Agenda Item No.

File Code No. 64007

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  April 29, 2008

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers
FROM: Planning Division, Community Development Department
SUBJECT: Appeal Of The Architectural Board Of Review Preliminary Approval

For The 601 E. Micheltorena Street Project
RECOMMENDATION: That Council:

A. Deny the appeal of attorney Tony Fischer, filed on behalf of the St. Francis Friends
and Neighbors, and uphold the Architectural Board of Review's Preliminary
Approval of the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing
Project as proposed at 601 E. Micheltorena Street; and

B. Request City Staff to prepare a Council resolution with the evidence and findings
appropriate to deny this appeal and uphold the decision of the Architectural
Board of Review granting preliminary design approval to the Santa Barbara
Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project, and to submit the draft
resolution to the City Council for its consideration and possible approval.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On January 28, 2008, after 13 separate public hearing reviews of the Project design and
architecture, the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) granted Preliminary Approval for the
designated site plan and Project design for the Cottage Hospital Workforce Housing
Project (hereinafter the “Project”). The Project received its land-use entitlements from the
Planning Commission on September 21, 2006, which entittlements were subsequently
upheld by the City Council on an appeal which was decided in November 2006. Design-
related revisions to the originally approved Project have recently been found in substantial
conformance by the Community Development Director. (see attached “SCD” issued by
Acting Community Development Director, David Gustafson dated as of April 21, 2008.

On February 7, 2008, the ABR’s decision to grant preliminary approval to the revised
Project was appealed by attorney Tony Fischer, representing the St. Francis Friends and
Neighbors. The Appellant’s letter asserts several reasons for the appeal (Attachment 1).

At the January 28, 2008 ABR meeting, the Appellants argued against granting preliminary
approval to the Project. The Appellants asserted that the revised Project could not be
granted preliminary approval until the Planning Commission and City Council approved the
revisions proposed for the Project or a Substantial Conformance Determination (SCD) had
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been issued. Further, the Appellants stated that the Project, as proposed, is not
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and that the architecture does not meet the
standards set for the City of Santa Barbara.

Based on the ABR’s comprehensive review of the project’'s concept and layout, as well as
the various unit mix and types, it is Staff's opinion that the ABR acted appropriately in
granting the project a preliminary approval. The ABR found the project to be compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood and one that would “artistically” blend into the City’s
fabric. Therefore, Staff recommends that Council deny the appeal and uphold the ABR'’s
preliminary approval of the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Applicant (the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation) has made changes and
refinements to the originally approved residential development project on the 5.94-acre
parcel as a result of the Preliminary Design review process. After obtaining input from the
Planning Commission and the public at a noticed public hearing on April 17, 2008, the
Community Development Director has found these Project changes to be in substantial
conformance with the approved Project in accordance with the “Substantial Conformance”
guidelines of the City. The Project would continue to provide the same number of
residential units, including the 81 affordable units approved with the original Project. The
same number of bedrooms would also remain as part of the revised Project. Further, the
number of parking spaces approved with the original Project would remain the same.

To provide a better street design, a “woonerf’ is now incorporated into the Project. A
woonerf is a Dutch term referring to a street where pedestrians and cyclists have priority
over vehicles. The proposed buildings have also been re-arranged to provide additional
open space and seven modifications altogether have been eliminated as part of the
revisions to the Project. The upper and lower portions of the Project site would be
reconnected and pedestrian access would be enhanced on Micheltorena and California
Streets. The connection to the courtyard would be enhanced and enlarged, a new plaza
space would be incorporated, and the separate parking garages below the courtyard
would be connected to allow for improved vehicle circulation. One row of buildings would
be eliminated on the upper level and units would be relocated to the lower level fronting
the woonerf.

On January 28, 2008, the ABR granted preliminary approval (Attachment 2) contingent
upon a SCD being issued by the Community Development Director, to a Project consisting
of approximately 132,920 SF of net floor area for the residential units and 66,446 SF of
garages/storage/mechanical floor area. In addition, the building footprint would be
approximately 81,373 SF. Open space area is proposed to be 114,259 SF and
landscaped areas would make up approximately 77,707 square feet. Total paved areas
within the Project would be 99,576 SF.
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DISCUSSION:

Appeal Points/Issues:

The Appellants make the following assertions in this appeal:

1. The ABR must state for the record that they have read the Project EIR and

the City Council Resolution 06-103.

The City’s Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), as adopted by the City in 1994 and revised from time to time, directs
that the “decision-making body” approving a Project must have reviewed and
considered the information contained in the EIR prior to approving a Project for
which an EIR has been prepared. [CEQA regulation § 15356 defines a “decision-
making body” as “any person or group of people within a public agency permitted
by law to approve or disapprove the Project at issue.”] The Appellants assert
that the ABR is the City’'s “decision-making body” and, therefore, the ABR in
granting the preliminary design approval, should have stated on the record that they
had read and considered the Certified Final EIR prior to granting preliminary
approval. However, it is clear to Staff that the CEQA term “decision-making body”
is referring exclusively to the city board or commission which actually grants or
denies the land-use entitlements for a proposed Project under a city’s zoning
ordinance, in accordance with the state “Planning and Zoning Law (Gov't. Code 88§
65000 et seq.) In Santa Barbara, (as is true of most cities) this body is the Planning
Commission or, upon the filing of a zoning appeal, the City Council. The term
“decision-making body” (as used by CEQA) is not referring to an architectural
design board which is considering and approving different design and site plan
alternatives. This is particularly true when the land-use entitlements and thus, the
environmental constraints and impacts have previously been considered as part of

the entitlement process, as has been the case here.

In 2006, the Planning Commission and the City Council, on appeal, approved the
land-use permits and actions required for the Project. Both the Planning
Commission and the City Council were required, as the City “decision-making
body” to indicate for the record that they had read and considered the Final Project
EIR prior to approving the Project. It is Staff's and the City Attorney’s opinion that
the land-use approval body is the appropriate entity to make such findings and such

findings were appropriately and fully made in 2006.
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2. The ABR violated their rules by granting preliminary approval to the
Project prior to the Planning Commission and City Council’s review of the
revised Project.

In 2007, the Applicant, SBCH, informed City staff that design refinements to the
approved Project were being considered that could result in changes requiring a
substantial conformance determination (“SCD”) by the Community Development
Director. The Applicant confirmed that the major land-use and environmental
aspects of the Project, such as the number of units, bedrooms, parking spaces, and
construction impacts, as well as the basic architecture, would remain unchanged.
Other proposed design revisions were anticipated to result in a better design and
configuration of the Project site. However, the Applicant was directed to continue
working with the ABR to further refine the design, prior to submitting information
detailing all the proposed changes as part of the SCD request. On March 20, 2008,
the Applicant formally submitted a request for a SCD of the proposed revisions to
the originally approved Project.

The SCD process allows for changes to an approved project at various stages after
approval has been given. In fact, there are often instances where SCDs have been
issued by the Community Development Director for projects under construction due
to unexpected conditions in the field. Many times because of the design review and
building permit process, it is necessary for projects to request a SCD in order to
adhere to changes required or necessitated by City design review boards or by
unforeseen issues as part of the building plan check process. Dealing
appropriately and efficiently with such changes is a primary function of the SCD
process. Without such a process, even changes that propose very minor
adjustments could not occur without requiring a project to return to the land-use
approval body. In Staff's opinion, not allowing an SCD would not be a fair, efficient,
or very productive process for accommodating development projects from the land-
use entitlement stage through the design approval stage.

Moreover, applicants typically wait until after obtaining their design review approval
in order to prepare full working architectural drawings for a project. The preparation
of working drawings is costly and time consuming and they are typically not
prepared until refinements to the project take place at the design review stage of
the approval process. Therefore, it is not until the working drawings are generated
that the most accurate and precise information is calculated, including design
changes directed by the design review bodies.

The process of granting a SCD is appropriately dynamic in that it allows for minor
changes to an approved project at various phases after the land-use approval
stage. As previously stated, this Applicant was directed by Staff to proceed through
the ABR review process in order to identify all revisions to the Project before
proceeding with the SCD. The ABR was made aware that a SCD was pending for
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the Workforce Housing Project, and that the determination would be made by the
Community Development Director upon review of the Project by the ABR, as well
as review and comments from the Planning Commission. On January 28, 2008,
the ABR granted the Project preliminary approval subject to SCD issuance. This
approach appropriately allowed the ABR to revise the architectural design of the
Project as they deemed necessary. Therefore, the ABR was able to fine-tune the
Project's design and the Community Development Director to make his
determination on SCD at a point in time where he could know and review the final
parameters of the preliminary design with certainty. As Staff sees it, this is exactly
how the City’s design review process should interact with the City land-use
entitlement process, including the SCD aspects of the entitlement process.

On April 17, 2008, a public hearing was held at the Planning Commission to obtain
comments regarding these Project revisions. The Applicant’s formal request and its
SCD materials, the Planning Commission Staff Report (Attachment 3), and
comments received from the Planning Commission and the public were all
reviewed and considered by the Community Development Director prior to making
a determination that the revisions proposed to the Workforce Housing Project were
in substantial conformance to the Project originally approved by the Council in
November 2006 (Attachment 4).

3. Errors in the original Project statistics related to the residential units

During the process of comparing the November 2006 approved Project with the
proposed revised Project, the Applicant team learned that there were discrepancies
in the original site statistics submitted to the Planning Commission and City Council
in 2006. It was discovered that some of the Project statistics reflected on the
approved Project plans were in error. The original statistics do not accurately
reflect what the approved architectural plans illustrated. Statistics related to the net
floor area for the dwellings, the total building footprint and paved areas were
incorrectly reflected on the original Project statistics. There was also a discrepancy
in the landscaping number as it correlates to the building footprint and paved area
that were miscalculated. As a result, the original Project statistics have been re-
calculated to provide a more accurate account of what was actually reflected on the
approved Project plans.

The approved net floor area for the residential units approved by the Planning
Commission and City Council in 2006 was 121,310 SF. The Applicant has
subsequently reconciled the net floor area for the residential units and determined
that this number was actually 127,807 SF, rather than the 121,310 SF that was
reflected on the Project statistics of the 2006 approval. This represents a
discrepancy of 6,497 SF. The Project which was granted preliminary approval by
the ABR now consists of 132,920 SF of net floor area for the dwelling units. This
represents a difference of 11,610 SF or 9.6% of that approved in 2006, and a
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difference of 5,113 SF or 4.0% between the reconciled statistic and the revised net
floor area. The reason for this increase is due to the Applicant inadvertently
excluding stairways in the proposed units and the Applicant’s response to the
ABR’s direction that additional articulation be incorporated into the architecture of
the proposed units. This direction resulted in minor square footage being added to
the overall floor area to each of the units. The Applicant indicates that an average
of 44 SF per unit was added as the Project evolved through the design review
process. Additional information on Project changes is included in the Planning
Commission Staff Report in Attachment 3.

The Applicant team has expressed regret that the calculation error was made and
has carefully recalculated the revised plans which received ABR approval to ensure
that they are now fully accurate. Staff agrees that it is unfortunate that this error
was not discovered prior to approvals by the Planning Commission and City
Council and understands the public’'s concern over this error and the revisions to
the Project. However, these miscalculations do not relate to the land-use
parameters of the Project and were clearly not a substantial factor in the City’s
granting of the land-use entitlements. In addition, the Project revisions have now
been found to be in substantial conformance with the Project approved in 2006 as
not being significant enough in scale to cause substantive questions or concerns
regarding the land-use entitlements.

4. The revised Project continues to violate the basic zoning ordinance
related to density and provides less open space and landscaped areas.

The Appellant contends that the revised Project increases the “burdens on the
neighborhood and City by an increase in the density, size, bulk and scale.” Of
particular concern to the Appellant is the increase in floor area and its effect on the
amount of landscaping and open space for the Project.

As previously stated, the revised Project approved by the ABR on January 28th will
continue to have 115 units and the same number of bedrooms and parking spaces
as originally approved. Therefore, the density that was approved with the original
Project will not change. In essence, the assertion about the Project's density
appears to simply be a re-assertion of the same arguments made to the City
Council in November 2006 when the appeal from the Planning Commission was
decided. Additionally, these arguments concerning the permitted zoning density of
the approved Project were repeated as part of a lawsuit filed against the City’s
approval of the Project by the “St. Francis Friends and Neighbors.” However, the
local Superior Court ruled in favor of the City’s approval of the 115 units on the
5.94-acre site and declined to invalidate the City approvals.

With respect to open space, the Project approved in 2006 included a Project
statistic of 101,215 SF of open space. However, what should have been reflected
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on the 2006 plan was 113,418 SF of open space. This is an increase of 12,203 SF
from that approved in 2006. The current Project now includes 114,259 SF of open
space, which would result in an increase of 841 SF when comparing it to the
reconciled open space square footage. Overall, the revised Project would result in
an increase of total Project open space. When approved in 2006, the landscaping
statistic reflected on the plans was 92,641 SF. The Applicant has since
recalculated this statistic and found that it should have been 81,732 SF. The
revised Project is now proposing approximately 77,797 SF of landscaping, a
decrease in landscaped area of 14,844 SF or 16% from what was approved in
2006. However, using the reconciled square footage of 81,732 SF, the decrease in
landscaping would be 3,935 SF or only 4.8%. The decrease in the landscaping
correlates to the discrepancies in the building footprint and paved area statistics, as

well as the refined walkway plan proposed as part of the revised Project.

Although the landscaped areas have decreased slightly from what was approved in
2006, the revised Project would create an additional park area to provide more

useable green space to the upper neighborhood of the Project site.

landscaping amount and the connectivity of the open yard space throughout the
Project was reviewed and supported by the ABR. Also note that the overall open-
space area (which includes landscaped areas) provided by the revised Project is
114,259 SF, approximately 44% of the overall Project site. Further, advisory
comments provided by the HLC to the ABR indicated that, even with the lower level
of landscaping and the increased building area, the design of the Project is

improved by the approved design changes (see Attachment 3, Exhibit B).

5. The Project is less compatible with the neighborhood and the architecture

is not in keeping with the standards for Santa Barbara.

The Project has been reviewed by the ABR and was granted preliminary approval
on January 28, 2008. Prior to its design approval, the ABR reviewed the Project on
13 separate occasions in order to provide a comprehensive review to the Project
concept and layout, as well as the various unit types proposed by the Project
(Attachment 2). The initial review of the Project was undertaken by the ABR in
March 2004, at which time they indicated that the Project was well conceived and
was successful in its overall use and concept. The ABR directed that the massing
patterns of the Project be similar to the adjacent residential patterns, and supported
placing the massing and simplicity at the center of the Project and to encourage
variation and enhancements on the exterior of the Project. The Board also
supported a mix of architectural styles, but asked that more bungalow scale and
style units be included as part of the Project. The ABR stated that if Spanish
architecture is used, that it be a quirky Spanish-like bungalow style similar to that

found in the neighborhood.
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In May 2007, ABR accepted the proposed variety of perimeter units and the design
approach of having the denser buildings located in the interior of the Project site. In
June 2007, the Board was generally satisfied with the overall site plan circulation,
site layout, open space and overall massing of the Project. In addition, the ABR
expressed appreciation regarding the amount of landscaping and the connectivity
of the open yard space throughout the Project site. The ABR also indicated their
appreciation and comfort with respect to the proposed “woonerf’ street design. In
July 2007, the ABR reiterated its acceptance of the Applicant’s site planning efforts.
In October 2007, the Board commented that the composition and variety of unit
styles were appropriate and that the “expression” of individual styles was going in

the right direction, but needed further development.

