PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

JUNE 7, 2007

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Charmaine Jacobs called the meeting to order at 1:11 P.M.

ROLL CALL:

Present:

Chair Charmaine Jacobs

Commissioners Bruce Bartlett, John Jostes, Stella Larson, Addison S. Thompson and Harwood A. White, Jr.

Absent:

George C. Myers

STAFF PRESENT:

Jan Hubbell, Senior Planner

Jaime Limón, Senior Planner

N. Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney

Steve Foley, Supervising Transportation Planner 

Irma Unzueta, Project Planner

Heather Baker, Project Planner

Laurie Owens, Project Planner

Peter Lawson, Associate Planner

Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner 
Andrew Bermond, Assistant Planner 
Kathy Goo, Alternate Commission Secretary

APPLICATION OF TOM OCHSNER, ARCHITECT FOR THE HAWKES FAMILY TRUST, 1829 STATE STREET AND 11 W. PEDREGOSA STREET, 027-031-006 and 029-031-007, C-2/R-4, COMMERCIAL AND HOTEL/MOTEL/MULTIPLE RESIDENCE ZONES, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: OFFICES AND GENERAL COMMERCE   (MST2004-00132)

The proposed project involves the development of a three-story mixed use building on two parcels located at 1829 State Street and 11 W. Pedregosa Street.  The project site is located at the southwest corner of State and Pedregosa Streets.  The existing 1,180 square foot residential unit located at 11 W. Pedregosa is proposed to be removed.  The proposed mixed use project would provide 2,360 net square feet of commercial space and six residential condominiums.  The commercial space is proposed to be divided into five commercial units, four of which will be located on the ground floor and one on the second floor.  The six residential condominiums are proposed on the second and third floor and range in size from 1,677 to 2,808 net square feet.  One residential unit would front on State Street and the remaining five units would either front on Pedregosa Street or be located within the project’s interior.  Twenty-three parking spaces are proposed in a ground level garage, which includes six, two-car garages for the residential units and 11 parking spaces for the commercial uses.  Multiple pedestrian entry points are proposed along State and Pedregosa Streets and vehicular access would be located on Pedregosa Street.  The merger of APN 027-031-006 and 027-031-007 is also proposed.

The discretionary applications required for this project are:  

1. Modification for front yard setback encroachment in the R-4, Hotel/Motel/Multiple Residence Zone (SBMC § 28.21.060 and §28.92.110);

2. Modification for interior yard setback encroachment in the R-4, Hotel/Motel/Multiple Residence Zone (SBMC § 28.21.060 and §28.92.110);

3. Modification for rear yard setback encroachment in the R-4, Hotel/Motel/Multiple Residence Zone (SBMC § 28.21.060 and §28.92.110);

4. Tentative Subdivision Map to create a one-lot subdivision for five commercial and six residential condominium units (SBMC§27.07 and 27.13); 

5. Conditional Use Permit to allow a driveway and parking area for non-residential uses in a residential zone (SBMC § 28.94.030.H); and

6. Development Plan Approval allow the construction of 2,360 net square feet of nonresidential development (SBMC §28.87.300).

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Guidelines Section 15303.

Case Planner: Irma Unzueta, Project Planner

Email: Iunzueta@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, gave the Staff presentation.

Tom Ochsner, Architect, gave the applicant presentation.

Chair Jacobs deferred the public hearing at 1:43 P.M. until after the Commissions questions were answered, and noted that no one from the public requested to speak.

Mr. Ochsner answered Planning Commission questions on changes in landscaping square footage on State Street, increases in open space, proposed public benefits, and public use of commercial restrooms.  He also responded to questions on the gated access to the public paseo, garage podium height and driveway apron drainage issues; the status for closure of the site related to existing contaminated soils; and bus stop sheltering. 

Staff answered Planning Commission questions on discrepancies noted between the applicant’s presentation and the Staff Report statistics on square footage, bedroom count, parking spaces, plate heights, and overall building height.  Also answered were questions on sidewalk width differences between State and Pedregosa Streets; Measure E allocation requirement found in the March Staff Report; clarification of 2nd and 3rd story building setbacks; status of County of Santa Barbara Fire Prevention Department’s letter of closure for the site and deed notification recording with regard to soil contaminants; bus stop design recommendations from the Urban Design Guidelines and Pedestrian Master Plan Guidelines; and clarification of R-4 and R-3 zones.

Heather Baker, Project Planner, answered Commissioner’s questions on Solar Ordinance Guidelines and the applicant’s proposed solar system.  After reviewing the project, Ms. Baker expressed concern about the project design’s distance between the parapets and solar panels and gave the Commission an overview of shading impacts and their effect on solar panel efficiency.

Chair Jacobs opened the public hearing at 2:17 P.M and, with no one wishing to speak, closed the hearing.

Planning Commissioners felt that they had previously been quite clear with the applicant on moving the mass toward the middle and reducing the request for modifications; expressed concern that the project had grown in size and could not make the findings for the yard setback modifications and Tentative Subdivision Map.  Commissioners stated a desire to see the project return with fewer or no modifications and smaller in size with respect to volume and bulk, unit size, and building heights.  The consensus of the Commission was to move toward denial of the project.

Ms. Hubbell reviewed the project timeline and options available to the Commission, given the ninety-day extension limit set by the State Permit Streamlining Act.  She added that, if the applicant returned to the Planning Commission with a revision, they would be subject to paying revised project fees.

Troy White, Dudek and Associates, addressed the Commission with regard to understanding the applicant’s options and preferred a waiver or sixty-day extension. 

Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney, stated that the applicant could choose to waive the provisions of an extension limit.  Mr. Vincent recapped the options as being: 1) Denial of the project with the applicant free to exercise an appeal; or 2) Offering an extension with conditions.  Since a revised project will require additional Staff review, and not just a change in architectural design, the application of the City’s Fee schedule would apply.

Chair Jacobs called for a break at 2:42 P.M., to allow the applicant time to review the options, and reconvened the meeting at 2:58 P.M.

Following the break, Mr. Vincent reviewed the Permit Streamlining Act and the statute in question, noting that it did not allow for additional extensions beyond the ninety-day period.  Recommended the Commission make a decision to approve or deny the project.  If a motion for denial is made, suggested incorporating provisions in the motion giving an explanation for the denial.

MOTION:  White/Jostes
Assigned Resolution No.  024-07

Deny the project because the findings for the Tentative Subdivision Map and Setback Modifications cannot be made for the following reasons:  1) Volume and bulk of the project are inappropriate and excessive relative to the site; 2) Project is not physically suitable for the proposed site; 3) Proposed use is not consistent with the General Plan’s vision of this neighborhood; and 4) The modifications are not necessary to make an appropriate improvement on the site.  In addition, the Conditional Use Permit finding #3 related to adequate setbacks of the project from the property line could not be made.

This motion carried by the following vote:  

Ayes:  5    Noes:  1 (Thompson)    Abstain:  0    Absent:  1 (Myers)

Chair Jacobs announced the ten calendar day appeal period.  

Commission discussion was held on what would be appropriate on the site development and what the site is physically able to handle.   If this project were to return to the Planning Commission at a future date, the following recommendations were made by the Commission:  1) Substantially reduce or eliminate the modification requests  2) Reduce unit sizes; 2) Reduce volume and bulk of the overall structure.  3) Gates are to be open during business hours; and 4) Work on Built Green elements, such as solar.
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