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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
May 5, 2015
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department
SUBJECT:
Appeal Of Single Family Design Board Approval For Additions To A Residence At 1215 E. Cota Street 
RECOMMENDATION: 
That Council deny the appeal of Trevor Martinson, agent for Roger Goldtrap, and uphold the Single Family Design Board decision to grant Project Design Approval for additions to an existing single-family residence. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On March 23, 2015, the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) granted Project Design Approval for proposed additions and alterations to a split-level single family residence located at 1215 E. Cota Street.  An appeal was subsequently filed by Trevor Martinson, agent for next-door neighbor Roger Goldtrap.  Mr. Martinson asserts that a portion of the residence being altered was not legally permitted and that the proposed accessory structure would have privacy and view impacts for his client. Furthermore, the appellant’s letter (Attachment 1) states that the proposed massing of the addition is out of proportion with the existing structure and the project applicant has requested numerous exceptions to development standards.  Therefore, the appellant argues the project should be denied or be required to be redesigned in order to comply with the Single Family Design Guidelines and the City’s Parking Design Standards.  

The SFDB determined that the resulting project’s size, bulk and scale are compatible with the neighborhood and indicated the project was consistent with the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines. The SFDB listened to the appellant’s concerns and determined the proposed garage height and location were acceptable. Staff believes that the project does not pose significant impacts to privacy of the neighbors given that the garage/accessory structure is only one story, and the proposed alterations to the residence replaces existing building square footage at the second floor level. For these reasons, Staff recommends that Council deny the appeal. 
The western portion of the residence being demolished and rebuilt within the interior setback requires a Modification, which was approved by the Staff Hearing Officer in November 2014. Thus, the appellant’s claim that a portion of the existing structure in that setback area is illegal is not relevant.
DISCUSSION:

The project involves a proposal to demolish an existing one-car garage, mud room, and bedroom from an existing 1,398 square foot split-level residence, and construct a new master suite in generally the same location (three feet from property line) above a new covered driveway leading towards the rear of property.  The proposal also includes a new 650 square foot three-car garage with an attached 300 square foot accessory structure at the rear of the site, a kitchen remodel, and exterior improvements (Attachment 2- Project Plans).  The proposed total of 2,300 square feet on an 11,285 square foot lot is 59% of the guideline maximum floor-to-lot area ratio (FAR). The site is located approximately four blocks east of Milpas Street in the Eastside neighborhood, is zoned R-2 (Two-Family Residential), and surrounded by a duplex to the north, and single family residences on the east, west and south.

This project required a Modification to allow the new covered driveway and master bedroom suite to encroach into the interior setback, which was approved by the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO) in November 2014.
SFDB Review

The project design was first reviewed by the SFDB on August 11, 2014.  At that first concept review hearing, the SFDB reviewed the project and heard public comments from the neighbor regarding possible impacts to private views as a result of the location and height of the accessory/garage structure.  The SFDB found the design sensitive to the constraints of the existing home and accepted the proposed three-car garage and overall FAR.  The Board requested a streetscape plan to better evaluate the property in relation to other adjacent homes.  On September 8, 2014, the Board requested the applicant study lowering the roof height of the garage and main building.  The Board indicated they supported the requested Modification to rebuild within three feet of the interior property line by finding that the design was aesthetically appropriate and that the project did not pose any consistency issues with the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines.  The appellant continued to oppose the project and requested story poles to be erected and for the SFDB to schedule a site visit. The SFDB determined that story poles and a site visit were not necessary for the project and voted unanimously to forward the project to the SHO.  

On March 23, 2015, the project returned to the SFDB after SHO approval for the Interior Setback Modification. The SFDB continued to provide positive comments for the architectural details. Some board members expressed concerns regarding the overall height of the garage structure; however, the final SFDB consensus was that the garage was acceptable at the height proposed given the applicant’s desire to have hydraulic lifts to stack vehicles and that the structure complies with the City’s Solar Access Ordinance and the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines for massing.  The SFDB understood the concern of the adjacent neighbor and specifically indicated that they are not charged with protecting all view corridors, and granted Project Design Approval on a 6/0/0 vote, making the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance findings (Attachment 3).

APPEAL ISSUES:

Compatibility  

The project under appeal is a modest proposal given that the property is located on an R-2 zoned lot that allows for higher residential density and FARs are only a guideline in this zone district.  The proposed development of 2,300 square feet on the 11,285 square foot is 59% of the maximum guideline FAR, which is within the range of house sizes generally found acceptable by the Single Family Design Board.  

