
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Staff Report for the Woolley Appeal

Hearing Date: May 7, 2014 Deputy Director: Alice McCurdy 
Staff Report Date: April 18, 2014 Division: Development Review  
Case Nos.: 14APL-00000-00001 & 13LUP-00000-00376 Supervising Planner: Anne Almy 
 Supervising Planner Phone #: 568-2053 
Environmental Document: Staff Contact: J. Ritterbeck 
 Notice of Exemption - CEQA Exemption §15270 Planner’s Phone #: 568-3509 

OWNER/APPELLANT
Robert & Karina Woolley 
355 Ortega Ridge Road 
Summerland, CA 93108 
(805) 969-1390 

AGENT/ENGINEER
Everett Woody 
122 E. Arrellaga Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
(805) 452-2999 

Land Use Permit application filed:  September 30, 2013 
Land Use Permit denial:  March 10, 2014 
Appeal filed:  January 21, 2014 1

1 The appeal date precedes the date of the Land Use Permit denial because the appeal was originally filed to address a staff 
determination regarding the FAR calculation. 

Project
Location

Downtown Summerland 
The project site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel No. 005-020-024, located at 355 Ortega 
Ridge Road in the 1-E-1 zone district, and within the urban area of the Summerland 
Community Plan, First Supervisorial District.
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1.0 REQUEST 

Hearing on the request of Everett Woody, agent for Robert and Karina Woolley, property owners, to consider 
Case No. 14APL-00000-00001, [application filed on January 21, 2014] to appeal the Department of Planning 
and Development’s denial of 13LUP-00000-00376, in compliance with Chapter 35.102 of the County Land 
Use and Development Code, on property located in the 1-E-1 zone district.  The application involves AP No. 
005-020-024, located at 355 Ortega Ridge Road in the inland, urban area of the Summerland Community 
Plan, First Supervisorial District.

2.0 RECOMMENDATION AND PROCEDURES 

Follow the procedures outlined below and deny the appeal, Case No. 14APL-00000-00001 and deny de
novo Case No. 13LUP-00000-00376, based upon the inability to make the required findings for approval. 

Your Commission’s motion should include the following: 

1. Make the required findings for denial of the project (13LUP-00000-00376), including CEQA 
findings in Attachment A;  

2. Determine the denial of the project is exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15270, included as Attachment B;  

3. Deny the appeal, Case No. 14APL-00000-00001; and 

4. Deny de novo, the project, Case No. 13LUP-00000-00376. 

Refer back to staff if the Planning Commission takes other than the recommended action for appropriate 
findings and conditions. 

3.0 JURISDICTION 

This project is being considered by the County Planning Commission based on Section 35.102.040.A of 
the County Land Use and Development Code (LUDC), which states that any decision of the Director to 
deny a Land Use Permit is appealable to the Commission. 

4.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

On September 30, 2013, P&D received an application for a Land Use Permit to allow the construction of 
a 2,239 sq. ft. addition to the existing 4,435 sq. ft. single-family dwelling on the subject parcel.  On 
September 3, 2013, the project received conceptual comments by the Summerland Citizens Association 
Board of Architectural Review, a local non-governmental body whose review and comments act only as 
a recommendation to the South County Board of Architectural Review (SBAR) (see Exhibit E of 
Attachment F).  The project was taken to the SBAR on October 4, 2013 and October 18, 2013 where it 
was reviewed at the conceptual level (see Attachment D).  Subsequent to the BAR hearings, P&D staff 
met with Everett Woody and Gil Garcia, agents for the property owners, to discuss the methodology for 
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calculating FAR within the Board of Architectural Review Guidelines for Summerland (Summerland 
Guidelines).

On January 13, 2014, P&D staff summarized the discussions from that meeting within a memo to the 
appellants.  The memo formally states the County’s FAR calculation and is included in Attachment F as 
Exhibit A.  On January 21, 2014, P&D received an appeal of staff’s determination of the FAR 
methodology.  Following phone conversations with the appellant discussing the most effective appeal 
path, on March 10, 2014, P&D staff sent a formal denial letter for the project, case no. 13LUP-00000-
00376 (see Attachment E).  With the applicant’s concurrence, staff is processing an appeal of the Land 
Use Permit rather than the appeal of the FAR determination. 

