
P LANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
OFFICE OF LONG RANGE PLANNING 

TRANSMIlTAL MEMO 

DATE: 	 December 3,2009 

TO: 	 SunPAC Members 

FROM: 	 Peter Imhof, Supervising Planner~ 
Holly Bradbury, Associate Planner t46 

cc: 	 Jeremy Tittle, Executive Assistant, 1 st District Office 
Derek Johnson, Director of Long Range Planning 
Vicki Parker, Deputy Director 

SU BJECT: 	 SunPAC Meeting #28- December 8, 2009 

The Attachments noted below have been included or referenced in preparation for the 
December 8, 2009 meeting. 

1. 	 Meeting Agenda. The agenda for the December 8, 2009 meeting is provided 
for your review. For further explanation, please see discussion below. 

2. 	 Meeting Minutes. Action Minutes from the SunPAC November 4, 2009 are 
included for your review and approval. 

3. 	 Approved July 24 and August 28, 2009 SBAR Minutes. Staff will summarize SBAR 
comments to the Residential Design Guidelines for SunPAC consideration and 
discussion. 

4. 	 Draft SCP Circulation Chapter: Includes Parking and Circulation only. Policies 
developed tonight will be included in the Meeting #29 draft Chapter. 

5. 	 Draft Policy Matrix. The worksheet is in draft form and changes will be made 
interactively similar to Meetings #26 and #27. Policies and actions from the 
1992 SCP that are still applicable are located in the left column. The right 
column contains new policy suggestions. Circulation, parking, and ROW 
policies addressed during Meeting #26 are also included. 

6. 	 Draft Goals Worksheet. The draft goals worksheet includes goals developed at 
the previous two meetings. 

7. 	 County-owned ROW Map. This map provided by Public Works depicts 
Summerland ROW areas owned by the County. 

8. 	 County Encroachment Permit Policy. Public Works existing policy for 
considering encroachment permit applications. 

You may also download the materials at the following webpage: 
http://longrange.sbcountyplanning.org/planareas/summerland/sunPAC.php 
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MEETING AGENDA FOR DECEMBER 8, 2009 

Agenda Item 1 

Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call. 

Agenda Item 2 

Public Comment Period – This time is set aside to allow public testimony on items not on 

today’s agenda.  The time allocated to each speaker will be set at the discretion of the 

Chair. 

Agenda Item 3 

Administrative Items- 

• Meeting Minutes: The November 4, 2009 meeting minutes are included for your 

review and approval. 

• Census: Staff will inform the SunPAC of the County’s Census 2010 campaign. 

 

Agenda Item 4 

Variances and Modifications-  

Background: 

 

In other parts of the County, zoning standards such as building height and floor area 

ratios can be changed by means of Modifications and Variances. These traditional 

planning tools allow flexibility in zoning standards where rigid adherence to such 

standards would be overly restrictive.   

 

Currently, the Summerland Community Plan directly stipulates permissible FAR and 

height of structures and so does not allow variations or modifications to these two 

development standards within the Plan area. Summerland is the only area of the 

County where variances or modifications cannot be used.1  If Modifications or 

Variances to FAR or building height are to be allowed in the Plan area, these standards 

would need to be removed from the Community Plan itself and implemented through 

the existing zoning ordinance.   

 

Variances and Modifications are two different discretionary permit types that allow 

property owners to seek special dispensation from ordinance standards when certain 

findings are met. The ordinance allows for Modifications and Variances subject to the 

discretionary review authority (the Zoning Administrator or highest-level decision maker 

for an associated discretionary permit) making the required findings for approval.   

 

Modifications: A Modification can increase FAR or height by a maximum of 10%. SBAR 

approval is also required. A Modification applies only to a specific development project 

and does not permanently change the development standards (height, setback, etc.) 

                                                 
1 In Montecito, for example, determination of FAR is left to the discretion of the MBAR and FAR 

standards are located in the MBAR Guidelines, not in the community plan or ordinance. 
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for the parcel. Modifications can only be granted in compliance with the following 

findings: 

 

1. The project is consistent with the Coastal Act, Comprehensive Plan 

including the Local Coastal Plan, and any applicable Community Plan. 

2. The project complies with the intent and purpose of the applicable Zone 

District(s) including Overlays, this Section and this Article  

3. The Modification is minor in nature and will result in better site or 

architectural design, as approved by the Board of Architectural Review in 

compliance with Section 35-184 (Board of Architectural Review), and/or 

will result in greater resource protection than the project without such 

Modification.  

4. The project is compatible with the neighborhood, and does not create an 

adverse impact to community character, aesthetics or public views. 

5. Any Modification of parking or loading zone requirements will not 

adversely affect the demand for on-street parking in the immediate area. 

6. The project is not detrimental to existing physical access, light, solar 

exposure, ambient noise levels or ventilation on or off site. 

7. Any adverse environmental impacts are mitigated to a level of 

insignificance. 

 

Variance: Like a Modification, a Variance is a discretionary permit type that can 

change the ordinance standards applicable to a development project. However, a 

Variance is not subject to an upper limit and permanently changes the development 

standard affected. A Variance requires strict findings: 

 

a. Due to special circumstances applicable to the subject property, 

including location, shape, size, surroundings, or topography, the strict 

application of this Development Code deprives the subject property of 

privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under identical 

zone classification.  

 

b.  The granting of the Variance shall not constitute a grant of special 

privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other property in the 

vicinity and zone in which the property is situated.  

  

At present, Action Items in the Summerland Community Plan itself supersede the Zoning 

Ordinance, resulting in the inability to grant Modifications or Variances. The 

Summerland Community Plan currently contains the following action items: 

 

Action VIS-S-3.1: The maximum height for structures within the urban area 

shall be 22 feet and the maximum height for structures in the rural area shall 

be 16 feet. 
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Action VIS-S-3.2: The County shall amend the zoning ordinance to include 

height limitations which must be adhered to for all development in 

Summerland. 

 

Action VIS-S-5.1: the County shall amend the zoning ordinance to include 

FAR requirements which must be adhered to in Summerland. 

 

The placement of these standards in the community plan with their mandatory “shall” 

and “must” language creates inflexible standards that cannot be changes by the 

typical ordinance tools.2   

 

Options  

The SunPAC has two options: 

 

• Recommend the action items listed above remain in the Community Plan and 

continue to prohibit MOD and VAR in Summerland. 

• Recommend removal one or more policies and action items, so that by default 

MOD or VAR would be allowed in Summerland under the ordinance as is done in 

other parts of the County. 

 

If SCP policies limiting height and FAR are removed, the SunPAC can formulate 

additional findings specific to Summerland for integration into the Ordinance. Any 

additional findings would be integrated into the existing VAR and MOD provisions and 

the SCP Overlay in the LUDC.   

Agenda Item 5 

Draft Circulation Chapter: The Draft Chapter, including the goals and policies 

developed to date, are included as Attachment 4. The format has changed to allow 

graphics, photos, and explanatory text boxes. The format may again change prior to 

final publication to ensure consistency with other planning documents in development. 

The Draft Chapter contains five sections: 

 

Introduction:  This section provides background on why the chapter is being updated, 

the process, current issues in the community, and goals. 

 

Section A: Describes the existing setting and a brief discussion of issues. Figures have not 

yet been labeled or included as we are working on the final layout and will be creating 

new maps. The text boxes are not complete and will eventually contain background 

information, acronyms, and legal requirements to assist in understanding the Chapter.  

 

 

                                                 
2 The Summerland Community Plan also contains height restrictions applicable to specific properties that have the same 

effect of prohibiting Modifications or Variances with respect to those properties.  Staff does not recommend changing 

these property-specific policies: 

 
Policy LU-S-J-1: The following standards apply to 28 acres currently identified as the Jostens Property, APN 

5-110-01 [QAD property]: . . . All new and modifications to existing buildings on Area A shall be limited to 

one story and 16 feet in height, 

 
Action LU-S-WH-1a.5 [White Hole Knoll Area/Montecito Ranch Estates]: a. Maximum height shall be no 

more than sixteen feet to the highest ridge. 
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Section B and C:  Sections B and C are the same as the 1992 Chapter. The Toro Canyon 

Plan, adopted in 2004, contains similar provisions. 

 

Section B details the performance of the roadway network, as measures in LOS, and 

identifies safety issues. Prior to the completion of Section B, we need updated 

information from the Public Works Department.  The Office of Long Range Planning will 

obtain them through Public Works or other means prior to initiating environmental 

review. Study area streets generally still operate above LOS B and it is assumed that 

traffic and roadway networks have not substantially changed since 1992. 

 

Section C contains three subheadings: 

1. Definitions: Definitions were covered at SunPAC Meeting #24. 

2. Roadway Classification System: Explains Primary and Secondary Roadways and 

their capacities.  

3. Roadway and Intersection Standards: Defines how acceptable capacity levels 
are applied in make consistency findings for projects. Roadway standards are in 

ADT and intersection standards are measures in volume/capacity (V/C) changes 

based on existing LOS.  

 

This section remains unchanged as 1992 LOS and project consistency standards are 

assumed to remain applicable to Summerland. Consistent with the 1992 Plan, all 

intersections are required to operate at LOS B, with the exception of Ortega Hill west of 

101 where LOS C is acceptable. 

 

The following policies in the original plan relate to Section C and staff recommends their 

retention in the new plan. 
 

Roadway and Intersection Standards for Determination of Project Consistency: 
 

Policy CIRC-S-3:   The County shall regularly monitor the operating conditions of 

designated roadways and intersections in Summerland.  If any 

roadway or intersection is found to exceed the acceptable 

capacity level defined by this community plan, the County shall 

reevaluate, and if necessary, amend the community plan in order 

to reestablish the balance between allowable land uses and 

acceptable roadway and intersection operation.  This reevaluation 

should include, but not be limited to: 

* redesignating roadways and/or intersections to a different 

classification; 

* reconsidering proposed land uses to alter traffic generation 

rates, circulation patterns, etc.; and 

* changes to the County's Capital Improvement Program 

including reevaluation of alternative modes of 

transportation. 

 

Policy CIRC-S-9: The minimally acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on roadway 

segments and intersections in the Summerland Planning Area is "B."  

However, due to existing traffic volumes and the impracticality of 

widening Ortega Hill Road west of the US 101 onramp, that section 

of Ortega Hill Road may operate at LOS "C." 
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Section D 

This section houses the goal/objectives, polices, action items, and development 

standards. Minor edits were made to the policies from original matrix. Remaining items 

will be incorporated into the Draft for SunPAC Meeting #29. The format is similar to the 

original plan, with Goal/Objectives, polices, action items, development standards. 

Agenda Item 6 

ROW, Alternative Transit, and Rural Consideration:  We will be using the interactive 

Policy Matrix (Attachment 5) at the meeting to finish goals, polices, development 

standards, and action items,  

 

ROW 

Issue Summary 

There are a large number of illegal encroachments into the County-owned ROW that 

currently exist in Summerland. They range from hazardous, such as vegetation blocking 

the line of sight, to those thought necessary and beneficial by the property owner; e.g., 

retaining walls that stabilize slopes and prevent erosion. 

 

Current Summerland Community Plan policy prohibits the issuance of encroachment 

permits and prohibits the County from abandoning ROW (Circ. S-17 and Circ. S-18).  The 

Public Works Department presentation on August 5, 2009 highlighted issues associated 

with encroachment and abandonment prohibition, such as the Summerland School 

request to use or take over an adjacent potion of unused ROW.   

 

Parks Department Feedback: Parks staff reviewed staff policy suggestions regarding 

ROW parks and pedestrian trails. Their feedback was that steeply sloped ROW would be 

best suited for stairways or sidewalk structures as opposed to a natural surface path. 

They suggested maintaining certain ROWs, such as Hollister, for pedestrian circulation 

and development with stairways. Pocket parks would be suitable for ROW with gentle 

topography, but in areas with steep slopes, open spaces or staircases for circulation 

would be a better use. No funding is currently available for park improvements in 

Summerland. Joint projects with the SCA are an option for implementation and funding. 

