
 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
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TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT     OFFICE OF LONG RANGE PLANNING 

DATE: August 13, 2008 

TO: SunPAC Members 

FROM: Derek Johnson, Deputy Director 

Shaunn Mendrin, Senior Planner 

 

SUBJECT: SunPAC Meeting #12 

 

SunPAC members, the items noted below have been included or referenced in 

preparation of the August 20, 2008 meeting.   

 

1. Meeting Agenda. The meeting agenda for the August 20, 2008 meeting has 

been provided for your review. For further explanation, please see discussion 

below.  (Attachment 1 – Pages 8-9) 

 

2. Meeting Minutes. Action Minutes from the July 16, 2008 meeting are included for 

you review and approval. (Attachment 2 - Pages 10-12) 

 
3. Residential Workshop Results.  Summaries from each topic table from the 

Saturday July 26, 2008 Workshop. (Attachment 3 - Pages 13-22).  Please note the 

following: 

• Landscaping has been moved from Site Design (Table 2 or Chapter 2) to 

Chapter 9 since landscaping and related issues appeared to be important 

issues within the Summerland community. 

• Table Topic 3, Building Scale and Form includes information regarding the 

position of the participants.  This is for informational purposes only.  All 

comments received at each table topic carry the same weight. 

 

4. Survey Results. Includes the results of the Community Survey previously distributed 

to the SunPAC at meeting #4, February 27, 2008. (Attachment 4 - Pages 23-41) 

 

5. Private Views Background. The following materials were provided for meeting #5 

on March 19, 2008 and requested again by the SunPAC to assist in the review 

and further development of the Draft Summerland Residential Design Guidelines.  

The same existing policies and SBAR findings have been retained in the Draft 

Residential Design Guidelines. (Attachment 5 - Pages 42-47) 

 

6. Draft Residential Design Guidelines for Summerland. Includes a rough draft of the 

Residential Design Guidelines for Summerland. (Note: Maps, graphic illustrations 
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and photographs will be included in subsequent versions of the document as the 

text content becomes more developed through the work of the SunPAC.) 

(Attachment 6 – Page Numbers Separate from Transmittal Memo) 

 

You may also download the SunPAC materials on the following webpage if you have 

difficulties accessing the files attached in the email: 

  

http://longrange.sbcountyplanning.org/planareas/summerland/summerland.php  

 

 

MEETING AGENDA FOR AUGUST 20, 2008 
 

Agenda Item 1 

Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call 

 

Agenda Item 2 

Public Comment period – This item 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 

Review and approval of July 16, 2008 SunPAC meeting minutes and Workshop 

Summaries as minutes to the July 26, 2008 SunPAC meeting. 

 

Agenda Item 4 

Agenda Item 4 includes the initial review of the Draft Residential Design Guidelines.  The 

development of this draft document was based on a combination of the Community 

Survey, existing 1992 BAR Guidelines for Summerland and the Draft Commercial Design 

Guidelines for Summerland.  The following provides a brief overview on the 

development of Draft Residential Design Guidelines: 

 

Community Survey 

Staff has addressed all residential areas of concerns noted in the Community Survey 

into the Draft Residential Design Guidelines document.  The Community Survey have 

been included in Attachment 4 for your background.  The following are the major 

points noted in the survey, with a brief explanation below: 

 

• Maintaining private viewsheds 

This issue was discussed in some length during the development of the 

Commercial Design Guidelines.  It was understood that this issue would have 

more importance in the residential areas. As staff has noted before, the County 

does not protect private views; however, the existing BAR guidelines contain 

criteria and findings that provide the SBAR with some discretion if private views 

are an issue.  These findings and criteria have been carried over to the Draft 

Residential Design Guidelines, as similarly done for the Commercial component.  

In addition, staff has included language into Chapter 9, regarding plant 

materials, growth habits and mature height.  Staff has also included materials 
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that were presented to the SunPAC on March 19, 2008, pertaining to private 

views (see Attachment 5). 

 

 

 

• Preserving neighborhood architectural character 

Chapters addressing neighborhood character and architectural style have been 

carried over from the existing the BAR guidelines and formatted similar to that of 

the Commercial Design Guidelines.  In addition, a chapter on historic 

preservation has also been added to assist applicants and designers with project 

design options.  

 

• Identifying proper location and treatment of accessory structures 

Minor language has been added to the Draft Residential Design Guidelines.  The 

SunPAC will need to discuss the applicability of FAR to accessory structures and 

fine tune location requirements.  

 

• Clarifying the community’s residential design guidelines and requirements 

As done with the Commercial Design Guidelines, the text of the document has 

been updated to include additional detail, language and guidance to assist 

those using the document.  The goal is to provide applicants with clearer 

direction early in the process and clarify and streamline review.  

 

• Increasing landscaping and fencing guidelines and requirements 

The Draft Residential Design Guidelines includes a chapter (Chapter 11) devoted 

to landscaping, hardscape, fencing and outdoor lighting.  Guidelines dealing 

with plant material selection, fire wise, native and non-invasive plant species has 

been included.  Fencing guidelines have also been included with different 

guidelines in the Urban and Rural areas.   

 

• Addressing watershed (drainage) issues 

Drainage and Stormwater management has been included in the Site Design 

discussion and to some degree in Chapter 11.  The guidelines encourage the use 

of pervious surfaces, direction of Stormwater into landscape beds and other 

methods to contain runoff.  

 

• Limiting residential building size, bulk and scale 

The exiting BAR guidelines regulate building size, bulk and scale through the use 

of floor area ratio and building height.  Scale is addresses through study of the 

character of the neighborhood and surrounding area.  The existing floor area 

ratio requirements have been carried over.  The methodologies for height and 

floor area are proposed to be consistent with the Commercial Design Guidelines 

and the rest of the County.   

 

• Ensuring residential building compatibility with surrounding neighborhood 

Neighborhood Character is a very important component in design, weather its 

residential or commercial.  An entire chapter has been dedicated to 

understanding the character of the neighborhood.  This chapter also 

differentiates between the Urban and Rural areas of the community, both of 

which has very distinct boundaries and character.   
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Existing BAR Guidelines and Commercial Design Guidelines 

The Draft Residential Design Guidelines document has been developed in a similar 

manner as the Draft Commercial Design Guidelines. The draft residential document 

began with elements from the existing BAR guidelines to form the basis for the Draft 

Residential Design Guidelines.  Additional elements from the Draft Commercial Design 

Guidelines were used and modified to address residential design.  The format is based 

on other County residential design guidelines as per the direction of the Board of 

Supervisors.  However, due to Summerland specific requirements such as Floor Area 

Ratio and the application of the design guidelines to both Urban and Rural area, the 

guidelines have been slightly customized.  In addition, comments from the Survey, 

SunPAC and workshop participants have been folded into the draft document.    

 

During the review of the Draft Commercial Design Guidelines, the SunPAC requested a 

strike through edit version.  Staff has prepared the Draft Residential Design Guidelines in 

this manner.  Since there is a significant amount of rearranging of the existing 1992 BAR 

Guidelines text, the table contained below (Table 1) illustrates where existing text has 

been moved to.  Each new chapter contains the original text with edits shown as 

strikethrough if removed or changed (example), and underlined for new text 

(example).   A majority of the material from the Draft Commercial Design Guidelines 

has been folded into to each chapter where appropriate and modified accordingly to 

focus on residential development.  Example chapters include 1, 2, 5, 6, 10 and 11.  It is 

important to focus on maintaining consistency with the Draft Commercial Design 

guidelines and substantive issues related to residential development in the Urban and 

Rural areas of Summerland.  

 

TABLE 1 

 

1992 BAR Guidelines Topics 

Corresponding or New Topics for Proposed Residential 

Design Guidelines Outline 

Background and Goals  

Steps of Review  

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

o Purpose and Applicability of the Design 

Guidelines 

o Design Guidelines Background 

o Design Guidelines Organization 

o Legal Authority 

o Overlay Designations 

o Other Area Considerations 

o Review Process 

o Good Neighbor Practices 

N/A CHAPTER 2 - NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER  

o Overall Concept 

o Summerland History and Character 

o Neighborhood Character 

Privacy and Views Protection 

 

CHAPTER 3 - SITE DESIGN 

o Overall Concept 

o Topography & Grading 

o Setbacks 

� Firewise Structure Placement 

o Parking Location and Driveways 

o Privacy and Views 

o Water Management: Stormwater and 

Drainage 
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TABLE 1 

 

1992 BAR Guidelines Topics 

Corresponding or New Topics for Proposed Residential 

Design Guidelines Outline 

Floor Area Ratios 

Height Limitations 

Narrow Lots and Side Yards 

Scale and Orientation 

CHAPTER 4 - BUILDING SCALE AND FORM 

o Overall Concept 

o Floor Area Ratio 

o Height  

o Building Form 

� Neighborhood Scale 

� Architectural Mass 

� Second Stories and Additions 

� Solar Access 

� Facade Articulation 

Architectural Styles and Materials 

Architectural Styles for Large Lots 

 

CHAPTER 5 - ARCHITECTURAL STYLES AND FEATURES 

o Overall Concept 

o Acceptable and Encouraged Architectural 

Styles 

o Conditionally Acceptable Styles with 

Findings 

o Unacceptable Architectural Styles 

o Architectural Elements 

� Entries 

� Garages & Carports 

� Roofs 

Acceptable and Encouraged Materials CHAPTER 6 - BUILDING DETAILS 

o Overall Concept 

o Exterior Materials 

� Firewise 

o Building Color 

o Architectural Details 

o Windows & Doors 

o Structure Lighting 

N/A CHAPTER 7 - GARAGE CONVERSIONS 

o Overall Concept 

N/A CHAPTER 8 - RESIDENTIAL SECOND UNITS 

o Overall Concept 

Lighting CHAPTER 9 – LANDSCAPING, HARDSCAPE, FENCING AND 

OUTDOOR LIGHTING 

O Overall Concept 

o Landscaping  

O Hardscape Materials 

O Fencing and Walls 

O Outdoor Lighting 

N/A CHAPTER 10 - ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS 

OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR ARCHITECTURAL MERIT 

o Why Do We Have These Special Guidelines? 

o How Does This Apply to Development? 

o What Happens if My Property is a Considered 

Potential Resource? 

o What are the Secretary of the Interior Guidelines? 

o What are Character-Defining Features? 

o How Do I Get More Information on Preservation 

with the County of Santa Barbara? 
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TABLE 1 

 

1992 BAR Guidelines Topics 

Corresponding or New Topics for Proposed Residential 

Design Guidelines Outline 

BAR Checklist 

FAR Worksheet 

Passive Solar Design 

CHAPTER 11 - SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

o South Board of Architectural Review (SBAR) 

Findings for Approval 

o South County Board of Architectural Review 

Checklist 

o Notification Requirements for Design Review 

o Green Building Design 

o Glossary  

o List of Non-Invasive and Fire Resistant Plants 

o List of Maps and Figures 

 

Policy Questions for the SunPAC 

During the development of the Draft Residential Design Guidelines, staff encountered 

several policy or guidelines questions that should be discussed by the SunPAC. They 

include the following:  

• FAR – The Floor Area Ratio currently only applies to the primary structure on the site.  

