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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: County of Santa Barbara 

DECISION: Approval with Conditions 

APPEAL NO.: A-4-ST -99-014 

APPLICANT: George Longo 

49th Day: 3/16/99 
I 80th Day: 7/25/9(_{~ .·· ". 
Staff: MHC-V l 
Staff Report: 3/2S/ g-1 
Hearing Date: 3/13-16/99 

PROJECT LOCATION: 2350 Finney Street, Santa Barbara County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolish parts of a 1,090 sq. ft house, and rebuild and enlarge 
house to 2,031 sq. ft. on a 6,774 sq. ft. lot 

APPELLANT: John R. Gordon 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: County of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program; 
Coastal Development Pennit 98-CDP-002H 

Summary of Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue Exists 

The Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial 
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following 
reason: the re-construction of the proposed single family residence is consistent with the 
applicable policies and related zoning standards of the County's certified Local Coastal Program 
as well as with the access policies of the California Coastal Act. 

The Appellant alleges the project is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Local Coastal 
Program because the development: (1) fails to protect public views from public roads or from 
recreational areas to and along the coast; (2) is not compatible with the established physical scale 
of the area; and (3) may significantly alter the existing natural landforms. (See Exhibit 3.) 



Appeal No. A-4-STB-99-014 (Lo:tgo) Page2 

Appealability to the Comrni ;sion 

The proposed project is lccated seaward of the U.S. Highway 101 which is the first road 
paralleling the ocean in t us area and is therefore within the appeals jurisdiction of the 
Commission. (Coastal Act~ ection 30603[a][l]) 

l Project Description 

The proposed project consists of the demolition of a 260 square foot portion of an existing 1,090, 
leaving 830 square feet of the original residence, and the construction of a 1,201 square foot 
addition to the remaining pc,rtion of the existing single family residence. The proposed additions 
include a new first floor living area totaling 548 square feet, and second story study, den, 
bedroom, and a basement totaling 653 square feet. With the proposed additions, the remodeled 
residence would be appro:dmately 2,031 square feet. A four-foot retaining wall would be 
constructed along the eastern property line. 

The applicant proposes to iemolish a portion of the exiting deck and residence that currently 
straddles the eastern property line. The remodeled residence would be 3 feet from the property. 
The residence, including tl: e proposed additions, would be located 11 feet from Finney Street 
The average height of the f tructure, including the proposed additions, is approximately 22 feet, 
with a maximum height of approximately of 24 feet. Approximately 86 cubic yards of cut and 
121 cubic yards of fill will be required for site preparation. One Eucalyptus tree is proposed to 
be removed to accommodate the addition. (See Exhibits 1 and 2.) 

ll ~ppeall'rocedures 

The Coastal Act provides for appeals to the Coastal Commission after certification of Local 
Coastal Programs (LCPs) of a local government's actions on Coastal Development Permits. 
Developments approved b:r cities or counties may be appealed if they are located within the 
mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea ·and the first public road 
paralleling the sea, within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high-tide 
line of the sea where ther ~ is no beach, whichever is greater, on state tidelands, or along or 
within 100 feet of natura: watercourses. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a]) Any development 
approved by the County t nat is not designated as a principal permitted use within a zoning 
district may also be appea: ed to the Commission irrespective of its geographic location within 
the Coastal Zone. (Coasta. Act Section 30603[a][4]) Finally, developments which constitute 
major public works or majc •r energy facilities may be appealed to the Commission. (Coastal Act 
Section 30603[a][5]) 

As explained above, the p1 oposed project is located seaward of the frrst public road paralleling 
the sea (U.S. Highway 101) and are therefore appealable to the Commission. (Coastal Act 
Section 30603[a][l]) 

The grounds for appeal for development approved by the local government and subject to appeal 
to the Commission shall be limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the 
standards set forth in the ct rtified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in 
Division 20 of the Public F esources Code. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][4]) 

• 

• 

• 
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• Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the Commission 
should find that a substantial issue is not raised by the portions of the project in the County's 
original Coastal Development Permit jurisdiction, the Commission would still have to determine 
whether a Coastal Development Permit should be issued for the majority of the project that is 
located within the Commission's original retained permit jurisdiction. 

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have three (3) minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue. 

It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that substantial issue is raised by the appeal. 
If a substantial issue is found to exist, the Commission will proceed to a full public de novo 
hearing on the merits of the project which may occur at a subsequent hearing. If the Commission 
conducts a de novo hearing on the merits of the permit application, the applicable test for the 
Commission to consider is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the certified 
Local Coastal Program and the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue stage of the 
appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local 
government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons 
must be submitted in writing. If a de novo hearing is held, testimony may be taken from all 
interested persons at the de novo hearing. 

• III. Local Government Action and Filing of Appeal 

•• 

The Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors approved a Coastal Development Permit (98-
CDP-022H) for the project on December IS, 1998 after considering an appeal by Rusty and 
Nancy Jordan, and issued a Notice of Final Action for the Coastal Development Permit on 
January 7, 1998. (See Exhibit 4.) 

The Commission received the Notice of Final Action on the project on January 11, 1998, and 
received this appeal of the County's action on January 26, 1999. The appeal was filed on 
January 26, 1999, and was therefore filed within the 10 working day appeal period of the 
Commission's receipt of the Notice of Final Action as provided by the Commission's 
administrative regulations. 

Pursuant to Section 30261 of the Coastal Act, an appeal bearing must be set within 49 days from 
the date an appeal of a locally issued Coastal Development Permit is filed. In accordance with 
the California Code of Regulations, on January 28, 1999 staff requested all relevant documents 
and materials regarding the subject permit from the County to enable staff to analyze the appeal 
and prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. The administrative 
record for the project was received from the County on February 16, 1999. 

Since the Commission did not timely receive all requested documents and materials to allow 
consideration at the March 1999 Commission hearing, the Commission opened and continued 
the hearing at the March 9, 1999 Commission meeting pursuant to Section 13112 of the 
California Code of Regulations. All of the remaining file materials have now been transmitted 
to the Commission and reviewed by staff. 

IV. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue 
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The staff recommends that the Commission determine that NO substantial issue exists with • 
respect to grounds on which the appeal was filed following Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and 
that the Commission takes tl.e following action: 

Motion 

I move that the Commissior~ determine that appeal A-4-STB-98-014 raises NO substantial issue 
with respect to the grounds )n which the appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the 
Coastal Act. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vc te on the motion. 

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion. 

V. Findings and Dec/Q rations for Substantia/Issue 

A. Project description 

The proposed project consi:rts of the demolition of a 260 square foot portion of an existing 1,090, 
leaving 830 square feet of the original residence, and the construction of a 1,201 square foot 
addition to the remaining p Jrtion of the existing single family residence. The proposed additions 
include a new first floor living area totaling 548 square feet, and second story study, den, • 
bedroom, and a basement ' otaling 653 square feet. With the proposed additions, the remodeled 
residence would be appr< ximately 2,031 square feet. A four-foot retaining wall would be 
constructed along the easte m property line. 

The applicant proposes to demolish a portion of the exiting deck and residence that currently 
straddles the eastern property line. The remodeled residence would be 3 feet form the property. 
The residence, including 1 he proposed additions, would be located 11 feet from Finney Street. 
The average height of the structure, including the proposed additions, is approximately 22 feet, 
with a maximum height of approximately 24 feet Approximately 86 cubic yards of cut and 121 
cubic yards of fill will be required for site preparation. One Eucalyptus tree is proposed to be 
removed to accommodate the addition. (See Exhibits land 2.) 

B. Issues Raised i!Y the Appellant 

The Appellant alleges the; project is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Local Coastal 
Program because the de· relopment: (1) fails to public views from any public road or from 
recreational areas to and E long the coast; (2) is not compatible with the established physical scale 
ofthe area; and (3) mays gnificantly alter the existing natural landforms. (See Exhibit4.) 

C. Local Govern1 nent Action and Filing of Appeal 

The Santa Barbara Count f Board of Supervisors approved a Coastal Development Permit for the • 
project on December 15, l998 after hearing an appeal by Rusty and Nancy Jordan, and issued the 
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• Notice of Final Action for a Conditional Use Permit on January 11, 1998. The project was 
approved by the County Board of Supervisors with a set of standard conditions, including 
approval from the County Board of Architectural Review. (See Exhibit 2.) 

• 

~. 

The Commission received the Notice of Final Action for the project on January 11, 1999, and 
received an appeal of the County's action on January 26, 1999. The appeal was filed on January 
26, 1998, and was therefore filed within the 10 working day appeal period for an appeal 
following the Commission's receipt of the Notice of Final Action as provided by the 
Commission's Administrative Regulations. The Commission opened and continued the public 
hearing on this matter at Mach 9, 1999 Commission meeting due to the delayed receipt of the 
administrative record on the matter from the County of Santa Barbara. (See Exhibit 3.) 

D. Substantia/Issue Analysis 

Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal Act stipulates that: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation that the 
development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program 
or the public access policies set forth in this division. 

As noted above, the Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that 
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the 
following reason: the re-construction of the proposed single family residence is consistent with 
the applicable policies and related zoning standards of the County's certified Local Coastal 
Program as well as with the access policies of the California Coastal Act. 

The Appellant's contentions do not raise valid grounds for an appeal for the reasons set forth 
below. 

I. Public Views 

The appellant alleges that the County approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
public view protection standards of the County's certified Local Coastal Program. Specifically, 
that the proposed structure because of its size and height would obstruct public views of the 
mountains from the beach and obstruct public views from the public road above Finney Street to 
the Beach. 

LCP Policy 4-4 provides, in relevant part, that: 

Bluff top structures shall be set back form the bluff edge sufficiently far to insure 
that the structure does not infringe on views from the beach except in areas where 
existing structure on both side of the proposed structure already impact public 
view from the beach. 

