
































































































































X hired an architect who laid out the footprint of the proposed structure. An application for development was filed with the 
Association. Among the reasons the Association denied Mr. X's application were: 

• the grading plan required alteration of slopes of 25% grade or greater 

• the proposed building site was substandilrd in size or utility 

• the proposed site was so marginal for so many reasons that approval of the plan would impair the future reasonable 
use of the property 

• the proposed plan significantly altered existing landforms andlor landscape 

• the proposed plan was so sited as to constitute a serious negative view impact from neighboring propenies, adjacent 
roadways or otherwise block or impinge on imponant view corridors and vistas and these impacts were not SUfficiently 
mitigable and other viable building sites were available on subject site 

• the site required a poorly sited and undesirable access road 

• the site did not have a sewer hook-up or adequate leach fields 

• the proposed siting negatively impacted the rural character and ambiance of the area 

• the siting did not adequately separate andlor screen the proposed dwelling from adjacent propenies 

• the proposed grading plan required excessive cut and fill 

• the proposal did not, in the opinion of the Association, meet the Protective Covenant's standard of high anistic result 

The Association advised Mr. X to re-site his proposed residence to a more accommodating, unobtrusive and viable location on his 
four acre lot. Mr. X objected and cited specific examples of Covenant propenies which were comparably sited. The Association 
rejected Mr. X's argument and stated chat although a small number of stich comparable sites might exist, that they represented past 
practices and standards which no longer were relevant to current and existing conditions. The judgment was made by the Association 
that Mr. X's proposed development was inconsistent with the goals and policies of Association regulations, guidelines and the 
provisions and objectives of the Protective Covenant. 

Example #3 

Mr. Yowns afour acre parcel with a single 5 ,000 square foot residence on the site. The parcel is located in the two acre minimum 
per lot size zone. The adjacent and nearby propenies all are structures of between 3,500 and 6,000 square feet in size and all are 
located on parcels of2.5 + acres. Mr. Y submits an application to the Association to subdivide his property into two 2 acre parcels. 
Mr. Y's site plan shows thefootprintfor a proposed 10,000 square foot house with a guesthouse, tennis coun and swimming pool. 
Among the reasons the Association denied Mr. Y's application were: 
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• the !J&J. acreage of the proposed parcels was less than the twO acre minimum required 

• the proposed subdivision would have created lots of substandard size or wility 

• the proposed subdivision would have created lots of substandard size and character in comparison to the existing and 
prevailing standards of the neighborhood and immediate area 

• the proposed residence of 10,000 square feet was incompatible with the existing size, scale and proponion of 
neighboring propenies 

• the proposed subdivision would have required the excessive alteration of significant landforms or landscape 

• the proposed subdivision would not have provided for adequately spaced and buffered residences which would maintain 
neighborhood character 

• the proposed parcels were of a insufficient size [0 reasonably accommodate accessory uses 

• the proposed subdivision was so marginal for so many reasons that approval of the application would be significantly 
detrimental to community character, approval would result in a current or near fUture incompatible or non-confonning 
use and impair the jiuure reasonable use of the parcels 

• the subdivision required a poorly sited and undesirable access road 

• the site did not have a sewer hook-up or adequate leach fields 

• the subdivision did not, in the opinion of the Association, meet the Protective Covenant's standard of high anistic 
result 

Example #4 

Mrs. Z bought a lot and intends to build her residence on the property. Mrs. Z provided the Association with a site plan and 
building footprints and was given preliminary approval for both the site plan, building pad and footprint of the proposed structure. 
Mrs. Z hired an architect to design her residence and develop working drawings. The working drawings which detail the style, scale 
and massing of the structure were submitted to the Association for review. Among the reasons the Association denied Mrs. Z's 
working drawings were: 

• the proposed style or type of design was incompatible and inharmonious with traditional Rancho Santa Fe architecture 

• the scale and massing of the structure was incompatible with the pattern of scale and massing in the neighborhood 
or otherwise inappropriate 

• the structure was venically massed 

• the structure utilized inappropriate and incompatible design components or concepts 
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• the structure was monumental or grandiose 

• the structure was overly ornate or detailed 

• the structure did not utiliu natural materials which are used honestly and hannoniously 

• the proposed structure did not, in the opinion of the Association, meet the Protective Covenant 's staruUJrd of high 
anistic result 
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Appendix H 

Application Submission Requirements 

Relative to the type of approval being requested, applicants and their representatives should obtain from the Association II copy of 
the appropriate application procedures. These procedures will specify the submission requirements for the approval requested. In 
order to expedite the review process and avoid unnecessary delays, applicants should take care to submit a complete application by 
providing staff with all the infonnation and material requested. If an application is determined to be incomplete, the project will 
be reviewed subsequent to receipt of all the required infonnation. The Association may, at its discretion, require additional or mare 
detailed information on the application where the Association feels such requests are warranted or prudent. 

The importance of consulting with Association staff prior to any formal submission cannot be over-emphasized. Pre-application 
consultation will allow staff to advise applicants as to the amount and types of information likely to be required for their panicuIar 
application. In some cases proposed projects will be very straighlfonvard and simple and the amount of details and information 
required will be minimal. Other proposals will be more complicated and sensitive, and will require a greater amount of detailed 
information. Either way, a pre-application consultation with staffis likely to provide applicants with a much clearer idea ofwhat 
may be required of tMm. This review will also provide the applicant with an indication of design elements which may not comply 
with the Covenant or regulations and determine which regulatory relief mechanisms are necessary. 

The Association is continuing to refine its submission requirements in order to more effectively and efficiently process applications. 
Some iriformation which is cu"ently not required, or is required only on a case-by-case basis, may become part of the standard 
application submission in the near future. The goal will always be to provide the Association with tM information it nads to make 
timely and educated judgements on the proposals submitted. 

Application Procedures 

Pre-Application Consultation - Review of conceptual sketches concerning site development, grading, circulation, building scale and 
mass, color, and materials. 

Preliminary Stvie ChLck 

Mandatory 

1. Plot plan showing all dimensions and location of all buildings and amenities including setbacks 
2. Grading plan 
3. Floor plan 
4. Four elevations (elevations of all exteriors) 
5. Colored slope map showing slopes 
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May Be Required 

1. Site plan which illustrates guest parking, utility yards and location of mechanical units (highly recommended) 
2. Grading profiles and sections 
3. Building sections and details 
4. Colored elevations (highly recommended) 
5. Conceptulll landscape plan. Materials and hardscape should be identified and specifications provided 
6. Color and 1TUlJerials board (11" x 17" maximum size) 
7. Models (massing or architectural) 
8. Reductions of development plans (8 ~ • x II" maximum size) 

Final Submission 

Maruli!tory 

1. Plot plan showing all dimensions, location of all buildings, and commitments including set backs. Show guest parking, utility 
yard, etc. 

2. Final grading plan to be signed by a California licensed architect or registered civil engineer 
3. Floor plans 
4. Four elevations (elevations of all exteriors and materials noted) 
5. All working drawings 
6. Lighting plan (schedule must show wattage and fixtures of all exterior lighting including landscape lighting) 
7. Landscape plan with proposed date of completion (indicating species, quantity, size and location) 
8. Colored slope map slwwing natural slopes as required in the grading regulation 
9. Color and 1TUlJerial board (11" x 17" maximum size) 

NOTE: Drawings must incorporate comments, if any, received from the Art Jury during the preliminary style check process. 

May Be Required 

1. Sections of the proposed building or the property which would assist in the understanding of the project 
2. Driveway profiles 
3. Manufacturer's brochures and specifications of proposed materials 
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NOTES 
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