Does the SunPAC want to the Floor Area Ratio to apply to all structures within the 

residentially zoned properties to regulate accessory structures? Residential Second 

Units are excluded from the allowable FAR.   

• Basement Exclusion – Staff has proposed exclusions in the Draft Residential Design 

Guidelines.  Please review and provide comments and direction when item is 

discussed.  

• Landscape Plan requirements – Currently, a landscape plan for residential projects 

are required when a Development Plan is required or it is at the discretion of the 

SBAR.  Has this been working for the Summerland Community? 

• Accessory structures – What are the major concerns regarding accessory structures.  

Accessory structures exclude Residential Second Units (RSUs).  

• Two Family Dwellings – Summerland contains parcels in the Urban area that allow 

two family dwellings (duplex).  Often, design issues with duplexes deal with visibility 

of unit entrances and hiding of required parking.  Is it important to the community to 

encourage the entrances of both units be visible from the street? Staff has included 

language and guidelines in the Draft document.  Please be prepared to provide 

further guidance.   

• Repainting a new color requires SBAR review – During the development of the Draft 

Commercial Design Guidelines, the SunPAC moved to require that painting a 

building a new color would require review by the SBAR, at the discretion of the 

Chair.  Does the SunPAC feel that this is an important issue for residential 

development?  Would it be more appropriate in the Rural area where paint color is 

aids in the blending of a structure into a site.   
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Adjourn 

Next meeting: SunPAC Community Plan Update Meeting #13 

Topic: Finalize Draft Residential Design Guidelines  

Wednesday, September 3, 2008, 6:00 PM 
   Board of Supervisors Conference Room, 4th Floor 

 

 

 
CC:   Jeremy Tittle, Executive Assistant, 1st District Office 

 John McInnes, Director, Office Long of Range Planning 

 Amy Donnelly, Assistant Planner, Office of Long Range Planning 
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Questions or comments about the Community Plan Update may be directed to Derek Johnson at 805-568-2072 or djjohnson@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 
and further information may be obtained on the following web site: http://longrange.sbcountyplanning.org/planareas/summerland/summerland.php 
 
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.

 
Summerland Planning Advisory Committee Meeting       1 

 

Notice of Public Meeting 
 
 

Summerland Planning Advisory Committee (SunPAC) Meeting #12 

Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2008 

Time: 6:00 PM 

Location: Board of Supervisors Conference Room 

123 East Anapamu Street, 4th Floor, Santa Barbara 

Attendees: SunPAC Members, County Staff and Public Participants 

Purpose/Discussion: Review of Residential Design Guidelines  

Material to Read: Draft Summerland Residential Design Guidelines 

1992 Board of Architectural Review Design Guidelines for Summerland 

Material to Bring: SunPAC Meeting Materials  

Agenda Item Discussion Topic 

 CALL TO ORDER 

# 1 Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call 

# 2 Public Comment Period:  

The Public Comment period 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. 

# 3 Meeting Minutes from July 16 and July 26, 2008 

# 4 Review of Draft Residential Design Guidelines  

Adjourn Next 

Meeting:   

 

SunPAC Community Plan Update Meeting #13 

Topic: Finalize Draft Residential Design Guidelines 

Wednesday, September 3, 2008 

6:00 PM 

Board of Supervisors Conference Room 

123 East Anapamu Street, 4th Floor, Santa Barbara 
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SUMMERLAND 

Planning Advisory Committee      
(SunPAC) 

 
June 4, 2008 Meeting – Minutes 

 

 

1. Meeting Called to Order: By Chair Donaldson at 6:12pm. 

2.  SunPAC Committee Members Present: Robert (Robin) Donaldson, David (Tom) Evans, 

Betty Franklin, Paul Franz, David Hill, Mary Holzhauer, Nancy Kimsey, Andy Neumann, 

Suzanne Perkins, and Wickson (Reeve) Woolpert. 

 SunPAC Member Jennifer Fairbanks was absent. 

Staff Present: Amy Donnelly, Assistant Planner, Derek Johnson, Deputy Director and 

Shaunn Mendrin, Senior Planner, Office of Long Range Planning. 

3. Welcome: Chair Donaldson welcomed participants, and provided opening 

comments.  

4.  Public Comment for Non-Agendized Items:  None. 

5. Meeting Minutes: SunPAC Member Franklin moved to approve the SunPAC Meeting 

Minutes from May 7, 2008 with a few minor corrections. SunPAC Member Woolpert 

seconded. All were in favor. Motion carried 10-0.  

6. Staff Member Mendrin led a PowerPoint presentation on the discussion items 

continued from the prior SunPAC meeting on Chapter 4 of the Draft Commercial 

Design Guidelines – Building Scale and Form, specifically concerning building height, 

plate height and floor area ratio (FAR). 

Public Comment:  

1. Ms. Grimont commented she is against the proposed building height increases 

because of concern over views. 

2. Mr. Adameck commented the recent development on Lillie Avenue has been 

acceptable, but would be problematic if the buildings were any higher because 

they would impact views. He advocated that the community maintain the 22’ 

height limit. 

3. Ms. Adameck commented the current building heights along Lillie Avenue are just 

about right, should not be changed, and he thinks adding 3’ would impact 

residential views along Varley Street. 

4. Mr. Nesbitt commented Summerland should embrace consistent standards for 

development in order to provide clarity and certainty to applicants. He 

advocated for the adoption of the height methodology used through the rest of 

the County. 

The SunPAC continued discussion of building height presented by staff. 
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Action: SunPAC Member Franz made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to 

adopt the County height calculation methodology and 25’ building height limit for 

the north side of Lillie Avenue only if the roof pitch of the structure is 4 ½ in 12 or 

greater. The County height calculation methodology will apply to the south side of 

Lillie as well, but the building height limit will not exceed the current 22’ building height 

limit for lots adjacent to Hwy 101. SunPAC Member Neumann proposed to amend the 

original motion to allow the 25’ max height for buildings with roof pitches greater than 

5 in 12. SunPAC Member Franz accepted and amended the motion. SunPAC Member 

Hill seconded. All voted in favor. Motion carried 10-0.  

Member Franz requested that staff gather all language in the current Draft 

Commercial Design Guidelines related to the protection of Varley Street (particularly 

the south end of Varley) so that the SunPAC can strengthen this language if needed 

in light of the height changes.  

The SunPAC continued discussion of floor area ratio (FAR) presented by staff. 

Public Comment:  

1. Mr. Nesbitt commented the “new” FAR calculation methodology is not new, but 

rather, old. He distributed documentation related to a past project of his to 

explain the problem with the way the methodology had been written and 

interpreted by County staff and the problems this caused for his project. He 

advocated for the need to apply clear, consistent standards and encourage 

good design. 

Action: SunPAC Member Woolpert made a motion to calculate floor area ratio as 

previously voted upon (measured to the interior of the exterior wall) but adjust he FAR 

allowance down .02 basis points for a maximum of .27 for commercial and .33 for 

mixed use instead of the current .29 and .35. SunPAC Member Hill seconded. SunPAC 

Members Holzhauer, Kimsey, Donaldson and Perkins opposed. Motion carried 6-4.  

Action: SunPAC Woolpert made a motion to reconsider the previously voted upon 

issue of plate height. SunPAC Members Perkins, Kimsey, Donaldson, Franklin, Franz 

and Neumann opposed. Motion failed 6-4. 

Action: the SunPAC requested Staff bring back proposed language regarding clear 

space within a second story that could be counted twice toward floor area ratio. 

7. Adjournment: Chair Donaldson moved to adjourn the meeting. SunPAC Member 

Perkins seconded the motion. All were in favor. Motion carried 10-0. Meeting 

adjourned at 9:15pm. 

 Next Meeting:   RESCHEDULED to Wednesday, July 16, 2008  

123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara 

Board of Supervisors Hearing Room, 4th Floor 

  Topic: Introduction and Background on Draft Residential 

Design Guidelines 

 

Minutes Approved: 

 

_____________________________  

Robin Donaldson III, Chair 

 
F:\GROUP\COMP\Planning Areas\Summerland\2007 Summerland LRP Effort\Summerland PAC\SunPAC Meeting Information\1-Meetings & 

Agenda's for Commercial Design Guidelines\9-Meeting 9\Minutes\6-4-08 Draft Minutes.doc 
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Facilitator:  Paul Franz     Page 1 of 1 

 

 

 Workshop Summary: 

Neighborhood Character 
 

 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS  

 

1. What defines neighborhood character?  
 

• “Eclectic” and “diverse”  

• “Urban” and “Rural”  

 

2. What are the important defining characteristics of Summerland’s residential 
neighborhoods? Urban area, Rural area?  

 

• Lack of sidewalks is a defining characteristic which provides a rural flavor. 

• Areas where the roadway is not defined adds to neighborhood ambience but 

this can also cause safety problems. 

• There are separate experiences for day and night. 

 

3. What characteristics should be retained and or encouraged? 
 

• Number one issue is views (ocean presence). 

• People don’t want hegemony. 

• Preservation of open space is important. 

• Lighting is a factor, we should limit glare and encourage dark. 

• Preservation of agricultural land and mountain views.  

• Underground utilities would protect visual resources. 

• Vegetation obstructs views at intersections and causes traffic safety issues. 