LCP Policy 4-9 provides that: 

Structures shall be sited and designed to preserve unobstructed broad views of the 
ocean from Highway 101, and shall be clustered to the maximum extent feasible. 
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Policy VIS-S-3 of the Summerland Community Plan provides that: 

Public view from Summerland to the ocean and from the Highway to the foothills 
shall be protected and enhanced. Where practical, private views shall also be 
protected. 

The proposed remodeled residence would be located in a small single-family residential 
subdivision seaward of U.S. Highway 101. The proposed remodel itselfis located inland of the 
first ocean fronting lot, with an average height of 22 feet. The project is bounded on both sides 
by existing single family residences and in front (seaward side) by a single-family residence. 
Because of the elevation of the lot below the adjacent U.S. Highway 101 and the height of the 
residence, the proposed remodel does not obstruct views or impinge on ocean views from U.S. 
Highway 101. Further, because there is a residence fronting the proposed project, the project 
itself does not obstruct public views of the mountains from the beach. Because the proposed 
remodel is located on the seaward side of U.S. 101 it does not effect views from the Highway to 
the foothills. Finally, the re-modeled residence is situated to minimize views from neighbors; a 
reduction in height of 1.5 feet as suggested by the (see below) would not substantially affect 
either private or public views of the ocean or the inland coastal Santa Ynez Mountains. (See 
Exhibit2.) 

• 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance with natural 
land form alteration standards of the County's certified Local Coastal Program, and the 
Appellant's contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the protection of public • 
or private view standards of the County's certified Local Coastal Program. · 

2. Physical Size and Community Character 

The Appellant alleges that the County approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
scenic and visual resource protection standards of LCP Policy 4-4 and Summerland Community 
Plan VIS-S-5. Specifically, that the proposed height of the structures (22 feet) exceeds the 
allowable height for the R-1 Zone District in the Summerland Specific Plan area and that the 
proposed height intruded into public view of both the Santa Ynez Mountains from the beach and 
intrudes into the Beach from Finney Street. Further, the appellant contends that the Floor Area 
Ratio (to lot size) exceeds that which is allowed in the Summerland Community Plan. 

LCP Policy 4-4 provides, in relevant part, that: 

In areas designated as urban on the land use plan maps, and in designated rural 
neighborhoods, new structures shall be in conformance with the scale and 
character of the existing community. 

Action VIS-S-3 .1 of the Summerland Community Plan provides, in relevant part, that: 

The maximum height for structures ~thin the urban area shall be 22 feet .•. 

Board of Architectural Review Guidelines for Summerland provides that for lot sizes between 
5,801 and 6,900 square feet, the Floor Area Ratio is 0.32, and the maximum allowable square 
footage of floor area is therefore 2,070 square feet. • 



• 

• 

•• 
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The proposed remodeled residence would be a two-story structure with an average height of 22 
feet from the finished grade. The proposed residence is located on the seaward side of the U.S. 
Highway 101 on a steeply sloping lot, which is situated below U.S. Highway 101. 

The appellant has argued that the applicant's proposed residence should have a calculated height 
of 23.5 feet, based on the use of the existing grade of the property. . The difference in the two 
calculated elevations is therefore 1.5 feet. The proposed remodel includes a three foot fill on the 
downslope side of the building pad to bring the interior first floor elevation of the addition to the 
same level as the existing first floor elevation of the existing structure. The County Zoning 
Ordinance specifies that in calculating the height of structures, the height of a structure is 
measured from finished grade elevation. However, the County staff has indicated that it their 
practice to calculate heights from finished grade, a practice that is widely used by local agencies. 
In this case, the amount of fill is only that necessary to raise the finished floor elevation of the 
proposed addition to the level of the existing floor elevation. The height of the addition is not 
taller than the existing structure as measured by the finished grade. Further, the height of the 
remodeled residence is comparable to or less than the existing structures (See Exhibit 2.). 

Regarding the overall size and scale of the proposed remodel, the appellant contends that the 
proposed 2,031 square foot residence exceeds the allowable square footage on the lot because the 
County has not correctly calculated the size of the lot and the proposed floor area for purposes of 
meeting the Floor Area Ratio requirements in the Summerland Community Plan. Specifically, 
the appellants content that County has improperly included in the lot area a portion of a private 
easement controlled by the appellants, and further, have improperly excluded the floor area of a 
basement. According to the appellants, only with a variance could the proposed remodeled 
residence be allowed at the current size. The difference in the square footage of the proposed 
remodeled residence {2,031 square feet) and the allowed square footage of the floor area alleged 
by the appellants (1 ,643 square feet to 1953 square feet) ranges from 78 to 388 square feet. (See 
Exhibit 3.) 

The County has indicated that its calculation of the net lot area accurately reflects the 
countywide practice of calculating lot area, which only requires the subtraction of public rights 
of way, not private easements. Further, the County did not impose a 10% reduction on the 
allowed Floor Area Ratio based upon presence of an understory for the basement because the 
project's understory is under four feet (3.7 feet) and therefore does not require a reduction in the 
Floor Area Ratio pursuant to the Architectural Guidelines for Summerland. Further, the 246 
square foot basement is setback into the hillside to nearly eliminate its downslope exposure, and 
thus allowing for a 250 square foot basement credit against the Floor Area Ratio. 

The Floor Area Ratio and the size (height and floor area) of the proposed remodeled residence 
are therefore consistent with the requirements of the Architectural Review Guidelines for 
Summerland. Further, the size of the proposed remodeled residence is consistent with the scale 
of the surrounding residential development. By way of comparison, the size of the surrounding 
development ranges from +1,975 square feet to 3,321 square feet, with the average size of the 
surrounding residences being 2,574 square feet. The proposed development would therefore be 
smaller than the average sized residence in this residential subdivision. (See Exhibit 2.) 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance the standards 
of the County's certified Local Coastal Program, and the Appellant's contention does not raise a 
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substantial issue with respect to the building height and square footage standards of the County's 
certified Local Coastal Prog~am. 

3. Alteration of Natural Lnndforms 

The Coastal Development Pennit alleges that the County approved the project in a manner 
inconsistent with the landfo:m protection standards ofLCP Policy 3-1 and 3-14. Specifically, 
the appellant alleges that tht proposal to raise the finished grade three feet to bring the finished 
first floor elevation of the acldition to the same elevation as the existing structure, and to fill a 
portion of the existing unde: ·story approximately five feet to mask the basement entails a 
substantial alteration of nan rat landforms. (See Exhibit 3.) 

LCP Policy 3-14 provides, in relevant part, that: 

Natural features, landforms .•. shall be preserved to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

The proposed remodeled re3idence is on an already developed a graded site. The project site is 
located on a sloped lot be1ween Finney Way and a row of private residences. The proposed 
addition will entail approximately 86 cubic yards of cut and 121 cubic yards of fill. As part of 
the remodel the existing dec;k which extends 6 feet over the adjacent Carry Place barranca will be 
removed, and that portion c f the residence will be set back from the barranca thus restoring some 
portion of the natural Ian ifonn. The project does not involve extensive grading, and or 
alteration of any natural landforms such as coastal bluffs, slopes, drainages, or notable physical 
features such as rock outer< ps or hillocks. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance with natural 
land fonn alteration stan•lards of the County's certified Local Coastal Program, and the 
Appellant's contention does not raise a substa.titial issue with respect to the landform alteration 
standards of the County's c~rtified Local Coastal Program. 

4. PubUc Access 

Section 30603(b )(1) of the :::!oastal Act stipulates that: 

The grounds for an appeal : >ursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation that the 
development does not conf >rm to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program 
or the public access policie; set forth in this division. 

LCP Policy 7-3 provides, b relevant part, that: 

For all developme:1t between the frrst public road and the ocean, granting of 
lateral access easel nents to allow for public access along the shoreline shall be 
mandatory. In coa::tal areas where the bluffs exceed five feet in height, all beach 
seaward of the ba: e of the bluff shall be dedicated . • .. At a minimum, the 
dedicated easemen1 shall be adequate to allow for lateral access during periods of 

• 

• 

high tide. In no ca: e shall the dedicated easement be required to be closer than 10 • 
feet to a residential structure. 



• 

• 
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Coastal Act Section 30210 provides that: 

In carrying out the standards of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property 
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Coastal Act Section 30211 provides that: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

The proposed remodeled residence is located on a lot seaward of the first public road paralleling 
the coast (U.S. Highway 101) and the adjacent frontage road (Finney Way), but is not situated on 
an ocean fronting parcel. The nearest public access to the adjacent sandy beach is through the 
County owned Lookout Park which is situated approximately one half mile to the west of the 
project site. The proposed modifications and additions to the existing residence will not interfere 
with access to Lookout Park or significantly add, either individually or cumulatively to the 
intensification of the adjacent public beach. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance with the 
public access standards of the County's certified Local Coastal Program. The Appellant's 
contention does not therefore raise a substantial issue with respect to the public access standards 
of the County's certified Local Coastal Program and the Coastal Act. 
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January 4~ 1999 

George Longo 
POBox 1107 

County of Santa Barbara 
Planning and Development 

mm©rn~wrnrr . 
.. - JAN 11 1999 . 

t:AUI-ORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRIL.l 

John Patton, Director 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Hearing of December 15,1998 

EXHIBIT NO. 2 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-4-STB-99-014 

Longo 
.. .,._ .· Camarillo, California 930 11-ll 07 

RE:. 98-CDP-022H; Longo Single Family Dwelling Addition, as follows: Page 1 of 36 

Hearing to consider the appeal of David Smith, attorney for the appellants, Rusty and Nancy 
Jordan, of Case No. 98-CDP-022H [application filed on 02/13/98 and approved by the Zoning 
Administrator on 09/14/98] for a Coastal Development Permit under Section 35-169.5 in the 7-
R-1 Zone District of Article II to allow 1,062 square feet of additions to an existing single 
family dwelling; and accept the Exemption pursuant to Section 15301(e) of the State 
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. The property is 
identified as AP No. 005-240-038, located at 2350 Finney Street in the Summerland area, First 
Supervisorial District. 