The Greenwell Preserve may be a good model.  

 

Options 

Treatment and Classification of ROW: In Summerland, County-owned ROW falls into 

three categories: (1) maintained, (2) un-maintained and developed for access, and (3) 

undeveloped and un-maintained (Attachment 9).  The SunPAC may consider different 

treatment for each ROW category, such as pocket parks for undeveloped, un-

maintained ROW or requiring consistency with encroachment standards for un-

maintained ROW used for access. The classification below would apply to the entire 

ROW width in an area. The SunPAC may further break down the classifications within a 

ROW section (i.e., paved area, landscaped area, parking area). 
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ROW Type Encroachment Options Abandonment Options 

Maintained 

(paved sections 

of roadways are 

maintained, 

applies to most 

ROW in 

Summerland) 

 

Limited circumstances with specific criteria - 

and definitions of desirable vs. unwanted. 

 

Develop Standards for integration into County 

Code/LUDC. 

 

LUP/Zoning Clearance ROW legal findings with 

new standards or as permitted. 

None 

 

Only for public benefit 

with specific criteria. 

Developed, 

non-maintained 

(i.e., west 

portion of 

Whitney, east 

Emerson and 

Golden Gate.) 

Limited circumstances with specific criteria. 

 

Allow for encroachment and repair consistent 

with new standards.  

 

Allow for pedestrian amenities. 

None 

 

Only for public benefit 

with specific criteria. 

 

Only to an HOA for 

maintenance and 

private access. 

Undeveloped, 

non-maintained 

(i.e., Findley, 

north/south 

streets ends 

along Whitney, 

undeveloped 

sections of 

Hollister) 

Only for park, community, or pedestrian 

amenities (i.e., community gardens, sidewalks, 

staircases, or beach parking). 

 

Private or public access with a CUP where 

design would benefit of the community.  

None 

 

Only for public benefit 

with specific criteria. 

 

 

Prescriptive rights and adverse possession do not apply to public agency ROW, so there 

is no possibility of a private landowner acquiring public ROW because of long-term use. 

The undeveloped areas may be suited to providing community amenities or pedestrian 

circulations. A funding mechanism needs to be explored for any action items. The 

Greenwell Preserve could serve as a model for citizen group and County collaboration.    

 

Findings for Encroachment: The SunPAC has expressed prior interest in allowing flexibility 

in ROW encroachments as a mechanism for solving engineering issues associated with 

development and slopes and to provide flexible standards for landscaping and 

aesthetically desirable features. Any findings would reside in the LUDC, Section 

35.28.210.F- Summerland Community Plan Overlay, and in Chapter 23 of the County 

Code pertaining to encroachment permits. The SunPAC should consider further defining 

desirable and undesirable encroachments as discussed at Meeting #26. 

 

Please carefully review Attachment 8, County Encroachment Permit Policy, and 

consider its appropriateness to Summerland. Public Works policy provides for a 7-foot 

setback from pavement edge for encroachments where the speed limit is 25 mph or 

under, and 10 feet for areas where the posted speed limit is over 25 mph. Regulations 

found in LUDC Section 35.30.150.E are more restrictive, allowing projection of permitted 



TRANSMITTAL MEMO DECEMBER 8, 2009 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT Page 8 of 8 
  

OFFICE OF LONG RANGE PLANNING 

structures into the ROW is limited to 8 feet away from pedestrian areas and 14 feet from 

areas used for vehicular traffic. 

 

Enforcement 

Public Works does not have the resources to actively abate every violation in 

Summerland and can only provide active enforcement where health and safety are 

jeopardized. Standards for ROW permitting would allow Public Works flexibility to 

enforce existing violations. By incorporating an ordinance finding for any zoning permit 

in Summerland that ROW encroachments must be legalized or removed, ROW 

violations would be abated during approval of zoning permits. 

 

Alternative Transit and Rural Considerations 

These are the last remaining topic areas in the Policy Matrix. The attached Policy Matrix 

has the original plan language and staff suggestions.  

 

Action CIRC-S-14.2 from the original SCP contains provisions for carpool and vanpool 

consistent with TDM Program as outlined County Code Section 23A-1. Most businesses in 

Summerland are smaller retail establishments that have few employees. Public Works 

has received no recent applications or requests for the program in Summerland. A 

Summerland TDM program action item may not be effective or would need to be 

customized to include incentives appealing to Summerland business owners. 

Agenda Item 7 

SBAR Review of Residential Design Guidelines- Please see Attachment 3 for the 

complete minutes.  

 

Each SunPAC member is encouraged to review this draft information and contact staff 

individually should any questions, suggestions, or other comments arise. Staffs contact 

details follow: 

 

• Vicki Parker, 568.2057 

• Peter Imhof, 568.3543 

• Holly Bradbury, 568.3577  

Adjourn 

Next meeting: SunPAC Community Plan Update Meeting #29 

 
Topic: Phase III, Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Update: Review Draft 

Wednesday January 6, 2009, 5:00 PM  

Planning Commission Hearing Room, First Floor 
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Questions or comments about the Community Plan Update may be directed to Vicki Parker at 805-568-2057 or vparker@co.santa-barbara.ca.us and 
further information may be obtained on the following web site: http://longrange.sbcountyplanning.org/planareas/summerland/summerland.php 

Summerland Planning Advisory Committee Meeting 
 

Writings that are a public record under Government Code § 54957.5(a) and that relate to an agenda item of a regular 
meeting of the Planning Advisory Committee that are distributed to a majority of all of the members of the Planning 
Advisory Committee less than 72 hours prior to that meeting shall be available for public inspection at Santa Barbara 
County Office of Long Range Planning 30 E. Figueroa Street, Santa Barbara, CA, and also on the County’s website at 
http://longrange.sbcountyplanning.org/ 
 
Attendance and participation by the public is invited and encouraged. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the Hearing Support Staff (805) 568-
2000. Notification at least 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Hearing Support Staff to make reasonable 
arrangements. 
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SUMMERLAND 
Planning Advisory Committee 

(SunPAC) 
 

November 4, 2009 Meeting #27 – Minutes 

 

1. Meeting Called to Order: By Chair Donaldson at 5:03 pm. 

Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call: 

SunPAC Members Present: Robert (Robin) Donaldson, David (Tom) Evans, Betty 
Franklin, David Hill, Mary Holzhauer, Nancy Kimsey, Suzanne Perkins, Wickson 
(Reeve) Woolpert. 

SunPAC Members Absent: Paul Franz. 

County Staff Present: Office of Long Range Planning: Supervising Planner Peter 
Imhof and Planner Holly Bradbury.   

Welcome: Chair Donaldson welcomed participants. 

2. Public Comment: 

None. 

3. Administrative Items: 

Minutes of October 7th, 2009 SunPAC Meeting #26: 

 
Minutes amended to include the SunPAC’s comments regarding policy 
language with staff to verify changes. 

ACTION: Member Kimsey moved, Member Franklin seconded, to approve the 
October 7, 2009 SunPAC Meeting #27 Minutes as amended; motion carried 
by a vote of 8-0. 

Yea: Evans, Donaldson, Franklin, Kimsey, Holzhauer, Hill, Woolpert, 

Perkins. 

Nay: None. 

Absent: Franz. 

 December 2, 2009 SunPAC Meeting #28:  

Not all SunPAC members can attend on the evening of December 2; the 
meeting shall be rescheduled.  Staff to verify date, SunPAC would prefer 
December 2 or December 8. 

4. Phase III-Circulation and Trails:  At Meeting #26, the SunPAC began 
developing goals, policies, actions, and development standards pertaining to 
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circulation.  Staff was directed to return with road width information from 
Mission Canyon regarding roads widths and draft policy language for vacant 
lot storage. 

Polices developed at the meeting (no motion): 

 

Policy CIRC: Long-term Goal: Highway 101 is to be under-grounded from 

Padaro to Sheffield to reconnect Summerland to the ocean. 

 

Policy CIRC: To facilitate emergency vehicle ingress/egress, the County shall 

study the feasibility of “fog lines” or other similar means to delineate travel 

lanes in the inner-urban area, provided that suitable traffic calming measures 

can be implemented to ensure that vehicular speed does not increase and 

that loss of on-street parking spaces is minimized.  A circulation plan shall strive 

to improve Varley Street vehicle passage, reduce vehicle clutter, and 

preserve the “slow street” character of inner-urban Summerland.   

5. Phase III-ROW: The discussion was to the meeting.  The SunPAC voices support 
for opening Hollister and/or Coleville between Shelby and Banner, and for 
stairs Colville between Shelby and Varley. 

 

The following policy was developed in response to concerns that existing and 

proposed Summerland trials have not been incorporated into the county PRT 

Matrix.  

 

Policy CIRC:  As a funding priority, the County shall develop an urban trail 

system that includes stairs, pocket parks, vista points, access corridors utilizing 

existing and future trail easements and public rights of way.  All existing and 

proposed Summerland trails shall be incorporated into the PRT map.   

6. Phase III- Parking: 

 

Action: Member Perkins moved, Member Kimsey seconded to approve the 
following policy language; motion carried by a vote of 7-1. 

 

Policy CIRC: 

A. No visible portion of any front yard setback, shall be used for the 

permanent storage of vehicles, trailers, or parts thereof, or appliances,  junk, 

tents, storage containers garbage or rubbish/recycling receptacles, compost 

piles, or similar items.  Nothing in this policy shall be construed to prohibit folk 

art.  

B. Permanent storage, as used in this section, shall mean storage for a period 

of forty-eight (48) or more consecutive hours. 

C. Building materials for use on the same premises may be stored 

thereon during the time that a valid permit is in effect for construction 

on the premises. 

 

Yea: Evans, Donaldson, Franklin, Kimsey, Holzhauer, Hill, Perkins. 
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Nay: Woolpert. 

Absent: Franz. 

 

Action: Member Woolpert moved, Member Perkins seconded to strike Action 

S-15-1 as amended by staff; motion denied by a vote of 3-5. 

Policy CIRC-S-15-1: The LUDC shall be amended to include that all new single-

family home developments on a minimum of a 7,500 sq. ft. parcel shall 

provide one off-street guest parking space in addition to the normal parking 

requirement.  The amendment shall provide for two guest parking on larger 

lots (e.g., 10,000 sq. ft. and greater) and shall provide relief if the guest parking 

requirement cannot be met due to physical or other constraints.  

Yea:  Donaldson, Holzhauer, Perkins. 

Nay: Evans, Hill, Franklin, Kimsey, Woolpert. 

Absent: Franz. 

Motion failed by majority vote.  Policy CIRC-S-15-1 shall remain in the final 

document as amended by staff.  Staff will work with counsel to ensure 

requirement would be worded such that it would be effectuated in the Zoning 

Ordinance not the Community Plan. 

Action: Member Evans moved, Member Hill seconded to include Policy CIRC-

S-15-1 and the following policy: motion carried by a vote of 8-0. 

Yea: Evans, Hill, Franklin, Kimsey, Woolpert, Donaldson, Holzhauer, 

Perkins. 

Nay: None. 

Absent: Franz. 

Policy CIRC: Where possible, driveway lengths of at least 18 feet from property 

line to garage to accommodate temporary guest parking shall be 

encouraged.  

Action:  Member Perkins moved, Member Woolpert seconded, to adopt 

Action CIRC-S-16.2 As amended by staff to include the anticipated loss of 

parking and Wallace Avenue to due to erosion; motion carried by a vote of 8-

0. 

Action CIRC-S-16.2: The County shall delineate on-street parking on the north 

and south sides of Wallace Avenue to maximize parking spaces as indicated 

on Figures X and X (Parking Plans) subject to available funding.  County shall 

investigate relocating the sidewalk on the south side of Wallace to realize this 

goal.  This policy anticipates the loss of Wallace Avenue and parking due to 

erosion.  The County shall study possible alternatives for beach parking and 

access in this area.   

Yea: Evans, Donaldson, Franklin, Kimsey, Holzhauer, Hill, Woolpert, Franz, 

Perkins. 