 

4. What architectural styles define the residential areas of Summerland? Urban area, 
Rural area? 

 

• A variety, but no extreme styles. 

 

5. To what extent should the Summerland Residential Design Guidelines address 
neighborhood compatibility? 

 

• Urban – issues include size and scale, view protection and compatibility with the 

neighborhood. 

 

• Rural – houses need to fit the site and setting and should not impact neighbors or 

night sky. 

 

• Urban / Rural boundary – focus on compatibility in these transition areas. 
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Workshop Summary:  

Site Design 
 

SUMMARY OF FOCUS QUESTIONS  

 

• What are important factors for building location issues for residential?  

o Urban? 

• Protect public/private views of ocean, mountains, open green space – 

critical issue and defining characteristic of Summerland 

• When on a street-to-street parcel, building location/height should be 

appropriate to both streets, maintaining views as a priority 

o Rural? 

• Protect public/private views of ocean, mountains, open green space – 

critical issue and defining characteristic of Summerland 

• Preserve rural space 

• What types of landscaping does the community wish to recommend? What 

elements are important? 

• Specify appropriate [native, indigenous] tree types/plant list/guidelines that 

distinguish between rural and urban areas 

• Firewise landscaping (drought-tolerant, native plantings) 

• Encourage replacement of tall trees that block views w/height appropriate and 

native specimens 

• Limit height and density of trees, hedges, fences, etc. 

• Sloped landscaping (size/form) to further protect views 

• Require long-term landscaping for new/approved plans for new and/or remodel 

development 

• Incorporate water management in landscaping plans to mitigate waste/runoff 

and encourage water conservation 

• Encourage/require permeable hardscaping 

• Require BAR review/approval of all (re)landscaping plans; impose landscaping 

guidelines, including ongoing maintenance (height, etc.) 

• Establish ‘good neighbor’ policy w/arbitration to enforce guidelines 

• What are the parking problems or concerns in the residential areas of Summerland? 

• Safety and emergency access 

• Limit driveway width on new construction/remodels for aesthetics and to 

accommodate adequate street parking, particularly on streets with parking on 

only one side (i.e. Banner, Varley, etc.).  

• Setbacks to accommodate street parking; enforce encroachments that impact 

street parking 

• Require adequate off-street parking on all new construction/remodels (where 

possible) 
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• Encourage pedestrian traffic/streets too narrow for sidewalks on both sides of 

some streets/ 

• Allow/enforce parking on only one side of each street 

• Enforce parking limits (i.e. storage of RVs, boats, abandoned vehicles, etc.) and 

get them off the streets 

• Concern about impact of illegal second units on street parking 

• What other issues related to site design should be addressed? Why? 

• Carry forward existing goals of Summerland design guidelines 

• More clearly defined guideline re: historical significance of structures older than 

50 years vs. simply the age of the structure (architectural merit vs. tear-

down/eyesore); preserve eclectic architecture but eliminate ‘dumps) 

• Density: no more multiple units in urban areas 

• Protect rural areas and current zoning  

• Encourage sidewalks/pedestrian friendly streetscape 

• Bring houses closer to the street 

• Limit width of driveway to the street 

• Require new construction and extensive remodels to underground utility lines on 

their site 

• What important grading issues are important in the Rural Area? 

• Consider views in site replacement/grading to lower the proposed structure 

• Consideration of adjacent roadway(s), properties, etc. 

• What are important grading issues are important in the Urban Area? 

• Consider views in site replacement/grading to lower the proposed structure 

• Unstable soil and slopes, slides, protection of natural creeks, watershed, etc. 

• Unstable soil and slopes, slides, protection of natural creeks, watershed, etc. 

Other comments: 

• Undergrounding utility lines  

• Consider grandfathering existing RSUs that were originally built to code to make 

them legal dwellings that add to tax revenues and qualify as affordable housing 

(require off-street parking as a condition?) 

• Do not allow greenhouses in rural area(s) 

• Enforcement of county regulations for number of non-related people occupying 

a single-family residential unit 

• What can be done about absentee owners who neglect their property and 

landscaping, creating eyesores? 
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Workshop Summary:  

Building Scale and Form 
 

SUMMARY OF FOCUS QUESTIONS  

1. What elements of residential design are important to Summerland? 
 

• Building profile is the main issue. 

• Views are another important element of residential design:  

URBAN    RURAL  

-Views     - Securing rural area as view shed 

-Keeping small scale  - Minimize visual impact 

of community   - Fewer concerns in the rural area 

 

2. Do the existing FAR regulations for Summerland need to be revised, and if so, how? 
   

• FAR doing a good job as is (majority of participants) 

• There was a suggestion more flexibility may be good (evaluation on a case-by-

case basis) (Some participants) 

• May want to limit by footprint or height (1 or 2 participants) 

• Another suggestion to go to cubic feet (1 or 2 participants) 

• Concern that FARs may be too high for smaller lot sizes (3-4 participants) 

 

3. What are the advantages and disadvantages for using FAR to regulate building 
size? 

 

• Advantages: Retains small scale and profiles. 

• Disadvantages: No clear path, need to streamline process, FAR numbers are fine 

until exemptions are applied. 

 

4. What influences scale and form in the Urban Area ? In the Rural Area? 
 

• Proximity to neighbors in urban areas 

• Concerns over setbacks in urban areas 

• Hillside and community view corridor protection in rural areas 

• Profile of form and ability to remain rural and residential in rural areas 

 

5. Does the community want to provide consistency in the application of regulations 
and guidelines throughout the County? 

 

• Summerland is unique and should have different rules (all or nearly all 

participants agreed with this) 

• Adding building height may pose problems (majority of participants) 

• Process should be streamlined for review (several participants) 
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6. What types of guidelines should be used to address scale and form for accessory 

structures? 

 

• Accessory structures should be limited in size in the urban areas (there are no 

limits now). 

• Very small accessory structures should be exempt, but at a certain size, there 

should be controls in place. 

• Rural area – structures should be appropriate to the uses of the area. 

• More restrictive building envelopes for high visibility areas. 

• Discussed using building footprint as a limitation instead of FAR. 

• Basements exempt from FAR, too restrictive, but protects views. 

• Should be a limit on variances. 

• Current guidelines control enough already to limit accessory structures in rural 

area. 
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Workshop Summary: 

Architectural Features 
 

 

SUMMARY OF FOCUS QUESTIONS  

 
1. Do you feel the noted architectural styles are sufficient? Should additional styles be 

added? Are the styles too restrictive? Should they differ for Urban and Rural areas?  

 

• There should be a distinction between Urban and Rural for Architectural styles in 

the Design Guidelines. 

 

2. Should the category of “conditionally acceptable architectural styles” be retained 

in the new residential design guidelines for Summerland?  

 

• Not for Rural (Spanish and Mediterranean are already allowed, with findings). 

Conditionally acceptable architectural styles should be permitted as well. 

• The current “large lot” exception should be clarified based on acreage, or say 

“rural”. 

 

3. Should Spanish and Mediterranean styles be continued to be allowed for large lots? 

 

• Yes 

 

4. What are the important issues related to building entrance styles and locations? Are 

there different considerations for Urban and Rural areas (e.g. gates?) 

 

• Entrances for rural properties should have a rural look. We are now seeing very 

urban looking entrances on rural properties. 

• Examples should be included in the design guidelines. 

• These include walls, gates and lanterns. 

 

5. How important is fenestration to Summerland? What types of guidelines should be in 

place for fenestration? 

 

• Fenestration not a major issue in Summerland residential. Look to Goleta and 

Mission Canyon for standard guidelines. 

 

6. How important are paving materials to the residential area of Summerland? What 

guideline, if any, should be created for paving (e.g. to address drainage)? 

 

• Should be semi-permeable or permeable with drainage but encouraged, not 

required because of cost. 
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Workshop Summary: 

Building Details 
 

 

SUMMARY OF FOCUS QUESTIONS  

 
1. Should the category of “conditionally acceptable materials” be retained? Why or 

why not? 

 

• Not much input on this (architectural styles tend to define materials). 

 

2. Should metal siding be moved from unacceptable to conditionally acceptable as 

was done for commercial in Summerland? 

   

• Could be acceptable for residential as well, but with findings (e.g. no reflection). 

 

3. What types of building materials, windows, and doors should be encouraged and 

discouraged? Urban area, Rural area? 

 

• Not much distinction between Urban and Rural in terms of materials. 

• Should discourage aluminum sliders or other low quality materials. 

• Tile roofs should not be permitted in the urban area. 

• Should encourage true divided light for windows, other high quality materials. 

• Refer to commercial design guidelines and strengthen. 

• Should note a preference for “authentic” materials, discourage simulated 

materials (e.g. roofing) in keeping with the historical character of Summerland. 

 

4. Which colors, if any, should be encouraged and discouraged for the residential 

areas of Summerland? Urban area, Rural area? 

 

• Should distinguish between Urban and Rural. 

URBAN: 

• Urban colors should be same as commercial area. 

• Color change for residential should not require BAR review – may want to 

suggest a range of acceptable colors. 

• Should help people choose colors. 

RURAL: 

• Colors should blend and match environment. 

• Should define LRV allowed in order to mitigate visual impact of structures. 

• Rural colors can be flexible, e.g. brick red for a contemporary ranch home. 

Structure placement is a consideration (context). 
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5. What are the desirable and undesirable types of building details that should be 

addressed in the residential design guidelines? 

 

• Detail quality is up to the BAR to a large extent (there is an existing methodology 

to ensure quality details). 

• We can only help through design guidelines. 

• Design guideline language should encourage attention to details. 
 

OTHER COMMENTS 

Discussion on Story Poles. Staff to provide an update. 
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Workshop Summary: 

Garage Conversions, 

Residential Second Units (RSUs) 

and Outdoor Lighting 
 

SUMMARY OF FOCUS QUESTIONS  

 
1. Are garage conversions working in terms of design and parking issues in 

Summerland?  What could be improved? 

 

• Board of architectural review has done a good job at controlling existing, non-

conforming units 

 

2. Are RSUs working in terms of design and parking issues in Summerland?  What could 

be improved? Urban area, Rural area? 

 

• Need to legalize illegal units not getting full credit for affordable units (tricky on 

how to accomplish) 

• The Supreme Court ruled the number of rooms rented cannot be controlled, 

unlike kitchens. This causes problems with overcrowding of parking areas. 