Dear Mr. Longo: 

At the Board of Supervisors' hearing of December 15, 1998, Supervisor Schwartz moved, seconded by 
Supervisor Graffy, and carried by a vote of 5 to 0 to: 

1. Adopt the required findings for the project as specified in Attachment A of the Board of 
Supervisors' Action Letter dated January 4, 1999, including CEQA findings; 

2. Accept the project to be exempt from CEQA as specified in 1he Zoning Administrator 
Action Letter for September 14, 1998; · 

3. Approve the project, 98-CDP-022H, subject to the conditions of approval specified in 
Attachment B of1he Board of Supervisors' Action Letter dated January 4, 1999. 

The attached Findings and Coastal Development Permit (CDP) reflect the Board of Supervisors' 
action of December 15, 1998. 

The action of the Board of Supervisors may be appealed to the California Coastal Commission within ten 
(10) working days of receipt by the Coastal Commission of the County's notice of final actio~. 

""·---• • c::~nta Barbara CA • 93101-2058 



Board of Supervisors' Heat·ing of D~>ccm ;er IS. /998 
98-CDP-OJlH: Longo Single Family Dul!llillg Acltlition 
Pa~2 

The time within which judicial re"iew of this decision must be sought is governed by Section 65009(c) of 
the California Government Code and Section 1094.6 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. You are 
advised to consult an attorney imr1ediately if you intend to seek judicial review of this decision. 

Sincerely, 

xc: Case File: 98-CDP-022H 
Hearing Support/Board oJ ·Supervisors File · 
Third Floor: Richard Conal, Planning Technician (ALL COP PROJECTS) 
Second Floor Zoning Infc nnation Counter: Petra Leyva 
1\d.dress File: 2350 Finne-1 Street · 

....-t:oastal Commission; 89 South California St., Suite ZOO; Ventura, CA 93001 
Agent for the owner: Ja :1 Hochhauser; 122 E Arrellaga St; Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Attorney for the owner: Susan Petrovich; 21 East Carrillo Street; Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Summerland Citlzens ASSOCiation; PO Box 508; Summerland, CA 93067 

• 

Appellant: David Smith: PO Box 3881; Saata Barbara, CA 93130 • 
Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District 
Clerk of the Board File 'No. 98--21,067 
Planner: Lisa Plowman 

Attachments: BOARD OF SUPgRVISORS AGENDA LETTER DATED NOVEMBER30, 1998 
BOARD OF SUPgRVJSORS MINUTE ORDER DATED DECEMBER 15, 1998 
ATI'ACHMENT ~-FINDINGS 
ATTACHMENTB-CDPwkhCOND~ONSOFAPPROVAL 
Departmental lett !!r: Fire dated Olll4/98 
ZONING ADMil'lSTRATORS ACTION LETTER 

NL:LP:lts:#l 0 
0:\GROUP\DEV _REV\WP\CDP\98_CASES\8 :DPOnH\BSACTL T~D15 

• 
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~ANTABARBARACOUNTY 
BOARD AGENDA LETTER 

Clerk of the Bo:ard of Supervisors 
105 E. An:~.p:amu Slrect. Suite: -107 
S;~n~:~ B:arb:u':l. CA 93101 
(805) 568-2240 

TO: Board of Supervisors 

Agcnd:~ Number: 

Prep:1red on: 11 :,:o,9S 
Deputment ~arne: Planning&. Development 

Department No.: 0:53 
Agenda Date: 12/1Si98 

Pl:u:emen t: Departmental 
Estimate Time: 1 hr. 

Continued Item: NO 
If Yes, d:ate from: 

Document File N:tme: 

FROi\'1: John Patton, Director f1 {\ QJ.-­
Planning & Development 

1 

VV''\~ 

·STAFF 
CONTACT: 

Lisa Plowman~ Planner III 
Zoning Administration 

• SUBJECT: Consider the appeal of Case Number 98-CDP-022H (Longo Single Family 
Residence). The property is identified as Assessor Parcel Number 005-240-038 
located south of U.S: Highway 101 and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks . 
approximately 1,000 feet east of the Evans Street and Wallace Avenue intersection and 
is addressed as 2350 Finney Street in the Summerland area, First Supervisorial 
District. 

'· 

~ 
t·,~ .. , 

RECOMl\'IENDATION(S): 

That the Board of Supervisors consider the appeal of Rusty and Nancy Jordan of98-CDP-022H and uphold 
the Zoning Administrator's action by: 

1. Adopting the required fmdings for 98-CDP-022H as specified in Attachment A of starr s report datec! 
August 31, 1998 report, including CEQA findings. 

2. Accepting the Categorical exemption (Attachment C of staffs report dated August 31, 1998) 

3. Approving the project subject to the conditions included as Attachment B ofstafrs report dated 
August 31, 1998. 

--
ALIGNl\'lENT 'VITH BOARD STRATEGIC PLAN: 

The recommendation is primarily aligned with actions required by law or by routine business necessity. 



Bo:~r'a "sene!" tc:ncr: jl\ppe:ali·T98-CDP-O!l111 
Hearing Date: Deccmbc.:r 15, 1198 
P:tse% 

EXECUTIVE SUM:l'HARY AND DISCUSSJ('Jtlf: 

Background: • 
On May 6, 1996 the Zo11ing Administrator approved a coastal development penn it (95-SUP -045 a.k.a 97 
CDP-003) and variance to allow a 1,350 square foot addition to an existing 1,063 square foot single rami 
residence located at 2350 Finney Street in Summerland. With the addition, the residence would total 2,4 
square feet. The varianc:e allowed the reduction of the front and rear yard setbacks and an increase in the 

-.., allowable floor area ratb (FAR) from 0.32 to 0.36. The approval was appealed to the Board of Supervise 
On March 4, 1997 the E oard upheld the Zoning Administrator's decision to allow a variance of the front 
rear yard setbacks but c enied the variance to increase the F ARs and consequently the coastal devetopme 
pennit. The Board expr:ssed concern regarding the size and scale of the proposed addition and specifica 
the existing understory. 

Currently Proposed. Proj~ 

In February 1998 the ap )ticant submitted a new project of reduced scale which conformed to the ma.'"<iint 
allowable FAR of 0 .32. The Zoning Administrator staff report dated August 31, 1998 states that the 
proposed project involvc:d the demolition of an existing :!:400 square foot garage, :!:165 square feet of 
decking, and 260 square feet of the residence in preparation for a :t: 1,062 square foot addition. The additi 

· include: a basement; a living room and attached garage on the first floor; and a study, den, and bedroom • 
the second floor. Since :he approval of the project, the size of the proposed addition has been refined by 
project architect and is cutlined in the following table: • 

Project c, mpoaeat 

Existing Residence 
Proposed demolition of existing residence* 
Remaining Residence 

Proposed Addition - 1 s1 Floor 
Proposed Addition -- 2011 Floor 
Total Additions 

Proposed Residence 

Proposed demolition of c :xisting decking * 
Proposed demolition of c:xisting garage 
Proposed attached Garage 
Proposed Basement 

Refined Project Statistics 

J lrJ.· 
1090 s.f. ,O ~:kJ.. D\ 

<3fts..i.£> ~"~'Y" 
. 830 s.£. ~ (l 

548 s.£. 
653 s.£ 
1201 s.£.. 

2031 s.f. (830 + l,lOI) 

<160 s.£.> 
<400 s.£.> t 

523 s.f. - c raA.t -r 
246 s.£. tr-t"J." t-

• Demolition of the sclecte 1 portions of the residence and the cleck reduced understory ftom approximately eiJht feet to fc 
feet. The reduction oftb: understory allowed the applicant to avoid the 10% understory penalty (i.e .• if the understory 
exceeds four feet a 10 pe 'Cent penalty is applied to the FAR). 

As noted above, upon c< mpletion of the proposed project the residence would total :2,031 squ3llllllrae 
previous project totaled ±:2,413 s.f.), the attached garage would total :!:523 square feet, and th~e 
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"vould total ±246 square feet 1 The tota.l project size for purposes of determining the FAR is 2.054 square leet 
(2,031 s.f. residence+ 23 s.f. of garage area in excess of 500 s.f.). The lot area net, as determined by the 
Department, is 6,774 square feet. The project FAR equals 0.30 (2,054/6,774 = 0.30) vyhich conforms to the 
maximum allowable FAR of 0.32 

Appeal Issues; 

Rusty and Nancy Jordan filed an appeal of the Zoning Administrator's September. 14~ 1998 conditional 
approval of98-CDP-022H (Longo Residential Addition). The appellant is contending that 1) the net lot are3. 
was calculated incorrectly and the project's actual FAR exceed~ the allowable FAR (0.32), 2) the project 
should be subject to the I 0% understory penalty for the purpose of calculating the allowable F.~. and 3) the 
proposed basement area should be included in the floor area net for the purpose of calculating the allowable 
FAR. 

1. The net lot area was calculated incorrectly because staff did not subtract the area in the private road 
which crosses the site and therefore, the project's actual FAR e.r:ceeds tlze allowable FAR (0.31) • . 

According to the Summerland Overlay in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Article II), the floor area 
ratio of a project in Summerland is determined by dividing the size of the proposed project or floor 
area net by the lot area net. Definitions of floor area net and lot area net are provided in the 
Definitions and Summerland Community Plan Overlay Sections of the Zoning Ordinance as follo\vs: 

SUMMERLAND COMMUNlTYPLANOVERM YOFARTICLE 11- DTVISIQN 13.. 

FLOOR AREA NET- Floor Area Net is the total floor area of all floors of a bzlilding as measured 
to the surfaces of e.uerior walls, excluding unenclosed porches, balconies and decks. l11terior stairs 
shall be counted on only one floor. Easements or encroachments which diminish the usable area OJ 
the lot will be taken into consideration when establishing the lot area net. and this area shall bE 
adjusted accordingly. Easements and encroachments include, but are not limited to. roads, well· 
sites, utility installations, portions of the property that in effect are used by other properties. etc. 

GENERAL DEFlNUIONS OF4Rl/.CLEII- DTVISION2. 

