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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:

August 8, 2006
TO:
Mayor and Council 

FROM:


Planning Division, Community Development Department

SUBJECT:
Single Family Design Guidelines And Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance Update Package
RECOMMENDATIONS:
 

That Council:

A.
Consider overall Draft updates to the Single Family Design Guidelines (SFDG), Architectural Board of Review Guidelines, and Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance (NPO);
B.
Discuss key issues and provide direction on major points; and
C. Refer the Update Package to the Ordinance Committee, Finance Committee, Citizens Advisory Group Subcommittee, and the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) for consideration as described in Section III of the Council Agenda Report (CAR).
DISCUSSION:

Executive Summary
This report provides a brief summary and limited background review necessary for Council to provide direction on key controversial issues raised during the NPO Update process. The report reviews the original goals and expected outcomes of the process and explains to what degree these goals have been met.  Several major questions remain regarding the SFDG/NPO Update Package, primarily involving the proposed use of Floor to Lot Area Ratios (FARs) to help limit the size of homes with two or more stories in the City.  We ask Council if they agree with the NPO Steering Subcommittee’s recommendations to implement a FAR program, and to decide at what size lot the FARs should be enforced as either guidelines or as Ordinance standards/regulations.  This report concerns the issues and areas of debate surrounding these FAR questions and explains the differences among Staff, ABR, Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) and Planning Commission recommendations.  
This report does not contain all background information or all components 
of the NPO Update Package.  Additional information about the update process 
is available in the Council reading file, and also on the web at www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Planning/NPO.htm.
Background

I.  Summary of Update Process & Update Package

In May 2006, a large community workshop was held on a Saturday for the ABR, Planning Commission, HLC and City Council.  Staff presented the background and history of the NPO and SFDG/NPO Update Package, as well as its major components.  Initial hearing body questions were answered and extensive public comment was heard.  

Most of the material within the Update Package appears to have unanimous support of the hearing review bodies and many members of the public, therefore, explanation and repeated discussion of the package will be briefly provided below.  Staff suggests that Council accept the recommendations of the ABR, HLC and Planning Commission in accepting the majority of the Update Package.  Staff requests that Council focus discussion on the remaining nine controversial topics within the Update Package, discussed in the next section.  A site visit is scheduled for Council on August 7, 2006 to review recently built two-story homes in the .38 and above FAR range, which have been reviewed by ABR.
Overview of NPO Update
Staff recommends that Council review the report for the workshop dated May 4, 2006, which is located on the City’s website, in the reading file for this project.  That report provides an overview of the NPO update process, a brief history of completed steps, and a summary of major proposed changes.  The first section in the report describes the background of the NPO and the SFDG/NPO Update process as follows:

· History of the NPO and the need to update the NPO

· Steering Committee creation to discuss changes to the NPO

· Temporary ABR Ordinance adopted in September 2005 by City Council to temporarily institute review of more two-story homes as the NPO Update process has continued

· SFDG/NPO Update goals and expected project outcomes

· Steering Committee Review process to discuss changes to the SFDG/NPO over a two-year public meeting process

· Special neighborhood/community outreach completed for the SFDG/NPO Update process
The second section of the May 4 report describes the SFDG/NPO Update Package major components.  The Update Package consists of:

· Municipal Code suggested changes:  Updates suggested for the Architectural Board of Review Ordinance and other ordinances are outlined in detail in this part of the package.

· ABR Guidelines: Updates in ABR procedures and review standards are shown with “tracked changes” in this document.

· Single Family Design Guidelines:  Updates to clarify preferred design solutions, including additional graphics, definitions of terms, new sustainability concepts and strengthened “Good Neighbor Policies” related to privacy, noise, landscaping and lighting are included in this document. 