Throughout the 13 ABR hearings on the Project, the ABR provided comments and
direction regarding the overall site design and layout, the details for the various unit
styles, and the landscaping elements proposed for the Project. In January 2008,
after an exhaustive review of the Project, the ABR granted preliminary design
approval stating that the Board had worked hard with the Applicant to design a
residential Project that “artistically” blends into the City’s fabric. In addition, the
Project was reviewed by the HLC and as requested in the Planning Commission
conditions of approval, the HLC provided advisory comments to the ABR. As
reported by the HLC Chair at the January 28, 2008 ABR meeting, the proposed
Project density is compatible with the neighborhood and the Project site planning is
“good”. The HLC supported the organic mix of unit styles and found the Spanish

Village scale more compatible with the neighborhood than the Craftsman style.

It is, therefore, Staff's opinion that the Project as revised by the ABR is
appropriately compatible with the St. Francis neighborhood and that the
architecture meets the standard of projects approved by the City’s land-use and

design review bodies.

6. Unknown environmental impacts caused by the proposed Project

changes.

In order to assess changes in the project design, an Addendum to the previously
Certified Final EIR for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce
Housing Project (SCH#2004061105) was prepared by the CDD’s Environmental
Analyst in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164, in order to accurately
reflect the revised Project design revisions occurring as a result of design approval.
(Attachment 3, Exhibit D). The Addendum provides an analysis of the potential
impacts that could result from the proposed Project changes; it concludes that no
new significant impacts would occur. Mitigation measures identified in the Certified

Final EIR for the Project would continue to apply and would be adequate.
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In fact, Significant (Class I) impacts associated with short-term construction noise
were found to be reduced based on the recalculated earthwork quantities
associated with the revised Project. In addition, significant cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersections of Anapamu Street/Laguna Street, Arrellaga
Street/Garden Street and Mission/Bath Street would remain similar since the

number of residential units would remain the same with the revised Project.

The Addendum also concluded that potentially significant (Class Il) impacts
associated with air quality, biological resources, archeological resources, historic

resources, geological hazards, hazardous materials, diesel fuel

contamination, ground vibration and truck traffic noise, construction-related solid
waste, access and circulation, bicycle parking, construction employee parking
and material/equipment storage, and long and short-term construction-related
water quality would remain similar (or be reduced) compared to that identified
and mitigated in the Project final certified EIR as a result of the Project changes.
Therefore, no new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of

previously identified impacts would occur with the revised Project.

CONCLUSION:

Staff has participated in the design review process, as well as reviewed the ABR and HLC
minutes, the Project plans and other information submitted by the Applicant, the original
Project land-use approval documents and Planning Commission comments made at the
SCD hearing and it concurs that the ABR’s preliminary approval of the Project was

appropriate and should be sustained on appeal.

SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:

The Project conditions previously approved by the City Council require the following:

e The Project is required to meet Santa Barbara Built Green Two-Star standards

for construction and strive to meet the Three-Star standards.

e Photovoltaics are required to provide electricity to all common areas and surface

parking lots.

e The existing sandstone walls are required to be reused on-site. In addition, any
existing sandstone curb in the public right-of-way that is removed and not used is

required to be salvaged and returned to the City Corporation Annex Yard.

e A minimum of 95% of demolition materials and construction waste is required to

be recycled and/or reused.
e Bio-diesel fuel is required, where feasible, for construction vehicles.
e A Resident Shuttle Program will be implemented to serve Project residents.
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ATTACHMENT(S): 1. Appellant’s Letter, dated February 7, 2008
2. Architectural Board of Review Minutes
3. Planning Commission Staff Report, including Addendum to
the Certified Final EIR as of April 3, 2008
4.  Substantial Conformance Determination, April 21, 2008
PREPARED BY: Irma Unzueta, Project Planner

SUBMITTED BY: David Gustafson, Acting Community Development Director
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office



ATTACHMENT 1
RECEIVED

FEB 07 2008

) AHUSpm C
Tony Fischer CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
Attorney at Law SANTA BARBARA, CA
2208 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara CA 93105

Tel: 805-563 6784

Fischlaw@cox.net February 7, 2008

Mayor Marty Blum and Members of the City Council
City of Santa Barbara

City Hall—De La Guerra Plaza

Santa Barbara CA 93101

By hand-delivery.

RE: Notice of Appeal--601 E. Micheltorena (St. Francis project—ABR Review on
Januaryg, 2008

Dear Mayor Blum and Members of the City Council:

This appeal is filed because:
(1) ABR, with only five members present, failed to comply with the the
items mentioned in St. Francis Friends and Neighbors statement to
the ABR dated January 28, 2008 (copy attached);

(2) ABR violated the law as stated in the letter to the City Council dated
January 30, 2008 (copy attached);
(3) ABR violated its rule against giving preliminary approval prior to

Planning Commission/City Council review of the project. This project
is a different size, bulk, scale, site design, number and size of
buildings, traffic pattern, and increased negative environmental
impacts. ABR members were informed that they could proceed
without complying with the requirements to read Resolution 06-103
of the City Council and the EIR because their decision would likely be
appealed. By so doing, they violated the duty of Members of the ABR
as set forth in the Charter, the municipal code and state law.

(4) As you have learned, the original description of the project provided
by the applicant and city staff was in error by understating the
amount of residential construction by more than 6,000 square feet.

(5) The project violates the basic zoning ordinance restrictions related to
density. The revised project increases the burdens on the
neighborhood and City by an increase in the density, size, bulk and
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(6)
(7)
(8)

Very truly yours,

/
T‘Zny F';che

ttorney

scale. The project is now proposed at 134,000 square feet of
residential and the podium (roof of first floor garages) is increased to
39,652, an increase of 17,000. That results in less available
landscaping and open space.

Project is less compatible with neighborhood.
Architecture is not in keeping with the standards for Santa Barbara.
Unknown environmental impacts caused by project changes including
but not limited to increased truck trips impacting area traffic,
increased noise from loading and truck operations, reduced air
quality resulting from the loading and hauling using diesel trucks and
equipment. Although city staff and applicant have not provided
information to ABR before asking ABR to approve the project, it is
estimated that 700 truckloads of material will be removed from the
site above the amounts estimated in the EIR.

il

r,

Representing St. Francis Friends and Neighbors



Date: January 28, 2008

To: Architectural Board of Review

We respectfully request that you ensure the following before this “revised” project receives
preliminary approval:

- Each member of ABR read the EIR and the resolution of the City Council (06-103).

- This revised and larger project is subjected to an EIR as required by law. As compared to
the original project that was approved by City Council, this project has an additional 13,000
sq. ft. of building space, 17,000 sq. ft. of added podium deck, a decrease in landscaping,
along with the relocation and size increase of the underground parking system requiring a
significant increase in excavation and hauling. These environmental impacts need to be
studied and mitigated.

- The HLC be given adequate time to review this project. A 2-hour, cursory review of this
large and complex project does not meet the intent of the City Council resolution. We
request the project go back to HLC and ask that they deal specifically with neighborhood
compatibility and size of buildings.

- That you can make a finding in good faith that the project is compatible with the
neighborhood. This requests evaluation of the size, bulk, scale, density, adverse traffic
impacts adverse air quality impacts, excessive noise, excessive grading and other impacts
identified in the initial study. Because of the very large underground parking system (which
has now increased in size), this project will have the feel of an even larger project with
larger buildings and less landscaping and open space than in the original approved project.
The goal of sending it to ABR was to make it smaller and more compatible, not larger and
less compatible!

- The project complies with the zoning ordinance which required each residential
development to have its parking on the same lot. (See Parking Ordinance and Villa Riviera
lot.)

- The project has adequate solar built into the system as required by current City policies.

- The project has required ADA access for the circulation patterns within buildings, to and
from the project, to and from the commemorative display, and to and from the shuttle
stops.

- The project provides adequate space for children to play outdoors.

- Applicant has demonstrated how and where the electrical, water, sewer and garbage
disposal systems will be located and how they will function (fix it now.)




- You have disclosed all contacts with the applicant and its team during this review process to
the project.

- You have a defined plan showing location and size, bulk and scale for the historical
commemorative display for St Francis Hospital.
- You receive drawings showing an adequate response to these concerns.

You are also asked to read and review the first page of ABR Guidelines (attached) which list the

goals of the ABR and the duties which you have assumed as appointed officials of the City.

Thank you,

Jim Westby
St. Francis Friends and Neighbors




Tony Fischer

Attorney at Law

2208 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara CA 93105

Tel: 805-563 6784

Fischlaw@cox.net January 30, 2008

Mayor Marty Blum and Members of the City Council
City of Santa Barbara

City Hall

Santa Barbara CA 93101

By hand-delivery and email.
RE: 601 E. Micheltorena (St. Francis project—ABR Review.)

Dear Mayor Blum and Members of the City Council:

¥

At the ABR meeting on Monday night, January 28, 2008, the City Attorney was
Aresent for part of the meeting. As the Board was deliberating after close of public
comment regarding the project, the City Attorney interrupted a point of order
request by the undersigned seeking to have the members of the ABR state whether
they had read the EIR or Resolution 06-103 of the City Council. The City Attorney
simply stated that the five members of the ABR should take advice from him and no
oir\e else and that they were not required to read the EIR or Resolution No. 06-103 of
the City Council and not required to state if they had read the documents before
rrj‘aking a motion and voting on preliminary approval of this project.

- il

‘} That was a direction to violate the law.

| Review of this project by ABR, including grading, architecture, site plan,
neighborhood compatibility and parking are required by the City Charter, Chapter
28.68 of the Municipal Code, City Resolution 94-064, and the review is listed as a
mitigation measure in the EIR in paragraph C on page 30.
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

Resolution No. 94-064 was adopted on June 14, 1994 and it has been used to
guide the City’s implementation of CEQA on a regular basis. It provides definitions
and procedures to be used by the City of Santa Barbara . On page 1, under
definitions, it states:

ol e

“A. City. City means the City of Santa Barbara and includes the City Council,
all boards and commissions and department of the City.

B. Decision-making Body. Decision making body means City Council or any
City Board or commission or any City official delegated authority to approve or
disapprove a project, including but not limited to, the Planning Commission,
Historic Landmarks Commission and Architectural Board of Review.

C. Environmental Analyst. Staff person in Community Development

Department responsible for overseeing local implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act. “

Resolution 94-064 also states:

“Whereas, the State of California Public Resources Code, Section 21082,
requires all public agencies to adopt by ordinance, resolution, rule or
regulation, objectives, criteria and procedures for the evaluation of projects
and preparation of environmental impact reports and negative declarations;

=]

and

Whereas, the City of Santa Barbara desires to implement the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (starting at section 21000 of the
Public Resources Code of the State of California) and the Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (starting at
Section 15000 of Division 6, Title 14 of the California Administrative Code), as
each of the same presently exist and as the same may be duly and legally
amended:”




Re: ABR Review of 601 E. Micheltorena project
Date: January 30, 2008

Page 3

To: Mayor and City Council Members

Under CEQA, a “decision making body” is defined to mean “any person or
group of persons within a public agency permitted by law to approve or disapprove
the project at issue.” See 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § Section 15356.

14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15025. States the following:
“Delegation of Responsibilities.
(a) A public agency may assign specific functions to its
staff to assist in administering CEQA. Functions which
may be delegated include but are not limited to:

(1) Determining whether a project is exempt.

(2) Conducting an initial study and deciding whether to
prepare a draft EIR or negative declaration.

(3) Preparing a negative declaration or EIR.

(4) Determining that a negative declaration has been
Completed within a period of 180 days.

(5) Preparing responses to comments on environmental
documents.

(6) Filing of notices.

(b) The decision-making body of a public agency shall not
delegate the following functions:

(1) Reviewing and considering a final EIR or approving a
negative declaration prior to approving a project.

(2) The making of findings as required by Sections 14:15091 and 14:15093,
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Date: January 30, 2008
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

Y S

(c) Where an advisory body such as a planning commission

is required to make a recommendation on a project to the

decision-making body, the advisory body shall also review and consider the
EIR or negative declaration in draft or final form. (Emphasis added.)

CEQA clearly requires decision making officials to review and read and to certify to
that fact before making a decision.

At the meeting of the ABR on January 28, 2008, the Staff Planner, Irma Unzueta
was present for a limited period of time. Jaime Limon, Supervisor of Planning
Process was present after Irma Unzueta left. The Environmental Analyst was not
observed in the room and as far as the undersigned is aware, was not watching the
proceedings on live TV and was not consulted.

The City Attorney, at the ABR hearing after telling the ABR members to violate
the law, further commented that it might not make a difference because their
decision would likely be ultimately decided at a higher level. This is a serious breach
of responsibility. First, advising any one to violate the law is a problem in itself.
Process is important. Informed decisions are critical to good government in addition
to being a required step in the process.

Respect for the process is equally important. Without the required
information contained in the EIR, ABR’s time was wasted because morally and legally
the City and the public must ignore its efforts. It is no different than if the ABR
approved a set of drawings for a building without looking beyond the cover page.

One would like to believe that the ABR is making an informed decision. If
information is not presented as required by law, there is no adequate remedy except
to set aside the action and to require full compliance. ABR members appear willing
to follow the law and it appears they were waiting to be advised of their legal
requirements.

The giver of the advise and direction to the ABR presumed that the violation of
CEQA can and will be remedied by an appeal by a third party. If the logic of the City

4
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

Attorney is followed, the City Attorney is clearly stating that it is OK for these
decision-making officials to take action and/or to make recommendations based
upon a lack of knowledge; the scope of which is required to include a reading of the
EIR. Itis noted that despite the use of many hours of time at ABR, the basic
information in the EIR was not provided to the ABR and the City Planning Supervisor
told the ABR to restrict comments about environmental impacts. It is estimated that
reading the EIR and public comments about the environmental impacts would have
consumed less than 10% of the total time devoted to the review of this project. It
would have given them the background information to help them decide the impact
of changes urged upon them by the Applicant.

As indicated by conduct below, there are indications that the Applicant and the
City Attorney worked together to truncate the review. Was there an “agenda” at the
meeting which did not allow for time to read the EIR? All evidence indicates an
affirmative answer.

It is also a concern because a policy to ignore a legal requirement is clearly
unacceptable. If we are going to leave compliance with the law up to the decision of
a third person with ability to pay an appeal fee and prosecute an appeal, it makes a
mockery of the system and the law.

It is noted that the City of Santa Barbara is considered the location of the
birthplace of the environmental movement as a direct result of the 1969 oil spill. The
National Environmental Quality Act was adopted in response to the spill and the visit
of national politicians to the site. California adopted its California Environmental
Quality Act in 1970. The first EIR’s were written in 1970. It is particularly disturbing
to have the City Attorney of Santa Barbara advocate a direct violation of the heart of
the Environmental Quality Act. As we all know, the heart of the environmental quality
acts is to provide a document known as an environmental impact report to all
decision makers and to require them to read it and to state on the record that fact.
The EIR is not an approval document, it is an information document.

ik
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

As was pointed out before the City Attorney arrived at the hearing---he didn’t
indicate how much he had watched on TV--- those present knew the ABR was not
reviewing a project which had been seen and reviewed by the Planning Commission
or City Council. The members were asked to provide a preliminary approval of a
project without the benefit of any EIR written to disclose significant adverse
environmental impact caused by the original project and with no environmental
review of the new larger project. ABR was also making a decision regarding a larger
project with the potential to be less compatible with the neighborhood due to
increased size of structures as a result of increased unit size and by combining more
units into each building. In addition, one design change proposed and apparently
accepted by ABR will cause extensive excavation and hauling of rock and undisturbed
soil from the site. No grading plan for this project as presented to ABR was
presented. ABR is required by Chapter 22.68 to review all grading plans for a project
which involves a tentative map.