Nay: None. 
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Absent: Franz. 

Policy 16.3 from original plan deleted as a Finney is a private road. 

Action: Member Hill moved, Member Franklin seconded to adopt the 

following polices; motion carried by a vote of 8-0. 

Policy CIRC-S: If needed in the commercial core, adequate short-term parking 

in front of businesses should be available for customers and existing parking 

constraints in the business district should be alleviated. 

Action CIRC-S:   Planning and Development shall coordinate with SCA to 

examine methods such as shared parking or conjunctive use credits for mixed-

use projects. 

DevStd CIRC-S: Impervious surface paving should be reduced to allow 

increased water infiltration. 

DevStd CIRC-S:  All construction-related vehicle and equipment parking shall 

be located on-site, or at a designated off-site location approved by Planning 

& Development. 

Yea: Evans, Donaldson, Franklin, Kimsey, Holzhauer, Hill, Woolpert, Franz, 

Perkins. 

Nay: None. 

Absent: Franz. 

Action: Member Woolpert moved, Member Perkins seconded, seconded to 

adopt the following policy; motion carried by a vote of 8-0. 

DevStd CIRC: County shall explore commercial overflow parking opportunities, 

such as valet parking plans using under-utilized parking areas, removal of 

Lookout Park gates during evening hours, and other innovative parking 

solutions consistent with the character of Summerland. 

Yea: Evans, Donaldson, Franklin, Kimsey, Holzhauer, Hill, Woolpert, Franz, 

Perkins. 

Nay: None. 

Absent: Franz. 

7. SBAR Review Of Residential Design Guidelines: Continued to Meeting #28. 

8. Variance and Modifications: Continued to Meeting #28.  

Adjournment: Chair Donaldson moved, Vice Chair Perkins seconded, to 
adjourn the meeting; motion carried by a vote of 8-0. 

Yea:  Donaldson, Evans, Franklin, Hill, Holzhauer, Kimsey, Perkins 
Woolpert. 

Nay: None. 

Absent: Franz. 

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 pm. 
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Next Meeting:  Tuesday, December 8, 2009, 5:00pm 

105 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara 

Planning Comission Hearing Room, 1rst Floor 

 

Topic: Phase III Summerland Community Plan Circulation: 

ROW, Review of Draft 

 

Minutes Approved: 

 

__________________________________________ 

 Robert (Robin) Donaldson, Chair 
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SOUTH        Santa Barbara County  
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW    Planning Commission Hearing Room 
APPROVED MINUTES       Engineering Building, Room 17 
Meeting of July 24, 2009      123 East Anapamu Street 
         Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
         (805) 568-2000 
 

 
The regular meeting of the Santa Barbara County Board of Architectural Review Committee was 
called to order by the Chair, Will Rivera, at 9:15 A.M., in the Santa Barbara County Engineering 
Building, Room 17, 123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, California. 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Will Rivera  Chair 
Laurie Romano     Vice Chair 
Martha Gray 
Jeremy Roberts 
Glen Morris 
Steve Willson 
Anita Hodosy-McFaul               SBAR Secretary 
Anne Almy  Supervising Planner 

 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: Everyone present.  
 
REPORTERS:  None in attendance 
 
NUMBER OF INTERESTED PERSONS:  Approximately 5± 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA: 
 
I.  PUBLIC COMMENT :   
 
II. AGENDA STATUS REPORT:  Roberts moved, seconded by Gray and carried by a vote of 4 to 

0 (Morris absent) to: 
• Continue Item #4 09BAR-00000-00112 to be heard later at 1:00 p.m. 

 
III. MINUTES: Willson moved, seconded by Gray and carried by a vote of 4 to 0 (Morris absent) 

approve the Minutes of July 10, 2009. 
 
 
IV. CONSENT AGENDA:  
C-1 08BAR-00000-00230        Robles Residence Second Story Addition Santa Barbara 

08LUP-00000-00577 (Brian Banks, Planner) Jurisdiction: Goleta 
Request of Tony Xiques, agent for the owner, Edward Robles, to consider Case No. 
08BAR-00000-00230 for final approval on consent of a first and second story addition of 
approximately 1,591 square feet and a new garage of approximately 532 square feet. The 
following structures currently exist on the parcel: a residence of approximately 1,526 square feet 
and detached garage of approximately 458 square feet (to be demolished). The proposed project 
will not require grading. The property is a 8,712 square foot parcel zoned 7-R-1 and shown as 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 065-191-001, located at 313 Rosemead Street in the Santa Barbara  
area, Second Supervisorial District. (Continued from 10/24/08, 12/05/08 & 3/13/09, 4/10/09, 5/08/09 & 7/10/09) 

ACTION: Roberts moved, seconded by Gray and carried by a vote of 4 to 0 (Morris 
absent) to grant final approval on consent of 08BAR-00000-00230. 

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
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11. Discussion Summerland Draft Design Guidelines Summerland 
(Derek Johnson, Director)  
Request of the office of Long Range Planning, that the South County Board of Architectural 
Review (SBAR) receive and review the Draft Residential Design Guidelines for 
Summerland. 

COMMENTS: 
Public speakers:  Tom Evans, Patrick Nesbitt 
SBAR COMMENTS: 
a. Clarify whether partial basements are allowed. 
b. Guidelines need additional graphics. 
c. On pg 11-7, clarify use of scale; revise graphic for clarity. 
d. Could use examples of appropriate exterior lighting that conforms to different styles. 
e. Staff to distribute revised guidelines on 8/14 for further SBAR review on 8/28 

Discussion item only, no action is taken. Item continued to the August 24, 2009 SBAR 
meeting for further discussion. 

 

 

There being no further business to come before the Board of Architectural Review Committee, 
Committee Member Steve Willson moved, seconded by Glen Morris, and carried by a vote of 5 to 0 that 
the meeting was adjourned until 9:00 A.M. on Friday, August 14, 2009 in the Santa Barbara County 
Engineering Building, Room 17, 123 Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, California 93101. 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 3:00 P.M. 
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SOUTH        Santa Barbara County  
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW   Planning Commission Hearing Room 
APPROVED MINUTES      Engineering Building, Room 17 
Meeting of August 28, 2009      123 East Anapamu Street 
         Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
         (805) 568-2000 
 

 
The regular meeting of the Santa Barbara County Board of Architectural Review Committee was 
called to order by the Chair, Chris Roberts, at 9:28 A.M., in the Santa Barbara County Engineering 
Building, Room 17, 123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, California. 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Will Rivera  Chair 
Jeremy Roberts     Vice Chair 
Martha Gray 
Glen Morris 
Steve Willson 
David Villalobos                Hearing Support Supervisor 
Anne Almy  Supervising Planner 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: None. 

REPORTERS:  None in attendance 

NUMBER OF INTERESTED PERSONS:  Approximately 15± 

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA: 

I. PUBLIC COMMENT:   

II. AGENDA STATUS REPORT: Rivera moved, seconded by Gray and carried by a vote of 5 to 0 
to: 

• Drop Item No. 4 09BAR-00000-00073 Schulz Residence Addition/Remodelfrom the agenda at 
the request of the applicant. 

• Continue Item No. 10 09BAR-00000-00031Warzocha Residence Additions and New Garage to 
the meeting of September 11, 2009 at the request of the applicant. 

III. MINUTES: Roberts moved, seconded by Rivera and carried by a vote of 4 to 0 (Willson 
abstained) to approve the Minutes of August 14, 2009. 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA:  

V. SBAR MEMBERS INFORMATIONAL BRIEFINGS: None. 

VI. STAFF UPDATE: None. 

VII. STANDARD AGENDA: 

Toro Canyon/Summerland/Carpinteria Areas 

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
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11. Discussion Summerland Draft Design Guidelines Summerland 
(Derek Johnson, Director)  
Request of the office of Long Range Planning, that the South County Board of 
Architectural Review (SBAR) receive and review the Draft Residential Design Guidelines 
for Summerland. (Continued from 7/24/09) 

Project was a discussion item only. 

Overall SBAR Comments: 
a. SBAR voiced support for document. 
b. A mechanism needs to be in place to record problems and issues so that the draft document 

may be changed/final document amended as needed. 
c. Concerned over wording and flexibility in interpretation:  standardize use of  “shall not,” 

“should not” and “could.” 
d. Include in Preface:  good architecture and design may exist in any form, the incorporation of 

architecture into the fabric Summerland is at the discretion the SBAR. 
e. Remove G’s from Guideline bullet points  
f. SBAR role is not to be an arbiter of private views, remove language pertaining to private 

views. 
g. Items which are included in Chapter 11 and other sections which duplicate the LUDC or any 

other SB county policy document (e.g., definitions and story pole guidelines) should 
reference the parent document only to avoid potential inconsistencies and procedurally 
difficult changes to Guidelines in future.   Such items would be reference materials to be 
included in a “Summerland package” to avoid redundant changes to Guidelines. 

Chapter 1: 
• SBAR always recommends good neighbor policies and supports projects which are sensitive 

to the needs of surrounding neighbors 
• Annotate the permit flow chart to include consultation with the Summerland BAR and 

reflect recent noticing changes. 
Chapter 2: 
• SBAR wants picture/raking shot of existing street with desirable texture, good setback, and 

relationship; try Google maps street view.  Avoid confusing users with this image.  
• Page 2-4 Paragraph 6, sentence 3: remove “preferred” and define preferred scale earlier in 

chapter. 
• Add different images that give the flavor of Summerland. 

Chapter 3 
• G3.2: make specific statement about urban vs. rural or highlight the section pertaining to 

applicability for urban versus rural in Chapter 1.  
• For G3.17, include language to emphasize permeable pavers with acknowledgement of what 

is and what is not permeable. 
• Drainage plans are not be reviewed and approved by the SBAR.  3.29 should reference a 

conceptual drainage plan for reference only. 
• Page 3-7:  Finding 1: “The applicant has designed a project which limits impacts on his/her 

neighbors views  is appropriate to the neighborhood context”. 
• G3.21 Proposed designs should consider views from public spaces, such as parks, roadways 

and open space, and should  minimize impacts where feasible to or enhance those public 
views and where feasible private views should also be protected or enhanced.   

• Chapter 4 
• Fig.  4.2: More descriptive graphic needed, specify if a mezzanine would be included in 

FAR twice in such a situation. 
• FAR calculations need to be simplified to allow use of formula by all (applicants, planners, 

BAR). 
• Fig.  4.3 and Page 4-5: Basement methodology is confusing.  How does this relate to the 

Building Code and required ventilation/access?  
• Fig. 4.8:  Simpler forms without articulation have worked well in Summerland.  Consider 

removal of graphic. 
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• G4.13 and 4.14: See Goleta Design Guidelines discussion of “side loading” and provide 
language to describe how elements should be balanced and to allow SBAR discretion.  Fig. 
4.13: Should show decks, bay windows or balconies as described in G4.22.  Replace 4.13 
with another image (e.g., Fig. 2 from the existing Guidelines).  Figure 5.1 would be an 
acceptable substitute. 

• Chapter 5 
• Fig. 5.1: Can staff find an example of a California bungalow on a sloped site?  Existing 

photograph is more typical of a flat site.  Important to have examples of all recommended 
design styles on sloped sites.  Examples all need to be of good architecture. 

• Drawings preferred over photos for examples of styles. 
• SBAR is conformable with flat roofs if done correctly. 
• Fig 5.7: would prefer a drawing.  The selected photo is not a good example of a garage 

treatment. 
• Fig. 5.8: Lighten/brighten photo.  Too dark. 
• G5.12: Sloped or pitched roof forms are preferred over flat roofs: flat roofs or roof parapet 

tops are discouraged in the urban area, except for green roofs or roofs not visible by 
neighbors 

• G5.15:  Replace should with “could.” 
• G5.16:  Deleted. 