Subsequent to the May, 2006 workshop, Staff visited the ABR (May 22), HLC (May 31), Planning Commission (June 1) and ABR again (June 19) during their regularly scheduled meetings, to gather more comments on the Draft SFDG/NPO Update Package.   The Planning Commission also conducted a special site visit meeting (June 8), followed by another comment session (June 15).  Minutes and public comments from these meetings are included in the reading file for this project (provided under separate cover and on the City’s website.  Many minor adjustments will be made to the Update Package per comments from the hearing bodies prior to Ordinance Committee Review; whereas major discussion items are outlined in this report.  Additional graphics for the Draft SFDG will be prepared for the ABR final review of the Update Package.
Update Process Results
A table in Attachment 1 lists how most goals and expected outcomes initially outlined for this project appear to have been achieved.  While not a focus of this Council meeting, this is a significant accomplishment.
II. MAJOR QUESTIONS REGARDING THE SFDG/NPO UPDATE PACKAGE
There are a number of major controversial topics remaining within the SFDG/NPO Update Package where hearing body recommendations vary from one another or Staff recommendations.  Most of the topics are within the proposed FAR Program component of the Update Package.  The questions relating to the FAR Program are described in this section.  The final question relates to the need for direction from City Council regarding the name of the proposed Ordinance.
Floor to Lot Area Ratio Program 
In Attachment 2, four tables illustrate major components of the Floor to Lot Area Ratio program and the status of major stakeholder support for each component of the program as of late July 2006.  Please note that the hearing bodies did not discuss each major FAR program component in detail, but each voted to recommend the overall Update Package to Council, with suggested changes noted in the chart.  Other comments from the ABR, HLC and PC to be incorporated in the Update Package are located in the reading file.  An 11” x 17” version of the chart has been provided to Council under separate cover. 
This program requires Council direction on several significant decision points  There are other FAR detail items where public opinion varies (e.g., 20 closest homes analysis and supermajority of ABR vote); however, hearing body support for the items is fairly consistent and the items are not listed as major decisions.  Following is an analysis of the assumptions and results associated with each question before the Council.  Staff recommends that Council first review all the major question topics and then vote on whether FARs should apply as guidelines or regulations before considering the other FAR questions.
History of maximum square foot choices.  FAR regulations are intended to help create uniformity and prevent sudden or dramatic changes in neighborhoods with similar lot sizes by limiting the sizes of homes relative to their lots.  FARs provide general guidance toward reasonable lot build-out according to lot size.  Many communities have implemented FARs to control size, bulk and scale of development.  FARs were initially considered and supported by the Steering Committee in December, 2004.   Many discussions ensued to further define an FAR program for Santa Barbara.  The FAR table underwent more than six iterations with different figures and formulas for house size limitations by lot size.  The current proposed chart figures, although disfavored by both FAR advocates and anti-FAR advocates among the public, has gained acceptance as a compromise among the ABR, HLC, Planning Commission, Staff and the former Steering Committee.
What fits in a 2,700 square foot home:  potentially 6 bedrooms and 4 1/2 bathrooms.  The proposed maximum home size figures (Attachment 3) appear adequate for most Santa Barbara households.  The average household size in Santa Barbara is approximately 2.5 people.  The maximum home size proposed for a 6,000 square foot lot is 2,700 square feet, including garage.  Generally, a required two-car garage is 450 to 500 square feet, which would leave 2,200 to 2,250 square feet for a home on a 6,000 square foot lot.  The proposed NPO Update Package includes an option whereby some single-family homes can provide one garage parking space and one uncovered space.  In that case, up to approximately 2,450 square feet could be available for a home on a 6,000 square foot lot.

Many home floor plans are available which provide three bedrooms and two bathrooms with many amenities in less than 2,000 square feet.  Some typical floor plans have been shown at Steering Committee meetings and the May, 2006 workshop.  Staff estimates that a 2,700 square foot home including garage could include up to six modestly sized bedrooms and four-and-a-half bathrooms, as well as all standard common area amenities.  In other examples, some homes have only a few bedrooms, but incorporate large room sizes and/or include additional media, exercise, office, or recreation rooms.  It appears that arguments for the necessity of a very large home to accommodate a large family are matters of varied opinion or personal preference.
How proposed FARs compare with other jurisdictions:  more generous than some, stricter than others.  The proposed FARs for Santa Barbara are very similar to those of the City of Goleta for lots between 6,000 square feet and roughly one-half acre (Attachment 4).  Goleta has less restrictive FAR requirements for very large lots. Montecito’s FAR guidelines for infill areas are more restrictive than the Santa Barbara proposal for medium lot sizes, but less restrictive for very small and very large lots.  Montecito’s FAR guidelines for hillside areas are, for the most part, more restrictive than the Santa Barbara proposal.  However, Montecito’s FAR requirements are less restrictive than the tables suggest, because the FAR is calculated slightly differently. 

