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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
August 11, 2015
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department 
SUBJECT:
Appeal Of Single Family Design Board Final Approval For Additions To A Residence At 1912 Mission Ridge Road
RECOMMENDATION: 
That Council deny the appeal of Trevor Martinson, agent for adjacent neighbors Rinaldo and Lalla Brutoco, and uphold the Single Family Design Board decision to grant Final Approval for additions to an existing single-family residence. 

DISCUSSION:

On June 25, 2015, an appeal was filed by Trevor Martinson, agent for the adjacent neighbors (Brutoco), of the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) Final Approval of June 15, 2015 (Attachment 1, Appellant’s letter).  The subject property is a 25,091 square-foot flag lot in the Hillside Design District, owned by Craig Morrison, and zoned A-1 (single family residential).  The project proposes a 22 square-foot first-floor addition and 530 square-foot second-floor addition to an existing 2,146 square-foot, one-story residence with an attached 658 square foot garage.  The proposal includes one new uncovered parking space, a 194 square-foot covered entry patio, a 158 square-foot second-story deck, a raised pool and surrounding deck, and interior remodel work (Attachment 2 – Project Plans).  It also includes permitting an “as-built” air conditioning condenser unit, relocation of the pool equipment enclosure, and a new driveway and pedestrian gate. The proposed total of 3,251 square feet on a 25,091 square foot lot in the Hillside Design District is 69% of the guideline maximum floor-to-lot area ratio (FAR).

Background
The current appeal is the second appeal of this project.  The new appeal raises several issues different from the first appeal, involving concerns with an alleged inadequacy of grading plans, incomplete drainage design details and potential building code compliance issues with the proposed design. 

Previously, on March 10, 2015, Council denied an appeal filed by several neighbors (which included the Brutocos) of the SFDB decision to grant Project Design Approval. At the public hearing, Council discussed the appellants’ assertions regarding “unacceptable privacy and view impacts” that might result if the project’s second floor addition was constructed, and agreed that the design could be improved.  Council asked that some minor changes be made to windows and the second floor balcony design to increase privacy between neighbors.  Council voted 6/1 to deny the appeal and uphold the SFDB Project Design Approval, and determined that the proposed second-story project was compatible with the neighborhood, would not substantially block private views and found the project consistent with the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance (NPO) Findings and Good Neighbor Guidelines (Attachment 3 – Council Resolution). 

Council Direction and SFDB Review

Council’s decision to uphold the SFDB’s Project Design Approval was subject to conditions involving minor design changes to increase privacy levels between properties. The project was subsequently revised to address Council’s direction and returned to the SFDB for Final Approval on June 15, 2015.  
The standard of review for the SFDB on Final Approval is whether the revised project is consistent with the City Council’s conditional approval of the Project Design.  The SFDB reviewed the redesign of the project and agreed that the new design of the windows on the north elevation, at the master bedroom, met the Board’s guidelines for privacy.  The Board acknowledged the architect’s efforts to raise the sill of the windows to five feet to ensure the privacy of the neighbors.  The Board also re-evaluated the design of the balcony on the west elevation, and confirmed that the final design with fixed planters will prevent occupants from stepping onto the balcony and that the design will ensure privacy for the neighborhood (Attachment 4 – SFDB minutes).

Other Issues Raised on Appeal
Building Code Compliance Check 
The appellant raises two issues in this appeal that were not raised in the first Council appeal regarding Project Design Approval.  The appellant claims that a foundation detail shown on the project plans is not adequately designed to support the two-story project.  This is an issue that is more appropriately raised during the building permit process, not design review.  The Building and Safety Division is primarily responsible for ensuring that proposed constructions plans are feasible and meet all building and structural codes.  In most cases, licensed design professionals must verify existing site and building conditions, and submit structural calculations and sufficient plan details to properly demonstrate how the new improvements can be constructed and meet building codes.  Building plan check staff may conduct site visits to look into any allegations of misrepresentation of a property’s existing site conditions.  Ultimately, the existing structure and the site’s physical conditions must be accurately represented and match what is on the construction plans in order for the structure to pass field inspections. If a change in the structural detail significantly alters the proposed design of the project, the project may need to return to the SFDB for review after final.  Otherwise, this level of detailed building code review is outside the purview of the SFDB.
Drainage 
The appellant expresses concern about incomplete drainage information provided to the SFDB and adequacy of the drainage plans.  Design review staff implements the SFDB submittal requirements based on the nature and scope of the application.  In the case of 1912 Mission Ridge Road, the application consisted of a second story addition above an existing garage, a new covered porch entry addition, and a revised pool design within the existing pool footprint.  The application before the SFDB did not propose to change the footprint of development.  In a context such as this, it is common for staff not to require an applicant to submit a full site topography plan because the land form is not being altered in a significant way.  That being said, the SFDB may require the submission of the information if the Board feels it is needed in order to inform their decision.  This issue was raised before the SFDB and the Board did not request additional information.
Staff agrees that the project has not yet demonstrated full compliance with the City’s SWMP Tier 2 level requirement. However, these final drainage design details and storm water treatment system details are typically addressed through the building permit plan check process. 
CONCLUSION:
The SFDB determined the project was consistent with Council’s previous direction, compatible with the neighborhood, and indicated the project complied with the Good Neighbor Policies.  The City Council’s standard of review on an appeal of a decision of the SFDB on Final Approval is the same as the SFDB, is the final design consistent with Council’s conditional approval of the Project Design.  Planning staff is of the opinion that the final design is in substantial conformance with the project previously reviewed by Council.

Furthermore, the other issues raised by this appeal are related to building code and plan check compliance  and are not within the purview of the SFDB.  These issues should be directed to the Building and Safety Division staff for resolution, not the City Council.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that Council deny the appeal and uphold the Single Family Design Board’s decision to grant Final Approval finding that the final design is consistent with the Project Design Approval as conditionally approved by the City Council on March 10, 2015. 
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’s letter, dated June 25, 2015

2.
Reduced building elevations and balcony details


3.
Council Resolution No.15-018

4.
SFDB Minutes, dated June15, 2015
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