FLOOR ABEA-NET: The gross floor area (total area of all floors of a building as measured to th 
surfaces of interior walls and including corridors, stairways, elevator shafts, attached garage 
porches, balconies, basements, and offices) e.r:cluding vents, shafts, stairs. corridors, attics. ar. 
unenclosed porches and balconies. · 

LOT AREA. NEr: The gross lot area minus any area lying within a public street, such public stre 
being defined as a permanently reserved right-of-way which has been dedicated to tlze County 
Santa Barbara. 

As shown above, the Summerland Communi tv Plan Overlay includes a customized definition of fie . . 

a.reo. net that is used to determine floor area ro.tios in Summerland Community Plan area only. T 
definition includes the statement regarding the consideration of easements or encroachments wh 
diminish the useable area of the lot. In addition, the Overlay stipulates that if a site inclu 

Up to 250 s.f. ofbasemenrareo. and 500 s.f'. of garage area are excluded f'rom the floor area net pursuant to the 
- _, __ ,.~ ,...A __ ,.,;rv Plan Overlay. . . · 
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abandoned rights of way, only 50 percent of the abandoned area may be included in the net 1. 
when calculating F) .Rs -:. · 

. 
The gross lot area cf the project site equals 7,672 square feet. The project site includes a portion< 
the abandoned pub:ic right-of-way (old Finney Street) along its southern boundary which tota 
:1::1,796 square feet. As required by the Summerland Community Plan Overlay, staff subtracted ha 
of this area (898 s.L) from the gross lot area. Therefore, the total net lot area was determined to l 
6, 774 square feet (7 572 s.f.- 898 s.f.). 

The appellant contends that staff should have subtracted the area dedicated the existing private acce 
(Finney Street) fror 1 the net lot area when determining the projects FAR pursuant to the definition 
floor area net in tl.e Summerland Community Plan Overlay. The area within the existing priva 
access was not subtracted from the lot area net for. the first project {95-SUP-045 a.k.a 97-CDP-00 
and for the curreHt project (98-CDP-022H). The Department has interpreted the Summerla.: 
Community Plan Overlay's definition of ufloor area net.. to be a guide requiring only t 
consideration of c·asements/encroachments. If staff, and ultimately the decision-maker. deet 
appropriate the lot area may be adjusted to exclude any easements or encroachments. The referer. 
to easements/encn ~achments in the definition of floor area net has been used. as a guide primar 
because the Summerland Overlay does not include a customized definition of "lot area net" as it de 
for other definitio 1S where development analysis and regulations were intended to be different 
Summerland ( e.g.1 floor area net). This lack of customized definition requires staff' to utilize · 
countywide defini :ion of "lot area net•• provided in the Definitions section of Anicle II which 01 

requires the subtnction ofpub~c rights ofway. Historically, staff has considered the sub~n 
easements/encroachments from the lot area net in .the context of the project•s COJnP.B.ll"bility~ 
sUITOunding neigbborhood. If the size, bulk, and scale of the residence is consistent ind compati 
with existing resic :entia! development in the neighborhood, the easement area is not subtracted. : 
size of the surrou1ding development ranges from :1:1,975 square feet to :!:3,321 square feet With 
average size beit g :2,57 4 square feet2• The proposed development would be smaller than 
average house siz! in the ~eighborhood. It should also be noted that the adjacent properties are 1 

encumbered by sa me private access easement. 

2. The project shou {d be subject to the 1 00-' understory penalty for the purpose of calculating 
allowable F .A.R 

: 

The Board of Art :hitectural Guidelines for Summerland encourages the limitation of understorie: 
adjusting allowahle F ARs downward if an understory is proposed. For example, if an unders 
exceeds four fee:, the allowable FAR must be reduced by 10%. The appellant contends that 
project includes m understory in excess of four feet. The revised project specifically included 
removal of an e' jsting deck and a portion of the existing residence. to reduce the understory. 
revised project's understory is slightly under four feet (3.7 feet). Therefore, the allowable FAR 
not reduced by 1 J%. 

• 
Residence size was lnly available for 5 out of the 7lots in the Slnllll neighborhood. Thus, the avc:ra.se residence 
size lnllY be slishtl~ more or less. 



IJoarJ Asem.la letter: Appeal of98-CDP-022H 
Hearing Date: December IS, 1998 · .a);eS 
... 
.). The proposed basement area should be included in the floor area 11et for the purpose of calculatincr . ., 

the allowable FAR. 

ln an effort to help reduce the visual mass of structures built on slopes and the exposure ofba.sements. 
an FAR credit for basement area was included Summerland Community Plan Overlay and the BAR 
Guidelines. Oftentimes the inclusion of a basement can create the appearance of a three story 
structure as viewed from downslope. If a structure is designed to minimize the downslope basement 
exposure and the visual mass of the structure, up to 250 square feet of basement area is excluded from 
the floor area net when determining the FAR. The Overlay and Guidelines limit the use of this credit 
to single story residences or where the second story is stepped back 10 feet from the do\.·vnslope face 
of the first story (see Attachment A- figures from BAR Guidelines). 

The proposed project includes a second story that is not stepped back from the first story and a 246 
square foot basement. The proposed basement is setback into the hillside which nearly eliminates the 
downslope exposure of the basement (see attached elevations). Because the design of the project 
accomplishes the goal of the basement credit (i.e., minimize basement exposure and visual mass of 
the structure as viewed from the downslope}, staff, and ultimately the Zoning Administrator, granted 
the 250 square foot basement credit despite the fact that that the second story is not stepped back (see 
Attachment B - Site Plan/Elevations). 

• MAL"'iDATES AND SERVICE LEVELS: 

~· 

Section 35-182.3 of the Zoning 'Ordinance mandates that appeals of the Zoning Administrator be heard by 
the Board of Supervisors. 

Pursuant to Government Code Sections 65355 and 65090, a notice shall be published in at least one 
newspaper of general circulation. Notice shall also be mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the 
project, including the real property owners, residents within 100 feet of the project, the project applicant and 
local agencies expected to provide essential services, at least 10 days prior to the hearing (Government Code 
Section 65091 ). 

FISCAL AND FACILITIES IMPACTS: 

Appeals on projects located within the Appeals or Permit Jurisdictions within the Coastal Zone are not 
charged processing fees pursuant to the adopted Planning & Development Fee Schedule. The processing of 
this appeal represents a net county cost. 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 

• The Clerk of the Board shall complete all required noticing for this appeal including mailing and shall 
complete the mailed noticing for the project. 

• Planning & Development will prepare all final action letters and notify all concerned parties of the Board 
of Supervisors· final action. 

• Clerk of the Board shall forward a copy of the Minute Order to Planning and Development Hearin,E 
Support Section, Attn.: Lesli Taylor-Schupferling 
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• CONCURRENCE: . 
County Counsel facilitated a meetilig betWeen the applicant and the appellant on Ottober 30, 1998. The 

Facilitat~on notes prepared by County Counsel are attached. 

ATIACHMENJS: 

A. Excerpts from the BAI~ Guidelines for Summerland 

B. Site Plan and Elevatious 
C. County Counsel Mem<· to Board of Supervisors, dated November 30, 1998 

Ci:\OROUP\OEV _REV\ WP\CDP\98_CASE: \SCDP022H\BS_SR.00C 
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BJi R Gu 1 DELI NES FOR SuMMERLAND 

3. Basements · 

The following provisi•: ns adjust for slopes but allow for larger houses if they are well 
designed With.minimri! basement exposure • 

. Basements shall be c 1 :fined as any usable or unused under floor space where the 
finished floor dire~' above is not more than 4ft. aboVe grade (as defined by the latest 
addition of the Uniform Building Code). 

- --

• 

·-· 

• Figure 5 - Basement Area Defined 
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Bo:li'd of Architectural Review Guidelines for Su.m.merlana 'May, 1992. 

For residential structures, basements shall be counted toward the FAR as foDows (see 
Figure 6): : 

First 250 sq. ft. == 0% - 0 sq. ft. counted and 250 sq. ft. "free" 
Next 250 sq. ft. - 50% - 125 sq. ft. counted and 125 sq. ft. "free" 
Next 300 sq. ft. = 75% = 225 sq. ft. counted and 75 sq. ft. "free•• 
Over SOO sq. ft. = 100% - all sq. ft. counted and none "free" 

If the living areas of a residential structures do not· qualify as a basement or only 
partially qualify, any area of the given garage/storage allocation which qualifies under 
the basement definition may be calculated as pe~ the above formula and the "free" 
square footage added to the allowable floor area of the structure. However, the 
basement "credit" may be used only once per lot, including lots with multiple unit 
structures . 
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Figure: 6 .. ~ercentage of Basement 
Applied to Floor Area 
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Board o£ Architectural Review Guidelines for Summertan~ May.l997. 

Basements shall be counted at 100% of floor area unless there is no second floor on the 
structure or unless the secdnd floor mass is set back from the downslope face of the first 
floor by a minimum of 10 feet at all locations. Figure 7 shows a structure where the 
basement does not count 100% towards the floor area (as per Figure 6). Figure 8 
shows a structure where the basement does count 100% towards the floor area • 

SECO.ND FLOOR 

FIRST FLOOR 

1·-- ........ ,.,.-
BASEMENT 

AREA 
__ ........ 

Figure 7 • Basement Does Not Count 100% Towards Floor Area 

• 

• 

• 
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.... 
Memoranclum 

Date: November 3 J, 1998 

To: Board of SupeNisors 

From: Alan Seltzer. Chief Deputy County Counsel ~ 
Subject Longo Single Family Residence Appeal; 98-CDP-022H 

On October 30, 1998, a facilitation meeting was held in the above r~:erenced 
appear. Applicant GE!orge Longo appeared with his attorney, Susan Petrovich,·· 
and architect, Jan Hochhauser. Also in attendance was John Longo, the 
applicant•s son. ApPf:llant Rusty Jordan appeared with his architect, Jeny White, 
and attorney. David Smith. In addition. June Pujo and Usa Plowman. from 
Planning & Developrr.ent. attended the meeting. 