Unknown to the ABR due to the instruction to not read the EIR is the fact that
the site design and EIR was based upon a representation that the cut and fill would be
balanced and that the residential development would be 121,000 square feet and the
garage roof would be 22,000 square feet. The current design will result in 134,000
square feet of residential development and a garage roof, called a podium in recent
documents, will be 39,000 square feet. (All numbers rounded.) That is an increase in
residential construction of 13,000 square feet; not an insignificant amount. The
garage is expanded by 17,000 square feet. To achieve the larger garage will require an
excavation of an area which is estimated at 13,000 square feet in area and 10 feet
deep. That is 130,000 cubic feet—maybe more.

An example of the impacts not studied is that a truck load (typical dump truck)
is approximately 5 cubic yards or 135 cubic feet. Obviously, the capacity of a truck
can vary based upon the size of the truck and the mix of stone and dirt. At 135 cubic
feet per truck, the hauling will require approximately 2000 trips by trucks to and from
the site. How many work days or months will be needed? What will be the impact of
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

this removal operation on air quality, traffic, noise, etc.? The disposal destination is
not disclosed by the drawings and was not studied. The only routes are over local
streets and the freeway. Even if hauled to the same disposal site to be used for
recycling of building materials, the material will logically not remain there. ABR was
told to ignore these questions and didn’t have the opportunity to find out even the
existing conditions in the neighborhood and street as described in the EIR. It is not
known if the Applicant has data regarding these matters. An invitation by the
Applicant to provide some data to the ABR was ignored apparently because staff had
discouraged any consideration of environmental impacts.

The City Council and City Attorney were requested last July to set aside a prior
rush to grant preliminary approval. Then, only the Applicant had the data and
information necessary to know and reveal the “errors” in the project calculations
which were the basis used to describe the project in the EIR. Applicant provided to
the public new data in January 2008 regarding these errors and the increase in the
size of the project, the excavation required, and the elimination of 7,000 square feet
of landscaping, etc. It is not known what staff was given or learned on its own. In
July 2007, it was not known that the data provided to City Council was the result of
what is now claimed to be “calculation errors.” It was also not clear or disclosed that
hillside would have to be removed to accommodate the proposed new plan. This
current violation of city and state required process is far greater than the violation
last summer. It demands an immediate remedy.

As a further consideration, prior to the direction from the City Attorney to not
read the EIR, Jaime Limon, who replaced the Staff Planner at the staff table, informed
the Chair that comments involving environmental issues such as reading the EIR, the
parking lot and density were not relevant and those comments from the public
should be restricted. In response, the members of the ABR stopped a speaker from
using his two minutes and thereafter the Chair chose to “edit” out material while
reading into the record letters from the public. These actions violate the Brown Act,
the public meeting policies of the ABR and CEQA.
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

After the direction from the City Attorney to the ABR to ignore the request of
the public that the ABR read the EIR, Mr. Limon was handed a copy of paragraph C. 8
from Resolution 06-103 which states:

C. Design Review for the Condominium Project: The project is subject to the
review and approval of the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) unless
otherwise stated: ...

8. Crime Analyst Plan Review. The Developer shall meet with the City Police
Department Crime Analyst prior to ABR Preliminary Approval to determine how
lighting, locking mechanisms, egress and fencing can be designed and installed
to reduce the potential number of calls for police service from occupants of the
Real Property.”

Mr. Limon was observed taking the document to the City Attorney who
conferred with the Cottage Hospital team in attendance. The City Attorney then
advised Mr. Limon to proceed without satisfying the condition. The undersigned was
not allowed to clarify that his earlier reference to safety issues dealt directly with this
condition of approval. It is likely this condition was an attempt by City Council to
satisfy concerns with safety created by large garages connected to residential
development and this design review by the Crime Analyst was intended to increase
the safety of the community.

Based upon the events of January 28, 2008, it is clear that after apologies from
staff and the applicant’s representatives for having shortened and curtailed the
opportunity for review of the project by the HLC (another requirement of the EIR
which had been missed), it is clear that the documents have not been read by the
public officials charged with that responsibility to be informed and/or the persons
responsible to advise them in order to obtain compliance with the law and directives
of the City Council.

sr?g
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To: Mayor and City Council Members

Under the circumstance, it is strongly recommended that City Council consult
with the Environmental Analyst regarding this matter and allow the Environmental
Analyst to employ special counsel to assist in providing advice to the City Council.

Immediate action is requested.

Very truly yours,

%/
Tony Hisefier, Attorney
Representing St. Francis Friends and Neighbors

Ccc:

ABR Members

HLC Members

Planning Commission Members
City Attorney

City Administrator

Chief of Police

CPA

League of Women Voters
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ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW MINUTES March §, 2004 Page 4
CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM

1. ~§01 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone
Assessor's Parcel Number: 027-270-030
Application Number; MST2003-00827
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect; Brian Cearnal
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation

{The proposed St. Francis Residential Project is located on a §.94-acre site that is bounded by Grand Avenue on the
north, Micheltorena Street on the south, California Street on the east and Arrellaga Street on the west. The proposed St.
Francis Residentiat Project would remove the existing St. Francis Hospital buildings, totaling approximately 189,000
square feet, and replace them with 115 residential condominiums that would be occupied by Cottage Hospital
Employees. of the 115 residential condominiums, ten (10) one-bedroom units, sixty-five (65) two-bedroom units, and
forty (40) three-bedroom units are proposed. Existing grading and infrastructure, such as the existing parking
structures and retaining walls, would be used fo the maximum extent feasible. The applications required to carry out
this project are expected to be a Tentative Subdivision Map, Final Map and Lot Merger, Rezone to adjust the C-O/R-2
zone line to follow the proposed property lines, and Lot Area Modification.)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL FOR A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, LOT MERGER, LOT AREA
MODIFICATION, AND CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL FOR THE REZONE.)

(3:21)

Brian Cearnal, Architect, Ron Biscarro, Cottage Hospital, Katie O'Reiley-Rogers, Landscape Architect, and Jessica
Grant, Associate Planner, present.

Staff Comment: Ms. Grant stated that this project has undergone three neighborhood meetings and a concept review
by the Planning Commission in December 2003. The Bungalow Neighborhood Association and the applicants have
submiited a request for a rezone of the project site. The rezone request will be scheduled before the City Council in
about one month,

Public comment opened at 3:55 p.m,

Joseph Rution read a letter into the record noting that the Bungalow Haven Neighborhood Association has filed a
formal request for rezone of the property upon which this is project is proposed,

Public comment ¢losed at 3:57 p.m.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Planning Commission with the following comments: 1) The project is
very well conceived and is successful in its overall use and concept. SITE: 2) The Board appreciates
the movement for more open space as requested by the Planning Commission, such as the public
space adjacent to the neighborhood. 3) The front-pocket park of terrace one should visually fook more
connected 1o the street by softening and enhancing the significant existing retaining wall. 4) Consider
meandering the straight pedestrian access walkways between Grand Avenue and the project site. 5)
Acknowledge the secondary pedestrian accesses and consider paseos. 6) Have an obvious connection
of the pedestrian walkways to the shuttle/bus stop. 7) The perimeter green spaces should: a) be
visually open and appear like front yards; b) keep the pattern of the neighborhood on the front areas;
¢) not be fenced off; and d) not turn their back to the neighborhood's view, MASSING: 8) The Board
appreciates the breaking-up of the massing along the perimeters but would like to see more to ensure
that the massing patterns are similar to adjacent residential patterns across the street. 9) Consider
reducing the massing along the perimeter to a more residential scale. 10} There was concern on the
linearity of the three and two and one-half story units facing terrace one; consider softening or adding
variations such as moving units back or articulating the walls. 11) The massing along Salsipuedes
Street is acceptable as it reflects the existing commercial across the street. 12) The consistent
rooflines should be differentiated to follow the neighborhood. 13) The Board appreciates placing the
massing and simplicity on the center of the project and the variation and enhancements on the exterior.
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STYLE: 14) The Board supports some architectural mix but would like to see more bungalow scale
and style. 15) When Spanish architecture is used, a quirky Spanish-like bungalow style should be
used similar to that found in the neighborhood. 16) A Subcommittee was established for the project,
composed of Bartlett, Manson-Hing, and Six-alternate,

Action: Christoff/Bartlett, 4/0/0. Eichelberger stepped down.

CONCEFT REVIEW - CONTINUED ITEM

308 PALM AVE M-1 Zone
Assessot's Parcel Number: 031-342-009

Application Number: MST2063-00838

Agent: Christophe Zupsic

Owner: Edward Withey & Barbara Hobbs

(Thegroposed project involves a 955 square foot addition to an existing 2,108 square foot manufacturing building on a
6,813 syyare foot lot. Six parking spaces are proposed.) ‘

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT. ACTION MAY BE
TAKEN IF SUFFICIENT INFORMATION IS RECEIVED,)

and Jessica Grant, Project Planner, present.

Staff comment; Ms, Grant Cymmented that the Environmental Assessment has not been completed. The project
requires an archeological repo

Motion: Continued indefinigly {o the Consent Calendar: 1) The landscape should inctude a palm on the pocket
near the north elevating, vines on the outside of the wall, and cordyline in the two niches on the south
side of the building. 2)Mdd pilaster-end columns to the high roof on the four corners so that the roof-
tile is not continuous. 3) Rge windows shall be steel to read as traditional detailing. 4) Reshape the
small windows with the crosded wrought iron on the east elevation to be more vertical in proportion.

Action: Christoff/LeCron, 7/0/0.
PRELIMINARY REVIEW
3, 217 SANTA BARBARA ST HRC-2/8D-3 Zone
Assessor's Parcel Number: 033-054-006
Application Number: MSET2002-00521
Owner: Las Villas De Ortega, LLC
Architect: (Garcia Architects ’

(The subject project consists of a one-lot subdivision. Proposal to constr
units and four covered parking spaces on a 5,000 square foot parcel locate
1,560 square foot single-family residence, 338 square foot studio, and 209 sq
be demolished.)

t two two-bedroom residential condominium
t 217 Santa Barbara Street. The existing
e foot one-car garage are proposed to

(Preliminary approval of the project is requested.)

(PROJECT REQUIRES COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 062-03.) m

(5:04)
Gil Garcia, Architect, and Bob Cunningham, Landscape Architect, present.

Motion: Preliminary approval of the project and indefinite continuance to the Consent Calenda
following comments: 1} Final approval may be granted at the Consent Calendar review.
changes to the sound-wall as per the Planning Commission resclution. 2) The front two arc
north portion of the west elevation shall be lowered. 3) The elevations shall be appropriately |
4} The exterior light fixtures shall be Spanish style.

Action: Pierron/Bartlett, 6/0/0. Eicheiberger stepped down. Larson absent.

ith the
Provide
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CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

1. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-0O Zone

Assessot’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030

Application Number: MST2003-00827

Landscape Architect: Katie O’Reilly

Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation

Agent: Ken Marshall

Architect: Brian Cearnal

Architect: Peikert Group

Architect: Thompson Naylor Architects

Architect: Mark Wienke
(The proposed St. Francis Residential Project Wouid remove the existing St. Francis Hospital buildings
and construct 115 residential condominiums totaling 121,310 square feet that would be occupied by
Cottage Hospital employees and garage and storage buildings totaling 64,496 square feet. The project is
located on a 5.94-acre site. Planning Commission approvals required to carry out this project are
expected to be a Tentative Subdivision Map, Lot Merger, Rezone to adjust the C-O/R-2 zone line to
follow the proposed property lines, and Lot Area Modification. Under discussion will be the possible
formation of an ad-hoc subcommittee to review the project.)

(PROJECT REQUIRES COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION
NO. 039-06.)

(3:30)

Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joseph Andelitis, Architect; Gordon Brewer, Architect;
Suzette Naylor, Architect; Mark Wienke, Architect; Tom Thompson, Cottage Hospital;
Jan Hubbell, Senior Planner; Jaime Limén, Senior Planmer.

- Ms. Hubbell relayed the Planning Commission conditions of approval related to Désign Review.

Mr. Cearnal requested ABR comments aimed at the projects next steps. Mr. Cearnel clarified that
height by definition is related to existing grade (existing condition on site), that is where everything will
be measured from; some buildings will be well below the 35 foot height limit because of grade
conditions.

Public comment opened at 4:25 p.m. The following delduals provided written comments or spoke
with concerns about the project.

o Jennifer Miller, noticing issue; Larry Girstein: size, and neighborhood incompatible; Shirley
Campbell: traffic issues, incompatibility with the neighborhood; Lisa Ann Kelly: global
warming, size, bulk, and scale. Steven Fountain: increased traffic, parking issues, and power
lines.

o Sherry Rae McKinney: demolition of the structure, suggested adaptive reuse of the site. ‘

o Tony Fisher, Attorney representing St. Francis Friends and Neighbors: density, possible violation
of City’s Zoning Ordinance, noticing issues, lack of prior ABR review and public comment,
opposed to a subcommittee, size, bulk, and scale.

o Kellum DeForest: commended the mixed-use style, density, bulk, and scale, lack of setbacks.
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o Jim Westby, St Francis Friends and Neighbors: suggested eliminating the modifications and
tandem parking, suggested underground electric cables, opposed to a subcommittee.
o Susan (erstein: sandstone soil, design changes may be required.
o Jan Winford: suggested reserved parking on Via Riviera.
o Judy McKee: density, neighborhood incompatibility.
Public comment closed at 4:56 p.m.

Jaime Limon, Senior Planner responded that public notices were sent to those individuals contained on
the active interested party list, and stated that the case planner will be asked to verify that the project
description is accurate. Mr. Limon cautioned against substitution of plans at public meetings and
suggested that subcommittee meetings would facilitate comments, with actions taken at the Full Board,
and added that a site visit could be scheduled. Mr. Limoén stated that the Board’s purview is focused on
architecture; comments may indicate whether buildings appear massive and may suggest reducing the
massing to an acceptable degree.

Straw Vote: How many Board members would prefer a Subcommittee? 2/5/0.

Motion: Continued three weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

1)

Overall, the project is well conceived with the variety of perimeter units and denser
units at the interior.

2) A majority of the Board are in favor of continued review by the Full Board. One
Board member suggested scheduling the review after the Board’s recess.

3) A majority of the Board are in favor of first reviewing the site as a whole, with later
review of individual building types.

4) Provide enlarged site plans and through site and building sections showing the
balconies and their relationships to adjacent private yards. One Board member
suggested that a 3-D representation would be beneficial for understanding height
variations and their interrelationship.

5} Study better connectivity between the upper and lower areas of the site.

6) Provide more diversity and break up of the units to avoid the tract-like appearance.

7)  Study a secondary access for units F and S.

8) Consider landscaping at the wall joining units F and S,

9) Provide a park-like open space for families. Preserve any significant trees on the
site.

10} Provide 2 or 3 shuttle bus locations per Planning Commission direction.

11) Throughout the project large planters for significant trees should be provided
wherever possible.

12) The Board requested study of the landscaping above the parking garage for the
inclusion of significant planting elements.

Action: Zmk/Mudge, 7/0/0. Motion carried. (Wienke stepped down.)

(Staff received a request from the applicant to be continued four weeks to June 11, 2007.)

#* THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 5:53 P.M. UNTIL 6:17 P.M, #*
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CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED ITEM

3.

601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Axchitect: Petkert Group
Architect: Thompson Naylor Architects
Architect: . Mark Wienke
Architect: Brian Cearnal
Landscape Architect: Katie O’Reilly

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates, The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19,
2006.) . -

{Third Concept Review.)

{THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21,
2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006. THE PROJECT REQUIRES
COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 039-06.)

(5:37)

Present: Brian Cearnal, Archtect; Ken Marshall, Agent; Irma Unzueta, Project Planner.

Ms. Unzueta gave the staff presentation, stating that the ABR’s purview includes neighborhood
compatibility, and the project’s aesthetics and design.