Question #1:  Should Standards/Regulations be included in an FAR program?

Major debate occurred at the Steering Committee, ABR and Planning Commission over whether or not the FAR program should be implemented as guidelines or Ordinance standards/regulations.  “Standards” and “regulations” have the same meaning for purposes of this discussion and the terms can be used interchangeably.  Generally, standards are more difficult to exceed than guidelines. For both guidelines and Ordinance regulations, additional submittal requirements for homes over the maximum FAR are more rigorous than for projects at 85% or less of the maximum FAR.  A table in Attachment 5 lists unique submittal requirements proposed for homes proposing more than 85% and 100% of the maximum FAR.  If FARs are adopted by ordinance as zoning regulations, a project could not exceed the maximum FAR without a modification approved by the Planning Commission. Alternatively, if FARs are implemented as guidelines only, projects proposing more than 100% of the maximum FAR would not be subject to Planning Commission review and associated higher submittal fees.
The ABR and HLC suggest a guideline approach to the FAR program. The ABR and HLC accept the two-tier system for FARs in general, but disagree that projects proposing to exceed the maximum FAR should go to Planning Commission for a modification.  The ABR and HLC accept the additional submittal requirements proposed for projects of more than 85% and 100% of the maximum FAR, as well as the special ABR supermajority voting requirements for projects of more than 100% of the maximum.  However, the ABR and HLC feel that Planning Commission review of projects of more than 100% is unnecessary.  The ABR, HLC and some members of the public feel the judgment necessary to determine a project’s compatibility at that size is credible without subjecting applicants to the significantly more expensive and longer process of a Planning Commission modification. 

Staff, the Planning Commission, and some portions of the public support a regulatory approach to the FAR program because larger homes require special scrutiny and safeguards which can be provided by a regulatory program.  Large projects, if completed out of character with the neighborhood, can cause more problems than small projects.  Staff and Planning Commission view the ABR as competent in design review, and view the examination of high FAR cases by a second review body as a safeguard for the community.  Requiring a Planning Commission Modification review for projects over the maximum FAR raises the status of FARs from guidelines to regulations.  To clarify, FAR Guidelines would be implemented by the ABR and Staff, referencing the SFDG and ABR guidelines in project review.   FAR Regulations would be located in the Zoning Ordinance.
A “yes” vote on “Question #1” on FAR Ordinance Standards (rather than guidelines) means:
· Proposals over the maximum FAR must be reviewed by the Planning Commission and approved if special findings can be made.

A “no” vote on “Questions #1” on FAR Ordinance Standards (rather than guidelines) means:

· FARs are implemented as Guidelines
· ABR (not Planning Commission) determines if exceptions to the maximum FAR are to be granted.
· How ABR would make exceptions to the maximum FAR will need to be defined.  Are the findings listed in Question #5 adequate for the ABR to use in determining exceptions to the maximum FAR?

Question #2.  Should FAR standards (instead of guidelines) apply to lots up to 7,500 square feet, or 15,000 square feet?
The majority of the Steering Committee, with two dissenting opinions, felt that FARs should be tested on the smallest of lots in the City where perceived problems are greatest, i.e., only on lots up to 7,500 square feet.  As part of the three-year review, if the program was successful, then the FAR program could be extended to other lot sizes.  However, Staff analysis has shown that applying the program to lots 7,500 square foot and under would lead to inconsistent application within neighborhoods.  Most single-family neighborhoods have a range of lot sizes of at least up to 10,000 square feet (Attachment 6).