• 

Mr. Jordan. began th! meeting by summarizing the grounds for his appeal. He • 
contended that the J ·reposed single family residence addition was incompatible 
with surrounding residences and was inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
the Coastal Plan. an, j the Summerland BAR guidelines. Mr. Smith described the 
appellant as the ne~ hbor most impacted by the proposed project. He stated that 
the appellant wante<l to help design a good project, but had many concerns. He 
suggested that the · 3oard previousfy found the projed too large for the lot and 
that this 'revised projed was not substantially different than the previously denied 
project. Mr. Smit11 further contended that an understory would remain a 
component of the rE :vised project. requiring imposition of a penalty in calculating 
the FAR. 

Mr. Hochhauser responded for the applicant. He contended that the Zoning 
Administrator prope rfy found no understory penalty should be assessed since the 
proposed project would demolish the existing deck and a portion of the existing 
residence to reducEt the exposed understory, thereby eliminating any basis for an 
understory penalty. • 

The parties then identified and discussed a number of issues relating to the 
appeal, including the average height of fr!e . structure, the Summerland 
Community Pla11. l t dispute over the location of a fetlce separating the properties 
and Mr. Jordan's prescriptive easement claim to property on his side of the • 



• 

• 

• 

. . . ... 
fence. Ultimately, the parties focused on design issues and total square footage 
of the proposed project as the central issues on appeal. 
Mr. White, on behalf of ttie appellant, disagreed that the applicant had properly· 
calculated the square footage of the addition, and contended that the addition 
was larger than presented on the drawings. (A discussion as to the· proper 
methodology for measurement of the floor area ensued.) .. The parties. agreed .. 
that Mr. Hochhauser would recalculate the dimensi.ons of the prqposed project·. 
and sub!Tiit them to staff by the following Friday. Mr. White also .stated that Mr .. 
Jordan had no problem with the proposed garage. . However, Mr. White 

·suggested that the a·pplicant reduce the height of the addition an9 make the 
secorid story smaller at its west ~ide.· The parties tentatively agreed to cqnsider 
further discussions regarding design . issues and indicated that they would 
contact staff if another facilitation meeting would be helpful. There has been no 
request .for further me.etings between the parties through the faci~itation.proc~ss. · 

g:\cc\wil1word\als\board\fanlongo.doc 
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BOARD 01: SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

••••• 

MINUTE ORDER 

December15, 19911, In the p.m. 

Present Su :~ervlsors Naomi Schwartz, Jeanne Graffy, Gail Marshall, 

Jo ll Gray, and Thomas Urbanske 

MJ.:hael F. Brown, Clerk (Fiorillo) 

Supervisor Marshall In the Chair 

RE: Planning And 08\ elooment ·Consider recommendations regarding the appeal of 
Case No. 98..CDP· 022H, Longo Single Family Residence, AP No. 005-240..038, 
located south of II.S. Highway 101 and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks 
approximately 1,C 00 feet east of the Evans Street and WaUace Avenue intersection 
and Is addressed as 2350 Finney Street, Summerland area, First District, as 
follows: (98·21,0e7) (FROM NOVEMBER 17, 24,1998) (EST. TIME: 1 HR.). 

a) Adopt req ulred findings for 98.CDP..022H as specified In Attachment A of 
staffs reJ ort dated August 31, 1998 Including CEQA findings; 

b) Accept Categorical Exemption as specified In Attachment C of staffs report 
dated Auuust 31, 1998; 

c) Approve •2i'oject subject to the conditions specified In Attachment B of 
staffs ret tort dated August 31, 1998. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: POUCY 

SchwartziGraffy Approved recommendations a) through c). 

• 

• 

• 
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ATTACHMENT A 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 

Longo Single Family Dwelling AdditioR 
(98-CDP-022H) 

December 1 S, 1998 

1.0 CEQA Findings 

The proposed residential additions are exempt from enviromnental revtew pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15301(e). 

2.0 Administrative Findings 

Pursuant to Section 35-169.6 of Article II of the Santa Barbara County Zoning Ordinance, a Coastal 
Development Pennit shall be approved only if all of the following findings are made: · 

2.1 

2.2 

The proposed development conforms to 1) the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan, 
including the Coastal Land Use Plan, and 2) with the applicable provisions of this Article 
and/or the project falls within the limited exception allowed under Section 35-161.7 

As discussed in Section 4.2 of staffs Santa Barbara County Zoning Administrator Staff Report 
dated August 31, 1998, and incorporated herein by reference, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including the Local Coastal Plan. The 
parcel is served by adequate water and sanitary facilities. The design of the additions is 
compatible with the surroundin~ residences and is consistent with the Summerland BAR 
Guidelines. Therefore the project 1s consistent with this finding. 

That the proposed development is located on a legally created lot. 

As discussed in Section 3.3 of staffs report dated August 31, 1998, and incorporated herein by 
reference, the project site was four legal lots that were conveyed by the Surveyor around the 
1930's, thus creating one legal lot. Therefore the project is consistent with this finding. 

2.3 That the subject property is in compliance with all laws, rules, and regulations pertaining to 
zoning used, subdivisions, setbacks, and any other applicable provisions of this Article, and 
such zoning violation enforcement fees as established from time to time by the Board of 
Supervisors have been paid. This subsection shall not be interpreted to impose new 
requirements on legal non-conforming rues and structures under Section 35-160 et seq. 

The proposed project meets all the requirements of the 7-R-1 zoning district and all applicable 
regulations. There is the issue of the unpermitted residential structure straddling the southern 
property line. However, the unpermitted residential structure is not under the control of the 
property owner as it belongs to the neighboring property to the south, therefore, this does not 
constitute a zoning violation on the subject property and therefore this finding can be made. 

2.4 That the development does not significantly obstruct public ~iews from any public road or from 
a public recreation area to, and along the coast. · 

The proposed development does not significantly obstruct public views from any public road. 
The parcel is well hidden with vegetation and will not obstruct any public views from the beach 
There are no public recreation areas within the general vicinity. Therefore, the project is 
consistent with this finding. 



. .. 
Boartl ofSupc:n·isors • Hecrring of December I 5. 1998 
98-CDP-012H: Longo Sltrgle Fami~l' Dwelling Addition 
Findings ofApproml 
PageA-2 

. 
2.5 That the development is compatible with the established physical scale of the area. 

The proposed development is compatible with the physical scale of the area as evidenced by 
Preliminary Approval granted by the Board of Architectural Review on July 2, 1997. The 
proposed residence is consistent with the scale and bulk of the surrounding residences. 
Therefore, the project is consistent with this finding. 

2.6 That the development is in conformance with the public access and recreation policies of the 
Article and the Coastal Land Use Plan. 

The project will not conflict with any public access and/or recreation policies. Lookout Park is 
approximately .5 miles west of the project site. The additions will not interfere with access to 
Lookout Park. Therefore, the project is consistent with this finding. 

• 

• 

• 
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ATTACHMENTB 

PPROVALnNTENTTOISSUE 
A DISCRETIONARY APPEALABLE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CDP) 

Case No.: 98-CDP-022h Planner: Tim Wong 
Project Name: Longo SFD Addition 
Project Address: 2350 Finney Street 
A.P.N.: 005-240-038 

The Zoning Administrator grants appror.;al of this discretionary Coastal Development Permit for the 
development described below, subject to the attached conditions and fmal issuance of the Coastal 
Development Permit. 

APPROVAL DATE: December 15, 1998 

ESTIMATED START OF CCC APPEAL PERIOD: January 12, 1999 

ESTil\'IATED END OF CCC APPEAL PERIOD: January 26, 1999 

APPEALS: The decision on this project may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors by the applicant, an 
aggrieved person, or any two members of the Coastal Commission. The written appeal must be flied with the 
Clerk of the Board at 105 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 by 5:00p.m. on or before the date 
the County Appeal Period Ends (Art. II Sec. 35-182.). If a local appeal is filed, the Board of Supervisors' 
final decision on the appeal may be appealed to the a California Coastal Commission. If no local appeal 
period is filed, the project may not be appealed to the California Coastal Commission. 

DATE OF PERMIT ISSUANCE: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND CONDITIONS: See Exhibit A, hereby incorporated by reference. 

EXPIRATION: 

Upon permit issuance, the permit shall be valid for two years. Failure to obtain a required construction or 
grading permit and to lawfully commence development within two (2) years of permit issuance, shall render 
this Coastal Development Permit null and void. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT: Undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit and agrees to abide by 
all terms and conditions thereof. 

I 
Print Name Signature Date 

Planning & Development Issuance by: 

----~~--------------------------~'----------------Name Date 
0:\.GROUP\PUB_SVCS'\WP\.PRO'l'OS\COPH.OOC 
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PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Case Number: 98-CD P-022H 
Project Name: Longo SFV Ad.dition 

2350 FinnEy St. Project Address: 
APN: 005-240-0~ 8 (formerly 005-390-062 and 005-390-074) 

This permit is subject to complianee with the following conditions: 

1. This Coastal Developmeut Pennit (CDP) is based upon and limited to compliance with the 
project description, the :!:oning Administrator Exhibit #1 dated September 14, 1998, and 
conditions of approval set forth below. Any deviations from the project description, exhibits or 
conditions must be revie, ved and approved by the County for confonnity with this approval. 
Deviations may require approved changes to the pennit and/or further environmental review. 
Deviations without the ablve described approval will constitute a violation ofpennit approval. 

The project description is as follows: 

The project consists of tho demolition.of an existing 400 square foot attached garage, 165 square 
feet of decking and 260 sc .uare feet of the existing.1,090 square foot residence in preparation for a 
1,062 square foot additior;.. The proposed additions includes a new first floor living room, second 
story study, den, bedroont and a basement. With the proposed additions, the residence would be 
approximately 2,032 sqwre feet The demolished garage will be replaced by a new, 520 square 
foot attached two car gar 1ge. A four foot retaining wall would be constructed along the eastern 
property line. The proposed 170 square foot study would be constnlcted above the proposed, 
attached garage. The prc~posed ISS square foot den and 190 square foot bedroom would be 
toc:.~ed on the second stot y above the new first floor living room. 