Public comment opened at 6:11 p.m. The following people spoke with concerns about the project:
Susan Gerstein: concerned about seepage problems; standing water and mold.

Larry Gerstein: lack of neighborhood photos; incompatible with surrounding neighborhood; density.

Jim Westby: insufficient open space; absent Board members; environmental impacts of windows,
furnaces, water usage.

Kellem de Forest: insufficient children’s play area; underground parking; memorial location.

Tony Fisher, St. Francis Friends and Neighbors: criteria for comparing good architecture, children’s play
space, entry and exit from parking garage; landscaping to be revised; drawings not available to the
public prior to the meeting; project is not ready for preliminary approval.

Jan Winford: concerned with vehicular circulation; covered shuttle stop will cut into the green space.
Acting Chair Sherry read written comments from Patrick (last name illegible) in support of the project.

Public comment closed at 6:25 p.m.
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Mr. Limén clarified that the Board’s purview is limited to the architectural forms, including building
and residence types, and whether the architecture is acceptable for the proposed location. Any request
for height and location changes must be based on unmet guidelines or site incompatibility.

Acting Chair Sherry requested clarification about approving specific portions of the project, such as the
site plan. Mr. Limén responded that phasing the reviews is a possibility.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Full Board, with the following comments:

)

The Board appreciates the applicant resolving the previous concerns and is

-generally satisfied with the overall site plan with regard to the circulation, site

layout, open yard space and overall massing.

2)  The Board appreciates the amount of landscaping and the proposed connectivity of
the open yard space throughout the project as an important aspect of the project,
and looks forward to further development of the open space as an integral element
to the project.

3)  Continue studying locations and architecture of the proposed shuttle stops.

4)  The Board appreciates and is comfortable with the woonerf design.

5)  The Board appreciates the proposal to maintain the existing walls at Salsipuedes

- and Micheltorena Streets.

6) Continue developing and stadying the individuvality of each unit of the project,
particularly addressing neighborhood compatibility with regard to the adjacent
neighbors across public streets and access to each individual units from the public
right-of-ways.

7)  Continue studying units at the upper level for ways to break up the massing as much
as possible,

8)  Identify the market rate units and incorporate them into the overall architecture in a
sensitive, non-segregated manner.

9)  Continue studying each unit’s private open yard areas, and how they are accessible
and usable to the occupants.

10) The Board appreciates any “greening” of the project in accordance with Planmng
Commission’s Conditions of Approval.

11) The Board looks forward to the break up of the massing of the retaining walls along
California Street to the fullest extent possible.

12) The Board looks forward to further development and detailed drawings of the
landscape plan addressing all proposed landscaping of the retaining walls.

Action: Aurell/Randy, 5/0/0. Motion carried. (Wienke stepped down. Manson-Hing and Mosel
absent.)

#akxk THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 7:14 P.M. UNTIL 7:35 P.M, ##%#=*

Present:. Heather Baker, Project Planner.
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| Pubhc comment opened at 7:49 p. m. The following individual(s) ripoke in oppc)smon Paula West’oury |

Preliminary val and return to Consent Calendar with comments:
Iy Skylights shall bé ow profile and dark brown in color.
2)  Applicant to provide a samp ¢ of paver to be used in the driveway and
front entry. '
3)  Applicant to include a tree near west elevation of Unii to the entry.
Action: Aurell/Mosel, 5/0/0 (Wienke, Blakely absent, Boardmember Sherry steppe

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
6. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Joe Andrulaitis/Cearnal Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove . the former
st. Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the

~7.39 acre site. Highty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates, The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006, AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19,
2006.)

(Review of the Architecture.) -

Time: 7:54 p.m.

Present: Joe Andrulaitis, Architect.

Public comment opened at 8:12 pm. The following individuals/representatives spoke in opposition:
Tony Fischer, for St. Francis Friends and Neighborhoods, Jan Winford, Jim Westby, Paula Westbury.

Public comment closed at 8:22 p.m.

Mr. Marshall clarified that the amount of requested modifications were reduced due to changes in the
design.

Mr. Limon clarified that staff is currently in the process of preparing a staff report reflecting the changes
to the site plans and project, and will verify with the Planning Commission whether they agree with staff
on the substantial conformance issue.
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Motion:

Action:

Continued twe weeks to the Full Board with comments:

b

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9

10)

1

Regarding the elevations in general, the Board would like to see the complete
elevations where applicable and wherever there is a change in grade that we see
the actual grade in relation to those elevations. The Board would like to see the
elevations presented with the key plan of the site just the immediate context of
that adjacent building where it shows the proximity of the streets surrounding
building faces, walkway or adjacent street,

The Board would like to see any additional information to be presented or
reported in the plans. _

In general, all the long structures the Board advises breaking up all roof elements
into simple roof elements, i.e., a vent chimney, etc.

In general, study the side elements for all units for the occasional decorative
clement using wrought iron, railings, or planter holders to give the side elements
some variety.

A UNITs: Study the deck parapets for breaking up the solids facing of the deck
parapets, such as perforations in the wall, possible variations, and heights of those

- parapets.

B_UNiTs: The 6-foot patio overhang seems unwiecldy. Study articulation to
alleviate that visual appearance. Study a simple wall element that may break up
the symmetry of this unit. '

R Units: Study side element to break up the flat sides.

S Unirs:  This element seems a little simple, and needs street charm and
character,

RS UniTS: Need to add elevations of Unit A and show grades and retaining walls,
etc., show the change of elevations and break up elements.

RSS Units:  Study breaking up long roof elements, and parapet wall for
perforation or some other element to assist that those side elevations.

The Board continues to appreciate the applicant’s site planning efforts, and looks
forward to reviewing updated landscaping plans, the scale of the building plans,
articulations, and elevation improvements.

Zink/Aurell, 6/0/0 (Wienke, Blakely absent).
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ATTTOUITCEENTS, TeqUests by appiicams forvomtimyamesy and-withdravwals;, futore agenda frems; wd appeats:

Ms. Bedard announced that Board member Wienke will arrive after Item #1, and will step down from

#7.
2. Board member gl announced that he will step down from Item #4,
E. Subcommittee Reports.
No reports,
F. Possible Ordinance Violations.
No viclations reported.
PRELIMINARY REVIEW
1. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Joe Cearnal Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility.)

(THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21,
2006, AND BY CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Review of the Architecture.)

Time: 3:45

Present: Joe Andrulitis, Architect.

Public comment opened at 4:10 p.m. The following individuals/representatives spoke in favor or
opposition: pe
Jim Westby, opposed. |
Tony Fisher, opposed.

Cheri Rae McKinney, opposed.

Public comment closed at 4:16 p.m.
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Maotion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

1) General Information: The Board would like to see the present state of the
landscaping proposal and the tree removal proposals.

2)  Applicant to verify the high fire requirement and update the elevations to suit the
detailing.

3) . J Building: study reducing the height of the building. One suggestion is to lower
the plate height or the roof slopes.

4)  The Board prefers having wood siding on the upper floor, as opposed to having
wood siding on the ground floor with plaster above.

5)  Front door at the lower covered entry: study aligning the door with the porch
opening.

6)  On the site wall between units J2 and S1, consider lowering the site wall to allow
for a shorter height difference between the units.

7) M Units: the eastern most units facing California Street: study relocating the
windows to the garages further away from the entries.

8)  Study reducing or removing the walkway fingers adjoining the driveway guest
parking to provide more landscaping area.

9) At the western most M Units: study relocation of the main entry doors to the
umnits, 1o relate more to the pedestrian access.

Action: Mosel/Sherry, 6/1/0. Motion carried. (Wienke absent. Blakeley was opposed due to a
continuing issue with the mass, bulk, and height of the upper section.)

FINAL REVIEW

601 E ANAPAMU ST R-3 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  029-142-019

Application Number: MST2007-00190

FAEC Holdings 390026, LL.C

Karen Quinn, BDC Management

(Proposal for a fewy landscape plan to include walkways, retaining walls, stairs, minor pool work, and
removal of trees in thxront setback.)

(Project Received Preliminary Approval on May 7, 2007. Final Approval is Requested.)

Time: 5:01
Present: Karen Quinn, Applicant; Katy ers O'Riley, Landscaped Architect; Rob Kooyman,
BDC Management.

Staff comments: Jaime Limon provided the Board with backgrqund information clarifying that there was
a stop work order, he stated that there was some confusion om~he part of the property owner as to
whether the work needed ABR review.

Tim Downey, City Urban Forest Superintendent, reported that he has been in $iscussion with applicant,
and will work with the applicant and the Street Tree Advisory Committee mitigation of the
additional tree removal.
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW
6. . 601 EMICHELTORENA ST C-0 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Joe Cearnal Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.

Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary

structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the |
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the

City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide

approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11

spaces for the Villa Riviera facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING

COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON

DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(First review of the Architecture of Units H-1, H-2, H-3, and review of landscaping.)
Time: 7:01
Present: Joe Andrulaitis, Architect; Ron Biscaro, Cottage Hospital System V.P./Project Manager.

Staff comment: Ms. Bedard reported that landscaping plans will not be reviewed at this time as the plans
were not submitted in time to allow public review.

Public comment opened at 7:27 p.m. The following individual(s) spoke in favor or opposition:

Jim Westby: opposed.

Tony Fischer: opposed; concerned about the CUP of Villa Riviera.
Paula Westbury opposed.

Jan Winford: opposed.

Public comment closed at 7:34 p.m.

Motion: Continued two weeks to Full Board, with the following comments:

1) Restudy the H3 unit, and consider the width of the overhangs and closet bump-outs.

2) The Board requests clarification from staff as to whether the location and quantitiy of
guest parking is adequate. There is concerned about the quantity of guest parking spaces
being inadequate for the project, and the designation of 11 parking spaces for Villa
Riviera and the mechanism by which those parking spaces will be separated from rest of
project. '

3} Restudy Shuttle Stop No. 2 for ease of use by putting the stop on the same side as the
flow of traffic.

4) Include ridge heights on all drawings and informative site section with assumed natural
grade and foot height.

5} Attempt to achieve a more natural design and avoid a “track-like” design.

6) The Board appreciates the number of reduction of modifications request on the project,
itemization, and the increase in distance between buildings.

Action:  Aurell/Sherry, 4/1/0. Motion carried. (Blakely opposed, Wienke and Manson-Hing absent.)
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The Board Jooks forward 1o continued break up of the masses o at etevations;

jally of the second-story, east elevation.

Action: Mosel/Mudge, 5/2/0. Motio } ell absent. Zink, and Manson-Hing opposed:
second-story requires greaters a buffer from the property 1i tion styling.)

2)

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
2. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-0 Zone
Assessor's Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall

Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Review of landscaping.)
Time: 4:26

Presenters:  Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joe Andrulaitis, Architect; Katie O'Riley-Rogers, Landscape
Architec; Irma Unzueta, Project Planner.,

Staff comment: Ms. Unzueta, Project Planner: reported that the 1989 Conditions of Approval for the
CUP for Villa Riviera required 10 parking spaces; although 11 parking spaces are currently being
provided, therefore, the applicant will be required to provide eleven spaces and signage indicating which
spaces are designated specifically for the Villa Riviera facility. The Conditions of Approval also
required that signage was to be provided directing deliveries to a location other than Grand Street. Ms.
Unzueta stated that the current development proposal for workforce housing does not include Villa
Riviera, nor does it include the R-2 lots above the proposed project site. The areas were included as part
of the overall process for the project in order to adjust the zone line to follow the property line to avoid
split zoning on the properties and to make the R-2 more confirming as to lot area, but are not a part of
the current development project associated with workforce housing, With respect to questions regarding
parking for the proposed project, Ms. Unzueta commented that an EIR was prepared for the project
which analyzed the parking requirement and demand and concluded that 265 parking spaces proposed
by the project exceeds the demand.

Public comment opened at 4:45 p.m. The following people spoke in favor or opposition:
Jan Winford, neighbor: opposed.

Paula Westbury, resident: opposed.

Tony Fisher, St. Francis Friends and Neighbors: opposed.
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Public comment closed at 4:52 p.m.

Board comment: Mr. Mudge suggested forming a subcommittee for the review of the landscape. Mr.
Manson-ng suggested that the appllcant provide 4 sets of landscape plans, with staff providing the
fourth set Mr. Mudge for his review in advance of the meeting. It was the consensus that at future
meetings the landscape and buildings will be reviewed together, with a fourth set of landscape plans
submitted for Mr. Mudge’s advance review.

Motion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

1} As to the landscape: The Board appreciates the information presented by the
applicant; and the applicant’s request for additional mformation on requirements, in
preparation for Preliminary Review.

2) Provide a larger scale landscaping plan showing all tree and plant species. Limit
the use of palms as much as possible. Lawn on steep slopes is not encouraged.

3} Provide play areas wherever possible.

4) Provide larger presentations of the plaza and landscaping areas for review of
finishes and paving patterns as they apply to the surrounding areas.

5) Provide the general contour of elevations or elevation changes of the landscaping
areas.

6) Provide photographs of opposite streetscapes.

7) Provide images, and finish descriptions of guardrails, walls, and other details.

8) Provide paving layouts and systems, including: planting pockets, fences, walls, and
privacy screens, such as hedges.

9) Provide significant trees in appropriate places to help relieve the visual building

mass.
Action: Mudge/Sherry, 6/0/0. Motion (Aurell absent. Wienke stepped down.)
PRELIMINARY REVIEW
29 E CANON PERDIDO ST R-2 Zone
Assessor's Parcel Number:  029-315-010
lication Number: MST2007-00264
John Rodriguez

Archﬁect Jose Esparza
(Proposal to construct a~599 square foot two-story accessory dwelling unit and attached 287 square foot
attached garage. There is amexisting 1,193 square foot two-story single-family residence and attached
267 square foot one-~car garage whish will remain on the 5,000 square foot lot.)

(Preliminary Approval is requested.)
Time: 5:46
Presenters:  Jose Esparza, Architect; Johnny Rodriguez and Ro

Lua, Owners.

Staff comment: Jaime Limon, Design Review Supervisor, reported that théte.was a discrepancy of the
project description concerning changes made to reduce the scale and scope of theproject, and advised
the Board to not take action until the item is property placed on an agenda with a corredtdescription.
‘Public comment opened at 5:57 p.m. The following people spoke in favor or opposition:
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW

PRELIMINARY REVIEW

642 SHORELINE DR E-3/SD-3 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  045-172-020 :
lication Number: MST2004-00713

Owner" Robert Whitehead
Applicant: Joaquin Ornelas
Agent: Green and Associates

(Proposal to construct a 1,01 are foot second-story addition and a 250 square foot interior remodel
to an existing 1,733 square foot Single-family residence located on a 7,753 square foot lot in the
Appealable Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zo

(Sixth Review Hearing.)

(PROJECT REQUIRES NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVA
CONFORMANCE TO PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUT

ORDINANCE FINDINGS AND
NO. 014-06.)

Item 1 was postponed indefinitely at the applicant’s request.

*#%* THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 4:13 P.M. UNTIL 4:24 *=**

2. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect; Cearnal, Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19,
2006.) : _

(Review of K units and Landscaping.)
(4:25)

Present: Brian Ceamal, Architect; Joe Andrulaitis, Architect; Katie O'Riley-Rogers, Landscape
Architect,

Public comment opened at 4:46 p.m. The following individual(s) spoke in favor or opposition:

Cheri Rae: opposed; concerns with buildings, shuttle, and landscaping.
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- Tony Fisher, representing St. Francis Friends & Neighbors: opposed. Documents submitted: Planning
Commission Resolution for Villa Riviera, City of Santa Barbara solar photovoltaic pamphlet,
photographs of several height elevations. Concerned with building height incompatibility.