• RSUs should be addressed in the Summerland Community Plan.  

• There is some confusion about allowable FAR for RSUs. 

 

3. What are the desirable and undesirable types of outdoor lighting in Summerland?  

 

• Low lighting that preserves the night sky. 

 

4. Should additional outdoor lighting requirements be added? If so, what is important 

and why? Urban area, Rural area?  

 

• Street lights should have low lumins and shields. 

• To save energy, we may want to require lights be turned off at midnight but this 

could present a safety issue. 

• We may want to explore a possible lighting ordinance, which would be 

enforceable (would go beyond design guidelines). 
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COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS 

 

BACKGROUND 

In early January 2008, the County created and sent two informal surveys to both 

Summerland business owners/operators and the property owners in the community.  

The goal of the surveys was to solicit another stream of community input beyond the 

public workshops being held in order to assist the SunPAC in deciding how to address 

topics related to commercial design, residential design, and traffic and circulation.  

The survey results from the property owners (Community Survey) have been included for 

your reference.  Issues identified within the survey have generally been addressed in the 

Draft Residential Design Guidelines.  Larger policy issues will be presented by staff at the 

August 20, 2008 meeting.   

SUMMERLAND COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS 

The number of community members (Summerland residents and property owners) who 

responded in each category (strongly agree, disagree, etc.) is indicated for each 

question and the corresponding percentage of people responding in that category 

relative to the other categories is included. (Percentages have been rounded up to the 

nearest whole decimal point.) Of 583 surveys the County distributed by mail, a total of 

124 surveys were returned for a response rate of 21%. Respondents had 3 weeks to 

complete and return the survey. Non-responses were counted in the “don’t know” 

category. 

SUMMARY 

The full results for the Community Survey have been included in the following pages.  

Staff has created a column to indicate if the majority of respondents favored an idea 

(indicated by a checkmark “�” symbol), if there was no consensus either for or against 

an idea or the majority were neutral and/or indicated they did not know (indicated by 

a “─” symbol), or if the majority of respondents did not support an idea (indicated by 

an “�” symbol).  The survey results are followed by the written responses that were 

received with each survey. Staff requests the SunPAC review the Community Survey 

results; however, for the purposes of the current work phase, the focus should be on 

responses related to the development of residential design guidelines.  

 

FOCUS QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION AT AUGUST 20, 2008 SUNPAC MEETING 

1. Where there any surprising trends in responses related to residential design? 

2. Are there any response trends that point to areas of concern not addressed in the 

draft residential design guidelines that should be? 

24



TRANSMITTAL MEMO          SURVEY RESULTS 

   

 

 

 

Community Survey Results 

 

 
 Traffic, Circulation and Parking Areas of Priority: 

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know 

���� 

Support for more alternative modes 

of transportation (i.e. public 
transportation, bicycles, ride share) 

44 

(35%) 

27 

(22%) 

23 

(18%) 

10 

(8%) 

7 

(6%) 

11 

(9%) 

���� 
Locating denser development near 

alternative modes of transportation 

 

24 
(19%) 

 

23 

(18%) 

26 

(21%) 

23 

(18%) 

8 

(6%) 

20 

(16%) 

���� 
Providing pedestrian access 

throughout the community 

59 

(47%) 

34 

(27%) 

13 

(10%) 

7 

(6%) 

8 

(6%) 

3 

(2%) 

���� 
Creating the ability to conduct  
u-turns on Lillie Avenue 

9 
(7%) 

21 
(17%) 

25 
(20%) 

20 
(16%) 

44 
(35%) 

5 
(4%) 

���� 
Increasing safety for pedestrians and 
vehicles 

46 
(37%) 

41 
(33%) 

21 
(17%) 

6 
(5%) 

3 
(2%) 

7 
(6%) 

���� 

Increasing pedestrian amenities (e.g. 

crosswalks, benches, 
covered/protected bus stops) 

46 

(37%) 

37 

(30%) 

19 

(15%) 

11 

(9%) 

7 

(6%) 

4 

(3%) 

─ 

Consideration of one-way streets for 
east-west streets in the residential 

areas 

20 
(16%) 

24 
(19%) 

28 
(22%) 

24 
(19%) 

24 
(19%) 

4 
(3%) 

─ 
Increasing street lighting in the 
residential areas  

19 
(15%) 

28 
(22%) 

29 
(23%) 

19 
(15%) 

27 
(22%) 

2 
(2%) 

─ 
Increasing on-street parking in 
residential areas 

15 
(12%) 

18 
(14%) 

34 
(27%) 

17 
(14%) 

32 
(26%) 

8 
(6%) 

���� 

Enhancing existing pedestrian beach 

access along Evans Avenue to 
Lookout Park  

30 

(24%) 

44 

(35%) 

19 

(15%) 

12 

(10%) 

9 

(7%) 

10 

(8%) 

─ 
Increasing beach access over Hwy. 
101 (i.e. under/overpass)  

19 
(15%) 

20 
(16%) 

30 
(24%) 

29 
(23%) 

16 
(13%) 

10 
(8%) 

���� 
Continuing to prohibit encroachments 

into the public right-of-way 

39 

(31%) 

43 

(35%) 

21 

(17%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

4 

(3%) 

16 

(13%) 

─ 

Continuing to prohibit abandonment 

of existing  
right-of-way areas not in use  

23 

(18%) 

25 

(20%) 

27 

(22%) 

11 

(9%) 

6 

(5%) 

32 

(26%) 
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 Lillie Avenue (Commercial / Retail Area) Areas of Priority: 

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know 

���� 
Encouraging a broader mix of retail 

activity and business types  

31 

(25%) 

44 

(35%) 

23 

(18%) 

13 

(10%) 

6 

(5%) 

7 

(6%) 

���� 

Allowing for varied architectural 

styles consistent with the community 

character 

27 

(22%) 

57 

(46%) 

13 

(10%) 

11 

(9%) 

5 

(4%) 

11 

(9%) 

���� 

Encouraging new development and 

building renovations consistent with 
the community character 

33 

(27%) 

45 

(32%) 

24 

(19%) 

6 

(5%) 

8 

(6%) 

8 

(6%) 

���� 
Encouraging redevelopment of 
vacant or underutilized properties 

18 
(14%) 

31 
(25%) 

32 
(26%) 

23 
(19%) 

11 
(9%) 

9 
(7%) 

���� 

Encouraging structures at 

intersections that provide 
architectural interest and point of 

reference 

18 

(14%) 

25 

(20%) 

33 

(27%) 

24 

(19%) 

10 

(8%) 

14 

(11%) 

���� 

Encouraging mixed-use development 

(i.e. residential and commercial uses 
in the same building or area) 

20 

(16%) 

40 

(32%) 

26 

(21%) 

20 

(16%) 

10 

(8%) 

8 

(6%) 

���� 

Allowing encroachments into the 

public right-of-way for outdoor 
seating and dining as long as 

adequate space remains for 
pedestrians 

29 

(23%) 

50 

(40%) 

21 

(17%) 

10 

(8%) 

9 

(7%) 

5 

(4%) 

���� 

Development that enhances 

pedestrian activity and current 
streetscape improvements 

34 

(27%) 

54 

(43%) 

15 

(12%) 

7 

(6%) 

4 

(3%) 

10 

(8%) 

���� 

Increasing pedestrian safety and 
access to businesses along Lillie 

Avenue 

43 
(35%) 

44 
(35%) 

14 
(11%) 

10 
(8%) 

4 
(3%) 

9 
(7%) 

���� 
Preservation of Summerland’s historic 

character 

69 

(56%) 

31 

(25%) 

15 

(12%) 

3 

(2%) 

3 

(2%) 

3 

(2%) 

���� 
Increasing standards for location and 
style of business signs 

47 
(38%) 

40 
(32%) 

22 
(18%) 

6 
(5%) 

1 
(0.8%) 

8 
(6%) 

─ 
Reducing existing restrictions on 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) requirements 

11 
(8.8%) 

18 
(14.5%) 

27 
(21.7%) 

18 
(14.5%) 

19 
(15.3%) 

31 
(25%) 

���� 
Increasing street trees and 

landscaping 

44 

(35%) 

47 

(38%) 

15 

(12%) 

9 

(7%) 

3 

(2%) 

6 

(5%) 

���� 
Encouraging a broader mix of retail 

activity and business types 

36 

(29%) 

34 

(27%) 

25 

(20%) 

10 

(8%) 

9 

(7%) 

10 

(8%) 

���� 
Increasing intersection visibility for 
vehicles and pedestrians 

37 
(30%) 

43 
(35%) 

24 
(19%) 

8 
(6%) 

3 
(2%) 

9 
(7%) 
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 Residential Areas of Priority: 

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know 

���� Maintaining private viewsheds  
64 

(52%) 

28 

(22%) 

12 

(17%) 

3 

(2%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

16 

(13%) 

���� 
Preserving neighborhood 
architectural character 

42 
(34%) 

40 
(32%) 

21 
(17%) 

8 
(6%) 

1 
(0.8%) 

12 
(10%) 

���� 

Identifying proper location and 
treatment for accessory structures 

(i.e. granny units, detached 
garages) 

28 
(22%) 

51 
(41%) 

24 
(19%) 

7 
(6%) 

4 
(3%) 

10 
(8%) 

���� 

Clarifying the community’s 

residential design guidelines and 
requirements 

34 

(27%) 

56 

(45%) 

18 

(14%) 

7 

(6%) 

0 

(0%) 

9 

(7%) 

���� 
Increasing landscaping and fencing 
guidelines and requirements 

27 
(22%) 

31 
(25%) 

34 
(27%) 

19 
(15%) 

7 
(6%) 

6 
(5%) 

─ Requiring deeper building setbacks 
15 

(12%) 

25 

(20%) 

37 

(30%) 

29 

(23%) 

11 

(9%) 

7 

(6%) 

���� 
Addressing watershed (drainage) 

issues 

47 

(38%) 

51 

(41%) 

14 

(11%) 

3 

(2%) 

0 

(0%) 

9 

(7%) 

���� 
Limiting residential building size, 
bulk and scale  

51 
(41%) 

35 
(28%) 

18 
(14%) 

12 
(10%) 

4 
(3%) 

4 
(3%) 

���� 

Ensuring residential building 
compatibility with surrounding 

neighborhood 

44 
(35%) 

38 
(30%) 

12 
(10%) 

12 
(10%) 

1 
(0.8%) 

7 
(6%) 

 
Survey 
Number 

Question: "The Summerland community needs:" 

1 Home delivery of mail, a library. 

2 

Standards to ensure view site lines for all, this includes elimination of utility poles and height 
restrictions on existing and new landscaping. 