After the Steering Committee’s decision, Staff initially advocated for applying lots at least up to 10,000 square feet to ensure consistency in FAR application within neighborhoods.  However, upon conducting site visits to neighborhoods with 10,000 to 15,000 square foot lots, Staff realized that these neighborhoods would also benefit from protections that FARs can provide.  Neighborhoods in the 10,000 to 15,000 square foot range are laid out as typical subdivisions, like the smaller lot neighborhoods.  The lots are not so large that homes would be immune to Good Neighbor Guideline or neighborhood compatibility issues.  Also, it is important to note that the previous standard 6,500 square foot trigger for Planning Commission review is no longer part of the SFDG/NPO Package.  If there are only guidelines for this size lot, the ABR could potentially approve homes of more than 6,500 square feet with no Planning Commission review.  Staff and the Planning Commission recommend that the FAR program apply to lots up to 15,000 square feet.  Staff recommends that Council carefully consider development regulation potential needs for lots in the 10,000 to 15,000 square foot range during the site visit. 
Question #3:  Are the FAR chart figures acceptable?  Are the chosen FAR chart maximum sizes adequate (example: 0.45 FAR for a 6,000 square foot lot would allow proposals up to 2,700 square feet including garage without a Planning Commission modification).  See Attachment 3 for the FAR chart.

What a “yes” vote regarding FAR chart figures means:

· Recognizes the chart as a compromise that has been reached over time, and which does not satisfy all public parties, but which will achieve significant neighborhood compatibility goals while providing generous flexibility.

· Recognizes the chart as representing a potentially reasonable range of maximum home size proposals acceptable to the ABR, HLC, Planning Commission, Steering Committee and Staff.

· Recognizes that the FAR program will be reviewed in three years, at which time the appropriateness of the numbers can be reconsidered and adjusted.

What a “no” vote on regarding FAR chart figures means:
· Either stricter safeguards are needed with small chart figures, or more flexibility is needed with larger chart numbers.

· If Council votes no on this item, Staff will need specific direction as to how to adjust the chart or FAR Program.

Question #4:  Should there be a second-story size guideline of 1,000 square feet?
Should there be an FAR guideline for the maximum size of second-story homes in addition to the FAR chart described above? If so, should the guideline be for the second stories to be kept to less than 1,000 square feet when the lot size is less than 15,000 square feet?
Staff and the Steering Committee reviewed three main options for addressing second-story bulk:
· Imposing special second-story setback requirements, more restrictive than first-floor setback requirements;
· Limiting second stories to a certain percentage of the first floor footprint;
· Standard second-story cap of 1,000 square feet for small- and medium-sized lots.  

The Steering Committee rejected each option as potentially too constrictive of design.  Of particular concern was the ability to ensure that George Washington Smith-style homes could be built.  
During the Planning Commission site visit, the idea of specially regulating the size of the second story arose again.  The Planning Commissioners identified a pattern of high FAR homes which appear compatible because of relatively small second stories.  The Planning Commission recommended that the ABR consider a concept such as limiting the second story to 10 – 15% of lot size, however, the ABR rejected the concept as inflexible.
Staff feels that a simple second-story guideline limit of 1,000 square feet would represent a reasonable solution and address many problems associated with second-story development.  The guideline would be included in the Single Family Design Guidelines as part of two-story design suggestions.  No special provisions would be necessary for an applicant to exceed 1,000 square feet on the second floor.  However, if the ABR felt a large second-story home proposal was inconsistent with required standard NPO findings, the Board could cite the suggested 1,000 square foot maximum.  Staff recommends that Council consider a 1,000 square foot second-story guideline be included in the SFDG for single-family homes on lots up to 15,000 square feet.
Question #5:  Are proposed Planning Commission modification findings adequate if the FARs become regulations? 
For projects exceeding the maximum FAR, the following findings are proposed to be required to be made by the ABR and PC for project approval:

1.     That a supermajority (66%) of the ABR members who voted on the project have made a positive recommendation regarding the modification, following a concept review of the project.
2.     That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the lot involved (such as location, surroundings, topography, or unusual lot size in comparison to the immediate neighborhood) that do not apply generally to other lots in the same neighborhood.  
3.     That the exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applicable to the lot allow development on the lot in excess of the maximum FAR to be compatible with other existing development in the neighborhood that does not exceed the maximum FAR.
4.     That all new construction in the project meets all setback and open yard area requirements for the zone.
The Steering Committee recommended the supermajority be defined as 66% of the entire ABR membership, rather than just members present for the vote.  The ABR is concerned that there might be quorum issues with that approach and recommends that the first finding appear as it does in item #1 above.  Staff concurs with this revised recommendation. 