Jan Winford: requested the board conduct a site visit. Documents submitted: photographs of vehicles in
Villa Riviera entrance.

Sydney Siemens: opposed; concerns with exterior lighting.
Public comment closed at 4:58 p.m. |

Mr. Cearnal requested that discussion focus on the new construction as repeated discussion of Villa
Riviera is time consuming. Mr. Manson-Hing agreed that discussion will be confined to the ABR’s
purview as the Villa Riviera CUP is the Planning Commission’s purview.

Motion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the follewing comments:

1) The preliminary landscaping plan appears to be going in right direction.

2)  Further development of fences, guardrails, additional planting pockets at the base
of retaining walls, exterior lighting, and refinement of the hardscape surfaces is
encouraged.

3) Planting more significant trees at the northern perimeter of the upper lot is
encouraged (at the central portion where the upper lot accesses the lower lot) to
help mask the adjacent buildings. Study having a planter at the midway point of
the central area stairs. Provide evidence that landscaping work has been
coordinated with civil work to allow installation of significant trees.

4} Provide facilities enabling individual owners to install landscape irrigation.

5)  Study consolidating the narrow landscape planters adjacent to parking areas for

greater efficiency.
6)  Retumn to Full Board for review of the upper lot architecture.
Action; Sherry/Mudge, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Zink absent. Wienke stepped down.)

\CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

3. & 3887 STATE ST C-2/SD-2 Zone
ssessor’s Parcel Numbers: 051-022-012 & 051-022-033
Apphcation Number: MST2004-00801
Owrner: George Armstrong for Cleo Purdy Trustee
Architect: Barry Berkus
(This is a revised project retuging the amount of commercial space and number of residential units. The
project consists of a merger of t arcels, demolition of an existing 4,990 square foot motel and 22,250

square foot office building and the Cosnstruction of new mixed-use three-story buildings. The project
includes three commercial spaces (totaling 6,234 net square feet) and 44 residential units on a proposed
lot of 62,331 square feet (1.43 acres). The residential units consist of thirty-one market rate one-
bedroom units, one market rate studio unit, niné~middle-income and one. upper-middle income
affordable one-bedroom units. A total of 109 parking spaces are proposed (82 underground and 27
surface spaces).

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMEN ASSESSMENT AND
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF THE TENTATIVE SUBDI ON MAP.)

(5:45)
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Board member Mudge served as Acting Chair for the review of Item #7.

8)  Reduce the back portion of the roof ridge of the rear unit south elevation. Study the
plate height.

Action: Zink/Mosel, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Manson-Hing and Sherry absent.)

*** THE BOARD RECE FROM 7:53 P.M. UNTIL 7:55 P.M. **

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
7. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST ' C-0 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19,
2006.)

(Review of architecture for units H, J, K, and M and review of proposed site landscaping.)
(7:55)
Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joe Andrulaitis, Landscape Architect.

Public comment opened at 8:07 p.m. The following individual spoke in favor or opposition:

Tony Fisher, St. Francis Friends and Neighbors: lack of public comment due to expected postponement;
Villa Riviera is part of the same subdivision; tenant landscaping uncertainties.

Public comment closed at 8:12 p.m.

Motion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:
1)  The composition and variety of styles are appropriate. The expression of individual
styles going in right direction, but needs further development.
2)  Return with the lower portion of the site in 16th inch scale. And return with quarter
inch scale elevation drawings.
3)  Provide a preliminary landscape plan.
Action: Zink/Blakeley, 5/0/0. Motion carried. {Wienke stepped down. Manson-Hing and Sherry
absent.)
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW

ltem #4 and #5: quggesied change: due to potential conflict, consider reordering.

Ttent oncern: “sufficient” is too subjective.

[tem #4: sugg® hange: development will have sufficient ]dndscapmg or other outdoor features.

Motion: Refer to the Ordin Committee for ad{)ption with the following comments:
The Board has some trepidafi ncemmg, the actual wording and ramification thereof,
and wishes to review a revision base goncerns, such as: 1) Duplicity of the item
numbering and other frictional reiauonsh;ps betw! ms; renumber item 5 as new item
I, renumber current items 1 through in sequence; 2 ¢ is concern with the
subjectivity of item 4 and how it relates to the use of “sufficient” ntify specific
resources in item 4.

Action: Zink/Mosel, 6/0/0. Manson-Hing/Aurell absent.

1.

601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-0 Zone
* Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030

Application Number: MSET2003-00827

Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation

Agent: Ken Marshall

Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis LLP
{The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condeminiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Lighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spacés, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility.

(THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21,
2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Review of architecture for units A, B, D, F, O, and P and review of proposed site landscaping.)
{4:03) Board member Mudge served as Chair for the review of Ttem 1.

Presenters:  Joe Andrulaitis, Architect; Brian Cearnal, Architect; Katie O'Riley-Rodgers, Landscape
Architect.

Public comment opened at 4:15 p.m.

Tony Fisher, St. Francis Friends and Neighbors: Buildings appear larger/taller than envisioned; need to
know the building composition; shutiles and solar are not displayed on drawings; density is not
compatible with Santa Barbara.

Public comment closed at 4:22 p.m.

The presentation resumed with a review of the architecture.
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Public comment reopened at 4:56 p.m,

Kay Hoffman, resident: requested that view blocking trees not be planted.

Judy Orias, resident: ABR should specify size of trees planted, and what is surrounding the trees; look
for porous material around the trees.

A letter from Paula Westbury, in opposition, was acknowledged.

Public comment closed at 5:00 p.m,

Metion: Continued two weeks to Full Board with the following comments:

i)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6}

7)

8)

9}

10}

Unit A: restudy the detailing and fenestration on the south elevation corners and
ensure adequate landscaping.

Site design: a) reduce parapet walls, railing heights, and retaining walls where ever
possible. Reduce the visual mass and height where ever possible, and look for
general design throughout the site in that regard and application can elaborate
where this will not occur for specific reasons; b) ensure walkways align
appropriatety with buildings architecture; ¢) consider signage to announce the park;
d) restudy reducing stairway widths; ¢) restudy the project core between F units to
vary heights of planters and enhance the pedestrian experience; ) include vines
near stairwells (o softer wall heights; g) include cascading in the planters.

Unit B: a) there is concern with the absolute symmetry of Building B, look for
clements to avoid that condition; landscaping (such as trees) is an option fo break
the symmetry.

Unit D1: study the front elevation entry doorways to unit D1 to provide shelter
from the weather,

Unit DB2; a) side elevation appears too thin; look for ways of providing more
articulation; b) front entry to provide covered protection for pedestrian; ¢) provide
a color scheme.

Unit D3: a) side elevation appears too thin; ook for ways of providing more
articulation; b) front entry to provide covered protection for pedestrian; ¢) provide
a color scheme; d) study the gable end architectursf element of the upper portion for
compatibility with the roof finish.

Unit F1: a) study the covered entry; b) show the elevations without the fencing;
c} restudy the height of the planter walls.

Unit ¥2: a) side elevation appears too thin; lock for ways of providing more
articulation; ) front entry to provide protection for pedestrian; ¢ provide color
scheme. d) study the gable end architectural element of the upper portion for
compatibility with the roof finish; ¢} restudy the window proportions of the side
elevation,

Lower H3 Unit: a) study the roof fascia defails for bungalow authenticity;
b} provide accurate siding dimensions; ¢) refine the base elevation.

Unit O1: a) spread out the balcony windows; b) provide privacy walls at the porch;
¢) study the rear elevation dormer vents; d) study the shingles between the first and
second floors on all side elevations for banding or other similar architecture
element; e) match the door trim to the window trim.
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113 Unit O2: a} spread out baicony windows b) provide privacy walls at the porch
¢) study dormer vents of rear elevation; d) iwo-story shingles on side elevation, e)
study for banding or similar architecture elements; ) door trim to match the
window trim; g) depict siding in the same dimension; k) study using a different
window trim on some units.

12y AILQ Units: create a base at the porch of all O units. :

13) Unit O3: a) study the dormer as wood clement; b) study breaking up the front
patio; ¢) study the door trim for compatibility with window trim.

14)  Unit P: a) restudy the front clevation of second floor; b) the Board prefers high-
quality garage doors; ¢) update front elevations for door entries; d) study banding or
similar architectural element; ) resolve the porch roof element for integration with
the main house roof; f) show entry doors to side yard at south elevation of unit P,

15) Unit R: a) study the front elevation for a covered entry clement; b) study the
kitchen window for a porch element.

16) Unit 81 2) study the front elevation for a covered entry element; b) remove fences
from elevation;

173 Unit RSI: a} study the front elevation for a covered entry clement; &) remove
fences from elevation; ¢) verify accuracy of elevations,

18) Unit RS2: a) study the southeastern corner on the upper two floors for articulation
and for architectural interest as a gateway element; b) at the railing at east elevation
where pedestrian walkway ascends the site; ¢} study the eastern railing detailing; d)
reduce the amount of Blank wall; ¢) study adding clinging vines.

19)  Unit RSS: a) study the trash enclosure; b) study the kitchen/balcony element;
c) Himit walls to six feet high wherever possible; d) study the front elevation for
covered entry element at front door; ) study the pedestrian entry detailing to be
more inviting, one solution is a landscape vine element,

20)  The Board appreciates the complete drawings, and the presentation of each unit,

Action: Manson-Hing/Blakeley, 6/0/0. (Aurell absent; Wienke stepped down.)

*++ THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 7:06 UNTIL 7:24 P.M, #+%

CONC REVIEW - NEW ITEM

2. 400 BLKSHORELINE DR P-R/SD-3 Zene
Assessoi’s Parcel Number;  033-120-0R'W
Applicatiotumber: MST2006-00357
Owner: City of Santa Barbara
Designer: Penefield and Smith
Agent: Ltsg Arroyo

feei for multiparpose pathway connectien to beachway, and to instali pedesirian crossing signal on
Shoreline Drive at Pershing Park bike paftn(across from Los Banos Peol), This project received a
Coeastal Exemption.)

{Action may be taken if sufficient informatton is provi

(7:24)
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Mark Shields and Fred Malear, DesignArc.

Public comme ened at 8:41 p.m. As no one wished to speak, public comment was closed.
Motion: Preliminary roval of the Architecture and Landscaping with the finding that
the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance criteria have been met as stated in
Subsection 22.69.050 of the-City of Santa Barbara Municipal Code and return to
Consent Calendar with the following comments:
1}  Provide a revised landscaping pla at complies with the High Fire District
requirements for tree spacing and placemenit:
2}  The Board finds the project complies with Sta
042-07.
Action; Mosel/Aurrell, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Manson-Hing/Sherry absent.)

aring Officer Resolution No.

PRELIMINARY REVIEW

8. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone
7:10 Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis LLP
{(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the formcr St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
- approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
~ spaces for the Villa Riviera facility.)

(THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21,
2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Third review of architecture of ui)per site units H1, H2, H3, J1, J2. K1, K2 and M.)
(8:51)
Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joe Andrulaitis, Landscape Architect.

Public comment opened at 9:03 p.m.

Tony Fisher: submitted written comments. Villa Riviera and parking are on separate lot. The Municipal
Code states ABR is required to review parking design for any project. The Zoning Ordinance states
parking must be on the same lot. The project is no longer compatible with the neighborhood, the
number of smaller buildings has decreased, while number of larger has increased.

Public comment closed at 9:11 p.m.,
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Motion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

Iy The applicant’s response to the Boards previous comments is appreciated.

2y  H1 Units: restudy to be more craftsman/bungalow and less symmetrical.

3) K2 Units: rectify the floor plans and elevations, specifically regarding the front
door on the middle unit.

4) K3 Units: restudy the 2-story element at the street to pull back and give more play
to the elevation. Provide more animation to the third floor.

5) M _Units: provide additional eave detailing. Eliminate inconsistencies in the
elevations.

6)  Staff is requested to review and present a tabulation of the original square footage
approved by Planning Commission versus new square footage.

7)  The Board appreciates the applicant working to increase open space by creatively
finding solutions to minimize footprint on the site. The Board thanks the applicant
for providing sections through the potentially tallest areas in relation to the
setbacks.

Action: MoselAurell, 5/0/0. Motion carried. (Wienke stepped down. Manson-Hing/Sherry
absent.) '

1. THE FULL BOARD MEETING ADJOURNED AT 9:57 P.M.

CONSENT CALENDAR

CONTI_N“U\E&ITEM

A. 4 W CALLEYAURELES C-2/SD-2 Zone
Assessor’S\Parcel Number:  051-121-017
Application ber: MST2007-00508
Owner: Trust Agreement
Business Name: enspa
Applicant: rey Swanson

(Proposal for a new storefront awnihg, Awning signage to be reviewed under separate permit.)
(Action may be taken if sufficient information is provided.)

Final Approval as originally submitted NovemBsg 12, 2007 with the comment that the open ended
awning with wrought iron end support similar to the photo file is also acceptable.
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H.

PRELIMINARY REVIEW

b} An appeal of 601 Anapamu Street will be heard at Council on January 29. Board
member Mudge will attend the hearing.
Chair Wienke announced that he will step down from Items 1 and 2. He reported that Member
udge will step down from Item 4.

Subcommittee Repouts.
No subcommittee repotts:

Possible Ordinance Viglations.

Chair Wienke reported building fagade renovations are taking place at La Cumbre Plaza Mall that might
not have not been reviewed by the ABR. Limon replied the projects might have received
approvals at Consent Calendar. He will contact the mwll manager to go over the project reviews and
report back to the Board.

Public comment: Katy O'Riley-Rogers, Landscape Architect reporte at the London Plane trees
specified in the approved landscape plan for La Cumbre Plaza Mall were rep
trees along the parking lot side of the extended sidewalks.

1.

601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone

Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030

Application Number: MST2003-00827

Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation

Agent: Ken Marshall

Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis, LLP
(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Fighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility.)

(THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21,
2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Preliminary Approval of project is requested. Substantial Conformance determination is
required by Community Development Director.)

(3:25)

Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joe Andrulaitis, Architect; Katy O’Riley-Rodgers, Landscape
Architect; Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, ‘
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Ms. Unzueta provided staff comments related to Substantial Conformance and stated that the project
requires a courtesy review by the HLC prior to receiving Preliminary Approval by the ABR.

Public comment opened at 5:23 p.m.

= Tony Fisher, representing St. Francis Friends and Neighbors, opposed. Submitted in writing his
comments to the HLC. HLC is to be involved in review of neighborhood compatibility, site design,
and architecture. Concerned that ABR did not receive accurate data earlier.

* Dale Francisco, HLC approval is called out in PC condition’s of approval, therefore Preliminary
Approval cannot be granted. '

* Sydney Siemens, opposed. Concerned with loss of views, potential view of new roof tops, density,
and potential decreased property values.

Public comment closed at 5:37 p.m.

Member Zink requested staff provide a flow chart of all Boards involved in the project.
Member Sherry requested that staff verify the project’s substantial conformance.

Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

1

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7

8)
9)
10)
11)
12)

13)
14)

15) -

16)
17)
18)

19)

Site: a) study the planter heights for the total effect, especially between the private
outdoor spaces. Dividing plants can remain at their proposed height; consider
reducing the heights of those within private spaces. b) Provide information on
surface finishes of exterior stairs and walkways. ¢) The Board looks forward to
reviewing the refined landscaping redesign, with planters and shrubs, etc.

Overall project: provide cut sheets of garage and entry doors.

Unit B: add another (psidium) tree to the west elevation.

Unit D1: continue refining the covered entry in relation to the elevator shaft
structure and planters.

Unit D2: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the plaster corbelling at the
entries.

Unit D3: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the plaster corbelling at the
entries.

Unit F1: restudy the proportion of the covered entries for extension compatibility
with planters and/or grade.