3 Grocery store. 

4 No Response 

5 Grocery store. 

6 View ordinances for trees, small grocery store, better parking.   

7 

Code enforcement i.e. boats, trailers, inoperative vehicles, unsafe structures, "eyesores" 

properties. 

8 

More sidewalks to preserve security of pedestrians, bike lanes, liquor store should be gutted, 

speed bump through side streets to stop speeds of cars. 

9 You to mind you own damn business and leave people alone. 

10 Liquor store and Yellow House pole signs are confirmed violation. 

11 

Sidewalks and benches all along Lillie Ave. as well as shade trees to lend to small town 

ambiance. 

12 No Response 

13 No Response 

14 What are the sidewalks for next to the freeway? Get rid of excess 101 traffic, too much! 

15 Less street signage, too many county signs have been distracting. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "The Summerland community needs:" 

16 

The Community does not need large trees and bright lights on Lillie Ave. or a roundabout. 
Needs to be friendly for pedestrians.  

17 No Response 

18 To be left alone. 

19 Less police patrolling Lillie Ave. 

20 Mail delivery and new post office. 

21 Better road upkeep. 

22 To encourage a "quiet zone" for the railroad nuisance/noise. 

23 Fewer antique stores. 

24 No Response 

25 

To be sure Caltrans keeps the gutters and sidewalks clean along Evans underpass and south 

(or east) around corner on Wallace. 

26 

Clean up Post Office & property, get rid of signs (example-liquor store sign). Add more 

trees/landscaping. 

27 Underground utilities. 

28 To return to it's humbler roots-it's getting too upscale. 

29 Protection for the freeway - now and any future development.  

30 A hardware store. 

31 No Response 

32 

Businesses that are typically found in communities i.e. grocery store, hardware store, etc. and 
fewer tourist-type businesses. 

33 

To bury the power lines underground, require homeowners to clean up the overgrowth into the 
streets. Disallow boats to be parked in the streets. 

34 No Response 

35 No Response 

36 I like Summerland the way it is! 

37 

To continue efforts to make it a safer and more beautiful Keep character, parking is the 

problem. 

38 No Response 

39 

More landscaping along Lillie Ave., bus stop benches at a minimum). Greenwell Ave needs to 
be repaired and the Summerland / Greenwell Ave. intersection should be enhanced. 

40 No Response 

41 

Improved Post Office space, traffic, parking and services. There are no traffic rules for P.O, 

parking. The area is a mess and dangerous (the service has deteriorated). Why do we not have 
postal service delivery and problems when the mail is addressed to street addresses.   

42 No Response 

43 More stop signs to discourage freeway types that want to avoid traffic congestion. 

44 No Response 

45 No Response 

46 

A decent market- Someone to take over Joe's & make it a great deli, market, take-out 

convenience store for everyone. 

47 

Underground utilities before any other nonsense. We need a freeway coating to suppress traffic 
noise. 

48 No Response 

49 Overall Summerland is a great community I prefer it maintain it's structure as is. 

50 Better restaurants, no neon signs, the liquor store/gas station to be upgrades, a nicer school. 

51 

To beautify it's streets w/attractive lighting & green floral landscape, encourage charming 
restaurants & attractive outdoor seating areas. 

52 More trees (pepper, Australian, tea trees) low beautiful easy to trim. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "The Summerland community needs:" 

53 

It seems to me that our little town is untidy and worn out looking along Lillie Ave & Post Office 
parking lot it needs to be freshened up without loosing it's quaint charm. 

54 A community garden, keep existing views to houses, needs to NOT become commercial! 

55 No Response 

56 No Response 

57 No Response 

58 Underground utilities. 

59 No Response 

60 Clearer traffic directions at 101 off ramp next to Stacky's. 

61 Less government control of development, more common sense. 

62 Fewer restrictions on building, restrict height, limit and lot coverage but not other details.  

63 No Response 

64 

"An official colorist" to maintain some of it's individuality & character (except for the ugly liquor 
store sign) * Biggest issues: Freeway noise & Commuter traffic! 

65 To keep it's small town feel, we definitely need to keep the Post Office open. 

66 A delicatessen and a good Mexican restaurant. 

67 To stay as it is / there is a reason we all moved here lets not forget it! 

68 Well-maintained trails, rules about fences that compartmentalize and obstruct views. 

69 To keep it's character, get the Big Yellow House operating again. 

70 

A small grocery store, sidewalks on both sides of Lillie Ave. Bicycle Lane on Lillie, some bike 
racks near the restaurants. 

71 Fewer shops, two level max. on residential development. 

72 No Response 

73 More community participation in projects etc. 

74 No Response 

75 Small grocery store, hardware store. 

76 More intensive mixed use, Wallace Ave converted to a more pedestrian-friendly road. 

77 

A small grocery store, a Laundromat, a traffic circle instead of stop sign on Lillie Ave near the 
school, enforce leash laws on beach. 

78 No Response 

79 

To encourage thoughtful development which will clean up some of the unattractive and dated 
development that currently exists. 

80 No Response 

81 Not get overly neat, tidy, regulated. 

82 No Response 

83 Less not more! It's so awful that it is so crowded with all these stores no one buys from.  

84 Re-open the Big Yellow House. 

85 More variety of retail business (i.e. pharmacy, clothing ,etc.). 

86 Better pedestrian access. 

87 

Less stop signs, more roundabouts on Lillie Ave., no overnight parking or day parking of truck 

and or trailers on all streets.  

88 

Get rid of the FAR! Stop approving as built accessory buildings. We need more parking for 

tourists & restaurant goers. 

89 

Post Office parking lot is unsafe and dangerous needs a better circulation & more parking, 
sidewalks, and a crosswalk. 

90 

Timely clean up of graffiti. Pay attention to having parking on both sides of residential streets 

(inadequate space). 

91 No Response 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "The Summerland community needs:" 

92 

Wider more attractive roadways with more well defined parking & landscapes, fencing 
guidelines. 

93 No Response 

94 No Response 

95 

Lillie Ave. is never asphalted all other roads leading up to upper Lillie off of Sears have been 

paved but not this worn out street, it's hard on cars and walkers.  

96 
The liquor store torn down and new project there at the site, less antique stores, more variety 
stores, access over the 101 to the beach on the east end of town over or under pass.  

97 

Make it a priority to put all utility lines underground and make all roads with in the town county 
rather than privately maintained. 

98 Sidewalks on Lillie Ave., a good looking post office w/adequate vehicle access or home delivery. 

99 An attractive walkway that connects the businesses. 

100 More character in infrastructure - lighting, public signage. 

101 

To rid itself of ugly rundown buildings/homes make streets more navigate able easier to drive 
around! 

102 A plan that all local residents can buy into and not just follow what the big buck guys want! 

103 Get rid of Liquor sign! 

104 Underground wires. 

105 

More sheriff patrolling around our neighborhoods, too much camping (overnight) at the end of 
Calle Culebra. 

106 A very clear vision of the next 10-50 years in relation to environmental issues. 

107 Clarification of design guidelines and requirements.  

108 Better parking, restrictions on boats & vehicles long term parking. 

109 

Sidewalks from one end of Lillie to the other, cleaning the slide areas and put in sidewalks, 
street lights along Lillie. Move Electric and Telephone wires underground. 

110 

Clean up the lots, more conformity, one-way streets and restrictions on car/boat etc. parking 

over long periods of time.  

111 View & parking ordinances! Parts of Summerland look like a parking lot. 

112 Sidewalks all the way down Lillie to Greenwell. 

113 To retain it's charm. 

114 Limiting upscale developments (residential & commercial). 

115 

Parking Limit, more speeding and parking enforcement, skateboarder safety. Graffiti problem 
solution maybe art classes?  

116 

Better protection of both public and private ocean views, more control of landscaping that 

negatively affects ocean views. Enhance Summerland as a seaside community, reduce impacts 

on Hwy 101seperating us from the ocean, redesign the Evans 101 under crossing to be more 
pleasant and attractive, build a community serving pedestrian 101 over crossing somewhere 

central along the community's frontage, e.g. near Temple St.   

117 No Response 

118 

A nice restaurant replacing the Yellow House building?  A center for the community, new Post 

Office. 

119 Street repairs / asphalt. 

120 A flexible open minded process which cleans up but doesn’t become iconoclastic. 

121 I can’t think of a more perfect place to live - so I don’t have a need. 

122 Limited / less commercial development.  

123 Hotel / B&B / i.e. guest housing.   

124 No Response 

30



TRANSMITTAL MEMO          SURVEY RESULTS 

   

 

Survey 

Number 
Question: "New residential development should:" 

1 Encourage energy efficient, follow a planned architectural guideline. 

2 Be limited to single family residences. 

3 Small condos. 

4 No Response 

5 No Response 

6 No Response 

7 No Response 

8 Match the character of Summerland- No big chains should be allowed or coffee places. 

9 Be determined by market forces, not a bunch of bureaucrats. 

10 Get rid of cars & boats stored on streets - Not enforced now. 

11 Uniform Architectural style with wide latitude for individuality so as no to look disneyesque. 

12 No Response 

13 No Response 

14 Grocery store. 

15 Be compatible with surrounding neighbor/street architectural styles. 

16 No room for new residential development. 

17 No Response 

18 Not overwhelm the ambience of our town. 

19 Developers should be required to improve roadway conditions on adjacent street. 

20 Be limited to three thousand sq ft & 2 stories. 

21 Should be done in a manner that is fully cooperative with the owners and without conflict. 

22 Not be allowed to have metal roofs. 

23 Respect existing neighbors and not impede views. 

24 No Response 

25 No Response 

26 All buildings should be compatible in architectural design. 

27 Underground utilities. 

28 Not happen. 

29 

Be compatible to neighbor and minimize any negative impacts (i.e. view protection, parking 
impacts and drainage). 