The applicant is also pro )()Sing to demolish a portion of the existing deck and residence which 
currently straddles the e1 :Stem property linCJ... The remodeled residence would be 3 ft. from the 
property, as allowed by a previous variance' (67-V-2). The residence, including the proposed 
additions would be locat1 :d. 11 ft. from Finney St. A variance, 95-V ...012, was approved to locate 

{ 
the residence 11 feet ftor 1 Finney St. The average height of the structure, including the proposed 
additions, is approximately 21 feet. ~ximately 86 cubic y.ards of cut and U 1 cubic yards of 
fill will be required fo•· site preparation. (A basement of approximately 286 square feet is 
proposed.) One eucalyp·us tree (14" dbh) is proposed to be removed for the additions. There is 
also an unpermitted stnJ cture that straddles the southern property line. Access is provided by 
Finney Street, a private road. 

The grading., development, use, and maintenance of the property, the size, shape, arrangement, 
and location of struct Jres, parking areas and landscape areas, and the protection and 
preservation of resources shall conform to the project description above and the hearing 
exlubits and conditions • >f !lPProval below. The property and any portions thereof shall be sold, 
leased or financed in co1npllance with this project description and the approved hearing exhibits 
and conditions of appro, rat hereto. 

2. Compliance with attach• xi Departmental Letters: 

a) Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District, dated February 24, 1998 

3. Prior to issuance of thr: Coastal Development Pennit, the project shall obtain final approval 
from the County Board lf Architectural Review. 

• 

• 

4. Construction activity fi •r site preparation and for future development shall be limited to the • 
hours between 7:00a.m. and 4:00p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur on 
State holidays (i.e. Tlu nksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment maintenance shall be 
limited to the same hou 'S. 
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S. Dust generated by the development activities shan be kept to a minimum with a goal of 
retaining dust on the site. During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transpiration 
of cut or fill materials, water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to ,prevent dust from 
leavin& the site and to create a crust after each d~'s ao&ivitics. 

6. If the Zoning Administrator determines at a noticed public hearing that the permittee is not in 
compliance with any conditions of this permit pursuant to the provisions of section 35-170.6 of 
Article II of the Santa Barbara County Code, the Zoning Administrator may, in addition to 
revoking the permit pursuant to said section, amend, alter, delete or add conditions to this 
permit. 

7. The applicant's acceptance of this permit and/or commencement of construction and/or 
operations under this permit shall be deemed acceptance of all conditions of this permit by the 
permittee. 

8. The Zoning Administrator's approval of this Appealable CDP shall expire one year from the 
date of approval or, if appealed, the date of action by the Board of Supervisors or the California 
Coastal Commission on the appeal, if the permit for use, building or structure permit has not 
been issued. 

9. 

10. 

The use and/or construction of the building or structure, authorized by this approval cannot 
commence until the Coastal Development Permit has been issued. Prior to the issuance of the 
Coastal Development Permit, all of the project conditions that are required to be satisfied prior 
to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit must be satisfied. Plans accompanying this 
Coastal Development Permit shall contain all project conditions. 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall pay all applicable P&D 
permit processing fees in full. 

11. Developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County or its agents, officers and 
employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its agents, officers or 
employees, to attack, set aside, void, or annul, in whole or in part, the County's approval of the 
Coastal Development Permit In the event that the County fails promptly to notify the applicant 
of any such claim, action or proceeding, or that the County fails to cooperate fully in the 
defen.se of said claim, this condition shall thereafter be of no further force or effect. 

12. In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other mitigation measure 
is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a court of law or threatened to be 
filed therein which action is brought within the time period provided for by law, this approval 
shall be suspended pending dismissal of such action, the expiration of the limitation period 
applicable to such action, or final resolution of such action. If any condition is invalidated by a 
court of law, the entire project shall be reviewed by the County and substitute conditions may 
be imposed. · 

13. If the applicant request a time extension for this permit, the permit may be revised to include 
updated language to standard conditions and/or mitigation measures and additional conditions 
and/or mitigation measures which reflect changed circumstances or additional identified project 
impacts. 

G:\GR.OUP\DEV _REV\WP\CDP\98_CASES\8CDP022H\BOSACTLT.D1S 



Jan R. Hochhauser 

\...-'-ll.....l~ l I t.c::.. ..,... ~ • 

Count) of Santa Barbara 
Planning and Development · 

John Patton, Director • 

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 
Hearing of September 14, 1998 

122 East Am:llaga Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93101 

RE: 98-CDP-OllH; Loa go 5 ingle Family Dwelling Additioo, as follows: 
..... 

Request of Jan HochJuuser, agent for the owner, to conside~ Case No. 98-CDP-022H 
{applicationjiled on 02 113198] for a Coastal Development Permit under Section 35-169.5 in 
the 7-R-1 Zone District c f Article 11 to allow 1,062 square feet of additions to an existing single 
family dwelling and ren oval of an unpermitted structure; and accept the Exemption pursuant 
to Section J530l(e) oftJ.e State Guidelines for lmplemenrarion ofthe California Environmental • 
Quality A. ct. The properl v is identified asAP No. 005-24()..(}38, located at 2350 Finney Street in 
ihe Summerland area. F rst Supervisorial District. 

Dear Mr. Hochhauser: 

At the regular hearing of the : ;anta Barbara County Zoning Administrator on September 14, 1998, 
Case No. 98-CDP-022H was- c4 ·nclitionally approved, marked "Officially Accepted, County of Santa 
Barbara September 14, 1998 ZclinJ Administrator's Exhibit #1", based upon the project .. s consistency 
with the COmprehensive Plan inc ludiDg the Santa Barbara County Coastal Plan and based on the ability to 
.make the required findings. The:~~ Administrator also took the following actions: 

A. Adopted the req ui.red findings for the project specified in Attachment A of statr s 
Santa Barbara C >unty Zoning Administrator Staff Report dated August 31, 1998, 
including Califo1 ma Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings with the following 

. changes made at 1 he hearing: 

¢" Delete th : last two sentences of Findicg !\o. 2.3 ·as follows: ~,.,..,..., as a 
eeeitteR ef ippFeval, tfte 5tNetWe will be RtiHtfeel te ee feiB8¥eel 8F pet=mMteel. 
Therefer. d\e prejee& is eeMisteRt wid\ ~= f."!.EliRgs. 

Replace 'f rith the following: However. thr pnpeaniUed .resjdential structure b 
not und.: • the con tad 9( the ptoputy o~=aer ·as it belongs tp th.: mri&IJbpdpg 
prop.:rtY tq th.: south. therefoR. tbjs does got constitut~ a zoning violation on • 
th.: subj_e :t prop.:m and th.:Rfote thil ftndjng ean be mad.:. 

123 Ea t Anapamu Sueet • S;utta Batbara CA • 93101·2058 
Phon : l80S) 568-2000 Fa.>t: CSOSl 568·2030 
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•• B. Accepted the project to be exempt from CEQA as shown in Attachment C of staffs report 
dated August 3 t, 1998··.with the following change made at the hearing: 

¢- Delete the following sentence from the end of the second paragraph: +he pertioa 
oft:Aat stA:Ieture will be removed frefR dle prejeet si~. 

C. Approved the project, 98-CDP-022H, subject to the conditions included as Attachment B 
of staffs report dated August 31, 1998 with the dates corrected on the Coastal 
Development Permit (COP) by planner at the hearing on September 14 and with the 
following changes made to conditions: 

¢- Delete the following sentence from the end of the third paragraph of Condition 
No. I: The portieR of that stn:letare will ee remevea ffem tke pr-ejeet site. 

Delete Condition No. 3 as follows: Prier te issaa:Ree ef tlle Coastal DevelepmeAt 
PeFmit, t:Ae resideRtial s~:·aeue s&adaliag tl=le sealhem pNpeft}' liae mast ))e 
removed er r-eteeated. 

Note: The deletion or Condition No. 3 causes the remaining Conditions to be 
numbered one less then originally shown in staff's report dated August 31, 
1998. ··condition No .. 4 becomes Condition No.3, Condition No. 5 becoJDes 
Condition No. 4 and so on. 

• 

Tlrt! attacht!d Findings and CollStal Development Permit (CDP) reflect the action of tire 
Zoning Administrator and are included in this letter as Attachment A and Attad1ment B. 

Procedure: 

a 

d 

a 

a 

The Zoning Administrator's decision may be appealed locally by the applicant, an 
aggrieved person, as defined under Section 35-58, or any two members of the Coastal 
Commission within 10 calendar days of the date of the Administrator's decision. 

If a local appeal is filed, it shall be processed in accordance with all provisions of 
Section 35-182.3 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, and shall be taken to the Santa Barbara 
County Clerk of the Board, lOS East Anapamu Street - Room 407, Santa Barbara, 
California before the appeal period expires. · 

· No filing fee is required for an appeal since this project may ultimately be appealed to the 
Coastal Commission Wlder Section JS-182.4.2. 

Please be advised that if a local appeal is filed, the final action on the ·appeal by the 
Board of Supervisors may be appealed to the California Coastal Commission. 
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0 Local appeal period expires on Thursday, September 24, 1998 at 5:00 P.l'vl. 

?/~/ NOEL LANJZ;#1 
Zoning Administrator 

xc: vCase File: 98-CDP-022H 
Hearing Support Zoning Administrator File 
Third Floor: Richard Co"al, Planning Technician (ALL CDP PROJECTS) 
Second Floor Zoning Information Counter: Petra Leyva 
Address File: 2350 Finney Street 
Coastol Conunlsslon; 89 South Califomia St., Suite 200; Ventlll'a., C4 93001 
Sunutt4rland Citk.eiiS Association; PO Box SOB; Summerland, CA 93061 
Attorney: Susan Petrovich; 21 Eat Clll'rillo Street; Santa Barbara, C4 93101 
David Smit/1: 
Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District 
Supervisor Schwarl%; First Supervisorial District 
Planner: Tim Wong . 

