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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
September 11, 2012
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department
SUBJECT:
Appeal Of Architectural Board Of Review Approval Of 901 Olive Street
RECOMMENDATION: 
That Council deny the appeal of Grant Castleberg of the application of DesignARC, and uphold the Architectural Board of Review’s Project Design Approval for the proposed mixed use project consisting of 19 new apartments, a new parking garage, and alterations to the existing office building.
DISCUSSION:

Project Description

This is a proposal to construct 10, one-story, studio apartment units and nine, two-story, one‑bedroom apartment units above a new two-level, 59-space parking structure.  The 19 new apartment units and new parking structure will be added to an existing two‑story, 18,276 office building.  The project also includes alterations to the existing office building, including façade improvements on all sides, new elevator, new roof with light wells, solar panels and a new 474 square foot basement-level mechanical room.  Total development on site would be 60,060 square feet with a maximum height of 51 feet and four stories on a 33,005 square foot lot.  Seven existing parking spaces will remain for a total of 66 proposed parking spaces (see plans, Attachment 3). Staff Hearing Officer approval of a zoning modification was granted for a reduction of required parking spaces.
Project History
The Architectural Board of Review (ABR) reviewed the project four times, initially on March 5, 2012 and gave general comments to provide a neighborhood photo survey, reduce plate heights, study massing and materials for neighborhood compatibility, study the architectural treatment of the existing building – particularly the proposed corrugated and perforated metal screening, and maximize landscaping areas.  The Board was supportive of the overall site planning and the concept of a mixed use project with modest sized residences, and commented that the parking modification poses no aesthetic impact (see minutes, Attachment 4). 
The project returned for a second concept review on March 19, 2012 where the ABR was generally comfortable with the overall massing and architectural style, requested reductions in height, and asked for further study of the metal screening.  The project was continued to the Staff Hearing Officer for review of the requested parking modification.  
The existing office building has 46 parking spaces and is non-conforming with 22 fewer than the required 68 spaces.  A zoning modification was approved on May 16, 2012 for the proposed mixed use building to provide 66 spaces, 18 fewer than the total required for the residences and commercial space.  A parking demand study was prepared which supported the modification request.  Approval of the parking modification was not appealed (Attachment 5).
The project returned to the ABR on May 29, 2012 for Project Design Approval.  The ABR expressed concerns about the compatibility of the metal siding materials, and asked that they be reduced or removed.  While generally satisfied with the building’s architectural style, proportion and scale, height, and the project’s preservation and protection of trees, the ABR did not grant an approval at this meeting.  The ABR asked for further study of the compatibility of the metal siding and suggested use of more traditional materials, such as masonry or wood to better blend in with the surrounding neighborhood and voted to continue the item for two weeks.   
For the June 11, 2012 meeting, the project returned with revisions eliminating all of the controversial corrugated metal siding.  The exterior materials were proposed to be a variety of metal, masonry, and cementitious siding painted various earth tone colors, along with sandstone and a treillage trained with trumpet vines.  The ABR found the project to be well designed and articulated, appreciated the continual reductions in height, the generous amount of landscaping, and granted Project Design Approval with the Project Compatibility Analysis findings.  The approval carried with it a list of conditions to further ensure neighborhood compatibility, such as further enhancement of natural and traditional looking materials to blend into the neighborhood.  
APPEAL ISSUES:
On June 21, 2012 an appeal was filed by Grant Castleberg (Attachment 1).  The appellant’s concerns are that the proposal will detract from the ambiance of the neighborhood and lower property values because its design:  is not compatible with the neighborhood; does not comply with City guidelines; and is not consistent with the nearby El Pueblo Viejo Landmark district.  Other than the statements made in the appeal letter, no additional information has been submitted in support of the appeal.  At the ABR meetings, members of the public expressed concerns about, or support for, the project and some written statements were submitted (Attachment 6).
Neighborhood Compatibility
During their discussions, ABR members stated that they found the proposed architectural style to be compatible with the neighborhood because:  it is well designed and articulated; the neighborhood has an eclectic mix of architectural styles; this block in particular supports a variety of styles; and it is a compatible addition to, and nice enhancement of, an existing mid-century modern style commercial building.  
A survey of the immediate neighborhood within one block showed that there is a modern style building adjacent to the west at 411 E. Canon Perdido Street, one adjacent to the north at 923 Olive Street, one around the corner to the north at 420 E. Carrillo Street which adjoins the rear of the subject property, and one across E. Carrillo Street to the north at 411 E. Carrillo Street.  Other structures within this area are predominantly Spanish style multi-family buildings and Craftsman or Spanish style single-family houses of one and two stories.  There are other modern style buildings in the vicinity, notably at 1025 Olive Street, 624 Olive Street, 606 Olive Street, 817 E. De La Guerra Street, 531 E. Cota Street, 625 N. Salsipuedes Street and 534 E. Ortega Street.  Currently under ABR review is a modern style, four‑story, mixed use project at 635 Olive Street (see map, Attachment 8).  With the revisions that have been made and the conditions of approval regarding exterior materials and colors, the ABR found the project to be compatible with the neighborhood. 
The design of the project with two levels of parking, two-story residential units on top of that, and the upper residential level having a mezzanine within it, results in a tall building.  The ABR supported the site planning, parking design, and the way the project works with the topography of the site.  To address the size and height in relation to the residences in the immediate neighborhood, at each meeting prior to approval the ABR requested the applicant to study of reductions in building height.  The highest part of the building is near the center of the addition and measured up from grade it is 51 feet, however the existing grade at this point is about 17 feet below the level of Olive Street and the apparent height to the roof edge is about 30 feet as viewed from the Olive Street sidewalk and from the driveway to the north.  Although this would be the largest building in the immediate neighborhood, it is located on one of the largest parcels of this C-2 General Commercial zoned block.

