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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
November 1, 2011
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department 

SUBJECT:
Appeal Of Single Family Design Board Approval For 1117 Las Alturas Road Residence
RECOMMENDATION:  
That Council deny the appeal of Penelope True and uphold the decision of the Single Family Design Board to grant Project Design Approval with findings and conditions for a proposed single family residence in the Hillside Design District.
DISCUSSION:

Project Description

The project involves a proposal to construct a new 3,740 square foot two-story single-family residence and a 525 square foot attached two-car garage on a vacant lot located at 1117 Las Alturas Road.  The appellant, Ms. Penelope True, filed an appeal of the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) approval with her letter dated September 15, 2011, citing several grounds including impacts to privacy, private views and increased fire hazard (see Attachment 1).

The previous residence was located in a different building footprint closer to Las Alturas Road and was destroyed in the Tea Fire in 2008 (see site plan, Attachment 2).   The proposed design involves moving the residence location down the slope, a square footage increase, and requires site improvements to include a new driveway, site retaining walls, and approximately 1,255 cubic yards of total site grading. Grading includes 610 cubic yards of grading (210 cy cut/400 cy fill) underneath the building footprint and 645 cubic yards (345 cy cut/300 cy fill) of grading elsewhere on the site.   A total of 743 square feet of decks are proposed, which includes 335 square feet of covered decks and 475 square feet of uncovered decks.  The proposed total of 4,265 square feet, located on a 46,303 square foot lot in the Hillside Design District, is 85% of the maximum guideline floor-to-lot area ratio (FAR).  After several meetings and reviews, the SFDB made the required Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance (NPO) Findings and granted Project Design Approval on September 12, 2011, by a unanimous 4/0/0 vote. 

Project History-SFDB Review 

In order to expedite the rebuilding of homes lost in the Tea Fire, all fire rebuild projects are allowed to begin initial concept review and obtain potential approvals at the SFDB Consent Calendar.   On April 18, 2011, the subject project followed this standard practice and was first placed on the SFDB Consent Calendar agenda for expedited review.   At the discretion of the SFDB Consent members, this project was referred for review to the Full Board SFDB as the proposed project is a completely new design for the lot.  The direction given to the applicants by the consent members included providing sections of the building and to study the west elevation for methods to reduce the mass and provide architectural relief.   

Public comment from the neighbors was received at the various SFDB meetings.  Over the course of the first few SFDB meetings, the Full Board worked on reducing the overall height, scale and roof forms.  In addition, the SFDB concluded that it did not support the construction of the home over existing City and private sewer easements located on the lower portion of the lot.  During these meetings the SFDB repeatedly asked that the size and FAR be reduced and that changes be made to lessen the impacts along the western elevation facing the appellants home (see Attachment 3).
Commencing in August of this year, the project returned for two additional SFDB review meetings, where the applicant presented a preliminary landscape plan and a new site plan concept proposal was introduced that incorporated a building footprint change to move the home up the lot closer to the street.  As a result, the proposed structure’s footprint moved up the hill by approximately 20 feet.  By moving the home up the lot, the resulting 1st floor finish elevation would be raised by 5 1/2 feet.  The Board was in support of the revised site plan and began focusing on the height of the structure and methods to reduce the massing of the home.  Additional refinements were made to the roof massing and bulk of the project. 
On September 12, 2011, the project returned to the SFDB for additional review after the completion of a site visit by board members to view the installation of story poles.  The SFDB appeared satisfied with the amount of design changes that had been made to the project design and voted 4/0/0 to grant Project Design Approval making the required findings consistent with Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 22.69.050. 

APPEAL ISSUES
Size, Bulk and Scale- Building Footprint Location

The appellant asserts that the proposed design presents privacy and view impact concerns regarding the location of the proposed home in close proximity to her home located next door to the east at 1121 Las Alturas Road.   The appellant indicates the proposed two-story mass, which is 19 feet from her home, is too close and believes the house can be relocated up the hillside slope further away from her residence.  Although the proposed residence at 1117 Las Alturas will comply with the minimum 15 foot setback distance, the closer proximity to the appellant’s existing house next door results because the current setback distance for the 1121 Las Alturas Road home is non-conforming and is only approximately 4 to 6 feet away from the common property line (see Attachment 4).   