Chapter 6 
• Please include a preference for sustainable/recycled materials or reference green building 

resources. 
• Page 6-2: skylights should  have the same pitch and be parallel with roof, low profile. 
• Fig. 6.4: Correct starter board position. 
• Fig. 6.5: “Dark mirrored reflective glazing.” 
• Fig 6.6: Windows only represent Victorian, not contemporary. 
• Would prefer different window in Fig. 6.5 and more examples in Fig. 6.7 
• G6.15: Clarify that only pertains to urban area. 
• G6.20:  ”All colors shall are encouraged to blend in with the surrounding soils, vegetations, 

and rock out cropping.”  
Chapter 7 

• No comments. 
Chapter 8 

• Remove chapter.  RSUs are exempt from BAR review. 
Chapter 9 

• Support language that landscape plan shall be required. 
• G9.8 Delete. 
• Fig 9.3: Work in “should” language regarding Example C. 
• Fig 9.4 and 9.5:  Not actually permeable after 90% compaction.  Use chipseal example. 
• G9.27:  Fences should be less than 6 feet. Mention 3.5-foot limit from text. 
• G9.28:  Change to a placeholder for when this issue is addressed as part of Phase III. 
• Fig. 9.8: Include that opaque glass is acceptable. 
• Want specification for lumens on outdoor lighting; research and reflect appropriate LZ 
standards. 
• Page 9-7: Supports 3.5 foot fence height limitation in front yard setback. 

Chapter 10 and 11 
• Remove or reference content as appropriate (e.g., eliminate findings,  checklist, noticing 

rules). Include as Summerland supplemental package with applications to avoid the need to 
amend the document every time the LUDC or other BOS-adopted documents are amended. 

• FAR worksheet appears complicated. 

Public Comment: Tom Evans 
New document gives SBAR more discretion with plate height and understories, FAR limits 
higher than Montecito. Private Views are the #1 concern in Summerland and original SBAR 
Design Guidelines protected them.  Does not like flat roofs and would prefer photos to drawings 
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in Chapter 5 as better representing typical Summerland architecture. Community, not SBAR, 
needs to decide on reflective roofs.  Modular housing not successful. Outdoor lighting approval 
shouldn’t be wattage dependent.  Presents enforcement headache. 

SBAR Response: 
• Private views are not under the purview of the SBAR.   

 

There being no further business to come before the Board of Architectural Review Committee, 
Committee Member Steve Willson moved, seconded by Martha Gray, and carried by a vote of 4 to 0 
(Glen Morris absent) that the meeting was adjourned until 9:00 A.M. on Friday, September 11 , 2009 
in the Santa Barbara County Engineering Building, Room 17, 123 Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, 
California 93101. 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:15 P.M. 
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Summerland 
CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  PPLLAANN  

G. TRAFFIC CIRCULATION AND PARKING  

INTRODUCTION 

Background  

This chapter supersedes the Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Chapter of the 

Community Development Super Element, which was adopted in 1992 and has 

guided development to the present day. In July 2007, the County of Santa 

Barbara initiated the process to update the existing Board of Architectural 

Review Guidelines for Summerland and provide a focused update of the Traffic, 

Parking, and Circulation Chapter of the Summerland Community Plan. The 

Board of Supervisors created the Summerland General Planning Advisory 

Committee (SunPAC) on November 20, 2007. Similar to the process during the 

original 1992 Summerland Community Plan development, the SunPAC 

established goals, objectives, policies, action items, and development standards 

for circulation, parking, and road right-of way within the Summerland planning 

area.  

The update was initiated to address traffic parking and circulation issues within 

the community while enhancing the new streetscape improvements on Lillie 

Avenue. This chapter is intended to compliment the new Commercial and 

Residential Design Guidelines, and resolve existing issues with right of way and 

encroachment policies. This section of the Super Element complements the 

Community Development Element by contributing to the achievement of the 

economic, physical, and social goals of the community.  

A community survey was performed at the beginning of the update in January 

2008, and further defined local issues and goals (see Appendix C for 2008 

Survey results). The anonymous surveys provided direction to the SunPAC 

from residents and business owners regarding trends and concerns. Community 

input was also gathered through multiple workshops and two years of SunPAC 

meetings. Circulation issues facing the community include: 

• Enforcement of parking regulations and right-of way encroachments  

• Large vehicles 

Index (insert when format final) 
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• The use of surface streets as an alternative to freeway congestion 

• Walkability and pedestrian amenities 

• Maintaining community character and “funkiness” 

• Support for more alternative modes of transportation (i.e., public 

transportation, bicycles, ride share) 

• Increasing safety for pedestrians and vehicles 

• ROW abandonment and encroachment 

• Adequate maintenance and repair of streets 

• Residential on- street parking  

• Uncertain funding sources 

• Beach connectivity 

• Parking and circulation in the commercial core 

Goals  

The following guiding principles and goals, not in order of priority, provide the 

foundation for the Transportation Chapter: 

• Circulation 

o A master plan is needed for transportation facilities and services 

o Maintain the semi-rural quality of Summerland 

o Improve pedestrian/bike friendliness/access as a priority consistent 

with semi-rural quality 

o Reconnect the community with the ocean and facilitate pedestrian 

connection to the beach 

• Parking 

o Accessible business patron parking in the commercial core 

o Improved beach parking and access 

o Aesthetically pleasing streets and safe access and egress  

o Adequate parking is necessary for existing, new, or expanded 

developments 

 

Legal Requirements 
 
General Plan: California State Law 
(Government Code Sections 65300 
et seq.) requires jurisdictions to 
prepare a comprehensive, long-term 
General Plan with land use diagrams 
(e.g., maps), and text to guide 
development. Coastal areas also 
must have a LCP, consistent with the 
state Coastal Act. The General Plan 
must include at least seven state-
mandated “Elements”, one of which 
is Circulation. Santa Barbara 
County’s General Plan (formally 
known as the Comprehensive Plan). 
General Plans must be amended 
regularly to remain “current.”  
 
Santa Barbara County mostly 
updated the General Plan through 
Community Plans, the first of which 
was developed for Summerland in 
1992. 
 
General Plans are further defined and 
implemented through zoning maps 
and ordinances, which must be 
consistent with the General Plan.  
 
Coastal Act: Provisions of the 
Coastal Act promote maintenance 
and enhancement of public coastal 
access by automobile and transit. 
New development is required to 
avoid overwhelming the local 
circulation system to allow ease of 
public access. New or expanded 
public roadways must be designed 
and limited to accommodate needs 
generated by planned new 
development. Where existing or 
planned transportation infrastructure 
can accommodate only a limited 
amount of new development, 
priority shall be given to coastal-
dependent land uses so that they are 
not precluded. The California 
Coastal Commission remains 
concerned about the effect of 
parking restrictions on coastal 
access. 
 

AB32 & SB375: Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Emission 

Reduction. (Insert more info after 

CEQA analysis) 
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• ROW 

o Standards and definition of desirable vs. unwanted encroachments 

o Criteria for existing encroachment   

o TBD based on 12/8/09 PAC meeting 
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A. Existing Conditions and Issues 
 

Summerland shares its series of broad knolls with congested US Highway 101 

and the busy Union Pacific railroad tracks, which separate most of the 

community from the Pacific Ocean. 

Inner-Urban and Rural Distinction 

The 1992 Summerland Community Plan established two sub-areas for the 

community, including the Urban area where principally urban land uses exist and 

the Rural area where land uses are rural or agricultural in nature. The roadway 

usage and ambiance vary greatly between the rural and urban areas and deserve 

separate treatment. This chapter further distinguishes the urban area, excluding 

Ortega Ridge Road, as Inner Urban. For the purposes of this chapter, Ortega 

Ridge Road is considered a rural roadway. 

Figure x depicts the Rural and Inner-Urban areas. 

Since 1992, residential, mixed use, and commercial development has taken place 

in the community. The Inner-Urban area is primarily built-out, with little 

subdivision occurring due to environmental constraints and small lot sizes. The 

commercial core along Lillie Avenue is increasing in density through large 

commercial and mixed-use projects. Newer and larger residential and 

commercial projects are replacing many smaller, older buildings. The post office 

on Lillie serves as the hub of the community.  

Development in the rural area since 1992 has consisted of estate-style lot 

development and improvements to agricultural parcels. (Insert more info after 

build-out completed for ND.) The rural streets of Summerland have a distinct feel 

and survey results show the majority of residents want to preserve the existing 

ambiance.  

Circulation 

Like most unincorporated areas of California, residents of Summerland are 

dependent on the automobile for travel outside their immediate community. 

Many residents walk or bike for trips within the inner-urban area. The 

community is primary residential, and most visitors use the beaches or patronize 

the Lillie Avenue businesses. With the exception QAD, there are no large 

employers in or near Summerland. Because the area is largely developed and 

nearly built out, the components of the community’s future road system are 

already in place, except for a limited number of new links proposed in this plan. 

A major emphasis in the future will be on achieving safer utilization of the 

existing street network. 
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Existing Roadway Network 
 

The Summerland Community Plan Area is served by a street network that 

includes a State Highway, County two-lane major roads, collector streets and 

local streets (see Figure 16, Street Network/Traffic Volumes). The State 

Highway is U.S. Highway 101, a four-lane freeway in the southern portion of the 

Study Area. East Valley Road (State Route 192) is a two-lane major road that 

serves Summerland from the north although it is not located in the Study Area. 

Lillie Avenue is also a major road that provides primary access to the 

commercial portion of Summerland. County collector streets consist of Ortega 

Ridge Road and Ortega Hill Road in the western portion of the Study Area and 

Greenwell Avenue in the north and east portions of the Summerland area. Evans 

Avenue functions as a local street that provides access to the commercial and 

residential portions of Summerland. Other important local streets include Olive 

Street and Valencia Road, both of which serve the Inner-Urban residential 

neighborhood north of Lillie Avenue.  

Presently, no Community Plan Area intersections are signalized. However, there 

are 3-way and 4-way stop sign controlled intersections as well as two-way and 

single stop sign controls. 

Many roadways are fragmented because of incremental development patterns 

and piece-meal improvements. As a result, most streets have varying right-of-

way dimensions, no curb and sidewalk improvements, extremely varied roadway 

conditions, abrupt dead ends, with un-maintained sections in residential areas. As 

many streets are not continuous, conversion of some east-west streets to one-

way may be awkward as navigation would be confusing. Varley Street is narrow 

and traffic is functionally limited to one car passage due narrow width, parking, 

and storage in the ROW. Wallace Avenue will succumb to bluff erosion in the 

near future.  

Commercial core street improvements were completed in three phases from 

2007 to 2010 and have significantly improved parking and safety along Ortega 

Hill Road and Lillie Avenue. The improvements enhance the urban public space 

of the community, exhibit the character of the commercial core, and create an 

aesthetically pleasing gateway to the community. The use of Lillie Avenue by 

Highway 101 commuters as a means of avoiding freeway congestion has been 

reduced since the completion of the project. 

  

Figure x, Varley Street 
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Freeway 

 

U.S. 101 is the principal intercity arterial highway connecting cities between Los 

Angeles and San Francisco. The 101 Freeway is four lanes through Summerland 

with two interchanges in the plan area at Padaro Lane and Evans Avenue. 

Particularly through Summerland, Route 101 typically operates with congested 

flow (Level of Service F) conditions during weekday and weekend peak periods. 

In 2006 an extra auxiliary lane was added between the Evans Avenue on-ramp 

and the Sheffield Drive off-ramp to allow cars entering the freeway from 

Summerland more time to merge. 

The community has little or no control over regional traffic that passes through 

Summerland on US-101. Traffic congestion will likely continue to increase 

because of growth in surrounding areas. Alternatives to automobile travel are 

limited between Summerland and the urbanized South Coast area. Efforts to 

widen there freeway through Summerland and the South Coast were 

unsuccessful in the early 1990’s. The State of California, through Cal Trans, is the 

lead agency in freeway planning and construction efforts. 

The proposed widening of the freeway through Summerland is the last phase of 

the current freeway expansion, known as the South Coast HOV Lanes project, 

which spans from Montecito (Hot Springs Road) to Carpinteria. The South 

Coast HOV Lanes project is intended to reduce congestion and delay, provide 

capacity for future travel demand, encourage modal shift to transit and 

carpooling, and improve travel time on U.S. 101 within the project limits. 