Unit F2: no comment. : :
Lower H3 Unit: lower the second floor plaster portion of the guardrail area at the
back elevation.

Unit O1: study the location of the roof corbels to window. Use a stone base at
columns and at railing.

Unit O2: no comment.

Unit O3: eliminate the wood band at the elevations,

Unit P: use a stone base at columns and railings.

Unit R: no comments.

Unit S1: continue refining the covered entries.

Unit RS1: no comment,

Unit RS2: no comment,

Unit RSS: lower the highest stone wall portion at the rear elevation and have an
open metal railing. Study the street elevation for an optimum landscaping
experience for the pedestrian against the high walls.

Review of the November 19, 2007 ABR comments for units H, J, K and M, as well
as public comment, is continued to the next ABR meeting.
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Motion: Preliminary Approval and return to Full Board with the following comments:
1) The Board prefers the Option 2 railing design as presented.
Consider a wearing surface on the bridge.
3) inate the sidewalks for scoring design.
4)  Consult witimeighbors for the fence types along the banks.
5)  Indicate on plans that x sandstone will be sandstone color,
Action: Sherry/Mosel, 5/0/0. Motion carried. ley, Mudge, Wienke absent.)

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
3. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-0O Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will remove the former St.
Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital, convent, central plant, and other ancillary
structures and construct 115 residential condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the
7.39 acre site. Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices within the
City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market rates. The project will provide
approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254 parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11
spaces for the Villa Riviera facility.

(THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21,
2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Preliminary Approval of project is requested. Substantial Conformance determination is
reguired by Community Development Director.)

(4:44)

Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joseph Andrulaitis, Landscape Architect. Irma Unzueta,
Project Planner, City of Santa Barbara.

Staff Comment: Ms. Unzueta provided the Board with a copy of HLC’s draft minutes and announced
that Historic Landmarks Commissioners LaVoie and Murray were present to answer questions. Staff is
continuing to evaluate square footages to determine substantial conformance.

Public comment opened at 5:17 p.m.-
Sydney Siemens: concerned about loss of views; parking lot lights; parking lot activity, dumpsters.
Public comment closed at 5:22.

Historic Landmark Commissioner Comments:

William LaVoie reported that the HLC is aware of the pattermn in the bungalow area having building
widths at approximately 35 feet, after a reduction for setbacks. Density is compatible with the
neighborhood, site planning is good; requested more prominence for the historical commemoration;
HLC liked the landscape plan, particularly the diversity of planting materials to appear planted over
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time; canopy trees should be of substantial size and dense. Smaller scale for the R Units on California
Street is preferred, suggested reading as 2 units. The Spanish style buildings appear compatible with the
neighborhood; consider simplification of the roof forms 1o reduce appearance of building mass.

Femina Murray suggested historical commemoration of the site. The public entering the site should

immediately be made aware of the history of the site with a statue of St Francis, incorporating the
history of St Francis Hospital.

Public Comment reopened at 5:29 p.m.

2)
3)

4)
5)

6)

7)
8)
2)
10)
11)

12)

13)
14)

Gary Hoffman: project has changed from that approved by PC in 2006; cut has increased; scope
has increased,

Jan Winford: concerns about the park space, density; loss of green space to the woonerf; drainage;
parking violations at Villa Riviera (submitted photographs of Villa Rivzera)

Robert Cibull: commended the ABR. Concerned with density.

Kellem de Forest: suggested project return to Council for updated review before an appeal is filed;
finalize memorial park prior to substantial conformance; craftsman style window treatment is odd.
Jim Westby: ABR should read the EIR; revised project requires EIR by law; HLC did not receive
adequate time to review the project; lack of compatibility with the neighborhood; lack of grading
plans (submitted written commenits).

Cher1 Rae McKinney: significant amount of excavation; EIR study is needed; health effects of
truck trips; further review by City Council.

Michael Self for Scott Wenz (CAB): traffic issues; insufficient off street parking; increased air
pollution; street pattern will harm local environment (submitted written comments).

Michael Self, Santa Barbara Safe Streets: concerned about plan changes; negative impact of heavy
traffic; lack of cross town arterial roads, safety study is needed (submitted written comments)

Russ Jones: concerned about density.

Tony Fisher: concerned that ABR and HLC have not read the EIR and Council approved
Resolution and plans; lack of a grading plan (submitted: neighborhood photographs, and drawn
changes to the parking garage).

Clay Cole: supports the notion of housing for hospital staff, but is concerned with density;
concerned that critical stages are being rushed; increased excavation; EIR does not address
proposed changes; HLC did not have sufficient time and material to address the project.

Mike Cahill: requested consideration be given to previous speaker’s comments.

Letters from Walter Stein, Steve Dowty, Lisa Ann Kelly, Jennifer Miller, Jacques Habra, Paula
Westbury, Dee Duncan, Chris and John McKinney, Walter and Jean Stine, were acknowledged.

Public comment closed at 6:09 p.m.

Motion: Preliminary Approvai of the project and continued indefinitely to the Planning

Commission for substantial Conformance with return to Full Board for an in-

progress review with the following comments:

1) Hi Units: ay Make the column bases stone finish; b) Make the porch supports and
porch surround walls stone finish.

2) K2 Units: Thicken the entry porch support walls at the middle unit.

3} K3 Units: Reduce/open the comer unit patio wall to reduce the wall mass.

4) M Units: a) Provide eave detailing; b) Provide details of the support brackets to the
cantilevered floor areas.

5} Unit R: Continue to study minimizing the amount of visible retaining wall,
including the use of landscape. Studying moving back the garage.
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6)

7)

8)

Along the street interfacing with rest of community, the landscape plan for street
trees shall be of a substantial size and maturity to bIend with the existing
neighborhood.

The Board would prefer to see landscaping, particularly at street frontage, which
further individualizes the units giving an individual strength to the streetscape.

The Board has worked hard with the applicant to design a project of 115 units, at
121,310 square feet, approved by City Council, and feels they have achieved a
residential project that artistically will blend into the city’s fabric,

The following ABR comment numbers 1 through 18 from 1/14/08 meeting are made a
part of this motion:

b

2)

3)
4)

)
6)
7

8)
9)

10)

1)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

- Site: a) study the planter heights for the total effect, especially between the private

outdoor spaces. Dividing plants can remain at their proposed height; consider
reducing the heights of those within private spaces. b) Provide information on
surface finishes of exterior stairs and walkways. ¢} The Board looks forward to
reviewing the refined landscaping redesign, with planters and shrubs, etc.

Overall project: provide cut sheets of garage and entry doors.

Unit B: add another (psidium) tree to the west elevation.

Unit D1: continue refining the covered entry in relation to the elevator shaft
structure and planters.

Unit D2: continue to refine/restudy the proport;ons of the plaster corbelling at the
entries.

Unit D3: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the plaster corbelling at the
entries.

Unit F1: restudy the proportion of the covered entries for extension compatibility
with planters and/or grade.

Unit F2: no comment.

Lower H3 Unit: lower the second floor plaster portion of the guardrail area at the
back elevation.

Unit O1: study the location of the roof corbels to window. Use a stone base at
columns and at railing,

Unit O2: no comment.

Unit O3: eliminate the wood band at the elevations.

Unit P: use a stone base at columns and railings.

Unit R: no comments.

Unit S1: continue refining the covered entries.

Unit RS1: no comment,

Unit RS2: no comment.

Unit RSS: lower the highest stone wall portion at the rear elevation and have an
open metal railing. Study the street elevation for an optimum landscaping
experience for the pedestrian against the high walls,

The following HLC draft comments, from HLC Courtesy Review on 1/23/08, Numbers
I through 14 are made a part of this motion:

D

2)

Neighborhood compatibility: As to land use and scale, an aerial photograph of

the neighborhood would be useful and should be provided to the HLC if the project

is reviewed again by the Commission.

The site planning was well received, with the concern for the density being
compatible with the neighborhood, particularly the Bungaiow Haven neighborhood

to the south.
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Action;

3)

4
5)
6)

7

8)

9)
10)

1)
12)
13)

14)

As the project proceeds, would like to see that the reviewing bodies allow for the
refinement in the design development; even with the apparent loss of some
landscape areas and an increase in building area. The design is improved by these
changes,

The pedestrian access through the center of the site, reminiscent of -existing
historical access to the Riviera, is supportable,

Would like to see the conservation of topsoil and, as the plan develops, a balance of
cut-and-fill to minimize the impact of dirt transportation through the neighborhood.
There are concerns about the upper parking lot location and its potential use by
visitors and users of the property.

Historical commemoratien: Would like to see it in a more prominent location and
recommend the acquisition of a statue of St. Francis. (The statue referenced was
the “Stigmata of St. Francis of Assisi” by Francis Minturn "Duke"” Sedgwick.) The
commemoration should incorporate the history, importance to the community,
photographs, and, in particular, the connection of people and personal stories to the
former hospital site,

Landscape: The palette should incorporate more drought-tolerant species; and add
eucalyptus, pepper, and carob trees.

Add more variety of trees to the podium level trees.

Would like to see more landscape screening in a significant way for the upper
parking lot location.

Landscaping on the perimeter is extremely important in neighborhood
compatibility, particularly the incorporation of canopy trees.

The Commission supports the proposal to incorporate a variety of landscaping as
though the neighborhood was built over time.

Supports the combining of units into groups so that more landscape area is
available. : _
Architecture: The Commission supports the organic mix of styles and finds the
Spanish Village scale perhaps more compatible with the neighborhood than the
Craftsman style.

The ABR appreciates HLC’s comments concerning the size and scale of the buildings,
roof forms, massing of the Spanish style units, the asphalt shingle roofing on the Spanish
style building, unit R, the amount of retaining wall exposed to the street; these topics will
be addressed in future meetings.

Zink/Mosel, 5/0/0. Motion carried. (Blakeley, Mudge, Wienke absent.)

#** THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 7:01 UNTIL 7:33 P.M, #%*




ATTACHMENT 3

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: April 3, 2008
AGENDA DATE: April 10, 2008

PROJECT ADDRESS: 601 E. Micheltorena Street (MST2003-00827)
Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564-5470

Jan Hubbell, AICP, Senior Planner
Irma Unzueta, Project Planner
L. SUBJECT .

The project applicant for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project
has submitted a request for a substantial conformance determination (Exhibit A). The purpose of this
hearing is for members of the Planning Commission and the public to provide input to the Community
Development Director regarding the director’s determination of substantial conformance for proposed
revisions to the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project. This hearing
relates exclusively to the proposed changes to the site plan layout, project statistics and architecture
associated with the project, which result from refinement of the project by the City’s design review
process.

IL BACKGROUND

In September 2006, the Planning Commission approved the land use permits and actions necessary for
the subject project, including the certification of the Final EIR, approval of two tentative subdivision
maps for the re-subdivision of the 7.39-acre project site and the creation of cne lot for the purpose of
developing 113 residential units. Also approved were modifications related to lot area, separation
between buildings and yard setbacks. In addition, the Planning Commission forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council that it approve the rezone to allow the C-O/R-2 zone line to
follow the proposed property lines,

On September 29, 20006, the project was appealed by James Westby on behalf of the Lower Riviera
Neighbors, the Bungalow Haven Neighborhood Association and the Upper East Association. The
appeal asserted that the Final EIR failed to adequately evaluate historic resources, traffic and health
risk issues associated with the project and that the Planning Commission ignored the environmentally
superior alternative for an adaptive reuse project option. On November 21, 2006, the City Council
considered the appeal and voted to deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning
Commission, including the certification of the EIR and approval of the rezone.

In 2007, the applicant informally discussed with Staff conceptual refinements intended to improve the
proposed residential development on the 5.94-acre parcel. The applicant emphasized that the project
would continue to provide the same number of residential units, including the 81 affordable units

V.
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approved with the original project. As well, the same number of bedrooms would also remain as part
of the revised project. One of the improvements discussed was the incorporation of a “wooner{” on
the project site. A woonerf is a Dutch term referring to a sireet where pedestrians and cyclists have
priority over motorists. The applicant believes that such an element would improve the residential
street design of the project and provide a shared space for pedestrians, cyclists and automobiles,
therefore promoting traffic calming and safety. The applicant also indicated that there would be other
revisions that would result in a better design and configuration of the project site. Prior to making a
determination that such changes were substantially in conformance with the 2006 approval, Staff
directed the applicant to work with the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) to further refine the
design and then provide information detailing all proposed revisions.

Preliminary information associated with the proposed changes and refinements to the project, resulting

from the design review process, was provided to Staff, which identified the more substantial revisions
to be: '

. inclusion of the “woonerf” to provide a better street design;

. improvements to the Micheltorena Street {rontage;

J rearrangement of the proposed buildings to provide additional open space and eliminate the need
for numerous modifications; and

o reconnection of the upper and lower portions of the project site.

In Staff’s opinion, these changes appeared to be beneficial fine-tuning of the project, and could be
considered in substantial conformance with the approved project.

" In addition, during the process of comparing the approved project with the proposed revised project,
the applicant team realized that there were discrepancies in the original site statistics approved by the
Planning Commission and City Council in 2006. The original statistics do not accurately reflect what
the approved plans illustrated. As a result, the original project statistics have been recalculated to
provide a more accurate account of what was actually reflected on the approved project plans. These
recalculated figures are referred to as the reconciled project statistics. There was also a discrepancy in
the landscaping number as it correlates to the building footprint and paved area that were
miscalculated. The reconciled statistics have been delineated on a spreadsheet provided by the

 applicant.

In accordance with Planning Commission Resolution No. 039-06, the project was required to receive a
courtesy review from the Historic Landmarks Commission, The HLC was charged with review of the
project’s architectural style and its compatibility with the neighborhood, as well as the design of the
commemorative display area. On January 23, 2008, the HLC reviewed the project and provided
comments to the ABR regarding neighborhood compatibility, architecture, landscaping, and the
historical commemoration (Exhibit B). In summary, the HLC concluded that, although the site plan
- was well received, there was still concern about its compatibility with the Bungalow Haven
neighborhood to the south. The HLC acknowledged that the design of the project was improved by
the proposed changes. The Commission supported the organic mix of styles and found the Spanish
Village scale more compatible with the neighborhood than the Craftsman style.

The HLC also expressed the desire that the project incorporate more drought-tolerant plant species,
add more tree variety to the podium level trees, provide more landscape screening at the upper parking
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lot and add canopy trees to the perimeter of the project site. Support was also expressed for the
applicant’s proposal to incorporate a variety of landscaping as though the neighborhood was built over
time and the combining of units into groups in order to make more landscaping available. The HLC
also stated that the historical commemoration should be in a more prominent location.

The revised project has been reviewed by the ABR on 13 separate occasions and was granted
preliminary approval on January 28, 2008 (Exhibit C). The ABR stated that they have worked hard
with the applicant and have achieved a residential project that will artistically blend into the City.,
Also, the Commissioners should note that the ABR preliminary approval has been appealed and is
scheduled to be heard by the City Council on April 29, 2008.

In March 2008, the applicant submitted a letter, statistical information and materials, as well as plans,
requesting a substantial conformance determination by the Community Development Director as
. allowed by the City’s Planning Commission Guidelines. The Community Development Director is
requesting input from the Planning Commission and the public before making his decision regarding
the proposed revisions to the project.

LI  SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE PROVISIONS

As outlined by the adopted Planning Commission Guidelines, staff may request input from the
Commission prior to making the substantial conformance determination. It is important to keep in
mind that the purpose of this hearing is to provide advisory comments to the Community Development
Director only in respect to the proposed project revisions and whether they can be considered to be in
“substantial conformance” with the 2006 approved project. The merits of the original approval,
including the conditions of approval, are not under consideration for revision as part of this discussion.