30 No Response 

31 Be small. 

32 

Abandon the emphasis on Victorian architectural style and support and promote contemporary 

design. 

33 
Should increase allowable floor area ratios, encourage home owner rights and incentives home 
perimeter landscaping and maintain around home property.  

34 No Response 

35 No Response 

36 No Response 

37 Maintain character have new corridors, parking. 

38 No Response 

39 No Response 

40 No Response 

41 Maintain high standards of design and quality.  

42 No Response 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "New residential development should:" 

43 No Response 

44 

SBAR Guidelines -Section C-2-e (existing large structures that exceed the FAR)-Requires 
clarification - original intent was to address an event like a fire or earthquake which damages a 

structure - it was not intended to allow a demolition and new construction which exceeds the 

allowable FAR's- when an original structure was 8,000(for example) on a same parcel but the 
parcel has been divided and is now 1 acre, an 8,000 sq ft. structure is excessive and should not 

be permitted to be re-built to original size, We have in the last 2 years observed a property 
owner and their architect attempt to mis-use this guideline. Although the county did not permit 

it, the lack of clarity provided them the opportunity to try to "game" the guidelines. If more 

than 50% of an existing large structure is damaged or demolished the current/existing FAR's for 
the parcel size should control the sq. ft. permitted.      

45 No Response 

46 Preserve existing owner’s views.  

47 No separate "game rooms" to rent as houses. 

48 No Response 

49 Be consistent w/existing general plans; maintain open space, no high density!  

50 Encouraged. 

51 Be attractive & to the owners need for size. County should not dictate square footage. 

52 Be open to neighbor input. 

53 

Be in keeping with our charming character and provide off street parking and have lots of 

gardens and grass. 

54 Stay close to old Summerland development. 

55 No Response 

56 Compatible with neighborhood. 

57 No Response 

58 Maintain the character of the community. 

59 No Response 

60 No Response 

61 

Not be controlled by a committee that can stop construction if they cannot agree that plans are 
ok. 

62 Not adversely impact neighbors if possible.  

63 No Response 

64 Follow good design guidelines but still allow for unique buildings and individuality. 

65 Not be too micro-managed. 

66 No Response 

67 

Be tasteful but not forget the owner has to live with it. Let’s ask the community don’t turn down 
when there is a problem. 

68 Retain the scale of surrounding buildings; be architecturally compatible with what's here.  

69 Reflect the character of the community.  

70 Be a compatible scale to its lot size & not hog another neighbor’s view. 

71 No Response 

72 No Response 

73 Be compatible with present housing and not McMansionize. 

74 No Response 

75 Be in character with existing.  

76 No Response 

77 Be limited in size, bulk &scale; require people to have space for gardens.  
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "New residential development should:" 

78 Not be such a difficult process; i.e. nit picking.  

79 

Attempt to upgrade and improve existing structures (current historical character is nothing to be 
proud of). 

80 No Response 

81 Limit outdoor lighting. 

82 Be consistent in size with exiting housing i.e., no McMansions.  

83 

Not stuck out like big boxes that say how rich I am and stop bringing your LA ideas to little 
Summerland. 

84 Size limits - keep the small town character. 

85 No Response 

86 No Response 

87 Be compatible with existing neighborhoods. 

88 

Allow same size sq footage as city of SB, City of Carp., or City of Goleta on similar size lots. Get 

rid of FAR! 

89 As a person who has built a home here, clear requirements and guidelines are most important. 

90 Have view restrictions for new development (not to obstruct current resident’s views). 

91 No Response 

92 

Be of high quality design in styles encouraged by guidelines; be of low profile design to protect 
views and community scale. 

93 Be limited in size. 

94 Preserve cottages; preserve small town feel. 

95 Need lights to dark. 

96 

Protect neighbors private view sheds - the view is why people buy homes in Summerland to 

view the ocean. 

97 

Be in keeping with existing and specified architectural styles and size bulk and scale, with 

sensitivity to view shed. 

98 Be encouraged with limited size. 

99 Be consistent with "Cape Cod" like design, not be too large. 

100 Maximize square footage on lots. 

101 

Reduce density-make sure there is adequate on property parking. There are too many cars on 

the streets. 

102 Stay with current local act rules. 

103 No Response 

104 Complement. 

105 No Response 

106 Be structurally sound and solar/wind panels installed, as well as earthquake proofed.   

107 Be compatible to surrounding neighborhoods. 

108 No Response 

109 No Response 

110 Have definite guidelines and conform to them.  

111 Provide for off street parking and preservation of views, include landscaping trees.  

112 Have off street parking, not run drainage down to neighboring property. 

113 Be limited, and fit into the neighborhood. 

114 Limit size & provide for solar. 

115 Fit in. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "New residential development should:" 

116 

Be high in quality, respect or improve public and private views. Be compatible with 
neighborhood character emphasizing the best aspects of that. Be street oriented such as with 

porches, and have no glare exterior lighting.    

117 No Response 

118 No Response 

119 No Response 

120 

Not be so restricted that we become the S.B arch review board; Some developments would 
help.  

121 Have a garage for each bedroom / office to help w/off street parking. 

122 Have an easier path through the BAR. 

123 Be less restrictive. 

124 No Response 

 

Survey 

Number 
Question: “New commercial / retail development should:“ 

1 
Planned high-end construction & design only. Get rid of Summerland liquor & gas station or 
remodel to match quality of other Summerland businesses, signage code enforced. 

2 Be consistent with community character and limited to Lillie Ave. 

3 No Response 

4 No Response 

5 No Response 

6 No Response 

7 

Be encouraged to provide needed services to community i.e. food market, pharmacy, hardware 
store. 

8 Summerland should look at Ojai and why/ what they have done.  

9 See statement before, even more emphatically. 

10 No Response 

11 Preferably be mixed use residential/retail and not overly large and bland. 

12 No Response 

13 No Response 

14 

Mail, Post office restoration? Drop off box like Carpinteria, etc. in and out parking instead of 

now. 

15 

Have fewer lights, smaller signs and continue in the style of last 6 developed commercial 
projects. 

16 Keep retail low-density in town. 

17 No Response 

18 See statement before.  

19 Include Spanish revival design. 

20 Not be over two stories. Need grocery store & fast food. 

21 See statement before.  

22 Provide enough onsite parking to not impact an increase of parking on the street. 

23 Support the community, not just the visitors. 

24 No Response 

25 No Response 

26 Low-key design. 

27 Underground utilities. 

28 

Be practical & Useful for residents (i.e. grocery store) to reduce necessity to drive to Santa 

Barbara or Carp. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: “New commercial / retail development should:“ 

29 

Enhance and add interest to the area adverse group of business user, maximize on site 
parking. 

30 

Preserve its historical character; new buildings require high rents which drive out local small 

businesses catering to locals.   

31 Be small. 

32 

Be more oriented to community needs and provided more of a balance between tourist shops 

and normal businesses. 

33 Include nice restaurants and other courtyard areas. Continue to have sidewalks along Lillie. 

34 No Response 

35 No Response 

36 No Response 

37 

Allow for parking & keep & keep character of town, would be nice to get businesses that 
provide services so trips to SB are not so necessary i.e. pet store, cleaners, small grocery 

store, shoe repair, hardware store etc. 

38 No Response 

39 

More in love with the Architectural style of Just Folk and Botanik. The Sandpiper is an asset but 

should be compelled to clean up their area.  

40 No Response 

41 Have a very high quality of image (avoid gas station image). 

42 No Response 

43 No Response 

44 No Response 

45 No Response 

46 Specific standards for upkeep and long term maintenance.  

47 No Street lights 10pm to 5am. 

48 No Response 

49 

Summerland is already at maximum acceptable density for some retail without in cringing on 
character or additional problems.  

50 Encouraged. 

51 Keep w/community architecture & enhance charm. 

52 Limited. 

53 
Provide off street parking and look like our older quaint little houses. Definitely no mid-century 

contemporized buildings or office block style buildings you find in larger cities (LA/NY). 

54 Stay small NO big businesses. 

55 No Response 

56 Adequate parking. 

57 No Response 

58 Maintain the character of the community.  

59 Keep the historic / Victorian / beach feel and not look like Coast Village Rd. 

60 No Response 

61 Continue within existing regulations. 

62 Not overpower existing buildings. 

63 No Response 

64 

Include a hardware store, keep Post Office, better mix of restaurants, a bank / ATM would be 
good. 

65 

Meet the needs of the community and not just tourists. I really miss the hardware store and 

video stores. 

66 No Response 

67 Not forget the community we all flocked to live in. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: “New commercial / retail development should:“ 

68 Serve (some of) the needs of Summerlanders; maintain the established style.  

69 Keep the character of a Seaside Village. 

70 Include adequate parking; retail should be unique and not part of a chain. 

71 Be limited to need. 

72 No Response 

73 Address the needs of the community, more diversity, less antique shops.  

74 No Response 

75 Be small in scale along Lillie Ave. 

76 No Response 

77 Require them to pay for underground utility and cable lines. 

78 No Response 

79 

Allow flexibility to allow for creative design solutions, including the use of mixed-use 

development. 

80 No Response 

81 No Response 

82 Encourage diversity and serve the local community (not just tourists). 

83 We had a grocery store (how about an organic grocery store) no more junk stores. 

84 Very limited low key. 

85 See previous. 

86 No Response 

87 

Encourage a broader mix of retail activities and business types but be consistent with 
Summerland's character. 

88 Provide lots of parking. 

89 

Be more varied….we have enough antique stores! Encourage improvement of current 
commercial liquor stores they are eyesores.  

90 No Response 

91 No Response 

92 

Same as previous & encourage local serving uses, underground parking in front may be 

preferable to parking in rear (parking in the rear turns into storage & other) parking good 
where feasible.  

93 Be limited in size. 

94 No Response 

95 

I have lots of Arthritis & Osteoporosis and feel very unbalanced on roads for a little walk 

(please put on agenda). 

96 Be encouraged in the C1/C2 zoned corridor.  

97 

Be mixed use where feasible and include off street parking, preferably behind or under 

structures.  