5.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 

5.1 Site Information 
Comprehensive Plan 
Designation

Urban, Inland, Summerland Community Plan,  
Single-Family Residential / 1-acre Minimum Lot Size 

Ordinance, Zone  County Land Use & Development Code, 1-E-1 

Site Size 1.0-acre [gross] 

Present Use & Development Currently developed with an existing 4,435 sq. ft. two-story 
single-family dwelling, an existing 778 sq. ft. cabaña and pool. 

Surrounding Uses/Zone(s) North: Residential / 1-E-1 Residential 
South:  Residential / 1-E-1 Residential 
East:  Residential / 1-E-1 Residential 
West: REC / Recreation: Golf Course

Access Private access drive off of Ortega Ridge Road 

Public Services Water Supply:  Montecito Water District 
Sewage: Private Septic System 
Fire: Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Department 
Police: Santa Barbara County Sheriff 

5.2 Project Description 
The project (Case No. 13LUP-00000-00376) is for the construction of a residential addition of 
approximately 2,239 square feet to the existing 4,435 square foot single-family dwelling, resulting in a 
6,674 square foot residence.  No tree removal will be required as a part of this project.  The parcel will 
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continue to be served by the Montecito Water District, a private septic system, and the Carpinteria-
Summerland Fire Department. Access will continue to be provided off of Ortega Ridge Road. The 
property is a 1.0-acre  parcel zoned 1-E-1 and shown as Assessor's Parcel Number 005-020-024, located 
at 355 Ortega Ridge Road in the Summerland Area, First Supervisorial District. 
5.3 Appeal Issues and Staff Response 

The appellants, Gil Garcia and Everett Woody, agents for the property owners Robert and Karina 
Woolley, have submitted Exhibits along with their appeal application (included as Attachment F) that 
identify and explain the specific areas of “Dispute” within their appeal.  Those issues have been 
summarized below and are followed by staff’s response.  The overarching argument of the appeal 
pertains to the calculation of FAR. 

Issue #1:  Summerland Guidelines. The appellant states in Dispute #1 that the Land Use Development 
Code (LUDC) should be used instead of the Summerland Guidelines to determine the applicable FAR for 
the subject parcel.

Staff Response:  The Board of Architectural Review Guidelines for Summerland is the source document 
that defines and sets applicable FARs for lots and specifies the methodology for determining the 
maximum allowable floor area for projects in the Summerland Planning Area.  These Guidelines were 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1992.  In 2011, the Board adopted the County LUDC, including 
the Appendices and Attachments.  For information purposes, the provisions of the Summerland 
Guidelines are included in the LUDC as part of Attachment 1.  Although the language and organization 
are somewhat different in Attachment 1 from the language in the Summerland Guidelines, the intent was 
to replicate the direction of the Summerland Guidelines for informational purposes within the LUDC.  
Although Attachment 1 of the LUDC is not a part of the Board-adopted development code, the 
discussions in the two documents do not yield different FAR results.  However, using the Summerland 
Guidelines to calculate the project’s maximum allowable floor area is the correct process.   

Issue #2:  Terminology. In Dispute #2, the appellants simply objects to the use of the term “bonus” 
when explaining how FAR is calculated because that term is not explicitly used in the Summerland 
Guidelines.

Staff Response:  Section IV.C.2.d.2 of the Summerland Guidelines includes the following provision: 
A proposed residential structure that does not qualify for a basement credit may add 5% to the 
FAR provided that no part of the lowest finished floor over the entire building footprint is more 
than 18" above grade.