Attachments: ATTACHMENT A- FINDINGS 

'NL:L TS:Its:t#l 

ATTACHMENT B- CDP with CONDffiONS OF APPROVAL 
Departmental letter: Fire dated 02/Z4/98 

• 

• 

• 
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LONGO SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING ADDITION 
CASE NO. 98-CDP-022H · 

FINDINGS 

1.0 CEQA Findings 

The proposed residential additions are exempt from environmental review pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15301(e). 

2.0 Administrative Findings 

Pursuant to Section 35-169.6 of Article II of the Santa Barbara County Zoning Ordinance, a Coastal 
Development Permit shall be approved only if all of the following findings are made: · 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

The proposed development conforms to 1) the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan, 
including the Coastal Land Use Plan, and 2) with the applicable provisions of this Article 
and/or the project falri· within the limited exception allowed under Section 3 5-161.7 

As discussed in Section 4.2 of staff's Santa Barbara County Zoning Administrator Staff Report 
report dated August 31, 1998, and incorporated herein by reference, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including the Local Coastal Plan. The 
parcel is served by adequate water and sanitary facilities. The design of the additions is 
compatible with the surroundin~ residences and is consistent with the Summerland BAR 
Guidelines. Therefore the ptoject as consistent with this finding. 

That the proposed development is located on a legally created lot. 

As discussed in Section 3.3 of staff's report dated Au~ 31, 199"8, and incorporated herein by 
reference, the project site was four legal lots that were conveyed by the Surveyor around the 
1930's, thus creating one legal lot. Therefore the project is consistent with this finding. 

That the subject property is in compliance with all laws, rules. and regulations pertaining to 
zoning used. subdivisions, setbacfa, and any other applicable provisions of this Article, and 
such zoning violation enforcement fees as established from time to time by the Board of 
Supervisors have been paid This subsection shall not be interpreted to impose new 
requirements on legal non-conforming uses and structures under Section 35-160 et seq. 

The proposed project meets all the requirements of the 7 -R-1 zoning district .and all applicable 
regulations. There is the issue of the unpermitted residential structure straddling the southern 
property line. However, the unpennitted residential structure is not under the control of the 
property owner as it belongs to the neighboring property to the south, therefore, this does not 
constitute a zoning violation on the subject property and therefore this finding can be made. 

That the development does not sign!ficantly obstruct public views from any public road or from 
a public recreation area to, and along the coast. 

The proposed development does not significantly obstruct public views from any public road. 
The parcel is well hidden with vegetation and will not obstruct any public views from the beach 
There are no public recreation areas within the general vicinity. Therefore, the project is 
consistent with this finding. 
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2.5 That the development is .:omp'!tible with the established physical scale of the area. 

The proposed developm :nt is compatible with the physical scale of the area as evidenced by 
Preliminary Approval g·anted by the Board of Architectural Review on July 2, 1997. The 
proposed residence is • :onsistent with the scale and bulk of the surrounding residences. 
Therefore, the project is • ;onsistent with this finding. . 

2.6 That the development is in conformance with the public access and recreation policies of the 
Article and the Coastall and Use Plan. 

The project will not con11ict with any public access and/or recreation policies. Lookout Park is 
approximately .5 miles \lest of the project site. The additions will not interfere with access to 
Lookout Park. Therefore. the project is consistent with this finding. 

• 

• 

• 
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PROVALnNTENTTOISSUE 

A DISCRETIONARY APPEALABLE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
(CDP) 

Case No.: 98-CDP-022H Planner: Tim Wong 
Project Name: Longo SFD Addition 
Project Address: 2350 Finney St. 
A.P.N.: 005-240-038 

The Zoning Administrator gra.u .. ts approval of this Coastal Development Permit for the development 
described below, subject to the attached conditions and final issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. 

APPROVAL DATE: September 14, 1998 

COUNTY APPEAL PERIOD STARTS: September 15, 1998 

COUNTY APPEAL PERIOD ENDS: September 24, 1998 

If no local appeal is fJ.led, the C~lifornia Coastal Commission's 10 working day appeal period shall 
commence following the County appeal period and upon receipt of the County's Final Action Notice. 

DATE OF PERMIT ISSUANCE: -----------(Must be issued one year after 
approval date) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND CONDITIONS: See Attached. 

EXPIRATION: 

Upon permit issuance, the permit shall be valid for two years. Failure to obtain a required construction or 
grading permit and to lawfully commence development within two (2) years of permit issuance, shall 
render this Coastal Development Permit null and void. 
APPROVAL: NO G , ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 

I 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT: Undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit and agrees to abide 
by all terms and conditions thereof. 

I 
Print Name Signature Date 

Planning & Development Issuance by: 

Name Date 
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PROJECT CONDITIONS' 

Case Number: 98-CDP-0%2ft 
Longo S FD Adctm. 
2350 Finney St. • Project Name: 

Project Address: 
APN: . 005-240-038 (formerly 005-390-062 and 005-390-074r 

This permit is subject to com,pliance with the following conditiODC 

I. This Coastal Developn;ent Permit (COP) is based upon and limited to compliance with the 
project description, the: Zoning Administrator Exhibit #1 dated September 14, 1998, and 
conditions of approval! :ct forth below. Any deviations from the project description, exhibits or 
conditions must be rev 1ewed and approved by the County for conformity wtth this approval. 
Deviations may require approved changes to the pennit andlor fUrther environmental review. 
Deviations without the .1bove described approval ~11 constitute a violation ofpennit approval. 

The project description is as follows: 

The project consists of· he demolition of an existing 400 square foot attached garage, 165 square 
feet of decking and 260 square feet of the existing 1,090 square foot residence in preparation for· a 
1 ,062 square foot addition. The proposed additions includes a new first floor living room, second 
story study, den, bedroum and a basement. With the proposed additions, the residence would be 
approximately 2,032 square feet The demolished garage will be replaced by a new, 520 square 
foot attached two car garage. A four foot retainin~· wall would be constructed along the eastern 
property line. The proJIOsed 170 square foot would be constructed above the proposed, 
attaChed garage. The t'roposed 155 square foot and 190 square foot bedroom would be 
located on the second story above the new first floor living room. 

The applicant is also p:oposing to demolish a portion of the existing deck and teSidence which. 
currently straddles the eastern property line. The remodeled residence would be 3 ft. fi:om the 
pro~rty, as allowed ty a previous variance (67-V-2). The residence, including the proposed 
additions would be loctted 11ft. from Finney St A variance, 95-V-012, was approved to locate 
the residence 11 feet ft >m Finney St. The average height of the stnlc~ including the proposed 
additions, is approxinu tely 21 feet. Approximately So cubic yards of cut and 121 cubic yards of 
fill will be required for site preparation. (A basement of approximately 286 square feet is 
propo~) One eucal)ptus tree (14'' dbh).is proposed to be removed for the additions. There is 
also an unpermitted structure that straddles the southern property line. Access is provided by 
Finney Street_ a private road. 

The grading, developn lent. use, and maintenance of the property, the size, shape, arrangement_ 
and location. of stru :tures, parking areas and landscape areas, and the protection and 
preservation of resou :"CeS shall conform to the project description above and the hearing 
exhibits and condition 1 of !l.Pproval below. The property and any portions thereof shall be sold, . 
leased or financed in c :>mphance with this project description and the approved hearing exhibits 
and conditions ofappr:lval hereto. 

2. Compliance with attac: ned Departmental Letters: 

a) Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District_ dated February 24, 1998 

3. Prior to issuance of th.e Coastal Development Pennit, the project shall obtain final approval 
from the County Boari of Architectural Review. 

4. Construction activity for site preparation and for future development shall be limited to thA 
hours between 7:00 a. n. and 4:00p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur·o~ 
State holidays (i.e. T tanksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment maintenance shall be 
limited to the same he urs. . 

· .. 
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S. Dust generated by the development activities sh3.11 be kept to a minimum with a goal of 
retaining dust on the site. During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transpiration 
of cut or fill materials, water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to prevent dust from 
leaving the site and to create a crust after each day's activities. 

6. If the Zoning Administrator determines at a noticed public hearing that the permittee is not in 
compliance with any conditions of this permit pursuant to the provisions of section 35-170.6 of 
Article II of the Santa Barbara County Code, the Zoning Administrator may, in addition to 
revoking the permit pursuant to said section, amend, alter, delete or add conditions to this 
permit. 

7. The applicant's acceptance of this permit and/or commencement of construction and/or 
operations under this permit shall be deemed acceptance of all conditions of this permit by the 
permittee. · 

8. The Zoning Administrator's approval of this Appealable COP shall expire one year from the 
date of approval or, if appealed, the date of action by the Board of Supervisors or the California 
Coastal Commission on the appeal, if the pennit for use, building or structure permit has not 
been issued. 

9. 

10. 

... , 
The use and/or construction of the building 'or structure, authorized by this approval cannot 
commence until the Coastal Development Pennit has been issued. Prior to the 1ssuance of the 
Coastal Development Permit, all of the project conditions that are required to be satisfied prior · 
to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit must be satisfied. Plans accompanying this 
Coastal Development Permit shall contain all project conditions. 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall pay all applicable P&D 
pennit processing fees in full. . 

11. Developer shall defend, indemnify and hold hannless the County or its agents, officers and 
employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its agents, officers or 

. employees, to attack, set aside, void, or annul, in whole or in part, the County's approval of the 
Coastal Development Pennit In the event that the County failS promptly to notify the applicant 
of any such claim, action or proceeding, or that the County fails to cooperate tully in the 
defense of said claim, this condition shall thereafter be of no further force or effect. 

12 In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other mitigation measure 
is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a court of law or threatened to be 
filed therein which action is brought within the time period provided for by law, this approval 
shall be suspended pending dismissal of such action, the expiration of the limitation period 
applicable to such action. or final resolution of such action. If any condition is invalidated by a 
court of law, the entire project shall be reviewed by the Cotinty and substitute conditions may 
be imposed. 