Compliance with City Guidelines
The City’s “Architectural Board of Review General Design Guidelines & Meeting Procedures” guides ABR reviews, and the inside cover of the document contains “a set of general goals that define the major concerns and objectives of its review process.”  The stated goals related to the issues raised in the appeal are:
· “A. to protect the historic and architectural qualities of Santa Barbara;

· D. to promote high standards in architectural and landscape design and the construction of aesthetically pleasing structures;

· G. to promote neighborhood compatibility;

· H. to encourage the preservation of pre-1925 and Hispanic styles of architecture;

· I. to promote visual relief throughout the community by preservation of public scenic ocean and mountain vistas, creation of open space, and variation of styles of architecture;” (Attachment 7)
Staff believes the ABR adhered to the goals above when it made the findings outlined in the Project Compatibility Analysis and approved the project.  The Project Compatibility Analysis is found in the ABR chapter of Title 22 of the Municipal Code and is a means of ensuring that consideration is given to the goals and guidelines of the ABR (Attachment 7).  In item 7 of the motion to approve, the ABR included a brief statement that each criterion in the analysis was given consideration and found acceptable:  
“7.   Project Compatibility criteria was analyzed with the conclusion that the project does not pose major inconsistencies with the criteria, with the following comments:  a) the project is appropriate in size, mass, bulk, and scale; b) compatible with the desirable architectural qualities of the City;  c) consistent with the design guidelines;  d) compatible with the neighborhood;  e) does not have impacts on adjacent landmarks or historic resources;  f) does not have impacts on public views of oceans or mountains; g) provides appropriate landscaping; and h) preserves the existing large ficus tree.”   
El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District 

The project is located in a transitional area near the eastern boundary of El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District (EPV).  The EPV district includes parcels on both sides of its boundary streets so the parcels along the east side of Laguna Street are in the district (Attachment 8).  The ABR guidelines include consideration for projects close to EPV:

“Transitional Areas. When a project is within close proximity to a landmark or historic district, consideration may be given to that district‘s guidelines (SBMC §22.22.100 B). In these areas, project design should promote a smooth transition from one usage area or architectural style to the next. Special attention to consistency with the City‘s Urban Design Guidelines is recommended.” 

The concept is a compatible addition to the existing commercial building.  It proposes enhancements to the existing building, not a complete overhaul that would make a change of architectural style possible.  West of the project site is the parcel at 411 E. Canon Perdido Street, which adjoins EPV and contains the State of California office building, a similar mid-century modern style building as the existing office building at 901 Olive Street.  The transition in architectural style already exists at 411 E. Canon Perdido Street, and the ABR found the project compatible with that building.  
CONCLUSION:

The ABR carefully reviewed the project four times and did not approve it until it was convinced that the building with regard to style, site planning, exterior materials, landscaping, size, bulk, scale, and height would be a positive addition to the neighborhood.  The applicant responded to the ABR’s direction in eliminating the more avant-garde exterior materials, including more traditional looking materials common in the neighborhood, and reducing the height. 
The ABR gave appropriate consideration to the project, including concerns of the appellant and other members of the public, prior to approval.  The Board requested changes and the applicant complied with revisions for each meeting.  There were no votes in opposition to the project at any meeting.  Further enhancement will be seen as project complies with conditions of Project Design Approval and returns for final approval.  Staff recommends that Council deny the appeal and uphold the ABR’s Project Design Approval.   
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