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Existing Plan:  First Floor 

N 



Proposed Plan: First Floor 

N 



Existing Plan:  Second Floor 

N 



Proposed Plan: Second Floor 
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Appeal Issues 

  Five “Disputes” from the Appellant 
 

  Summarized into Four “Issues” by Staff 
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  Overarching issue pertains to how the maximum 

      allowable floor area for the lot is calculated 





18” or less               + 5% 

Over 18” but less than 4 feet                 0% 



FAR Worksheet 
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Understory vs. Basement 

 Appellant contends that staff considers the two terms 

synonymous and that the project should receive a 

“Basement” credit. 
 

 “Basement” – defined within Guidelines 

 
 “Understory” – defined within Guidelines 

 
 

 Project is subject to an “Understory” adjustment 
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Summerland BAR Guidelines 

 Appellant contends that the LUDC should be used when 

determining FAR, not the Summerland BAR Guidelines. 
 

 Summerland Community Plan cites the Guidelines 

 The Guidelines were adopted by the Board in 1992 

 SBAR utilizes Guidelines 
 

 County LUDC adopted by Board in 2011 

 Incorporates the Guidelines in Section 35.28.210 
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    Methodologies yield the same results 



New Issues in Board Appeal 

 Appellant believes staff misspoke, leading the Commission 

to deny the project in error. 
 

#1 FAR Worksheet 
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#2 No Rebuttal 

 Appellant believes the Commission should have allocated 

additional time for a rebuttal. 



Policy Consistency 
 

    The project is inconsistent with Comprehensive 

Plan Policies, including the Summerland 

Community Plan:  
 

 Policy VIS-S-5 

• Action VIS-S-5.1 & VIS-S-5.2 

 

 The proposed project would not comply with the newly adopted 

Summerland Community Plan 
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County LUDC Compliance 
 

    The proposed project is not compliant with:  
 

 Applicable provisions and design standards 
 

 Exceeds maximum allowable floor area 
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Environmental Review 

 

15270 - [Projects Which are Disapproved] 

Exempt from CEQA review, pursuant to Section  
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Staff Recommendation 

1. Make the required findings for denial, including CEQA findings, 

included as Attachment 1;  
 

2. Determine project is exempt from CEQA, pursuant to Sections 

15270, included as Attachment 2;  
 

3. Deny the appeal, Case No.  14APL-00000-00013; and 
 

 

4. Grant de novo denial of Land Use Permit 13LUP-00000-00376 

P&D recommends the Board: 
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End of Presentation 



Northern Elevation 



Southern Elevation 



Eastern Elevation 



Western Elevation 