While the term “bonus” does not appear in this statement, the term accurately describes the result of this 
provision.  Since the project does not qualify for a basement credit and because no part of the lowest 
finished floor over the entire building footprint is more than 18” above grade, the additional 5% becomes 
a “bonus” added to the FAR.   The “bonus” results from multiplying the percent “credit” with the floor 
area.  In the case of the bonus/credit, the result is then added to the original floor area.
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Issue #3:  Understory vs. Basement. In Disputes #3 and #4, the appellants claim that staff erred in 
considering Understories and Basements synonymous terms.  Additionally, the appellant believes that the 
proposed project is subject to a Basement credit and not an Understory adjustment.  

Staff Response: An understory and a basement are not the same, nor has staff asserted or implied that 
they are.  In Section IV.D.2 of the Summerland Guidelines, an “Understory” is defined as the portion of 
the structure between the exposed finished floor and the finished grade.  Section IV.D.3 defines a 
“Basement” as any usable or unused under floor space where the finished floor directly above is not more 
than 4-feet above grade. 
The proposed project would construct additions to both the first and second floors of the existing two-
story single-family dwelling.  The existing home is built on-grade.  The finished floor directly above the 
ground floor level measures approximately 9-feet.  Therefore, the existing two-story home does not have 
a basement since the entire first level is above ground.  Furthermore, since there is no basement area, the 
project is not subject to the credit for “free” square footage as the appellant claims on line 8 of the FAR 
Worksheet, included as Exhibit D in Attachment F of this staff report.  As designed, the home would be 
subject to an understory bonus/credit of 5% of the floor area, or an additional 234 sq. ft. (as demonstrated 
below in Issue #4). 

Issue #4:  Mathematical Calculations. In Disputes #3, #4 and #5, the appellants assert disagreements 
with how the maximum allowable FAR for this specific project was calculated. 

Staff Response: Within the Summerland Guidelines, lots over 12,000 square feet in size do not have a 
listed FAR.  For these lots, the maximum allowable floor area is calculated using the formula shown 
below and as demonstrated as an example in the FAR Worksheet (Attachment G).  In the worksheet 
example, the lot is exactly 1-acre in [gross] area (43,560 square feet) and is considered a “large lot.”  
Additionally, the lot is assumed to have no easements, encroachments or abandoned right-of-ways so 
there are no “Minus adjustments” and net lot area is equal to the gross lot area.   

      2,500 sf + (5% x 43,560)   -or-   2,500 sf + 2,178 sf  = 4,678 sf maximum allowable square footage. 

As discussed in Issue #2 and Issue #3 above, Section IV.D.2 of the Summerland Guidelines indicates that 
1) because no part of the lowest finished floor over the entire building footprint is more than 18” above 
grade, and 2) the proposed residential structure does not qualify for a basement credit, then the proposed 
project is subject to the Understory “credit.”   The correct means by which to calculate the Understory 
credit is shown on line 5 of the FAR Worksheet, and labeled “Understory adjustment.”  The correct 
calculation on line 5 would read as follows: 

       ± 5% x 4,678 sf  = 234 sf    -and-    4,678 sf + 234 sf  = 4,912 sf, which is the new maximum 
allowable square footage for the sample 1-acre [net] lot with the “Understory adjustment” included. 

The appellant’s miscalculations on the FAR worksheet conclude with the incorrect designation of the 
entire first floor as a basement.  Basements in the Summerland Guidelines are eligible to be counted as 
“free” square footage.  The appellant’s first floor would not be considered a basement because no portion 
of the existing or proposed home is below ground.  Therefore, the maximum adjusted floor area for a 1-
acre [net] lot is 4,912 sq. ft. and not 6,983 sq. ft. as the appellants have calculated by claiming that the 
first floor, built at-grade, is a “basement” (see Exhibit D of Attachment F).   
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Lastly, within the new Summerland Community Plan, the methodology for calculating the maximum 
allowable floor area for the subject project does not differ.  The only change that would occur in the 
instant case would be the means by which NET floor area is calculated.  In the 1992 Summerland Plan, it 
was calculated by measuring to the exterior surface of the surrounding exterior walls and in the new 
Summerland Plan it is measured to the interior surface of the exterior walls. 