Staff Position:   The SFDB full board reviewed various design proposals at five separate meetings.  The first two meetings where the project was reviewed, the SFDB was concerned about the proposed building footprint location that required a City sewer line relocation and asked for the design to be altered to reduce building heights, avoid easements and to consider other design alternatives including moving the home up the hill. Considerable changes were made to the project design as a result of SFDB reviews including FAR reductions (refer to FAR table below).  The current design is a good compromise that considers various concerns of all neighbors, including neighbors above this parcel.  Staff believes the applicant has already made several design concessions to satisfy the SFDB comments and the various concerns raised by neighbors.  Staff does not support additional design changes such as further home size footprint reductions or relocation of the home further away from the appellant’s property up the hill that will necessitate zoning modifications for the project design.
	Review date:

	Size:

	Guideline FAR:

	4-18-11 – Consent
	House: 4,159 s.f. 

Garage: 617 s.f. 

Total: 4,776 s.f.
	95% 

	4-25-11 – Full Board
	Same as 4-18-11
	95%

	5-9-11 – Full Board
	House: 4,012 s.f. 

Garage: 542 s.f.

Total 4,554 s.f.  
	91%

	8-1-11 – Full Board
	House: 4,003 s.f.

Garage 475 s.f.

Total: 4,478 s.f.
	89%

	8-29-11 – Full Board
	House: 3,945 s.f.

Garage: 533 s.f.

Total: 4,478


	89%

	9-12-11 – Full Board
	House: 3,740 s.f.

Garage: 525 s.f.

Total: 4,265
	85%


Good Neighbor Policies
The appellant asserts that the “SFDB requested the applicant to meet with the neighbors and use the good neighbor policy to ensure a design that meets with the neighborhood compatibility and support”.  In addition, the appellant states that the project did not consider blockage of morning sun access and loss of private mountain views. Therefore, the appellant believes the project should be further modified to address these neighbor concerns. 
As a result of the Council appeal, Planning Staff met with the appellant, appellant’s architect and applicant to explore the possibility of moving the home an additional five feet closer to the street and narrowing the driveway widths.   Staff was initially supportive of this direction even though it would require a zoning modification approval for building encroachment into the 35 foot front yard setback as required in the A-1 zone.  The rationale for supporting the front yard modification was that the former residence building footprint did not meet the front yard setback and a similar reduction of setback is allowed in hillside lots in the E and R zones.   The applicant studied alternative designs and rejected them because such site design changes would negatively impact the project’s driveway entrance safety and aesthetic design by increasing the height of retaining walls to over 8 feet located within 10 feet of the front property line and require additional zoning modification approvals.
Staff’s position:    Staff is of the opinion that the SFDB worked to reduce the height and scale of the residence and was successful in pushing the home location up the hill and away from existing sewer easement on the lower portion of the lot.  The adjustment to the building footprint benefitted the appellant and improved some private views.  In addition, story poles were erected in response to neighbor requests, roof forms lowered and the orientation of windows on the west elevation were adjusted to increase privacy between neighbors. These project changes demonstrate that reasonable consideration was given to the neighbors.  Staff is concerned that the appellant believes that the appropriate solution to achieve an increased separation is to insist that applicant either reduce the home size or pursue zoning modifications.  Staff supports the current house design that the SFDB approved given that it is consistent with zoning standards and is compatible in size with the recent tea fire rebuild project on the adjacent lot approved at 1105 Las Alturas Road and other homes in the neighborhood (see Attachment 5). 
CONCLUSION:
The proposed project has undergone a thorough review by the SFDB and by Planning Staff.  It is staff’s position that appropriate consideration has been given to the appellant’s concerns as part of the Single Family Design Board review process, which resulted in a sufficient project design.  Furthermore, the project will be compatible with the neighborhood, the project is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance, and the proposed building does not significantly impact the appellant’s privacy or private ocean views.   Staff recommends that the Council deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the SFDB.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Appellant Letter, received August 11, 2011


2. 
Site Plan- Building Footprint Comparison


3.
Summary of SFDB Minutes

4.
Site Photos

5.
Proposed Site Plan and Building Elevations
PREPARED BY:
Jaime Limon, Senior Planner II
SUBMITTED BY:
Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator
APPROVED BY:
City Administrator’s Office
�








