is (in 
paragraph style); and, add the Minor Use Permit. 
 
Commissioner Griffith stated that she would like to see chickens and hens as allowable 
residential animals; that she does not want roosters included; and asked staff for procedural 
direction.  Ms. Breese indicated that a Text Amendment to household pets would need to be 
introduced. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales suggested the reformatting issue be reconsidered at a later date.  
Commissioner Fink agreed.  Ms. Pelster indicated that the existing standards can be placed 
into a table format. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Leach that 
  the Commission retain the existing language of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed on a roll call vote of 5-0. 
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MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Griffith 
  that the  Agenda Items 2 (TA 11-03 – Text Amendment, Appeal Procedure 
  Consolidation) and Item 3 (Text Amendment TA 11-04) be continued to the 
  Regular meeting of May 11, 2011. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:     
 
None 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:      
 
Butch Browder, resident – advised the Commission that there was a potential to double the 
cost to an applicant of appealing the Zoning Administrator’s decision. 
 
WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS:    None 
 
DIRECTOR/STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:  
 
Ms. Pelster informed the Commission that Assistant Planner Morgen Benevedo is no longer 
employed with the City of Lompoc.  The City Council will hear the Walmart appeal on May 3, 
2011. 
 
COMMISSION REQUESTS:  
 
Commissioner Leach asked that staff consider the adequacy of parking for the new hospital.  
She also requested that the Commission receive meeting Minutes in a more timely manner. 
 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN ATTENDANCE:   3 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Griffith to adjourn the 
Regular meeting Wednesday, May 11, 2011 at 6:30 p.m.  The motion passed on a 
unanimous voice vote.   
 
 
______________________  ________________________ 
Arleen T. Pelster, AICP            Nicholas Gonzales 
Secretary              Chair  
 
 
G: Comm Dev\Minutes-PC\2010\04-27-11 