The ABR also recommends that finding #2 above be expanded to allow exceptions to the maximum FAR where there is exemplary architecture, regardless of special lot conditions.  The Steering Committee initially considered such a finding, but discarded it, feeling that such a broad exemption might result in mistaken approvals of incompatible projects.  The language recommended by Staff, the Steering Committee, and the Planning Commission is closer in nature to variance findings, because of tying the approval to special conditions applicable to the lot.

Note:  If Council chooses to implement the FARs as guidelines, Staff recommends reviewing the findings for use by the ABR to allow projects to be more than 100% of the maximum FAR.

Question #6:  Should there be FAR regulations for areas outside single-family zones where at least two single-family homes are adjacent?  Should FARs apply to single-family homes located in all land use zones including multi-family zones where single-family homes are located adjacent to the project?  For this proposal, “adjacent” would mean homes immediately adjacent to a single-family project on either side of the lot or directly behind it.  Homes across the street from the proposed single family home would not count towards the “at least two adjacent homes” FAR trigger.
The Steering Committee, ABR, HLC, and Planning Commission reviewed the SFDG/NPO Update Package with the assumption that the program would apply to all single-family projects in all zones of the city. During the Steering Committee process, Staff proposed to apply the FAR ordinance standard to these other zones to prevent neighborhoods where smaller residences exist from undergoing dramatic changes.  The proposed requirement for ABR or Administrative review for all two-story homes and the improved SFDG will also address these concerns.  However, we do have some questions whether the FAR should be a guideline or a requirement for areas other than single-family zones.  Staff is concerned that the update process did not identify or focus on the differences between the single-family zones and other areas of the City, and how a regulation may affect future multi-family development in R-3 and R-4 zones.  Therefore, Staff now recommends that this provision be a guideline rather than a requirement for single-family projects outside of the single-family zones.
Question #7:  Should FAR regulations apply to two-unit projects in single-family zones?  
The Steering Committee, ABR, HLC, and Planning Commission reviewed the SFDG/NPO Update Package with the assumption that the program would also apply to two-unit projects (“second units” and “granny units”) in single-family zones.  The Steering Committee discussed this concept at length, and Staff presented data showing that reasonable two-unit developments would fit within proposed FAR figures.  Planning Staff has some concern about placing new restrictions on multi-unit housing, given potential changes in State laws governing the City’s ability to regulate development.  In particular, some members of the public have questioned the possible effects of size limitations on such projects and “intergenerational housing.”  Staff recommends that this FAR component be a regulation, for consistency and compatibility in single-family neighborhoods. 
Question #8:   Should the Name of the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance be changed to the Neighborhood Compatibility Ordinance?  The new name would reflect concerns over misinterpreting the existing name as relating to historic preservation.  The new name reflects the focus of the Ordinance on allowing neighborhoods in the City to grow compatibly over time.  For example, the Update Package FAR proposals would allow, in most neighborhoods, the construction of homes more than double the average size without a Planning Commission modification.  This package is meant to guide development toward compatible growth, but certainly does not attempt to preserve or prevent change to any part of the City.  Staff, the ABR, and Planning Commission recommend a name change to the Neighborhood Compatibility Ordinance.  The Steering Committee and HLC opposed the potential name change.  Reasons stated in opposition to the name change include the fact that many members of the public know what the “Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance” or “NPO” is, and may not recognize “Neighborhood Compatibility Ordinance” as the same program.  Also, the HLC and some members of the public appeared to feel the Ordinance should be more focused on preserving the character of neighborhoods than the more flexible approach proposed in the Update Package, and feel any name that does not include the word “preservation” would be inappropriate.