13. If the applicant request a time extension for this permit, the permit may be revised to include 
updated language to standard conditions and/or mitigation measures and additional conditions 
and/or mitigation measures which reflect changed circumstances or additional identified project 
impacts. 
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C1IRPIUT€RIJI- SummERL:ann 

MS. P&T'RA I.EYVA 

FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

9t L w,.i:Mrr ~ur. CA.IlP"'NTCau .• CAUfOIIL."'IA 93013 

[805) 68~·4591• FAX (80Sl S"·l4S& 

Pl.NINING Cftd OEVELOPII !NT 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARIU RA 
1ZS EAST ANAPAMU STRS £1' 
SANTA IIAR.BARA.. CA. .31 )1 

RE: Oa.caP..022H 
t.ONC:O SF'D ADOrrtoN 2:SSO FINN&Y STREET 
OOS.ZC0·031l SUM~E~i' L.AHO 

... _.,. 

THE AXJ.OWING ITEMS A :tl! NECESSARY FOR FIR& PROTEcmoN: 

• 

1. ACCESS TO ALL S1"RU :TUR&S SHALL CONFORM TO 'THE ReQU1REII&NTS FOR PRIVATE ROADS ANO 
DRM!WA'tSSETFOR'I H IN1MESAHTA 8AA8MA COUNT't PRIVA'rE ROADS & DRIVEWAY STANDARDS. • 
set:noNL 

2. AU. BUILDINGS &S'n UC'n.IR&S SHALL BE PROTECTED 8Y AN AJIIPflOVED AUTOMA11C FIRE 
SPRNW!R S\'STEJL I 'RJOR TO INSTAUA'TlON. PLANS FOR"''HE PROPOSED FIRE SPRINKLERS"tS'r-dl 
SHAl.L 8E DESIGHI!D 1 SY A QUAI..F1ED PERSON AND SU8Mn'TI!D TQ '11E IIREVEH'I'10N SURSAU FOR 
APPROVAL. 

3. WHEN ACCS:SS WAYS ARii GATED.A FIRE OIS'TIUC'I' APPROVED K&Y 8DX SHALL BE INSTALLED 1111 AN 
ACCESS1BLE LOCAnc aN. PRIOR TO INSTALLATtCN."''HE LOCATION AND TYPE S'HAU BE APPROVED BY 
"1'ME FIRE DIS'l'RICT. 

4. PURSUANT TO c.s.FJ •.c. ONHNANCE NO. 12..02. PRIOR lO ISSUANCilaft A "CERtiFICATe OF 
OCCUPAHCY'". nte C. U:CPIN'J"'!RRAoSUMMERLANO FIRS I'ROTeCJ'ION DISTRICT MITIGA'TlCH FEe MUST Be 
PAJD. . 

S. VIS18U!SikEEt ADa !U!SS MUSTIE!IIOSTB)ATDRIVIWAYANOON SUILOING. NUMB.I!RSSHALL8!A.; 
IIJNIMUIII S INCHES H :GH ON A CCNTRAST1NG BACKGROUND. 

C. PRIOR TQ OCCUPANI ':f. StATe ARE! 11ARSMAL APPROVED SMOKe DETECTORS MUST 81! INSTAU.ED IN 
Acc::cRDANCEWITM nu! CCUNTY COOL 

IF YOU NEED .AOOmONAa .INFDRMA110N ON FIRS DIS'I"'UCT CONOITlONS. PLEASE 
CONTACT ME AT SIIS-245 t 

SINCERE\. Y. 

~~-
wtUJAM GN:EN 
OEV&OPM&HT INSPECT~ 
FIRE PRE\IEMT10N BUR! AU •. 

• 
Weta.W~ c.' JC."'nu."'O 
a.t=rliht C1Ji1t1 SQ-lfSZ 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WilSON. Gowlmor 

LIFORNIA COASTAl COMMISSION 
CENTRAl COAST AREA APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 

89 SOUTH CAliFORNIA ST., 2ND FlOOR DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(80S) ~l.()IA2 JAN 26 1999 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. ASTAL COM"·\:) .... 

;.UUlHv CENTRAL COAST DISh.•'-' 

SECTION I. Appellant{s) 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 

:Jo~..-.. ~. ~orJ.a."'- c../o ~uC.J. W. ~~~, €.s.~-
?;:J7;13o x 3 a- &Ja: 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 
fAX 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port J n ~ 
government: Sc:t &-d-e... "&doA-ra... Couvt.+j -gOcU" o-t .::::,.upell" VJ'".sor":::.:t. 

• 
2. BrieAf description of development being , 

apP.ealed: deli+~"' -fo at1 ext''sDit1~ S.lllf~le 
J w:u:dli t1 S 0 

:' 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions: C:. OtJ sk./ Attve/cps,e~ fAA~i-

• 

c. Denial: ______________________________________ __ 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP. denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Deni.al decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: ______ _ 

DATE FILED: ______ _ 

DISTRICT: ______ _ 

HS: 4/88 

EXHIBIT NO. 3 

APPLICATION NO • 

A.:..A.:.sTB-99-QlL: 

Longo 

Page 1 of 22 



' APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2} 

5. Decision being appealed was made by {check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning c. __ Planning Commission 
Administrator 

b.X-_city Council/Board of d. _Other _____ _ 
Supervisors 

6. Date of local government's decision: _JD ___ e~c~e_Vk~~~P~r ___ ,_~-~~~-'~9---~~~~ 
7. Local government's file number (if any): 'J8'- C..o?-02"2..f-{ 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
C:.eo;r~ 1-o~o 
~ D. o~ ll o 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. 

<,> ~~LV. s~:~ 
~;J;_~~;~!~ elf '73J3o 

(2) 

1 

(3) $cJfea.'l1 ?t:.+rov,·t:/l.. Z..!;;.l:,. c.,.. r"' v-; u 0 Srtr- .f'd-

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

( ~ee lwft)_cft ~ed J 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated 
my/our knowledge. 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

1/We hereby authorize ))a u'"t J 0. ~IK c..lft_ to act as my/our 
representative and to bind me/us in all matt s this 
appeal. 

Date /-.21- 97 
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J)RDAN COASTAL COMMXSSION APPEAL 

Attachment 

Briefly stat·ad, the grounds for the instant appeal are as 
follows: 

1. the development fails to protect public views :from any 
public road or frc•m a recreational area to, and along the coast; 

2. the developD.ent is not compatible with the established 
physical scale o:f the area; and 

3. the developm•tnt may significantly alter the existing natural 
landforms. 

Additionally, the project is inconsistent with Santa Barbara 
county coastal llan Policy 3-14. Specifically, the proposed 
development is not designed to fit the site topography. on one 
side of the property, soil is being imported in order to raise 
the finished floor elevation by over three :feet. This is being 
done so that the proposed addition is level with the existing 
development. On f~ha other end of the property, soil is being 
imported in order to fill in the existing understory of nine feat 

• 

in an attempt tn reduce the understory to below four feet. 
Accordingly, the J?roposed development is not designed to fit the • 
site topography. 

The project is also inconsistent with santa Barbara County 
coastal Plan Polfcy 4-4. Specifically, the proposed project is 
not consistent with the scale and character of the existing 
character. Attachud hereto is a correspondence dated December 11, 
1998, from David w. Smith, Bsq. to the santa Barbara county 
supervisors whicJ, articulates the issues as to neighborhood 
compatibility an~ the application of the SUJIIllerland CoDDilunity · 
Plan and Board of Architectural Review Guidelines tor Summerland. 

Additionally.. the project because of it• s size and height 
obstructs public views of the mountains from the beach and ~ 
obstructs public views from the pUblic road above Finney Street 
to the beach. 

Thus, the Santa Barbara County Board of supervisor's 
decision of December 15, 1998, is not consistent with the county 
comprehensive Plan, the Santa Barbara county coastal Plan, the 
summerland community Plan, and the Board of Architectural Review 
Guidelines for Suumerland. As a result, the County's decision is 
neither supported by the evidence nor the law. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully re~1ested that all of the above warrants the 
california coastaL Co11111.ission hearing this appeal. 

• 
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DAVID WILLIAM SMITH 
ATIORNEY AT LAW 
Post Office Box 3881 

Santa Barbara, California 93130 
Telephone 

{805) 566-8024 
Facsimile 

(805) 965-3395 

JAN 2. 6 199~ 

-v'"'ST AL COM~'< lv • 

.JVUTH CENTRAl COAST Dl~ I ••. -. 

Hand Delivered 

Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Barbara 
105 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

December 11, 1998 

Re: Longo Single Family Dwelling Addition Appeal 
98-CDP-022H 

Dear Honorab~e supervisors: 

Please be advised that I represent John and Nancy. Jordan, 
the Appellants, in their appeal from the Zoning Administrator's 
September 14, 1998, approval of 98-CDP-022H for the demolition of 
a 400 square foot garage, 165 square feet of decking, and 260 
square feet of the existing residence in preparation for a 1,062 
square foot addition. 

For your ready reference, because the addition portion of 
this project is virtually identical to the previous project which 
yout denied, I am enclosing, herewith as Exhibit A, a copy of the -
Board Action Letter dated June 3, 1997, with findings for project 
denial. At that time, the Board found that the scale of proposed 
development in relation to the size of the subject lot was 
inconsistent with the established scale of existing development 
in relation to the sizes of correlating lots. 

At the facilitation meeting of October 30, 1998, the 
Jordan's maintained, among other issues, that the project did not 
accurately reflect the Floor Area Net because it did not conform 

J to the Summerland Community Guidelines. The Guidelines at page 15 
define ·Floor Area Net as the total floor area of all floors of a 
building as measured to the surfaces of exterior walls. As a f 
result, the project was revised to call for the demolition of a 
400 square foot garage, 160 square feet of deck and 345 square 
feet of the existing residence in preparation for a 1,201 square 
foot addition. 



• 

• 

• 