The SFDB requested a massing study of the streetscape elevations to evaluate how the taller tower structure would fit into the neighborhood (Attachment 4).  The SFDB determined that the higher tower element, elevated second floor and covered driveway proposal were compatible with the neighborhood.  The Board had specific questions regarding the proposed 13 to 15 foot height and scale of the one-story garage/accessory structure and initially requested that it be lowered. The SFDB ultimately decided that the structure was acceptable at the height proposed given that a two-story structure or more than one residential unit could have been proposed on this lot.     

The SFDB consensus was that the garage was acceptable at the height proposed given the applicant’s desire to have hydraulic lifts to stack vehicles and because the Board’s guidelines do not address protection of private view corridors or views of the sunset.  In addition, the taller garage structure is being placed at the rear of the property and is not readily visible to the public.  
Zoning Modification and Code Variance Approvals
The appellant raised issues about the legality of portions of the existing house and questioned why the project was granted numerous exceptions to parking and fire code standards.

Although the issue of the legality of the existing second floor was contained in a letter that Mr. Martinson submitted to the Staff Hearing Officer, that issue was not brought up by Mr. Martinson at the hearing, and it was not addressed by the Staff Hearing Officer.  There are no archive plans for this residence but the City accepted the existing second floor as legal. Because a Modification was ultimately granted to allow the proposed covered driveway and second floor bedroom to encroach into the interior setback, and because that Modification was not appealed, the proposed construction on the western portion of the building is approved, and is not a subject for this appeal of the Single Family Design Board approval. 
The project applicant requested a Waiver of the Standards for Parking Design to allow an eight-foot wide opening at the covered driveway instead of the required 8 '-6" minimum width for driveways.  Transportation Planning staff considered the driveway opening in the structure similar to a garage door opening and approved the minor reduction in driveway width. This administrative decision is not subject to appeal.
The Fire Department granted a variance to the access distance standard of 150 feet maximum to all exterior walls, with a condition that both structures provide a residential fire sprinkler system and an alternative foot access provided at the eastern side of the property (Attachment 5). 

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that Council deny the appeal and uphold the Single Family Design Board’s decision to grant Project Design Approval for the proposed additions and approve the project pursuant to the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance (SBMC §22.69.080), making findings as listed below:

Neighborhood Preservation Findings

To grant Project Design Approval, City Council must make the neighborhood preservation findings specified in Municipal Code Section 22.69.050.A.  The following draft findings are consistent with the Staff recommendation, the City Council may amend these findings as it finds appropriate:
1.
Consistency and Appearance.  The proposed development is consistent with the scenic character of the City and will enhance the appearance of the neighborhood with a high quality architectural style consistent with the neighborhood.  The neighborhood is a mixture of one-story and two-story residences.  The remodeled second story of the residence replaces an existing second story.  
2.
Compatibility.  The proposed development is compatible with the neighborhood, and its size, bulk, and scale are appropriate to the site and neighborhood.  The neighborhood has a variety of building sizes and lot sizes.  The proposed development is 59% of the maximum guideline floor-to-lot-area ratio, which is well within the City’s adopted floor area guidelines, and the split-level design is consistent with many other homes in the neighborhood. The proposed garage and accessory structure to the rear of the property is not highly visible from the public right of way.  
3.
Quality Architecture and Materials.  The proposed buildings and structures are designed with quality architectural details.  The Spanish style architecture is consistent with the Eastside neighborhood.

4.
Trees.  The proposed project does not include the removal of or significantly impact any designated Specimen Tree, Historic Tree or Landmark Tree.  The proposed project and the grading plan, to the maximum extent feasible, preserve and protect healthy, non-invasive trees with a trunk diameter of four inches (4") or more measured four feet (4') above natural grade, 

5.
Health, Safety, and Welfare.  The public health, safety, and welfare are appropriately protected and preserved with the high quality design of the additions to the existing house.  The proposed alternative access to the rear of the property and the installation of fire sprinklers in the main residence and the accessory building will provide adequate fire safety.
6.
Good Neighbor Guidelines.  The project generally complies with the Good Neighbor Guidelines regarding privacy, landscaping, noise and lighting.  The project’s enhanced landscaping and the selection of lighting are consistent with the direction of the Good Neighbor Guidelines.  The proposed remodel does not propose new second-story windows.  In fact, some of the new windows will be smaller than the existing windows.
7.
Public Views.  The development, including proposed structures and grading, does not affect any significant public scenic views of and from the hillside.
NOTE:  The project file and plans were delivered separately to City Council for review and are available for public review at the City Clerk’s office.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Appellant letter, dated April 2, 2015

2.
Reduced site plan, floor plans and photographs

3.
SFDB Minutes Summary
4.
Reduced building elevations 


5.
Fire Department Code Variance Letter 
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