6.0 PROJECT ANALYSIS 

6.1 Environmental Review 
The de novo review of case number 13LUP-00000-00376 is exempt from environmental review based upon 
Section 15270 [Projects Which are Disapproved] of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines.

6.2 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
REQUIREMENT DISCUSSION 

Policy VIS-S-5: Floor Area Ratios (FAR) shall 
be established for commercial and residential 
developments to ensure that new development is 
compatible with the community’s scale. 

Action VIS-S-5.1: The County shall amend the 
zoning ordinance to include Floor-to-Area Ratio 
requirements which must be adhered to for all 
development in Summerland.   

Action VIS-S-5.2: Establish clear and objective 
standards of review for both the applicant and 
the Board by developing a Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.) in the Summerland BAR Guidelines.  
Limits on the maximum size of a structure 
allowed for residential and commercial lots shall 
be specified in the Floor Area Ratios section. 
The Floor Area Ratios shall be based on an 
assessment of existing structures in Summerland 
found to be compatible and consistent with the 
goals set forth in Objective LU-S. Based on the 
lot size range, include residential and 
commercial Floor Area Ratios with the 
minimum and maximum square footage allowed 
in the Summerland BAR Guidelines. In addition, 
specifications for limitations and exceptions to 
F.A.R. shall be included.

Inconsistent:  As discussed above in Section 5.3, 
Issue #4, the proposed 2,239 sq. ft. addition to the 
existing 4,435 sq. ft. dwelling would result in a 
dwelling of 6,674 sq. ft.   As such, the proposed 
project would exceed the 4,912 sq. ft. maximum 
allowable floor area permissible for a 1-acre lot 
using both the 1992 Summerland Guidelines as 
well as the new methodology within the 2014 
Summerland Plan.  

The project would therefore be inconsistent with 
Policy VIS-S-5, Action VIS-S-5.1 and VIS-S-5.2. 
 Finally, the proposed home would be 
incompatible with the scale of the Summerland 
community as set forth in the Summerland 
Guidelines due to its exceeding the maximum 
allowable floor area, whereas, almost all other 
homes in the Summerland Community built since 
1992, including those in the subject neighborhood, 
have conformed to maximum allowable floor area 
as provided by these Guidelines. 



Woolley Appeal  
Appeal Case No.: 14APL-00000-00001  
Hearing Date:  May 7, 2014 
Page 7 

6.3 Zoning: Land Use and Development Code Compliance 
The proposed project would not be consistent the County LUDC, Section 35.82.110.E.1.a(1), which 
states that a Land Use Permit application shall be approved or conditionally approved only if the Director 
first makes all of the finding that the proposed development conforms to the applicable provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan including any applicable community or area plan.  As discussed in Section 6.2 of 
this staff report, the project would not conform to Summerland Community Plan Policy VIS-S-5.   

The proposed addition to the existing home on the site would result in a single-family dwelling that is 
6,674 square feet in total floor area2.  A dwelling of this size would exceed the maximum allowable floor 
area of 4,912 square feet for a 1-acre lot by approximately 1,762 square feet.  See Attachment G for 
correct FAR Worksheet calculations for a 1-acre lot (43,560 sq. ft) utilizing the understory adjustment 
and the 1992 Summerland Guidelines methodology and assuming no additional adjustments are needed. 

7.0 APPEALS PROCEDURE 

The action of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors within 10 calendar 
days of said action. The appeal fee to the Board of Supervisors is $643. 

8.0 ATTACHMENTS 

A. Findings for Denial [Case No. 13LUP-00000-00376] 
B. Environmental Document: Notice of Exemption 
C. Reduced Plan Sheets 
D. SBAR Minutes, dated October 4, 2013 and October 18, 2013 
E. Denial Letter, dated March 10, 2014 
F. Appeal Application w/ Cover Letter & Exhibits A-E 
G. Summerland Guidelines: FAR Worksheet

2 The total floor area of 6,674 square feet assumes that the applicant utilized the correct methodology of calculating NET floor
area pursuant to the 1992 Summerland Guidelines.  Utilizing the new 2014 Summerland Plan methodology to calculate NET 
floor area may yield a slightly smaller square footage, but would still significantly exceed the maximum allowable floor area. 
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ATTACHMENT A

- FINDINGS FOR DENIAL - 

1.0 CEQA FINDINGS
Find that CEQA does not apply to the denial of the appeal pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15270 
[Projects Which are Disapproved].    