III.  NEXT STEPS

Further review, discussion and public comments regarding draft Ordinance proposals are expected to be received at the ABR, City Council Ordinance Committee, Finance Committee, and Citizen Advisory Group Subcommittee meetings.  A tentative meeting schedule is as follows:

Ordinance Committee



late summer/early fall
Final Check-in with ABR



late fall
Finance Committee


 
late fall, mid-cycle Fiscal Year 2007
City Council Final Action



early next year
A final review by the ABR will provide an opportunity for feedback on additional graphics for the SFDG and an opportunity to discuss possible approaches for addressing potential new administrative and review requirements of the updated NPO. Staff, working with the City Attorney’s Office, will prepare draft Ordinance amendments for review after City Council input.  Draft Ordinances are expected to be available in late summer or early fall for Ordinance Committee Review.
Based on Council direction, Planning Staff will provide an update on potential budget implications to the Finance Committee at a later date and most likely as part of the mid-cycle review of the Fiscal Year 2008 Financial Plan.  To date, implementation of the NPO Update has not been specifically included in the budget or fee schedule.  Based on Council direction, Staff will provide recommendations on what staffing and resource adjustments may be needed, such as additional training to perform Administrative Reviews and keep pace with a larger workload.

Staff also recommends that this matter be referred to the Council Subcommittee on Advisory Groups to consider issues such as: changes to the ABR make-up, the geographic area for recruitment, compensation for work effort, organization of Board and meeting agendas to focus on NPO projects and hearings, and related issues that may be desirable when implementing the final SFDG/NPO Update Package.
IV.   CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION

Staff has reviewed the entire SFDG/NPO Update package to evaluate how the final recommendations and decisions of the Steering Committee achieve the expected outcomes.  Staff understands that the first phases of the NPO update have taken longer than anticipated, however, it is generally agreed that the level and quantity of discussions were necessary to:

· Better inform the Steering Committee and public regarding complex issues involved with the NPO and the City’s discretionary review process; and

· Allow discussion of options to solve difficult review problems.
It was also evident that citizens and community groups had strong opinions concerning the subject of home size regulation, expressing a wide range of opinions on the City’s role in protecting private property rights or residential neighborhoods from overdevelopment.  The Steering Committee, ABR, HLC, Planning Commission and Staff listened to concerns about preserving neighborhood character and the role of FARs.  It is unlikely that we will achieve community-wide agreement on an FAR standard.  The SFDG/NPO Update Package FAR standard and guideline program addresses some concerns of the commenting parties, but does not completely satisfy any of the parties.  The FAR proposals are based on Staff recommendations from data and analysis, and also on responses to concerns from hearing bodies and public commenters.  Staff recommends that the FAR component remain a part of the SFDG/NPO Update Package to provide a more consistent and fair review process for development applications.  The review process in three years will help determine the program’s effectiveness.
Staff believes the SFDG/NPO Update proposal package will achieve the majority of expected outcomes and incorporates the vision, goals and directives as first outlined to City Council in 2004.  Staff believes that the updated Draft SFDG document is an important improvement of the SFDG/NPO Update process and should prove to be an effective design tool.  We look forward to feedback from Council regarding potential solutions to achieve clear, fair, flexible and simplified SFDG/NPO regulations.  
Note:
The following documents have been placed in the Mayor and Council reading file and are available online at www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Planning/NPO.htm.

· May 4th Staff Report for May Workshop

· Minutes for Planning Commission, ABR, and HLC reviews of this project

· Public Comment letters received May 2006 through July 18, 2006

· SFDG/NPO Update Package:
-  Summary of Recommended Municipal Code Changes (blue cover)

     -  Draft Updated Architectural Board of Review Meeting Procedure and Landscape requirement Guidelines (pink cover)

     -  Draft Updated Single Family Design Guidelines (beige cover)
ATTACHMENTS:
1. NPO/SFDG Update Goals, Expected Outcomes and Results

2. FAR Program Components and Major Decision Items with Hearing Body and Community Organization Opinion Summaries

3. Proposed FAR Chart

4. Proposed FARs in comparison with other jurisdiction FAR programs

5.     Standards vs. Guidelines Options Comparison

6.
Table illustrating City of Santa Barbara single-family home parcels and maps illustrating City of Santa Barbara single-family home parcels less than 7,500 square feet, 10,000 square feet, and 15,000 square feet.
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Jaime Limon, Design Review Supervisor

Heather Baker, AICP, Project Planner
SUBMITTED BY:
Paul Casey, Community Development Director
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City Administrator's Office
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