Construction is scheduled for 2014-2020.  

Rail 

The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) passes through the Summerland Planning 

Area along its southern edge parallel with US-101. The UPRR has negative 

effects on noise and safety in the community.  

Public railroad passenger service (Amtrak) began in 1997. Although the 

possibility of instituting commuter rail service along the UPRR corridor between 

Santa Barbara and Ventura County has been discussed by regional organizations, 

no commitments or actions have been made.  

The Summerland community is intensely interested development of available 

railroad rights-of-way for bicycle, recreation, trail, beach parking, and other 

appropriate uses. The future reconstruction of the railroad road-right-of way 

Regional and Local Transit 

Planning 
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adjacent to Wallace Avenue due to bluff erosion may have impacts on beach 

access and trail opportunities.  

Public Transit 
 

Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) is a public transportation 

district serving the South Coast and provides the public with fixed route service. 

Route 20, the Santa Barbara to Carpinteria line, serves as the only fixed route 

transit line in Summerland. The route links Summerland with Santa Barbara, 

Montecito, and Carpinteria, and stops every 30-60 minutes at Lillie and Evans 

Avenue. The route is well-utilized and had an average of 420,000 riders per year 

from 2005-2009. For many potential users, the bus transit system is not 

competitive with the automobile in terms of convenience and accessibility. 

Passenger rail service on the South Coast is limited to Amtrak and state-

supported service in a corridor extending from San Diego to San Luis Obispo. 

Greyhound Bus Lines provide bus transportation to the South Coast with daily 

service trips to San Francisco, San Luis Obispo, and Los Angeles. No rail or bus 

stops (commercial or commuter) exist in Summerland, with the closest stations 

or terminals located in Carpinteria to the south or Santa Barbara to the north.   

The 1992 Plan contained policies encouraging the use of TDM programs; 

however, no community-specific interest materialized. The County Department 

of Public Works has received no recent Summerland applications or requests 

for the program. Summerland consists primarily of residential and small retail 

establishments; the only major employer in the area is QAD. Summerland is not 

a significant commuting destination. Many local residents use the County 

parking lot on Padaro Lane near Loon Point as an unofficial park-and-ride facility. 

SBCAG offers a variety of commuter services County-wide through its Traffic 

Solutions division. Traffic Solutions encourages commuters to choose 

commuting options other than driving to work alone through marketing and 

public outreach, incentive programs, and by acting as an information resource. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Class I bikeways are trails or paths 
that have entirely separate rights of 
way from automobile roadways for 
the use of bicycles and pedestrians. 
The paths minimize crossflow with 
automobile roads and can be 
located in parks, recreational areas, 
or road rights-of-way if such width 
permits. 
 
Class II bikeways or lanes are 
those found along roadways that 
are separated from vehicular travel 
lanes by a painted lane, a “bikes 
only” signor a barrier. These lanes 
are primarily for bicycle use, 
although vehicular parking and 
cross flows by pedestrians and 
motorists are permitted. 
 
Class III bikeways or “shared 
bicycle routes” are shared by 
pedestrians or motorists and are 
not physically separated from 
roadways. Only signs or roadway 
markings denote these routes. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Coutsey City of Los Angeles 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation 

Pedestrian and bicycle safety is compromised in the urban area by the 

absence of sidewalks, illegal encroachments, and storage of vehicles in 

the ROW. Recently created Class II Bike paths associated with the 

Lillie Road improvements and the Class I Ortega Hill Bike path have 

greatly improved bicycle and pedestrian access to the Summerland 

commercial core. 

The bicycle lanes along Ortega Hill, Lillie Avenue, and Via Real corridor 

connect Summerland with adjacent communities and bike networks. 

Lillie Avenue and Via Real are Class III and only signed/striped for 

bicycle use. Figure x illustrates Class I, Class II, and Class III bikeways in 

the Planning Area. 

Cycling continues to be hazardous on Ortega Ridge Road, Greenwell 

Avenue, and residential streets in the inner-urban area as bicyclists and 

pedestrians must share the road with motorists. Narrow roadways, on-

street parking, and other encroachments within the road shoulder 

right-of-way make sharing the road difficult for bicyclists and 

pedestrians. In addition to being narrow, the north-south streets 

(including Banner Street where Summerland School is located) are 

extremely steep, resulting in downhill speed problems. Pedestrians 

must walk along the shoulder or on the street itself. 

ROW 

Road right-of-way in Summerland is varied and the result of decades of 

fragmented development patterns. County-owned generally ROW falls 

into three categories: (1) maintained, (2) un-maintained and developed 

for access, and (3) undeveloped and un-maintained (see Figure x).  

To be completed after 12/08/09 SunPAC meeting   

Add SBCAG info  

In 1994, SBCAG completed 

the Regional Bikeway Study 

that identified a system of 

regionally significant bikeways 

within the County that links 

major population centers and, 

within centers, major trip 

origin, and destinations.  
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Figure x 

Dozens of illegal encroachments occur in the County-owned ROW in urban 

areas of Summerland. Illegal ROW encroachments have occurred unregulated 

for decades and include retaining walls, landscaping, and parking improvements. 

They range from hazardous, such as vegetation blocking the line of sight, to 

necessary and beneficial, e.g., retaining walls that stabilize slopes and prevent 

erosion. Many residents use the maintained County ROW for the long-term 

storage of boats, RV’s, trailers, non-functional vehicles, and other items, which 

create blight and safety issues on residential streets. Conversely, certain 

encroachments contain local artifacts and reflect the eclectic nature of the 

community. 

The County Public Works Department does not have resources to actively 

abate violations. The 1992 Summerland Community policy prohibited the 

issuance of encroachment permits and the abandonment of County ROW (Circ. 

S-17 and Circ. S-18). These policies further complicated the ability of Public 

Works to enforce or reasonably abate illegal and hazardous encroachments.  

Parking 

Enforcement 

 

The California Highway Patrol has jurisdiction over parking violations in the 

unincorporated areas of the County. The CHP requires investigation and 
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resolution for all complaints. 1  Immediate health and safety violations are 

addressed as soon as possible. Longer-term parking issues are remedied through 

the VIPER program, which includes contacting the registered owner directly, 

making the owner aware of the parking violation, and providing a timeframe for 

resolution. County regulations limit vehicle parking to 120 hours2 and detached 

equipment to 24 hours.3 All parking laws are enforced by the CHP and actively 

patrol Summerland.4   

Residential 

Because the streets are narrow, there are few on-street parking opportunities 

for the residents.  Areas that would otherwise be used as on-street parking 

often contain ROW encroachments or are used for long-term storage of 

vehicles and other items. Because of undefined ROW width and location, parking 

can intrude into vehicle travel lanes, which could affect emergency ingress/egress. 

Commercial  

 

A parking demand study was conducted for Summerland in June 2008, which 

analyzed both on- and off-street parking areas in the downtown commercial area 

on a weekend and weekday (see Appendix C). The study concluded that parking 

in the commercial core is sufficient. However, the community remains 

concerned about employee parking and parking-intensive uses. 

 
Beach Access and Pedestrian Circulation 

Beach Connectivity  

Substantial removal and rearrangement of homes, businesses, and streets began 

in the mid-1900’s with highway widening improvements, and continued later with 

the elevating of the new lanes. The community was practically disconnected from 

the seashore by Highway 101. Few other California coastal towns have faced 

such fundamental alteration. 

The County of Santa Barbara provides adequate public parking and beach 

facilities at Lookout Park at the terminus of Evans Avenue at the west end of the 

plan area and at the Loon Point Parking Lot on Padaro Lane on the east end of 

Summerland approximately one mile from each other. These areas provide 

parking and facilities for residents and tourists visiting only Summerland Beach or 

                                            
1 Complaints can be filed by calling the Enforcement Hotline at  805 967-1234 
2 County Code Section 23-13.1 
3 County Code Section 23-13-10 
4 Verbal communication with Lt. Greenfield on 9/22/09 
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Loon Point. Beach access in the eastern part of the community remains under-

developed. 

The beach access areas along Wallace Avenue and privately owned Finney Street 

incur problems with vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety due to inadequate and 

undefined parking, and difficulty anticipating vehicular movements. These roads 

do not have curbs, gutters, or sidewalks. No off-street parking is available on the 

Finney Street; however, drivers often park in an unimproved area along the side 

of the private street.  Due to the limited parking in the beach area, beach-goers 

frequently park along the narrow residential streets, leaving few parking 

opportunities for residents. Pedestrians and cyclists must compete with cars for 

the limited space available on the streets adjacent to the beach. 

Pedestrian Trails 

The Parks Recreation and Trails Chapter identifies existing and proposed trails 

on Figure 15 on page 58. Most of these trails are not incorporated into the 

Countywide Parks Recreation and Trails map. Development of identified trails 

would increase pedestrian connectively between the Inner-Urban and Rural 

areas and to the beaches. Development of existing and new on and off road trails 

in the ROW would increase connectivity and pedestrian safety. 

Funding/Regional Programs 

The following sources may be considered when developing funding strategies: 

The County’s Five Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is for non-

recurring projects generally over $100,000. It covers a five-year planning 

period and is updated annually to reflect ongoing changes. The CIP does 

not appropriate funds; rather, it serves as a budgeting tool proposing 

capital projects to be recommended for adoption within the County’s 

operating budget.   

Benefit Assessment Districts can be used by local governments to pay the 

cost of providing services. A benefit assessment places an annual levy on 

property that receives a “special benefit” from the assessment. The 

agency must give written notice to all affected property owners, conduct 

a public hearing, and conduct an assessment ballot vote. A majority vote 

(50% +1) in favor of the assessment amount is required for passage.    

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) distributes 

dollars in local, state, and federal funds for the region’s transportation 

network. Some of the major funding sources SBCAG allocates include 

Surface Transportation Program (STP), for roadway or transit 
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rehabilitation and operational improvements, Transportation 

Enhancement Activities (TEA) for bicycle and pedestrian projects, and 

Measure A (formerly Measure D) for local road rehabilitation.  

 
Source: http://www.sbcag.org/trnsprojfun.html 

Grants may be available to fund planning, project development and 

construction including the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program 

funded by Measure A or Safe Routes to School program funded by 

Caltrans.   

Private and Public Collaboration: The Greenwell Preserve is an example 

of successful public and private collaboration and could serve as a model 

for the development of pedestrian or bicycle facilities which improve 

circulation.   
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B. CURRENT ROADWAY AND INTERSECTION 

OPERATIONAL STATUS AND IDENTIFIED SAFETY 

ISSUES 

The current volumes of streets in the study area, measured in Average 

Daily Trips (ADTs), were determined from traffic counts taken in April 

1989. These volumes are depicted in Figure 16. Roadways in the study area 

are currently operating at volumes below their design capacities and are 

below the policy capacities as outlined in the current Santa Barbara 

County Circulation Element: 

• Four-lane Freeway: 67,000 ADT 

• Two-lane Expressway: 16,000 ADT 

• Two-lane Major Road: 10,000 ADT 

• Collector Road:   5,000 ADT 

In addition, existing weekday afternoon (P.M.) peak hour turning volumes 

were sampled at eight major controlled intersections in the Study Area 

during March 1989, in order to determine the Level of Service at those 

intersections. Levels of Service (LOS) are used to rate intersection 

operation using a system of letter designations.  The rating system starts 

with LOS "A", which represents free-flow conditions and goes down to 

LOS "F," which represents gridlock. Generally, LOS C is considered the 

minimum acceptable Level of Service for County intersections. The 

following controlled intersections within the Summerland Community Plan 

study area currently operate at LOS "A" during afternoon weekday peak 

hours: 

• Evans/Ortega Hill 

• Lillie/Greenwell 

• Lillie/US NB 101 Off-ramp 

• Ortega Hill/Ortega Ridge 

• Ortega Hill/ US 101 NB On-ramp 

• Padaro Lane/US 101 SB Ramps 

• Padaro Lane/US 101 NB Ramps 

• Padaro Lane/Via Real 

LOS "A" indicates that all of the controlled intersections in the Study Area 

are currently operating at acceptable levels of service with little or no 

congestion during weekday P.M. peak hours. An additional weekend 

afternoon LOS analysis included three downtown intersections in the 

Study Area:  Evans/Ortega Hill, Lillie/US 101 northbound off-ramp, and 

Ortega Hill/US 101 northbound on-ramp. The Evans/Ortega Hill and 

 
The term “level of service” (LOS) is 
used to describe the quality or ease of 
traffic movement for operating 
conditions that may occur on a 
roadway or intersection as it 
accommodates various traffic volumes. 
Level of service provides an overall 
qualitative measure of the effect of a 
range of factors which include speed 
and travel time, freedom to maneuver, 
traffic interruptions, comfort and 
convenience, and safety. 
 
