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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
March 8, 2016
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department

SUBJECT:
Appeal Of Architectural Board Of Review Project Design Approval 
Of A New Seven-Unit Apartment Building At 1818 Castillo Street
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council:
A. Deny the appeal of Eric and Elenor Wernicke of the Architectural Board of Review’s decision to grant Project Design Approval for the proposed new seven-unit apartment building; and 
B.
Direct Staff to return to Council with Decision and Findings reflecting the outcome of the appeal.
DISCUSSION:
Project Description
The project site is located in the Oak Park neighborhood and is situated on a 12,656 square foot lot, with a land use designation of Medium-High Density Residential (15-27 dwelling units/acre) and a zoning classification of R-4, Hotel-Motel-Multiple Residential Zone. The proposal includes the demolition of an existing single-family home, a studio apartment, detached garage, and two sheds, and construction of a two-unit, two-story duplex and a 5-unit,  two- and three-story residential apartment building under the Average Unit-size Density (AUD) Incentive Program. The project will result in seven units comprised of 2 two-bedroom units and 5 three-bedroom units, totaling 6,609 square feet. The proposed density for the project is 25 dwelling units per acre with an average unit size of 944 square feet. Eight uncovered surface parking spaces, including one accessible parking space, are provided for the project. The project site plans are included as Attachment 1.
Background

The current appeal is the second appeal filed for a project on this site. A different project previously approved by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) was appealed and heard by Council in July 2015. At that appeal hearing, Council upheld the appeal and referred the project to the Planning Commission to provide comments to the ABR on the following specific design issues: compatibility of the project with the neighborhood, potential to reduce the number of bathrooms per unit, and provide additional parking. After Planning Commission review, the project was to return to the ABR for further review and action (see Council Minutes, Attachment 2). Rather than further pursue the first project, the applicant elected to withdraw the original application and file a new application with a revised design.

The ABR reviewed the revised project at a noticed concept hearing on November 9, 2015. Staff believes that the ABR was attentive to Council’s direction and considered the original basis for concerns regarding the compatibility and appropriateness of the three-story project within the neighborhood. At the November 2015 hearing, the ABR determined that the revised design was an improvement to the building massing because the parking garages were replaced with surface parking and two separate buildings were proposed to help reduce the overall length of the building. The provision of uncovered surface parking at the center of the site also addresses a previous concern expressed by a neighbor that garages might be used for purposes other than car storage. The applicant followed Council’s direction to redesign the project by reducing the number of bathrooms from 19 to 12, improving the parking design configuration, and providing one additional parking space.
On January 4, 2016, the ABR reviewed the revised project again and found the design and layout to be very successful and an improvement to the previous project. After considering public comment, the ABR reviewed the required Project Compatibility Criteria Analysis and granted the Project Design Approval on a 4/0/0 vote. The ABR meeting minutes are provided as Attachment 3.
The ABR approval was subsequently appealed on January 14, 2016 by Eric and Elenor Wernicke, neighbors living on West Pedregosa Street. The appellants were not involved with the original appeal. Their stated concerns with the revised project primarily relate to potential parking impacts in the neighborhood. The appellants suggest that the project be revised to require a minimum of 12 parking spaces, include tandem parking spaces, and that parking studies be conducted to determine if additional on-street parking can be provided in the area. The appeal letter is provided as Attachment 4.

APPEAL ISSUE - PARKING
The appellants argue that the project will have negative on-street parking impacts due to insufficient parking provided for the proposed development. The appellants further assert that 8 parking spaces for 19 bedrooms does not meet the actual needs of the neighborhood and that the project should provide a minimum of 12 spaces, and include tandem parking spaces. Furthermore, the appellants believe the City should conduct parking studies to determine if additional on-street parking spaces can be provided in the area.

Parking Requirements: The AUD Program requires a minimum of one parking space per residential unit and no guest parking. Adoption of the AUD Program in July 2013 carried out a key program directed by the 2011 General Plan to facilitate the construction of smaller housing units by allowing increased density and development standard incentives, including reduced setbacks, open space, and parking requirements.
As part of the General Plan Update process, the City Council discussed and acknowledged that on-street parking might be impacted in some neighborhoods by the reduced parking requirements of the AUD program; however, it was considered a tradeoff in order to produce more housing. Council also recently voted not to revisit the AUD program until some units in the High Density or Priority Overlay areas are constructed and occupied, and directed staff to continue to monitor these AUD developments during the initial program period.
While the former variable density program would have required two parking spaces per unit, for a total of 14 spaces, and one guest parking space, the current AUD program parking standard requires a minimum of seven parking spaces and no guest parking for this project. Therefore, the proposed project meets the parking requirement of the Municipal Code.

Tandem Parking: The appellants suggest that tandem parking be included in the project to increase the number of on-site parking spaces. Transportation staff does not support the use of tandem parking for this project because maneuvering tandem-parked vehicles is inconvenient and difficult to coordinate between separate households, thus rendering it problematic as a parking solution. Also, due to the narrow width of the site, it would be difficult to accommodate tandem parking and the necessary maneuvering area.
Parking Studies: The appellants request that a parking study be conducted to determine if on-street parking supply can be increased by reducing red painted curbs. Public Works staff often receives requests such as this and evaluates them based on safety considerations (e.g., site distance visibility); however, studies are generally not undertaken in direct response to a proposed development project. Council may also request that Public Works staff conduct a study to determine if additional on-street parking supply can be increased.
RECOMMENDATION:
Staff believes the new application and revised project design was properly reviewed and carefully considered by the ABR, particularly in light of previous direction from City Council on the original project design. Therefore, staff recommends that Council deny the appeal and uphold the ABR’s decision to grant Project Design Approval to the new seven-unit apartment building and direct staff to return to Council with Decision and Findings reflecting the outcome of the appeal.
NOTE:
The project plans were separately delivered to the City Council for review and are available for public review in the City Clerk’s Office.

ATTACHMENT(S):
1.
Proposed site plan, floor plans, and elevations

2. 
City Council Minutes, July 21, 2015

3.
ABR Minutes, November 9, 2015, January 4, 2016

4.
Appellants’ letter dated January 14, 2016
PREPARED BY:
Irma Unzueta, Project Planner
SUBMITTED BY:
George Buell, Community Development Director
APPROVED BY:

City Administrator's Office
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