98 Be encouraged with reasonable rents so tenants will stay. 

99 Be attractive, allow for parking, consistent with beach town look.  

100 Maintain the character of the community.  

101 Is on the right track. 

102 Be voted on by all property owners before permits are issued. 

103 No Response 

104 Commercial / Retail - Down , Residential / Office - Up. 

105 Too many antique shops. 

106 Be futuristic in design with the above included.  

107 Be allowed only in certain areas - not in residential.  

108 No Response 

109 No Response 

110 Be diversified. 

111 Not further transit circulation on Lillie. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: “New commercial / retail development should:“ 

112 Have parking for customers. 

113 Be consistent for the area.  

114 No Response 

115 Serve Summerlanders!  

116 

Make this area a very attractive entrance to Summerland and not just highway and railroad 

wasteland.  

117 Be related to visitor use / e.g. restaurants, art, antiques, wine. 

118 No Response 

119 No Response 

120 Be multi-use. 

121 Be more varied = Retail w/accommodations upstairs/owner occupied businesses. 

122 Not happen. 

123 

Allow rooftop development, i.e. rooftop parking & or patio/swimming pool, Underground 

parking excluded in FAR's. 

124 No Response 

 

Survey 
Number 

Question: "Other comments:" 

1 

I would like the County to take over private residential streets (i.e. Whitney east of Olive) to 

maintain w/rest of streets because we are paying in our taxes to maintain Summerland streets. 
Also would like to see residential codes enforced regarding single homes being rented as 

duplexes/triplexes, the code either needs to be changed and more taxes collected or order 

enforced (RE: illegal rentals!). 

2 

Limit new development-commercial & residential, consistent with availability of natural 

resources! (i.e. water). 

3 No Response 

4 

PRIORITY - Repair landslide on Greenwell Ave. north of Lillie, restoring two lane roads for all 

residents along Greenwell, Asega, and Hunt.    

5 No Response 

6 No Response 

7 No Response 

8 

People traveling from Ventura to Santa Barbara use the side streets to avoid traffic this is highly 

dangerous to the children. 

9 See statement before. 

10 See statement before. 

11 

The Summerland post office is an eyesore; couldn’t the building be made to look more 
Nantucket like. The liquor sign is obscene; I thought the owners had been legally ordered to 

remove it. Why does it still remain?? Nowhere in all of Santa Barbara is there such an awful ugly 

sign, it really pulls down the character of the whole community.     

12 No Response 

13 No Response 

14 No Response 

15 

Retailers should maintain and water all landscaping along Lillie Ave., if they wish for the 

landscaping Further, Trees should be very limited and drought tolerant. 

16 

To maintain Summerland's uniqueness it is important to keep light pollution down, and keep 

integrity of ocean views and starry nights.  

17 No Response 

18 This document is way to Vague. 

19 Sink the telephone poles. 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "Other comments:" 

20 

Summerland should be a charming small city, don’t forget Ortega Hill Rd. for sidewalks and 
parking up to QAD.   

21 

It is a heinous act that the county has ignored the repair of Greenwell Rd. between Lillie and 

Asegra Rd. Repair is a general concern, for Summerland area and usually down at the very 
minimum of expeditions - the County should focus it's energies in this direction by all of the 

above!   

22 No Response 

23 Where is our grocery store? Hardware store? 

24 No Response 

25 No Response 

26 Remove liquor store - tear down building and put in a lovely park for all. 

27 This is a great community get rid of the wires. 

28 I hope Summerland school; the Fire Station & Post office remain. 

29 No Response 

30 

Widening of the 101 & erection of sound walls in inevitable, which will block commuter traffic & 
business exposure, Summerland planning should include this as a factor. 

31 No Response 

32 No Response 

33 

Should sell school and move it to the top of Whitney. Should develop entire block from 

basketball courts/school to reg store and into commercial use with outdoor courtyards, 
restaurant, coffee shop, stores.  

34 No Response 

35 
Years ago we were assessed for underground power lines on Harding E, the project was 

abandoned do to complications? Either complete the project or refund our fees w/interest. 

36 Leave Summerland School as it is NO NEW SCHOOL. 

37 

Post Office area looks terrible either re-paint it or change it. The liquor store is an eyesore can’t 
something be done to improve it!? 

38 

Should establish view ordinances for both mountain & ocean, Trees can be laced, more 

pedestrian access to ocean under or over passes.   

39 

Orange buildings should not be allowed, Get a business into the Big Yellow house and not 

permit it to be yellow.  

40 No Response 

41 

This is not understood and not specific, What is a View shed? Landscaping can include small 

trees which don’t obscure views.   

42 No Response 

43 No Response 

44 No Response 

45 No Response 

46 Leave Summerland school where it is and Spend the money needed to fix it up. 

47 Airliner noise up 99% when ceiling lowered to 15,000 ft. 

48 No Response 

49 No Response 

50 No Response 

51 Get rid of liquor store or have it re-designed to not be a "town center eyesore!" 

52 Trees & crosswalks. 

53 

We need to have more seats along Lillie Ave to sit, a supermarket, enhance the gas station to 

repair its roof and clean its outdoor area.  

54 

No Chain restaurants in Summerland, No loud or noisy businesses, try farmers markets again? 

(Carpinteria downtown is a good model mix of retail / restaurants.) 

55 No Response 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "Other comments:" 

56 Thank you! 

57 No Response 

58 

Views, underground utilities, safe pedestrian walkways also safe runoff of storm water from 

streets. 

59 

Replace or repair retaining wall at Summerland School playing court a rock wall would look 

nice). 

60 No Response 

61 Leave homeowners alone. 

62 We hope to see some common sense changes to the overly restrictive rules. 

63 Preserve the Views of the Ocean by requiring trees be no higher than roof line. 

64 

The new sidewalk is a waste of money could have been put to better use where more people 

walk!! Love the idea of outdoor dining. 

65 No Response 

66 No Response 

67 

We live in a charming community lets take note of Carmel, they have it together. Has the 

County asked all residents if they were interested to be on this board to be well rounded? I 
didn’t know you were putting this group together!  

68 No Response 

69 Is it possible to get a Summerland sign with population and friendly welcome? 

70 No Response 

71 Red curbing under 101 freeway and around corners at intersections. 

72 No Response 

73 No Response 

74 

Views should be protected when possible, BAR Guidelines should be clear and not subjective, 
property rights should be protected, protect beaches and walking trails.  

75 This is a small bedroom community; it should be kept as is. 

76 No Response 

77 

Save all of Summerland's Victorian era homes especially those on Lillie Ave west of Olive St. 

Find an equitable way to underground existing utility lines and cables. 

78 Get rid of liquor store sign, Re-think post office traffic pattern. 

79 No Response 

80 No Response 

81 Encourage reduced lighting in outlying areas (Lambert Rd.). 

82 No Response 

83 

Paint the big yellow house a warmer yellow tone, No more commercial / retail development 

please! 

84 I would like to see the "Liquor and Big Yellow House" signs removed. 

85 

More interesting architectural bldg on Lillie Ave. Summerland is known for its antiques, food. 

How about architecture interest? Dull now! 

86 No Response 

87 Great Job you are doing to our community Keep it up! 

88 

Why should someone pay more for annual septic charges (i.e.) fixed charge on property tax, 
when I have 3 bath(2-full 2 1/2)and some people have 6 full baths pay less only cause I have 

duplex status, yet I live in the whole house with my family only!  Have the Post Office deliver 
our mail to our houses! Soon there will be no where to park at the new PO. 

89 
Creating safer traffic and parking on narrow east/west streets is a high priority. One way traffic 

and a ban on parking boats or overnight campers on streets are good solutions.  

39



TRANSMITTAL MEMO          SURVEY RESULTS 

   

Survey 

Number 
Question: "Other comments:" 

90 No Response 

91 No Response 

92 

Summerland is zoned this way now, No more density! , Parking should be on site wherever 

possible; areas where on the road parking for residents and guests occurs should be made 
wider to get cars off the road as much as possible. Varley and Shelby and the top of Olive St. 

are the worst. This could be a partial funding for maintenance of landscaping etc.  Tall fences 

and landscaping to close to roads block views, limit sight distances and make the roadways feel 
like alleys. We need to work towards making roadways wider not narrower. Future needs are 

not easy to predict - a number of roads have been abandoned in the part, only to be needed 
later (i.e. sections of Emerson & Hollister).   

93 Please resurface Lillie Ave. (upper Lillie.) between Sears St & Pierpont St. Needs it Real Bad!! 

94 The existing community plan is basically a good document and needs only minor changes. 

95 

Upper Lillie Ave. (small one way street above Harding St) never gets new asphalt. The road is 

rough & hard on cars. Also no lights. These would be good as there are attached studios 
including the house to that makes more traffic then the road is prepared for other street and 

parking get paved but not this street, I have been here 11 years and no new asphalt.  

96 No Response 

97 

Summerland also needs better enforcement of abandoned/recreational/other vehicles stored on 
our already too crowded and narrow streets. 

98 Lets not get overly restrictive with architectural style etc. 

99 

Would love to see the hideous above ground power lines that stretch the length of the town on 

Varley go underground. 

100 More Carmel like. 

101 

This town could be wonderful and is on the right path. Eyesores like the Liquor & Gas station 

should be eliminated.  Thanks for listening! 

102 Time to bury all the power lines, the state says they have a fund to do this. 

103 No Response 

104 No Response 

105 No Response 

106 This is an excellent way to plan for a community's future! Thank You. 

107 No Response 

108 Have guidelines and conform to them. 

109 No Response 

110 No Response 

111 

Maintaining no greater density than currently exists as well as view shed are very important to 

us. 

112 

Focus on something that can be accomplished! Not a bunch of little stuff then nothing is 

complete! ** Complete the Sidewalks down Lillie first!  

113 Please finish the streets and sidewalk improvement. 

114 No Response 

115 No Response 

116 

Acquire the Liquor store property to help improve the area visually and to contribute to a central 

community serving Summerland core attractive to residence and visitors. Clean up the 
landscape the southbound Summerland off ramp at Evans from the western edge of lookout 

park along the railroad tracks to east of the park entrance to inland under the 101 crossing. 

117 Great little town - "can only get better". 

118 No Response 
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Survey 

Number 
Question: "Other comments:" 

119 No Response 

120 No Response 

121 

Sign Committee; Liquor store is disgusting.  Summerland Inn has way too many signs on Ortega 

hill. 