There are six levels of service, A 
through F, that relate to driving 
conditions. This technique is the 
standards method for identifying street 
deficiencies, and reflects the ability of 
the street sections to accommodate 
traffic volumes. These are described 
below. 
 
Level of Service A - Free flow 
conditions, low volumes, unrestricted 
operating speeds, uninterrupted flow, 
no restriction on maneuverability, little 
or no delays. 
 
Level of Service B - Stable flow 
condition, operating speeds beginning 
to be restricted, design level for rural 
conditions. 
 
Level of Service C - Stable flow but 
speed and maneuverability restricted 
by higher traffic volumes, satisfactory 
operating speeds for urban conditions. 
 
Level of Service D - Approaching 
unstable flow, tolerable speeds 
maintained, delays at signals, 
temporary restrictions, little freedom 
to maneuver. 
 
Level of Service E - Low operating 
speed, volumes at or near capacity, 
unstable flow, momentary stoppages, 
extensive delay at signals. 
 
Level of Service F - Forced flow 
conditions, very low speeds, frequent 
stoppages for short or long periods 

because of downstream congestion. 
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Lillie/US 101 northbound off-ramp intersections were found to operate at LOS 

A, while Ortega Hill/US 101 northbound on-ramp was found to experience LOS 

B during weekend afternoon hours. 

Generally, Study Area streets and intersections appear to be operating within 

designated standards. However, there are many areas within the community 

where a variety of movement conflicts and safety hazards occur between 

vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles. 
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C.   ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS AND PROJECT CONSISTENCY 

STANDARDS 

The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Circulation Element Policy A 

states that:  

The roadway classifications, intersection levels of service, and 

capacity levels adopted in this Element shall apply to all roadways 

and intersections within the unincorporated area of the County, 

with the exception of those roadways and intersections located 

within an area included in an adopted community or area plan. 

Roadway classifications, intersection levels of service, and capacity 

levels adopted as part of any community or area plan subsequent 

to the adoption of this Element shall supersede any standards 

included as part of this Element. 

This section of the community plan is intended to update the roadway 

classifications and project consistency standards of the Santa Barbara County 

Comprehensive Plan's Circulation Element for the community of Summerland.  

In so doing, this community plan proposes a new system of roadway 

classifications and project consistency standards which are intended to fully 

supersede the classifications and standards used in the current Circulation 

Element 

1. Definitions 

Acceptable Capacity:  The maximum number of Average Daily Trips (ADTs) that 

are acceptable for the normal operation of a given roadway.  As defined by this 

Community Plan, the Acceptable Capacity for a given roadway is based upon its 

roadway classification and the acceptable level of service for that roadway.  The 

acceptable level of service for roadways in the Summerland Planning Area is 

Level of Service B.  Exceptions to this are: 

• Ortega Hill Road west of Highway 101:  LOS C is acceptable. 

Estimated Future Level of Service:  For a given intersection, the County-accepted 

level of service (LOS) based on existing traffic levels and on traffic to be 

generated by approved but not yet occupied projects as referenced by the public 

draft environmental documents for the development project under review.  The 

Estimated Future Level of Service must consider all funded but not yet 

constructed improvements that are planned for completion prior to the 

project's occupancy. This includes mitigations from projects that have been 
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approved by the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors but have not yet 

been constructed. 

Estimated Future Volume:  For a given roadway, segment, the most recent 

County-accepted count of Average Daily Trips (ADTs) plus any ADTs associated 

with approved projects that are not yet occupied as referenced in the public 

draft environmental document for the development project under review. 

Design Capacity:  The maximum number of ADTs that a given roadway can 

accommodate based upon roadway design as determined by the County Public 

Works Department. Design Capacity usually equates to Level of Service (LOS) 

E/F.  

Remaining Capacity:  For a given roadway, the difference between the 

Acceptable Capacity and the Estimated Future Volume in ADTs. 

2. Roadway Classification System 

The following roadway classification system is divided into two main 

designations:  Primary and Secondary roadways. Each of these main designations 

is further subdivided into three subclasses, dependent upon roadway size, 

function, and surrounding uses. Primary roadways serve mainly as principal 

access routes to major shopping areas, employment and community centers, etc., 

and often carry a large percentage of through traffic. This Circulation Element 

for the community does not designate any roadways within the community as 

primaries. As discussed in more detail below, a number of roadways in the 

community would be designated as Secondary. Secondary roadways are two lane 

roads designed to provide principal access to residential areas or to connect 

streets of higher classifications to permit adequate traffic circulation. Such 

roadway may be fronted by a mixture of uses and generally carry a lower 

percentage of through traffic than primaries. Table 3 identifies roadways in the 

Community which are designated in the Circulation Element and Figure 16A 

shows the classifications. 

Secondary 1 (S-1): Land Use:  Moderate to high non-residential use with 

moderate number of driveways or large residential lots 

with large setbacks and well-spaced driveways. 

Design Factors:  Two lanes, infrequent curb cuts, 

signalized intersections with primary roadways. 
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Capacity5 Design:  11,600, LOS D:  10,440,  LOS C:  

9,280,  LOS B:  8,120 

Secondary 2 (S-2): Land Use:  Mixed residential/non-residential. 

Design Factors:  Two lanes, close to moderately 

spaced driveways. 

Capacity6:  Design:  9,100, LOS D:  8,190,   LOS C:  

7,280, LOS B:  6,370 

Secondary 3 (S-3): Land Use:  Primarily residential frontage, small to medium 

lots. 

Design Factors:  Two lanes, more frequent 

driveways. 

Capacity: Design:  7,900,  LOS D:  7,110,   LOS C:  

6,320,  LOS B:  5,530         

TABLE 3:  CLASSIFIED ROADS AND THEIR CAPACITIES IN THE 

SUMMERLAND PLANNING AREA 

 

 
 
Roadway 

Previous 
Roadway 
Classification 

 
New Roadway 
Classification 

 
Acceptable 
Capacity* 

 
Design 
Capacity 

Via Real Major S-1 8,120 11,600 

Lillie Ave Major S-1 8,120 11,600 

Ortega Hill Rd.  
(East of U.S. 
101 on-ramp) 

Major S-1 9,280 11,600 

Ortega Hill Rd. 
(West of U.S. 
101 on-ramp) 

Collector S-3 5,530 7,900 

Ortega Ridge 
Rd. 

Collector S-3 5,530 7,900 

Greenwell Ave. Collector S-3 5,530 7,900 

* In Average Daily Trips (ADTs) assuming an Level of Service B Standard for Intersection Operation (with the exception 

                                            
5 Capacity shown in Average Daily Trips or ADTs 
6 Capacity shown in Average Daily Trips or ADTs 
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of Ortega Hill Road E. of Highway 101 for which an LOS C standard is applied). 

3.   Roadway and Intersection Standards for Determination of Project 

Consistency 

A. Purpose: 

This section defines how the acceptable capacity levels that are identified for the 

classified roadways will be applied in making findings of project consistency with 

this Community Plan. This section also defines intersection standards in terms of 

level of service and provides methodology for determining project consistency 

with these standards. The intent of this section is to ensure that roadways and 

intersections in the community plan study area continue to operate at acceptable 

levels and to ensure that the intent of Circulation Policies S-3 and S-9 is reflected 

in the determination of project consistency. The standards prescribed in this 

section shall also serve as a basis for circulation capital improvement planning 

and funding. 

B. Roadway Standards: 

A project's consistency with this section shall be determined as follows: 

a.  For roadways where the estimated future volume does not 

exceed the acceptable capacity, a project would be considered 

consistent if the number of ADTs contributed by the project 

would not cause an exceedance of acceptable capacity.  

b. For roadways where the Estimated Future Volume exceeds the 

acceptable capacity but does not exceed Design Capacity, a 

project would be considered consistent with this section of this 

Element only if the number of ADTs contributed by the project to 

the roadway does not exceed 25 ADTs. 

c.  For roadways where the Estimated Future Volume exceeds the 

Design Capacity, a project would be considered consistent with 

this section of this Element only if the number of ADTs 

contributed by the project to the roadway does not exceed 10 

ADTs. 

C. Intersection Standards: 

a. Projects contributing Peak Hour Trips to intersections that 

operate at a Estimated Future Level of Service A shall be found 

consistent with this section of the Community Plan unless the 
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project results in a change in V/C ratio greater than 0.15 (except 

intersections along Ortega Hill Road East of Highway 101). 

b. For intersections operating at a Estimated Future Level of Service 

that is less than or equal to LOS "B," a project must meet the 

following criteria in order to be found consistent with this section 

of the Community Plan (except intersections along Ortega Hill 

Road west of Highway 101): 

• For intersections operating at an estimated future Level of 

Service B, no project must result in a change of V/C ratio 

greater than 0.15.  

• For intersections operating at an estimated future Level of 

Service C, no project shall contribute more than 15 Peak 

Hour Trips. 

• For intersections operating at an estimated future level of 

Service D, no project shall contribute more than 10 Peak 

Hour Trips. 

• For intersections operating at an estimated future Level of 

Service E or F, no project shall contribute more than 5 

Peak Hour Trips. 

c. Projects contributing Peak Hour Trips to intersections along 

Ortega Hill Road west of Highway 101 that operate at a Estimated 

Future Level of Service A or B shall be found consistent with this 

section of the Community Plan unless the project results in a 

change in V/C ratio greater than 0.15. 

d. For intersections along Ortega Hill Road west of Highway 101 

that are operating at a Estimated Future Level of Service that is 

less than or equal to LOS "C", a project must meet the following 

criteria in order to be found consistent with this section of the 

Community Plan: 

� For intersections operating at an estimated future Level of 

Service C, no project must result in a change of V/C ratio 

greater than 0.10.  

� For intersections operating at an estimated future Level of 

Service D, no project shall contribute more than 15 Peak 

Hour Trips. 

� For intersections operating at an estimated future level of 

Service E, no project shall contribute more than 10 Peak 

Hour Trips. 
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� For intersections operating at an estimated future Level of 

Service F, no project shall contribute more than 5 Peak 

Hour Trips. 

e. Where a project's traffic contribution does not result in a 

measurable change in the V/C ratio at an intersection but does 

result in a finding of inconsistency with the above intersection 

standards, intersection improvements that are acceptable to the 

Public Works Department shall be required in order to make a 

finding of consistency with the Community Plan. A measurable 

change in V/C ratio shall be defined as a change greater than or 

equal to 0.01. 

Where a project's traffic contribution does result in a measurable 

change in V/C ratio and also results in a finding of inconsistency 

with the above intersection standards, intersection improvements 

that are sufficient to offset the change in V/C ratio associated with 

the project shall be required in order to make a finding of 

consistency with the Community Plan. 

f. These intersection standards shall also apply to projects which 

generate Peak Hour Trips to intersections within incorporated 

cities that are operating at levels of service worse than those 

allowed by the city's Circulation Element. 