2.0 ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS 
In order for a Land Use Permit for new development to be approved, the proposed development must 
comply with all applicable requirements of the County LUDC and policies of the County Comprehensive 
Plan.  As proposed, the following required findings in County LUDC cannot be made.  Only findings that 
cannot be made are discussed below:  

2.1 Pursuant to Section 35.82.110.E of the County Land Use & Development Code, a Land Use 
Permit shall be approved only if all of the required findings can be made: 

The proposed development conforms to the applicable provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, 
including any applicable community or area plan. 

As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 6.2 of the staff report dated April 18, 2014 and incorporated by 
reference herein, the proposed project is not consistent with the applicable policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, including the Summerland Community Plan.  The proposed project does not 
conform to the following policy and actions of the Summerland Community Plan: Policy VIS-S-5, 
Action VIS-S-5.1 and Action VIS-S-5.2.  Therefore, this required finding cannot be made and the 
proposed development associated with Land Use Permit 13LUP-00000-00376 cannot be approved. 

2.2 Attachment 1, Part 6 [Permit Requirements] Section B.1 [Required Findings] of the LUDC states 
that in addition to any findings that are otherwise required by the Development Code for the 
approval of a permit for development, project approval within the Summerland Community Plan 
overlay zone shall require that the review authority also first find that: 

The project complies with all applicable requirements of the Summerland Community Plan, 
including the requirements of the Summerland Development Standards. 

As discussed in Sections 5.3, 6.2, and 6.3 of the staff report dated April 18, 2014 and incorporated 
by reference herein, the proposed project is not consistent with the applicable policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, including the Summerland Community Plan and the Summerland 
Development Standards.  Specifically, the project does not conform to all applicable policies and 
actions of the Summerland Community Plan, including Policy VIS-S-5, Action VIS-S-5.1.
Therefore, this required finding cannot be made. 



ATTACHMENT B

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 
- NOTICE OF EXEMPTION - 

TO:  Santa Barbara County Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM:   J. Ritterbeck, Planner                         

The project or activity identified below is determined to be exempt from further environmental review 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as defined in the State and 
County Guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. 

APN: 005-020-024  Case No.: 13LUP-00000-00376 (Denial) 

Location: 355 Ortega Ridge Road, Summerland Community Plan area, First Supervisorial District 

Project Title: Woolley SFD Addition 

Project Applicant: Robert & Karina Woolley 

Project Description: Request of Everett Woody and Gil Garcia, agents for the applicants, Robert & Karina 
Woolley to consider Case No. 13LUP-00000-00376 [application filed on September 30, 2013] for a Land 
Use Permit in compliance with Section 35.82.110 of the County Land Use & Development Code, on 
property zoned 1-E-1 for the construction of a residential addition of approximately 2,239 square feet to the 
existing 4,435 square foot single-family dwelling, resulting in a 6,674 square foot residence.

Name of Public Agency DENYING the Project: County of Santa Barbara 

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project:  Robert & Karina Woolley 

Exempt Status:
 Ministerial 
  X Statutory Exemption 
 Categorical Exemption 
 Emergency Project 
 Declared Emergency 

Cite specific CEQA and/or CEQA Guideline Section: 15270 [Projects Which are Disapproved] 

Reasons to support exemption findings: CEQA does not apply to projects that a public agency 
disapproves.

Lead Agency Contact Person:  J. Ritterbeck         Phone #: 805-568-3509

Department/Division Representative: _________________________           Date: ______/_____/ 2014 

Acceptance Date: _________________ 

Distribution: Hearing Support Staff        Date Filed by County Clerk: ____________. 
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