122 I like the liquor store sign! 

123 No Response 

124 No Response 
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Page Intentionally Blank 



PRIVATE VIEWS BACKGROUND  

 

Visual Resource protection policies of the County’s Comprehensive Plan, including the 

Summerland Community Plan, protect open space views as seen from public viewing 

points but do not provide protection for private views.  The SunPAC had requested 

additional information and input from County Counsel regarding private view 

protection.  Currently, the Summerland Community Plan contains the following view 

policy: 

 

Policy VIS-S-3:  Public views from Summerland to the ocean and from the 

Highway to the foothills shall be protected and enhanced. 

Where practical, private views shall also be protected.1 

This policy provides clear guidelines when protecting public views; however, it does not 

provide clear direction regarding private views.  In addition, the adopted BAR 

guidelines included additional language for the South County Board of Architectural 

Review to consider when views become an issue.  It further opens the “private view” 

door by the adoption of the following:  

1. Requirements for Review 

 Where the County BAR finds that the project has the potential to create 

significant view or privacy impacts, the Board and applicant should consider 

the following as possible mitigation for view and privacy protection:    

a. Reduction of building height.   

b. Excavation of building into site.  

c. Hip roofs / direction of roof pitch / break up roof mass.   

d. Siting of new structure.   

e. Footprint of new structure.   

f. Reducing the mass of the second story and adding to the first story. 

g. Control of window, deck or balcony placement.   

h. View blockage of only "secondary" views (i.e. Bedroom instead of living 

room). 

2. Mitigation of View and Privacy Impacts - Rural Projects 

In rural areas, all new development shall be designed to minimize visual and 

aesthetic impacts utilizing the following: 

a. All structures (primary and accessory structures, including residences, 

garages, guest houses, barns, corrals, sheds, greenhouses, lathhouses, 

artist’s studios, etc.) and private driveways shall be located on slopes 

of 20% or less; 

b. Special attention shall be focused on design of future structures in 

order to minimize use of large vertical faces.  Large understories and 

exposed retaining walls shall be avoided; 

c. All structures, fences, walls, and roofs shall be constructed using 

medium to dark earthtone colors and construction materials that are 

compatible with the natural surroundings.  All colors shall blend in with 

the surrounding soils, vegetation and rock outcroppings.  Light colors 

such as white, off-white, grey, etc. shall be prohibited.  Night lighting 

shall be low intensity, hooded, and shielded inward from property 

boundaries; 

d. Any necessary retaining walls shall be constructed in earthtones using 

materials or construction methods which create a textured effect.  

                                                 
1 Summerland Community Plan, adopted 1992, page 139 
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Where feasible, native groundcovers shall be planted to cover 

retaining walls from view; 

e. All cut and fill slopes shall be revegetated with native drought tolerant 

groundcover immediately after grading is completed; and 

 f. All mitigation measures required for minimizing impacts to agricultural 

resources shall apply as aesthetic mitigation measures in order to 

ensure preservation of the existing rural agricultural setting. 

 

3. Findings to Approve 

The Board shall make all of the following findings prior to approving a project 

that may impact adjacent views or privacy. 

a. The applicant has designed a project which limits impacts on his/her 

neighbor's views.  

b. There are no feasible means to further mitigate the project's 

obstruction of views and privacy without reducing overall square 

footage. 

c. The project is consistent with the adopted FAR's and Design Standards.   

DRAFT SUMMERLAND COMMERCIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The Draft Summerland Commercial Design Guidelines include the text from the original 

1992 BAR Guidelines for Summerland, referenced above.  The intent of these guidelines 

is to promote view protection through better design.  The design guidelines as proposed 

do not serve to regulate the protection of private views.  As noted above, the County 

does not protect private views.   

The following language is included in the draft document to addresses view issues: 
 

Views and Privacy Section 

Summerland’s geography creates unique ocean, canyon, and mountain views from 

many areas.  Views of the Santa Ynez Mountains exist at several intersections and public 

spaces which provide a point of reference.  The unique topography generally allows 

development to occur with minimal disruption to views.  In addition, the topography 

assists in maintaining privacy for existing residential uses adjacent to and within the 

commercial corridor.  Public views from parks and open space should be maintained 

through proper site and architectural design, which can minimize view impacts resulting 

from additions or new development.   

 

In cases where the South Board of Architectural Review (SBAR) finds that a project has 

the potential to create significant view or privacy impacts, the Board and applicant 

should consider a combination of the following as possible mitigations for view and 

privacy protection:   

• Reduction of building height  

• Excavation of building into site  

• Hip roofs / direction of roof pitch / break up roof mass 

• Siting of new structure 

• Footprint of new structure 

• Reducing the mass of the second story and adding to the first story 

• Control of window, deck or balcony placement 

• View blockage of only "secondary" views (i.e.  Bedroom instead of living room) 
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In addition, the SBAR shall make all of the following findings prior to approving a project 

that may impact adjacent views or privacy: 

• The applicant has designed a project which limits impacts on his/her neighbor's 

views.   

• There are no feasible means to further mitigate the project's obstruction of views 

and privacy without reducing overall square footage. 

• The project is consistent with the adopted Floor Area Ratio’s (refer to Chapter 4) 

and Design Standards.   

 

View & Privacy Guidelines 

• Proposed designs should consider views from public spaces, such as parks and 

open space and to the extent feasible minimize impacts to those public views. 

• Structures located at the uphill side of a parcel should respect the character of 

adjacent structures and those found across the street. 

• Public views must be maintained within the View Corridor Overlay (VC). 

• Windows should be located or constructed in a manner that provides privacy for 

residential uses. 

 

Staff will provide more information regarding private view protection at the March 19, 

2008 workshop.    

OTHER JURISDICTIONS WITH PRIVATE VIEW PROTECTION  

Jurisdictions with similar seaside and scenic views to those of Summerland, such as the 

City of Santa Barbara, City of Laguna and City of Malibu, provide for limited private 

view protection through various mechanisms. The various ordinances are quite lengthy, 

so they have not been attached in this background summary but web links have been 

provided below. 

 

City of Santa Barbara 

In 2002, the Santa Barbara City Council adopted an ordinance (SBMC Section 22.76- 

“View Protection Ordinance #5220), establishing a private process for neighbors to 

resolve disputes regarding the alleged blockage of private views by trees or 

vegetation. The City’s ordinance does not ensure protection of private views, rather, it 

provides for voluntary dispute resolution process when vegetation interferes with a 

private view. After a claim is filed, the dispute resolution is agreed upon, the City is not 

involved in the claim. Rather, claims are mediated between the parties by private 

mediators funded by the parties.  

 

In 2007, the County monitored the results of the City’s ordinance and found that while 

the ordinance facilitates the mediation process, one is not required under the 

ordinance or prevented with such an ordinance.2 

 

The full ordinance can be viewed by accessing the following link: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Documents/Municipal_Code/03_Individual_Titles/SBM

C_TITLE_22_Environmental_Policy_and_Construction.pdf  

 

 

                                                 
2 Letter to 1st district constituent from Dianne Black, Director of Development Services, County of Santa Barbara Planning 

and Development, December 10, 2007 (copied to 1st district office) 
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City of Laguna 

The City of Laguna's Municipal Code includes an ordinance on the protection of 

private views (Chapter 12.16 VIEW PRESERVATION) within Title 12-Trees and Vegetation. 

It's quite long and there have been a few amendments to the ordinance in attempt to 

address problems with enforcement and definitions that have been considered in 

various Planning Commission hearings since it’s inception in 2001.  

 

The City of Laguna view preservation ordinance is similar to that of the City of Santa 

Barbara in that it gives provisions for a process to resolve conflicts through meditation 

and arbitration and pertains mostly to view impacts resulting from vegetation and 

landscaping.  

 

The full ordinance can be viewed by accessing the following link: 

http://qcode.us/codes/lagunabeach/  

 

City of Malibu 

The City of Malibu’s land use regulations protect views to the limited extent that they 

may be affected by a new structure in excess of 18 feet. Often, however, previously 

existing views are impaired by landscaping.  

 

An actual view protection ordinance does not exist for the City of Malibu; however, the 

City Council is currently considering placing an advisory measure on the April 2008 

general municipal election ballot. The City Council has heard arguments at various 

public hearings both for and against a City-wide view preservation ordinance. It is 

unclear whether the majority of residents would be in favor of such an ordinance. An 

advisory measure is a question that is placed on the ballot solely for the purpose of 

allowing voters to voice their opinions on substantive issues or to indicate to the 

legislative body approval or disapproval of the ballot proposal.  

 

The measure will not bind the City Council to any definite course of action, but will 

provide the legislative body with If the City Council desires to submit the advisory 

question to the voters, adopt the Resolution No. 07-60 submitting to the voters on the 

April 2008 general municipal election ballot an advisory measure to determine whether 

Malibu residents would favor adoption of an ordinance that would require the removal 

or trimming of landscaping to restore and maintain primary views from private homes, 

setting priorities for filing written arguments and rebuttal arguments, and directing the 

City Attorney to prepare an impartial analysis.3 

SUMMARY   

Given the limited resources of the County and the limited potential for an ordinance to 

protect private views, the County has not pursued a private view ordinance to date.  

 

In line with the mediation process outlined in the City of Santa Barbara’s private view 

ordinance, the County’s efforts to protect private views have encouraged “good 

neighbor practices” in official documents including the adopted Eastern Goleta Valley 

Residential Design Guidelines, and the Draft Mission Canyon Design Guidelines. In 

addition to incorporating many of these concepts into the Draft Commercial Design 

Guidelines for Summerland, Staff also anticipates incorporating much of this content 

                                                 
3  City of Malibu, Council Agenda Report for the December 10, 2007 City Council Meeting 

46



TRANSMITTAL MEMO                      PRIVATE VIEWS 

   

into the Residential Design Guidelines document that will be developed in the coming 

months. 

 

The development of a view protection ordinance would require establishing criteria to 

establish and evaluate “right to a view”, view equity and sunlight issues, and a view 

preservation and restoration process and include provisions for landscaping, trees, 

natural vegetation, hedges, encroachments, BAR review, and enforcement issues. 

 

The SunPAC will need to provide more direction, through a roll cal vote, on how to 

proceed with this matter.   
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