D. Special Standards for Projects which include Comprehensive Plan 

Amendments to Land Use Designations 

a.  Comprehensive Plan Amendments submitted by private applicants 

that propose changes in land use designation on any given parcel 

in the planning area shall be required to demonstrate that the 

proposed change in land use would not potentially result in traffic 

levels higher than those anticipated for that parcel by the 

Community Plan and its associated environmental documents. If 

higher traffic levels could potentially result from such an 

amendment, then in order to approve the amendment, the 

following finding must be made by the Board of Supervisors: 

i.  The increase in traffic is not large enough to cause the 

affected roadways and/or intersections to exceed their 

designated acceptable capacity levels at buildout of the 

Community Plan, or 



22 II. Community Development Super Element 
 

 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT | Office of Long Range 
Planning 

 

Road improvements included as part of the project 

description are consistent with the community plan and 

are adequate to fully offset the identified potential 

increase in traffic. 

ii. The benefits of the project outweigh the potential 

increase in traffic. 

E.   Exemptions 

Roadway and Intersection standards stated above shall not apply to: 

a. Land use permits and coastal development permits if the Zoning 

Administrator/Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors has 

taken final action on a valid prerequisite discretionary approval 

(e.g., FDP, CUP) and a finding of Comprehensive Plan consistency 

was made at the time of approval, and no substantial change has 

occurred in the project. 

b. Projects deemed complete prior to the adoption of this 

community plan which are designed to serve as a mitigation 

measure for, and were expressly embodied as a condition of 

approval of a previously approved project. 

c. Development Agreements for projects for which a Final 

Development Plan was approved prior to the adoption of this 

Community Plan and for which a Settlement Agreement 

expressly contemplates the County will enter into a 

Development Agreement for such projects in order to conclude 

the settlement. 

d. Projects for which a settlement agreement between the property 

owner and the County was entered into prior to the adoption of 

this Community Plan. 

e. Affordable Housing Overlay designated sites and special need 

facilities as defined in the Housing Element. 

D.   RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

 

The following Circulation, Road Right of Way, and Parking improvements as 

identified in the Policies and Actions are recommended by this Community Plan. 

These improvements should be carried out as soon as funding is available.   

Summary of Changes 

from 1992 Chapter: 
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Circulation: 

Goal/Objective CIRC S-1: The County shall create a master circulation plan 

for the inner-urban Summerland Community Plan area with community input.  

 
Parameters for new master plan: 
 
Policy CIRC S-1.1: The County shall provide a circulation system with adequate 
access for emergency vehicles and safe emergency egress for residents and 
visitors. 
 
Policy CIRC S-1.2: The Summerland circulation network should be modified to 

reduce automobile travel speed for compatibility with cyclists and pedestrians. 

 

Policy CIRC S-1.3:  Traffic signals are not considered compatible with the semi-

rural character of Summerland, and should only be considered when no other 

form of intersection improvement is feasible, or when warranted to protect 

public safety. Signals shall not be installed until community workshops have been 

held so that community concerns can be discussed and addressed to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

Goal/Objective CIRC S-2: Improved roadway safety and circulation for 

pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles throughout Summerland consistent with the 

semi-rural quality. 

Policy CIRC S-2.1: To facilitate emergency vehicle ingress/egress, the County 

shall study the feasibility of “fog lines” or other similar means to delineate travel 

lanes in the inner-urban area, provided that suitable traffic calming measures can 

be implemented to ensure that vehicular speed does not increase and that loss 

of on-street parking spaces is minimized. A circulation plan shall strive to 

improve Varley Street vehicle passage, reduce vehicle clutter, and preserve the 

“slow street” character of inner-urban Summerland.  

Policy CIRC S-2.2: Maintain a certain width of road and parking, if this cannot be 
met no parking or one way street.   
 
Policy CIRC S-2.3: Consider one-way streets in limited circumstances if they 
achieve goal. 
 
Policy CIRC S-2.4: Varley should appear residential and not like and alley.  

 
DevStd CIRC S-2.12: Vehicle traffic lanes of streets should not be wider than 

necessary. Wide streets encourage higher automobile speeds. 
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Action CIRC S-2.5: The County shall prioritize use of Measure D funds toward 

street maintenance for paving and potholes. 

Action CIRC S-2.6: When funding is available, the County shall provide additional 

street lighting at appropriate locations in inner-urban areas. It shall be 

aesthetically designed and shielded to prevent glare to residents. 

Action CIRC S-2.7: The County shall conduct a study which identifies the 

appropriate location of traffic calming measures.   

Action CIRC S-2.8: The County shall consider improvement of specified 

substandard road sections within the Summerland community to enhance 

vehicular travel and parking. If appropriate, such improvements should be placed 

on the Measure A funding list. Specific roadways continued  to next hearing. 

Action CIRC S-2.9: The County shall paint centerlines along Greenwell at Asegra 

Road to increase safety for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 

Action CIRC 2.10: Public Works shall review and, where feasible, implement 

traffic calming devices and techniques that does not eliminate parking.   

Action CIRC S-2.11: The County shall study east-west streets to petition to 

change it to a one-way street. The County shall then investigate this possibility 

and, if appropriate and funding is available, implement it. 

Goal/Objective CIRC-S-3: Reconnect the community with the ocean and 

facilitate pedestrian connection from the inner-urban area to the beach. 

Encourage increased walking and bicycling for recreational and other purposes 

by developing an interconnected, safe, convenient, and visually attractive 

pedestrian and bicycle circulation system. 

Policy CIRC-3.1: Highway 101 is to be under-grounded from Padaro to Sheffield 

to reconnect Summerland to the ocean. 

DevStd CIRC S 3.5: Wherever possible, streets shall accommodate pedestrian 

and bicycle traffic.  

Action CIRC S-3.2: The County shall study and implement  a Class I multi-use 

and  bicycle path on or near Wallace Avenue adjacent to the Southern Pacific 

Railroad or Caltrans ROW which ties into Padaro Lane and the planned City of 

Carpinteria bicycle route to the south. (Insert new Map, place as highest action 

item. Research funding and implementation.)  
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Action CIRC-3.3: Public Works and the County Parks Department should, 

where feasible, create pedestrian and bicycle routes to connect established trails 

and coastal routes along the perimeter of and through Summerland. 

Action CIRC-3.4: The County shall work with Caltrans and SBCAG to study and 

install a new over/under crossing over 101 to connect pedestrians and bicyclists 

from the inner-urban area to the beach between Greenwell and Valencia. 

Preference for underpass or solution which minimizes visual impact of freeway 

and crossing solution.  

Parking: 

Goal/Objective CIRC S-4: Accessible business patron parking in the 

commercial core. 

Policy CIRC S-4.1: If needed in the commercial core, adequate short-term 

parking in front of businesses should be available for customers and existing 

parking constraints in the business district should be alleviated 

DevStd CIRC S-4.3: County shall explore commercial overflow parking 

opportunities, such as valet parking plans using under-utilized parking areas, 

removal of Lookout Park gates during evening hours, and other innovative 

parking solutions consistent with the character of Summerland. 

Action CIRC S-4.2:   Planning and Development shall coordinate with SCA  to 

examine methods such as shared parking or conjunctive use credits for mixed-

use projects. 

Goal/Objective CIRC S-5: Improved beach parking and access. 

Policy CIRC S-5.1: Additional public parking at beach access areas in eastern 

areas of Summerland shall be provided and, where existing, shall be improved if 

necessary. 

Action CIRC S-5.2: The County shall delineate on-street parking on the north 

and south sides of Wallace Avenue to maximize parking spaces as indicated on 

Figures X and X (Parking Plans) subject to available funding. County shall 

investigate relocating the sidewalk on the south side of Wallace to realize this 

goal. This policy anticipates the loss of Wallace Avenue and parking due to 

erosion. The County shall study possible alternatives for beach parking and 

access in this area.   

Goal/Objective CIRC S-6: Aesthetically pleasing streets and safe access and 

egress are essential. 
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Policy CIRC-6.1: Overnight parking of Commercial, RV’s, trailers, detached 

equipment (i.e. boats, trailers, etc), and non-functional vehicles shall be 

prohibited in the Summerland Community Plan area. 

Policy CIRC-6.2: No overnight parking of any vehicle shall be permitted in the 

rural and outer-urban areas. 

Development Standard CIRC-6.2:    

A.  No visible portion of any front yard setback, shall be used for the permanent 

storage of vehicles, trailers, or parts thereof, or appliances,  junk, tents, 

storage containers garbage or rubbish/recycling receptacles, compost piles, 

or similar items. Nothing in this policy shall be construed to prohibit folk art.  

B.  Permanent storage, as used in this section, shall mean storage for a period of 

forty-eight (48) or more consecutive hours. 

 C. Building materials for use on the same premises may be stored thereon 

during the time that a valid permit is in effect for construction on the 

premises. 

Goal/Objective CIRC-S.7: Adequate parking is necessary for existing, new, or 

expanded developments. Parking is encouraged off street on private property 

and street parking needs to be safe and legal. 

Policy CIRC-S-7.1: The County shall not grant a modification or variance that 

will reduce the number of required off-street parking spaces on commercial 

properties, unless the finding is made that the modification or variance will not 

result in an increase in on-street parking. 

Policy CIRC S-7.2: Sharing of available commercial parking shall be encouraged.  

Policy CIRC-S-7.3: The LUDC shall be amended to include that all new single-

family home developments on a minimum of a 7,500 sq. ft. parcel shall provide 

one off-street guest parking space in addition to the normal parking requirement. 

The amendment shall provide for two guest parking on larger lots (e.g., 10,000 

sq. ft. and greater) and shall provide relief if the guest parking requirement 

cannot be met due to physical or other constraints.  

DevStd CIRC S-7.6: Where possible, driveway lengths of at least 18 feet from 

property line to garage to accommodate temporary guest parking shall be 

encouraged. 

DevStd CIRC S-7.7: All construction-related vehicle and equipment parking shall 

be located on-site, or at a designated off-site location approved by Planning & 

Development. 
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DevStd CIRC S7.8: Impervious surface paving should be reduced to allow 

increased water infiltration. 

Action CIRC-S-7.4: The County shall consider the installation of signs to regulate 

parking to one side of the street on paved and maintained rights-of-way 

Action CIRC S-7.5: The LUDC shall be amended to include that Valet service 

utilizing the public ROW shall require a Minor Conditional Use Permit.  

ROW: 

Next Meeting 

Rural Considerations: Next hearing or roll into circulation 

Tie in 6 and 9 from original relating to Section 3
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Road Right of Way Encroachments 

County of Santa Barbara, City of Santa Barbara and Caltrans Procedures 

Santa Barbara County Chapter 28 Roads  DEFINITIONS 

Road Right-of-Way.  That area of land on which the road is built and that land on each side of 

the road for the specified distance covered by county road easements or by county owned land 

acquired for road purposes and within the county maintained road system. Definition per Ord 

2624 

Article I. Excavations and Encroachments 

Excavation.  Any opening in the surface of the road right-of-way made in any manner 

whatsoever, except an opening into a lawful structure below the surface of the road, the top of 

which is flush with the adjoining surface and so constructed as to permit frequent openings 

without injury or damage to the road.  (Ord. 1491) 

PERMIT REQUIREMENTS  

Sec. 28-3. Permit—Required; exceptions.  No person shall do or cause to be done any of the 

following enumerated things without first obtaining a permit therefore and complying with all 

conditions thereof and all provisions of this article: 

(a) Excavate or fill in an excavation within a road right-of-way 

(b) Install, maintain, cut into, repair or remove any sidewalks, curbs, gutters or road 

surfacing; or install, repair or remove any facilities or substructures in, on, over, or 

under any road right-of-way.  This section shall not apply to telephone or power poles, 

associated anchors and guy wires located behind existing curbs, in alleys, or where no 

curb is provided.  Any present right which exists prior to the date upon which the 

portion of the road affected becomes a public country road, shall not be impaired, 

diminished or affected in any way by the permit requirements of this and other sections 

of this article.   