If a substantial conformance determination is made, then the applicant may submit the plans to the
ABR for final design approval. If a substantial conformance determination is not made, the applicant
may either make additional adjustments to the revised design necessary to achieve substantial
conformance or submit an application for a revised project to the Planning Commission, following all
the usual procedures now in effect. The Community Development Director’s determination is not
appealable. '

IV.  PROJECT REVISIONS

Reduced copies of the 2006 Council-approved and 2008 ABR-approved site plans are included as
Exhibits A.1 and A.2, respectively, and changes are illustrated in Exhibit A.3. The approved and
revised projects both include 115 residential units, 81 units to be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at
prices within the City’s structure for affordable units and 34 units to be sold at market rates.
Additionally, the revised project would continue to contain the same number of bedrooms as the
‘approved project. The applicant proposes the following changes to the project:

A. The revised project would reduce the total number of structures on the project site from
49 buildings to 43 buildings.
B. Six of the 23 distance-between-building modifications required for the original project

would be eliminated. The distance for 13 of the 23 distance-between-building modifications
required with the original project would be increased, therefore bringing these modifications
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more in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement. In addition, the distance for four
of the 23 modifications would be decreased, bringing them less in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance requirement.

C. One of the six front yard setback modifications required for the original project would
be eliminated. The remaining five front yard modifications would be brought more into
conformance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement by the revised project.

D. The revised project would increase the approved net floor area for the residential units
from 121,310 SF to 132,920 SF, an increase of 11,610 SF (a 9.6% increase). Using the
reconciled net floor area for the residential units, there would be an increase of 5,113 SF, from
127,807 SF (reconciled statistics) to 132,920 SF, resulting in a 4.0% increase in floor area.

E. The approved garage/storage/mechanical floor area would be increased from 64,496 SF
to 66,446 SF, an increase of 1,950 SF, therefore resulting in a 3.0% increase in floor area.
Using the reconciled square footage for the garage/storage/mechanical floor area, there would
be an increase of 1,302 SF from 65,144 SF (reconciled statistics) to 66,446 SF, resulting in a
2.0% increase in floor area.

r. ‘The approved total open space for the project would increase from 101,215 SF to
114,259 SF, an increase of 13,044 SF. However, using the reconciled total open space square
footage of 113,418 SF, the revised project would increase the total open space by 841 SF.

G, The approved building footprint square footage would increase from 80,771 SF to
81,373 SF, an increase of 602 SF. Using the reconciled building footprint square footage of
85,650 SF, the revised project would decrease the building footprint by 4,277 SF (a 5%
decrease).

H. The approved paved areas would increase by 14,242 SF, from 85,334 SF to 99,576 SF,
an increase of 17%. Using the reconciled square footage of 91,364 SF of paved areas, the
revised project would increase paved areas by 8,212 SE, an increase of 8.9%.

L The approved landscaping would be decreased by 14,844 SF (16 %), from 92,641 SF to
77,767 SF. Using the reconciled landscaping square footage of 91,364 SF, the revised project
would decrease the landscaping by 3,935 SF, a decrease of 4.8%.

AR The approved grading quantities would be reduced from 36,400 cubic yards to 26,600
cubic yards, a decrease of 9,800 cubic yards.

K. Aside from the changes listed above, the revised site plan would be modified in the
following manner:

« A *woonerf” would be incorporated into the street design of the project site to promote
a shared environment between the pedestrian, cyclist and motorist,

« An additional open space area would be created on the upper portion of the project site.

« The lower and upper portion of the project site would be reconnected by providing
access stairs.

» The courtyard width would be increased from 14 feet to an average of 22 feet.
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»  Units would be reoriented toward the street to enhance street presence,

« One row of buildings would be eliminated on the upper level and units would be
relocated to the lower level fronting the woonerf.

» One building fronting Micheltorena Street would be eliminated, the fire turnaround
would be relocated, and the pedestrian entrance at the corner of Micheltorena and
California Streets would be improved.

+ The courtyard connection would be enhanced and enlarged, a new plaza space would
be incorporated, and the separate parking garages below the courtyard would be
connected to allow for improved vehicle circulation.

ISSUES

In staff’s opinion, the revised project clearly includes changes that significantly improve the project,
while remaining within the sphere of and consistent with the project approved by the Planning
Commission, especially in the area of reducing the number of required modifications, reducing the
number of buildings on the project site, increasing open space, improving street design with the
“woonerf”, and enhancing pedestrian circulation within the project site. The following discussion
addresses potential issue areas associated with the substantial conformance request:

A. ERRORS IN ORIGINAL PROJECT STATISTICS

As previously discussed, calculation errors related to the approved project statistics have been
acknowledged by the applicant (Exhibit A.4). However, staff believes that, even if the
substantial conformance analysis is based solely on the approved project statistics, the project
could still be found in substantial conformance to the originally approved project.

Most of the revisions related to square footage increases would not exceed 10%, which has
been historically applied as a rule of thumb when assessing whether changes to a project could
be found substantially conforming with an approved project. The revised project would result
in several areas where the increases exceed 10%, especially when using the approved project
statistics. Some of these increases result in project benefits, as noted below.

Patios/Site Stairs/Walks. With respect to the project statistics related to patios/site
stairs/walks, the originally approved project calculated 13,013 SF. The revised project
indicates that approximately 22,487 SF would be dedicated to such uses. This is an increase of
approximately 9,474 ST or 73%. The applicant has explained that the original project statistic
was inaccurate and the actual square footage should have been 18,141 SF, which would
represent an increase of 4,346 SF or 24%. In addition, since the actual hardscape (i.e., patios,
stairs and walks) for the project had not yet been developed through the ABR process to the
level required for design review, this square footage was understated in the original approval.
The revised project has been reviewed by the ABR and now reflects a more refined and precise
project, which results in 22,487 SF of patios/stairs/walks.

It should also be noted that the site stairs and walkways, which make up approximately 16,298
SF, is also included in open space square footage, as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. Based
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on this, it is Staff’s opinion that the revised project is consistent with, and enhances the
approved project.

Landscaping. The approved project reflected 92,641 SF of landscaping. The revised project
statistics shows approximately 77,797 SF of landscaping, a decrease in landscaped area of
14,844 SF or 16%. The reconciled square footage for landscaping is 81,732 SF. Using the
reconciled figure, there would be a decrease of 3,935 SF or 4.8% compared to the revised
project. The discrepancy in the landscaping square footage correlates to the discrepancies in
the building footprint and paved area statistics. Because the landscaping square footage was
derived by subtracting the building footprint and paved area square footage from the total site
area, and because these numbers were incorrect, the landscaping figure was also not accurate.
The decrease in landscaped area can also be attributed to the refined walkway plan and patios
proposed in the revised project. It is also important to remember that the overall open space
area (which includes landscaped areas) provided by the revised project is 114,259 SF,
approximately 44% of the overall project site.

Building Statistics. The approved net floor area for the residential units is 121,310 SF, and
the floor area for the revised project is 132,920 SF, an increase of approximately 11,610 SF or
9.6%. The applicant has indicated that the net floor area for the residential units was
incorrectly reflected on the approved plans. The reconciled square footage is 127,807 SF and
the revised floor area would be 132,920 SF, an increase in floor area of approximately 5,113
SF or 4.0%. In addition, the net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical uses would also
increase by 1,950 SF or 3.0% compared to the approved project, and 1,302 SF or 2.0%
compared to the reconciled floor area.

The applicant’s response to the ABR’s direction that additional articulation be incorporated
into the architecture of the proposed units resulted in square footage added to the overall floor
area of the units. The applicant indicates that an average of 44 SF per unit was added as the
project evolved through the design review process. A graphic of a typical triplex showing the
original floor area discrepancy and the increase of square footage that resulted from the ABR
review process was submitted by the applicant to illustrate the average increase in floor area
(Exhibit A.7).

The building footprint for the approved project is 80,771 SF. The reconciled building footprint
15 85,650 SF, an increase of 4,879 SF. However, the building footprint for the revised project
is proposed to be 81,373 SF, an increase of 602 SF from the approved project, but a decrease of
4,277 SF from reconciled project statistics. Overall, the increase in building footprint between
the approved project and the revised project is minimal. In addition, the building footprint
would be decreased by 5.3% when comparing the reconciled footprint with the revised project.

Conclusion. Generally, evaluation of residential project impacts is based more on the layout
and massing than the overall residential square footage. As a rule, the focus is typically on the
number of units, individual unit sizes and massing, and not necessarily the square footage
associated with the whole of the project. Therefore, the total square footage associated with
residential buildings is less critical than project massing.
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During review and consideration of the Workforce Housing Project, both the Planning
Commission and the City Council considered the total number of dwellings and the average
size for these units. It is Staff’s opinion that the revised project is fully consistent with the
previously approved project with respect to the number of units and unit sizes, as well as the
site layout. In addition, while the project statistics were summarized incorrectly on the
approved plans, the massing of the project was accurately shown; therefore, the revised project
is not expected to have an effect on aesthetic concerns.

As discussed, the applicant has recalculated the approved project statistics and found that the
building footprint square footage is 85,650 SF. With the proposed removal of six buildings,
the footprint will decrease by approximately 4,277 SF. Additionally, the 5,113 SF increase in
floor area for the units (Exhibit A.8) can be mostly attributed to the design review process,
which has enhanced the architecture and design of the revised project. Landscaped areas will
be reduced, but the overall open space will be increased and, as stated previously, 44% of the
project site will remain in open space.

Further, the project includes many design elements that can be considered improvements to the
original project. Seven of the required modifications will be eliminated with the revised plans
and many of original modifications would become more in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance (Exhibit A.5). Overall grading will be reduced (Exhibit A.6) and larger and
improved courtyard connections will be provided. Pedestrian entrances and circulation
through the project site have been enhanced and connectivity between the lower and upper
portion of the project site is proposed, which was supported by the Planning Commission in its
discussion of the project. Therefore, it is Staff’s opinion that the revised project is substantially
conforming to the original project.

B. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The Environmental Analyst has prepared an Addendum to the previously Certified Final EIR
for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project
(SCH#2004061105) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164, to accurately reflect
the revised project changes. A copy of the Addendum is attached as Exhibit D for your
reference. The Addendum is being provided to the Planning Commission for informational
purposes. No action related to environmental review is required by the Planning Commission.
In addition, a copy of the Certified Final EIR is available for public review at 630 Garden
Street.

VI.  INITIAL STAFF FINDINGS AND NEX'T STEPS

As submitted, staff is inclined to recommend that the Community Development Director conclude that
the revised Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project meets the criteria
for a substantial conformance determination. The revised project resulting from the completion of the
ABR design review process would not result in a substantially different project than was approved by
the Planning Commission and City Council in 2006,

After receiving comments from staff and the Planning Commission, the Community Development
Director will make a determination about whether the revised project is in substantial conformance
with the approved project. If the project is in substantial conformance, the applicant may proceed to
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the ABR for Final design and architectural approvals and, ultimately, building permits. If the revised
project is not in substantial conformance, the applicant wouid have the option to further revise the
project to resolve outstanding issues.

Exhibits:

A Applicants Letter

Al
A2
A3
Ad
A5
A6
AT
A8

oOow

City Council-approved Site Plan

Architectural Board or Review Preliminary Approved Site Plan
Key Map and Figures 1-6, [llustrating Site Changes
Reconciled Project Statistics

Modifications Analysis

Penfield & Smith Grading Analysis

Typical Triplex Configuration

Net Square Footage Analysis

Historic Landmarks Commission Minutes
Architectural Board of Review Minutes
Addendum to Certified Final Impact Report (without Attachment 1 — refer to Exhibit A)
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March 4, 2008

Jan Hubbell
City of Santa Barbara

Planning Department
630 Garden Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: Cotiage Workforce Housing Project (MST#2003-00827)

Dear Jan,

We are F!ecsed o submit the Collage Workforce Housing Project, which received Preliminary
Approval from ABR on January 28, 2008, for a Subsiantial Conformity Defermination by the
Communily Development Director.

Through the course of 7 months of ABR Preliminary Review, which included our collaboration with
local architects and a total of fourteen meetings, we have significantly refined and improved the
site plon and the aesthetics of the architecture. We believe these refinements are clearly
consistent with and conform to the originaly approved project and refiect the Design Review

process ot work. Collectively, these refinements have vasty improved the City Council approved
development plan.

The following is  list summarizing the refinements we have made.

* Eliminated seven of the thirytwo modifications originally granted and reduced the
modified distance requested for @ majority of the remaining modificgtions.

* Increased the distance between a majority of the units to allow for larger courtyards and
public open space. '

* Reduced the number of buildings and the overall building footprint.

* Created more open space with an additional park at the upper site and far exceeded the
autdoor living space requirements.

* Reconnected the upper and lower areas of the sife.

* Enhanced the sireet presence of the project by reorienting units towards the sireet and
creating more covered entry porches.

* Strengthened the pedesirian experience throughout the site with additional connectivity and
accessibility.

« Refined the architecture fo be more compgtible with the neighborhood.

SETCS STATT STREET, SARITA BARRARA, A G201 8 8059638077 £ GONDA0684
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Jan Hubbell

March 4, 2008 C
Re: Cottage Workforce Housing
Page 2 :

Specifically, we have illustrated seven site revisions that contribute to the refinements listed.
1. Eliminated one row of buildiﬁgs on lower site.
2. Reduced the number of buildings facing Micheliorena.
3. Simplified Unit 8.
4. Enhanced & enlarged courtyard connection.
5. Addifional pedesirian access af California Street.
6. New park on upper site and eliminated one building at the norhern property line.

During this Design Review process we discovered discrepancies in the original site statistics
provided to the Planning Commission and the City Council. Specifically, we discovered that the
net floor area of the dwellings was off by 6,497 sq. ., the Iotal building footprint was off by
4,879 sq. t., and the paved areas were off by 6,030 sq. #. Therefore, we did o thorough
reconciliation of the original site statistics. One of the larger discrepancies between the original
site statistics and our reconciled analysis is in the landscaping. The reason for this is explained by
two of the discrepancies above; the Lué[ding footprintand the paved areas. Because %Ee
landscaping number is derived by subtraciing the building footorint and paved areas from the
fotal sife area, the building footprint and paved area miscalculation exactly accounts for the
landscaping error. The good news is hat the original open space number was under calculated
by over 12,000 sq. . These errors in our original site statistics are obviously regreitable and
unfortunate and we apologize for them. However, all we can do ot tis point is disclose these
errors and provide you with precise and accurate current information,

As the plans evolved through the ABR process and we responded 1o the Board's request for
additional articulation in the architecture, the net floor area Increased 5,113 sa. It. from the
reconciled amount. This increase in square footage, when spread across the 115 units, amounts
to an average of 44 sq. . per unit, or only 22 sq. ft. per floor per unit. We have provided a
floor area comparison illustration showing the criginal floor area discrepancy and TEe increase
resulting from ABR Review for a typical friplex unif,

The current ABR Preliminary Approved site plan shows the landscaping reduced from the
reconciled number. This reduction is easily explained by the design refinement of the site
walkways and patios that reduced the landscaping or prqnfing areas. This was inevilable since
the hardscape design at the fime of the original approval was not developed to the level
required for ABR Preliminary Approval.

