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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR 518 STATE STREET
July 12, 2007
STAFF HEARING OFFICER APPEAL: 
ACTUAL TIME: 1:06 P.M.

APPEAL BY CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF A STAFF HEARING OFFICER APPROVAL OF THE APPLICATION OF CEARNAL ANDRULAITIS LLP, ARCHITECT FOR CRAVIOTTO ENTERPRISES, 518 STATE STREET, APN 037-173-046, C-M, COMMERCIAL MANUFACTURING ZONE, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: GENERAL COMMERCE (MST2005-00477)

The project consists of a proposal to construct a new two-story mixed-use building with 2,487 square feet of commercial space on the first floor and two apartments (one studio unit and one (1) one-bedroom unit) on the second floor on a 3,544 square foot parcel.  The existing 302 square feet (net) of non-residential space would be demolished.  

The discretionary applications required for this project are:

1. Modification to allow no onsite parking for the residential units instead of two required parking spaces, one for each of the residential units (SBMC§28.90.100); and 

2. Development Plan approval for 2,185 square feet of additional non-residential development (SBMC§28.87.300). 
On May 9, 2007, a public hearing was held and the Staff Hearing Officer made the required findings and approved the project.  This is an appeal of that decision. 

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15303 (New construction of small structures).

Case Planner: Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner
Email: KKennedy@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner, and Steve Foley, Supervising Transportation Planner, gave the Staff presentation.  Ms. Kennedy noted for the record that one letter had been received for public comment from the neighboring Hotel Santa Barbara.
Chris Hansen, Building and Safety Supervisor, was available for answering questions. 

Bettie Weiss, Staff Hearing Officer, recapped the decision made for approval of the project including the added condition of approval regarding vehicle ownership reports.
Rev. Lee Holzinger, Church of Scientology, gave the appellant presentation. 
Brian Cearnel, Architect, gave the applicant presentation.

Ms. Hubbell and Mr. Foley answered Planning Commission questions stating that motorcycles can park for free in a designated area; that vehicular access rights to the parking lot were removed; stated the City parking lot kiosk hours of operation; that there has been no discussion regarding view easements. 
Mr. Hansen replied to the Commission’s question about making the adjacent property’s windows bordering the property line inoperable.  Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney, responded to the Commission’s question regarding whether a condition could be stipulated to have the applicant underwrite the cost of any needed changes to the adjacent property’s windows for compliance with City regulations. Although Mr. Vincent could not find any case law, he stated that each property is responsible for its own costs.
Ms. Weiss responded to the Planning Commission’s question about monitoring resident parking and stated that the vehicle ownership reports are to be used for informational purposes only. 

Chair Jacobs opened the public hearing at 1:44 P.M.

Jim Craviotto, Property Owner, spoke of the historic use of the property and the need for development to mitigate transient and public urination issues onsite.  He added that any request for a total redesign of the project would be unreasonable and costly and requested that the Commission uphold the Staff Hearing Officer’s approval of the project.

The following people spoke in support of the appeal:

1. Patricia Hiles would like to see parking for the proposed residential units.

2. Trevor Martinson was concerned with soil contamination, parking, inclusive of motorcycles and bicycles, and number of residential units.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 1:53 P.M.

Staff responded to the Planning Commission’s questions regarding soil contamination, reaffirming that the issue has been adequately addressed by a report reviewed by Staff.
Mr. Craviotto stated that any underground tank would have been under neighboring properties, presently occupied by Holdrens and Pierre Lafond, where a gas station had once existed and not under his property.  
Commissioners’ comments:
1. One Commissioner favored the project noting that more commercial development could occur without need for parking spaces.  If the need for residential parking surfaced, it could be resolved with parking availability at the applicant’s other properties. 

2. In reference to the elimination of residential parking, one Commissioner referenced a study which showed that people are not giving up their cars, just storing them when not in use.  
3. The parking modification granted is in line with the guidance and consistency the Commission has provided for recent projects and therefore cannot uphold the appeal.

4. Two Commissioners referenced the property owner’s right to build something larger and choosing not to exercise that right, opting to build apartments for the community.  Supports no parking on the property location.

5. Two Commissioners supported the blockage of the windows for the site, and looked for a mitigation fee, similar to one given to the Sojourner property, to offset the loss of residential parking.

6. Commissioners were supportive of the project. One Commissioner would like to see a condition made that the rental units remain as rental units and not converted to ownership units over time.

7. One Commissioner reflected on the owner’s historical concessions made to improve pedestrian circulation and eliminate curb cuts, and felt that the parking modification request is a reasonable request.  Window issues can be resolved between the parties.
8. Use of a modification is necessary because of the uniqueness of Santa Barbara.  A modification is usually linked to a public benefit and this project provides a public benefit to connect to the public parking lot and provide rental units.
9. The majority of Commissioners could not support the appeal, especially when considering the larger-scale options that could have been built on the property.

Mr. Vincent stated that a condition requiring the rental units to remain as rentals would be contrary to the Ellis Act; however, there are sufficient inherent impediments that would impact any future condominium conversion application at the site.

MOTION:  White/Larson
Assigned Resolution No.  027-07
Deny the appeal and uphold the Staff Hearing Officer’s decision to approve a Modification to allow no onsite parking for the residential units instead of the required one space for each residential unit and a Development Plan for 2,185 square feet of additional non-residential development for the mixed-use development proposed at 518 State Street with the conditions of approval as listed in Staff Hearing Officer Resolution No. 038-07.

This motion carried by the following vote:  

Ayes:  6    Noes:  0    Abstain:  0    Absent:  1 (Myers)
Chair Jacobs announced the ten calendar day appeal period.  
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