Sec. 28-105.  Prohibited disposal of vegetation.  No person shall place, deposit, dump or 

maintain any vegetation on any public road right-of-way in a manner which constitutes a traffic 

nuisance or obstructs the free use of the right-of-way; or in a manner which causes or increases 

any hazard upon, or detracts from the safe use of any public road right-of-way.  No person who 

is the owner or person in possession of any lot which contains or is adjacent to any public right-

of-way shall maintain, deposit, permit or suffer the placement of, any vegetation in a manner 

which obstructs the free use of the right-of-way; or in a manner which constitutes a traffic 

nuisance; or in a manner which causes or increases any hazard upon, or detracts from the safe 

use of, any public road right-of-way.  (Ord. No. 3703) 



Sec. 28-106.  Traffic nuisance declared.  The presence of any vegetation on or along a public 

road right-of-way which threatens to impair or which impairs the safe use of the public right-of-

way or which interferes with the safe separation of all appropriate uses of the right-of-way shall 

constitute a traffic nuisance within the meaning of this article.  (Ord No. 3703) 

ROAD ENCROACHMENT PERMIT PROCEDURES: Santa Barbara County Public 

Works Department

 

Note:  Applications require 3 sets of plan describing the proposed encroachment.  Plans must 

include the following information: 

• Private property line, County Road Right-of-Way line, dimensions of pavement and 

sidewalk, dimensions of the encroachment from the edge of pavement, and back edge 

of sidewalk (if any). 

• Address/location of encroachment, north arrow and scale. 

• Location of all existing facilities and landscaping located in County Road Right-of-Way 

(e.g., mail boxes, walls, fences, trees, utility poles/vaults/boxes, drainage facilities and 

hardscape).  If excavation is involved, show the trench details including depth, width and 

length.  Show typical section, dimension and setback from the edge of pavement.   

• Landscaping plans require the type of irrigation system to be installed and the species, 

quantities, and spacing of the vegetation to be planted.   

  

Step 1: 
Submit 

Application 
to County 

Public Works 
Dept. Road 

Division

Step 2:  Initial 
Application 
Review by 

Public Works 
(2 days)

Step 3:  
Internal Plan 

Check 

(3 weeks)

Step 4:  Pay 
Fees and 

Issue Permit  



FEES  

Typical Fees for residential encroachment permit (dated 12/15/08) 

Encroachment Permit Issuance $68 

Residential Driveway $411 

Other Minor Encroachments (i.e., hardscape, landscape, mailboxes, 

signs, etc.) (Limit:  one inspection trip) 

$296 

Fence (Masonry, Wood, Chain Link, etc.) (each 1,000 linear ft) $296 

Retaining Wall < 3 feet (per 100 linear ft) $206 

 

Santa Barbara County Encroachment Permit Policies (Approved in April 2008) 

The County of Santa Barbara Road’s Commissioner hereby approved and sets the following 

policies; for conflicting requirement, the most stringent shall govern: 

General: 

1. All encroachments shall be in conformance with applicable portions of the 

Comprehensive Plan, including the Local Coastal and community plans, as well as with 

current ADA requirements. 

2. The Commissioner may take into account factors, such as aesthetics, in reviewing all 

encroachment permits.  Above grade facilities shall be set back as far as possible and 

provide landscape or other approve d screening to minimize the visual effect of the 

encroachment. 

Clear Zone and Pedestrian access: 

3. Road Encroachment Permits shall not be issued unless the Permittee agrees to assure a 

clear zone from the curb face and/or edge of pavement to the proposed encroachment.  

The clear zone is necessary to maintain an adequate safety zone that will provide 

adequate sight distance, adequate access, and safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and 

equestrians, when applicable, along County roadways.   

Retaining Walls, Block Walls, Garden Walls, Fences, etc.: 

4. Shall be set back a minimum distance from the curb face or edge of pavement as 

follows: 

• Up to and including a 25 mph posted speed: 7 feet minimum, 

• Over 25 mph posted speed: 10 feet minimum. 



5. May require conditions including additional setbacks beyond the above minimums, at 

intersections, curves, driveways, or where determined necessary for sight distance, 

safety issues, including Fixed Object Criteria and to provide for pedestrian, bicyclist. 

Landscaping and Irrigation: 

6. For landscaping, a clear zone, set back from the curb face or edge of pavement shall be 

established as follows: 

• Up to and including a 25 mph posted speed:  7 feet 

• Over 25 mph posted speed:  10 feet 

7. Landscaping shall be designed to provide sight distance clearance, pedestrian access; as 

well as bicyclist and equestrian access when applicable(new or future). 

8. Street trees shall be selected only from the Board of Supervisors Approved street tree 

list and root barriers installed within the drip line. 

9. Irrigation shall be drip and emitter and not spray type irrigation to avoid overspray 

pavement/sidewalk. 

Other Fixed Objects: 

10. Mailboxes shall be constructed and/or located to meet County of Santa Barbara 

Engineering Standards’ criteria for Fixed Objects and US Post Office standards.  Road 

Shoulder construction and encroachments shall provide room for a mail truck to pull out 

of the travel lane wherever possible. 

11. Fixed Objects (i.e., rocks, new proposed trees) shall be required to be set back based on 

current engineering standards from the edge of pavement not less than the following, 

providing adequate recovery zone for the traveling public: 

• Up to and including 25 mph – 7 feet minimum 

• Over 25 mph – 10 feet minimum 

12. Fixed objects shall be designed to provide sight distance clearance, pedestrian access; as 

well as bicyclist equestrian access when applicable (existing, new or future0. 

Entry Gates: 

13. Where gates for vehicular entry are included as part of the encroachment, the clear 

zone shall be adequate to store a vehicle waiting to enter the site without overhanging 

onto the paved roadway/shoulder.  A minimum of 25 feet from edge of pavement to the 

gate shall be provided.   

  



 

Road Right-of-Way Encroachment Policies from County Community Plans 

Toro Canyon Community Plan  

DevStd PRT-TC-2.6: Consistent with the Agricultural Element, all opportunities for public trails 

within the general corridors identified on the Parks, Recreation and Trails (PRT) map shall be 

protected, preserved and provided for during review and upon approval of development 

and/or permits requiring discretionary approval. County Public Works shall consult with the 

County Park Department prior to issuing any encroachment permits for on-road development 

such as driveways along road shoulders with current or proposed trails. 

 

Policy CIRC-TC-8: Encroachment permits for structures, fences, walls, landscaping, and other 

such objects may be issued where the placement of such objects would neither compromise 

public safety nor confict with applicable county or Caltrans sight distance standards.  

 

Draft Santa Ynez Community Plan  

Policy CIRC-SYV-7 same as CIRC-TC-8 above 

 

Action PRT-SYV-1.9: The County should investigate all obstructions to dedicated on- and 

offroad public trails and property and take appropriate action to remove any such obstructions. 

County Public Works shall consult with the County Park Department prior to issuing any 

encroachment permits for on-road development such as driveways along road shoulders with 

existing or proposed trails. 

 

Summerland Community Plan 

Action PRT-S-2.3: Designated trail corridors shall be kept clear from encroachment by new uses 

or development, to the extent reasonably feasible. 

 

Policy CIRC-S-17: New encroachment of structures, fences, walls, landscaping, etc. into existing 

road rights-of-way shall not be permitted. 

  



City of Santa Barbara Encroachment Procedures and Fees 
 

Per phone conversation with Don Irelan, City of Santa Barbara Public Works Engineering 

Division, 9/28/09 

 

City of Santa Barbara discourages structures, retaining walls, gates, fences etc. in the public 

right-of-way.  If encroachments are unavoidable due to narrow streets with wide right-of-way, 

encroachments could be approved provided they are in character with the neighborhood, 

subject to comments from other City Departments via the City’s internal permit routing system, 

and they would be revocable for the City’s future use if needed (see Municipal Code below).  

No noticing is required.  Generally, they would not approve something that would be denied if 

it were a Public Works project.   

 

Public Works Director handles and approves minor encroachments (those that are easily 

removed or altered) including walls, fences, gates etc.  Encroachment permits are not needed 

for “flat” work (i.e., landscaping, driveways, sidewalks).   

 

City of Santa Barbara Municipal Code on Minor Encroachments 

 

10.55.010 Issuance of Minor Encroachment Permits.  

The Director may issue a permit or consent to conduct, maintain or operate an encroachment 

to, in or upon any city street, roadway, sidewalk, parkway, parking area or facility or other City 

property for an encroachment which is intermittent, minor, revocable upon 90 days notice or 

less, or for a single event or use. The review and issuance of such permit or consent shall be 

subject to the restrictions of this Code and the Santa Barbara City Charter. The Director shall 

consult with affected City Departments and other affected agencies prior to issuance of such 

Minor Encroachment Permit. (Ord. 4751, 1992.)  

 

10.55.020 Minor Encroachment Permits - Conditions.  

The Director may condition the issuance of a minor encroachment permit or consent to 

conduct, maintain or operate an encroachment with conditions or provisions for public safety, 

the protection of persons or property, the public convenience, the accommodation of public 

needs, adequate traffic control, crowd control, control over litter and noise, the cleanup and 

removal of all evidence of use, and such other provision or provisions as may appear to be in 

the public interest. (Ord. 4751, 1992.) 

 

Fees 

 

B. Encroachment Permits 

For requests for issuance and recording of Encroachment Permits, leases, utility licenses and 

easements: 

 

1. Permanent 

a. Existing Improvements pre-1980       $1,670.00 



For existing improvements built prior to January 1, 1980 on City-owned land or easements; and 

for Minor Encroachment Permits pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 10.55, as 

determined appropriate at the discretion of the Public Works Director. 

b. Proposed          $3,220.00 

For proposed improvements to be built on City-owned land or easements.  

c. Existing improvements post 1980       $4,795.00 

For existing improvements built after January 1, 1980 on City-owned land or easements, other 

than lease extensions or renewals. 

 

Caltrans Encroachment Policies 

Encroachment Permit Application Guide, January 2009 

Definitions 

An encroachment is defined in the California Streets and Highways Code as: 

 

“Any tower, pole, pole line, pipe, pipeline, fence, billboard, stand or building or any structure, 

object of any kind or character not particularly mentioned in this section, or special event which 

is in, under, or over any portion of the highway. “Special event” means any street festival, 

sidewalk sale, community-sponsored activity, or community-sponsored activity.” Anyone that 

wants to conduct an activity within State highway right-of-way, for example: If you own or buy 

property adjacent to State property and want to do improvements, whether to put up a fence 

or install a mailbox, or have an activity that may encroach onto the State’s property you may be 

required to obtain an encroachment permit. 

 

An encroachment permit issued by Caltrans, or issued by an authorized local agency in certain 

circumstances, is permissive authority for the permittee to enter State highway right of way to 

construct approved facilities or conduct specified activities.  An encroachment permit is a valid 

contract when accepted by the permittee.  Acceptance is acknowledged when any of the 

specified acts or work is performed under the conditions of the permit. 

 

An encroachment permit is not a property right. It authorizes only the permittee or the 

permittee's agent to perform work, and the permittee may not transfer or assign a permit to 

another party. A permit is not transferred with the property to a new owner at the time of sale. 

New property owners must apply for and obtain a new permit. This new permit should be 

issued for notice and records purposes only. 

 

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT. 

Some of the activities requiring an Encroachment Permit include: 

• Advertising Displays, holiday decorations, banners, or signs. 

• Frontage improvements: sidewalk, curb and gutter, mailbox, fencing, driveways, new road 

intersections, drainage facilities and erosion control. 



• • Landscaping, planting or modifying vegetation. 

• Miscellaneous activities: mowing, grading, excavations. 

• Utility installations. 

 

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION APPROVAL PROCESS 

 
Review and processing by Caltrans within 60 days after receipt of application.  There is an 

appeal process in the event an encroachment permit request is denied.   

Fees:  Encroachment permit costs include the actual time expended in the process of reviewing 

the proposed improvement or activity, processing and issuance of the permit, field work 

performed by Caltrans and actual time expended in the inspection of the proposed activity.   

Fence:   6 hour minimum deposit 

Mailbox: Exempt 

Landscape: 6 hour minimum deposit 
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