We have enclosed a spreadsheet of the project statistics that compares not only the original site
statistics, but also the reconciled statistics fo the current ABR Preliminary Approved stafistics. The
spreadsheet also provides additional stafistics that were not shown criginally to help dlarify the

S A STATE STREDY, SANTA BARBARA A UZIOT 5 8059538077 F A0S 9610684
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Re: Cottuge Workforce Housing
Page 3

revisions that have occurred. We have also enclosed a lefter from Penfield & Smith summarizing
the revised grading numbers based on the current ABR Preliminary Approved plan, an analysis of
Ihe modifications granted on the project showing the eliminations and reductions, and a unitby-
unit floor area breckdown that identifies the floor plan changes to each and every unit,

We believe you will conclude that the collsctive input from ABR along with our design effort over
the last seven months has resulied in a muchimproved project from the original approval that wil
be a benefit to the future residents and surrounding neighborhood. Ulimately, we have
endeavored, through this long and arduous process, fo make the Cotiage Workforce Housing
project the best it can be. It is that simple. We are proud of the design work that we have done

in collaboration with the ABR and believe that the process has been well served by the changes
that have occurred. :

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

especifully,

B'cm Cearnal, AlA
Pariner

Cearnal Andrutaitis LIP

encl.. City Council Approved Site Plan
ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan
Key Maps & Figure 1-6 lllustrations
Project Statistics
Maodifications Analysis
Penfiald & Smith Letter
Floor Area Breakdown /Typical Triplex
"MNet Square Foot Analysis

cc.. Ron Biscaro
Tom Thomson
Doug Fell
Ken Marshall

B2 STATE STREET, SADITA BAREARA, CA DRI01 B 805 SALR0VF 1. 2055430684
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FIGURE 1

3/4/08
Seclion 1 Section 1
Scale: 1"=401 Scale: 1" =40k
Eliminoled one row af buildings at the upper level by
relocaling 6 unils 1o the lower leve! fronting the
"woonerf"* [see Seclion]. Maving these unils to the

lower level eliminates the large blank wall of the
porking gorege frem facing the "woonerf”, and
provides flexibility for olher site revisions. Increased
open space and courtyard width (from 14’ 1o an
average of 22'). Incorporated slairs providing access
lo upper level. Eliminated 4 maodificalions

{1.5,1.7,1.8,1.9) to dllow a reduction in the required
15" dislance between buildings.
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* A woonerf is a Dutch lerm referring fo o sireet where
padestrians ond cyclisls hove pricrity over molorists.
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FIGURE 1
LOWER LEVEL

Eliminaled one row of buildings at the upper level by
relocating & unils 1o the lower level fronting the
"woonerf" [see Seclion). Moving Ihese unils o the
lower level eliminales the large blank wall of the
parking garage from facing the "woener!”, and
provides flexibility for other sile revisions.

* A woonerl is @ Dulch lerm referring 1o a sireet where
pedestrions and cyclists have priority over molorisls.

H

ﬂl

Ul Uniri
‘-L I Goioge

Section 1

Scale: 1"= 40 K

Cily Council Approved Site Plan {11.21.06}

Scale: 1"=401

N T N
ol
o [
A1 e
. i TR
73 =i
2 gl
5 ﬂ )
. L
"‘ ﬁ 3 1
e
‘|] ‘:.
E +
< n -

3/4,08

I
=

Seclion 1
Scale: 1"= 401

ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan (1.28.08)

Scale: 1" =40k



3/4/08

FIGURE 2

Removed one building from the Michellorena Street fronlage.
Relocated the fire turnaround ond enhanced the pedestrian
enlrance al the Michellorena/California sireel cormer.
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FIGURE 3

Reduced and simplified unit B |from 5 1o 4 one
bedroom unils). Eliminaled 1 medification {2.3) 1o
allow siruclures lo encroach inlo the required front yard

selback.

FIGURE 4

Enhonced & enlarged courlyard connection. Incorporated
a new plaza space. Connecled the previously seporate
parking garcges below lo allow vehiculor circulation to
occur within the parking siruclure and reduce traffic on the
"wooner". *

FIGURE 5

Opened up the courtyard access {from 7' 1o 19') and
provided a direcl conneclion lo the sidewalk.
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ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan (1.28.08)
Scale: 1"=40h

e L2 v e
ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan (1.28.08)
Scale: 1" =40h

ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan (1.28.08)
Scale: 1" = 40 k




3/4/08

FIGURE 6

Eliminated Iwo buildings (2 less units). Crealed a new
park for the upper neighborhood. Eliminated 1
modificalion (1.23) 1o allow a reduclion in the required
15" disiance between buildings.

Eliminaled one building by crealing a triplex building
type {for betler architectural massing and arliculation).
Reariented enlrances 1o the soulh side fo enhance ond
engage lhe "wooner"*, and creale privaie backyards.

* A woaener is a Dulch term referring lo a sireel where
pedesirians and cyclisls have priority over molorists.

/..' .‘; vig.
City Council Approved Site Plan [11.21.06) ABR Preliminary Approved Sile Plan {1.28.08)
Scale: 1"=40 1t Scale: 1"=40Hh




COTTAGE WORKFORCE HOUSING PROJECT STATISTICS 3/4/08

(ITEMS fTALICIZED IN YELLOW REPRESENT ADDITIONAL SITE STATISTICS PROVIDED THAT WERE NOT SHOWN IN THE ORIGINAL SITE STATISTICS ON THE PLANS)

A B c D E
CITY COUNCIL' CITY COUNCIL? ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED APPROVED  DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE
(11.21,2006) {RECOMNCILED)  (01.28.2008) {C-A) (C-B)
BUILDING STATISTICS
8 NET FLOOR AREA ' SF , SE 5K SE SF
2 DWELLINGS 128,310 127,807 132,920 1,610 5,013
3 GARAGES/STORAGE/MECHANICAL 64,496 65,144 66,446 1,950 1,302
4 ATTACHED GARAGES 13,575 11,298 (2,277
5) SUBTERRANEAN GARAGE/
6) STORAGE/IMECHANICAL 51,569 55,148 1,579
7 SUBTOTAL 65,144 66,446 1,302
8) UNIT BEDROOM COUNT
9) ONE BEDRGOM 10 1o tO 0 0
10) TWO BEDROOM 67 67 67 0 0
£ THREE BEDROOM 18 38 s o o
12) BUILDING TYPES
i3) _ SINGLE ‘ ! 0 n
14) DUPLEX 8 25 i13)
15) TRIPLEX & 12 6
16} MULTIPLEX /4 UINITS) / 2 !
7 MULTIPLEX (5 UNITS) 2 3 !
18) MULTIPLEX (6 UNITS) I i o
19) NUMBER OF BUILDINGS 49 43 {6}
OPEN SPACE
200 REQUIRED OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: SE SF SF SF SF
21) REQUIRED (258,746 5F X .J5) 38,812 38,812 38,812 0 o
{COMMON CPEN YARD AREA)
23) TOTAL OPEN SPACE 161,215 113,418 3 114,259 3 13,044 . 84t
SITE COVERAGE STATISTICS
24) - BUILDING FOOTPRINT 80,771 85,650 81,373 602 (4,277)
25)  PAVED AREAS
26) ROADS/DECKS 55,014 56,316 59,225 4211 2,909
m ROADS 40,300 39,061 (1,239
28) DECKS (PODIUIM) 16,016 20164 : 4148
29) SUBTOTAL 56316 59,225 2,909
30) PARKING {SURFACE} 17,307 16,907 17,864 557 957
36 PATIOS/SITE STAIRS/WALKS 13,012 18,141 22,487 9,474 4,346
32 COVERED PATIOS 2,471 6,189 3718
33) SITE STAIRS 1,297 LIS 248
34) WALKS 14,373 14,783 4G
35) SUBTOTAL 18,141 22,487 4346
35}  TOTAL PAVED AREAS 85,334 91,364 99,576 14,242 8212
37} LANDSCAPING 92,641 81,732 77,797 (14,844) (3,935)
38  TOTAL SITE AREA 258,746 258,746 258,746

(5.94 ACRES)  (5.94 ACRES) (5.94 ACRES)
I. PER SITE STATISTICS SHOVWN ON PLANS APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCH. ON NOVEMBER 21, 2006

2. PRECISE RECALCULATION OF ACTUAL AREA REFLECTED ON CITY COUNCIL APPROVED $ITE PLAN
3. TOTAL OF LANDSCAPE + WALKS + SITE STAIRS + DECKS (PODIUM)

EXHIBIT A 4




COTTAGE WORKFORCE HOUSING MODIFICATIONS

DISTANCE BETWEEN BUILDINGS

CITY COUNCIL ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED
MOD Y  REQUIRED {I1.21.2006) {01.28.2008) DIFFERENCE
El i5'-0" 50" - gt 34"
i2 15%.0" &-0" 100" 4.0"
L3 150" H-0* ¥.0" (207
1.4 i5-0" Q" ELIMINATED
L5 |5%0" 00" ELIMINATED
1.6 150" 122" g7 (-7
1.7 15'-0" g-0" ELIMINATED
1.8 150" g-2" ELIMINATED
1.9 15.0" Ho- 1" ELIMINATED
Li0 150" 65" 8.7 2y
LH 150" g.2" g1 9 INCHES
L2 150" 90" g-e" (6 INCHES)
LE3 50" 7o bEWg" 4'-9"
L4 150" 958" 32" 39"
LIS i5.-0" 91" 121" .70
.16 150" i3-5" 97" (3'-10")
b7 50" 9'.5" 127 P-9"
18 150" é'-3" 64" FINCH
L1% 50" 68" io-8" 40"
£.20 £5'-0" g.2r RV 30"
121 50" 6'-0" 7'-5" 5"
122 150" &7 g'.5" Vgt
[.23 150" g-3" ELIMINATED
FRONT YARD SETBACK
CITY COUNCIL ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED
MOD #  REQUIRED (11.21.2006) (01.28.2008) DIFFERENCE
2. io-0" 1 7.2 &-1"
22 100" I-8" 4.2" 2'-6"
2.3 10'-0" 26" ELIMINATED
24 1o-g" 72" g'.6" I*-4"
25 {g-o" L7 71" 24"
26 100" &-7" g.3" I~.g"
INTERICR YARD SETBACK
CITY COUNCIH. ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED
MOD#4  REQUIRED (11.21.2006) (01.28.2008) DIFFERENCE
3.1 10'-0" 101" 10-3" 2 INCHES
32 100" 10.0" 10" SAME
33 100" 10" o1

EXHIBIT A5

SAME

3/4/08
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Penfield & Smith

W.0. 15623.02

ECEIVE

N MAR 7 0 2008

March 19, 2008

Mr. Brian Cearnal, AlA
Cearnal Andrulaitis, LLP
521 ¥ State Street

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93101

PLANNING DIVISION

Subject: Cottage Workforce Housing
Earthwork Analysis

Dear Brian:

Penfield & Smith has re-evaluated the grading and earthwork for the Cottage
Workforce Housing project iocated at the Saint Francis Hospital site in Santa
Barbara, California.

The earthwork analysis was based on the following information:

1. An aerial topographic survey supplemented with field surveyed spot
elevations; -

2. Architectural and structural plans of the Hospital including the Surgery Wing
Addition dated January 26, 1984; and _ '

3. Cearnal Andrulaitis’ site and grading plan dated January 28, 2008,

Autodesk AutoCAD Civil 3D® software was utilized for the earthwork analysis. The
contours and spot elevations from the topographic survey were used to create a 3-
dimensional surface or digital terrain model. Where existing buildings are to be
demolished the model surface reflects the botiom of the building’s foundation based
on the dimensions and elevations from the record architectural drawings.

A 3-dimensional surface was also created for the proposed Workforce Housing
development. The proposed grading surface reflects the finished grade of the earth

to be constructed which consists of subgrade elevations for pavements and building
pad elevations.

The software computes the volume between the two surfaces yielding the earthwork
quantity for the project.

The Cearnal Andrulaitis site and grading plan dated January 28" approximately
balanced the raw earthwork cut and fill quantities. To account for seil volume losses
from clearing and grubbing operations, “shrinkage” from removal and re-compaction
of soil, boulders and cobbles, and other faciors, Penfield & Smith lowered the

EXHIBIT A6




Mr. Brian Cearnal, AlA
March 20, 2008
Page 2

proposed grades, north of the east-west retaining wall dividing the site, by one-foot to yield the following
earthwork quantities.

Excavation
Fitl
Estimated Losses

14,500 cubic yards
12,100 cubic yards
2,408 cubic yards

{13 LI £

Based on the avaiiable information and this analysis, Penfield & Smith estimates thal earthwork
construction, per grading plans prepared by Penfield & Smith, will balance on-site. This estimate
factors in the removal and re-compaction of soils, the volume attributed 1o underground utility trenching
and refinements to the grading plan to be made during final engineering.

Two exhibits are included with this letter. Exhibit ‘A’ is the topographic map of the existing site and
llustrates the existing condition 3-dimensional surface used in the analysis. Exhibit ‘B' is a contour

map of the proposed development grading and illustrates the proposed 3-dimensional surface used in
the analysis,

This earthwork analysis differs from the analysis prepared in 2004. The existing condition surface has
been modified to correct how portions of some structures were modeled; namely, some of the
basements or lower levels of structures were not properly accounted for in the 2004 models. Not
accounting for the lower levels resulted in the overall earthwork quantities being overstated by

approximately 9,800 cubic yards. The areas that were not accounted for in the 2004 analysis are
delineated on Exhibit 'A’.

If you have questions or require additional information, please contact me at 805-963-9532, extension
113.

Sincerely,

PENFIELD & SMITH ~ /
/%Z/l VLM,, A

David W. Rundle, PE.  FYX
Principal Engineer
RCE C48,540

Aftachments: Exhibit 'A’ Existing Condition Survey
Exhibit 'B° Proposed Condition Contour Map

WiWorki15623\02\E arthwork\EW_Analysis_20080310.doc
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Floor Area Comparison / Typical Triplex

1st Floor Plan 2nd Floor Plan

PP0 SF

1
i
vy

- A84 SF R O
P LAT f

1st Floor Plan Znd Foor Plan

1,035 SF

ABR Prelim Approval {01.28.2008)

| S5
o]

ist Floor Plan

1,112 Sk

EXHIBIT A7

Scale: 1'=20




07007 Area Cales-Sum# 1 DE3BS s

3/4/08
COTTAGE WORKFORCE HOUSING NET FLOOR AREA BREAKDOWN
A B c - D E
CITY COUNCIL  CITY COUNCIL ABR PREUM
UNIT APPROVED APPROVED APPROVED DIFFERENCE  PROPOSED APPROVED DIFFERENCE
NUMBER tEVEL UNITTYPE  111.21.2008) {RECONC?LE[_)) {B-A} UNITTYPE  [01.28.2008] DB}

First Fioor 510 555 45 555 8]
Second Floor Gz 775 768 7) o3 827 59
Subtoal 1,285 1,323 38 ' 1,382 56

First Floor 510 555 45 555 6]

2 Second Foor 02 775 768 i7) O3 827 59
Sublofal 1,285 1,323 28 1,382 59

First Floor 510 355 45 555 0

3 Secend Floor o 775 768 7 oz 827 59
- Sublotal 1,285 1,323, 38 1,382 59

First Floor 555 555 0 555 0

4 Second Floor _ Ol 768 768 0 o2 827 59
) Subtotal 1,323 1,323 0 ' 1,382 59

First Floor 510 555 45 555 8]

S Second Floor oz 775 768 7 Ol 827 59,
P Sublolal 1,285 1323 38 1,382 - 59]

First Floor 510 555 45 555 0

5 Second Floor 0z 775 768 7 Ol 827 59
L Sublalc 1,285 1,323 38 1,382 59

First Floor 455 655 0 555 (100]

7 Second floor A 0 0 0 F2 530 530
- Sulbsiofi 455 655 ° 0 1,085 430

First Floor 855 655 ) 573 182}

8 Second Floor A G a ¢ F2 529 529
' Subtotal 655 655 0 g 1,102 447

First Floor 505 551 46 584 33

¢ Second Floor 485 484 i 2 548 64
" Subtolo} 990 1,035° 45 11an 97

Garoge ¢} 0 o} 230 230

First Floor 505 551 46 527 [24)

10 Second Floor 485 484 {1 H2 483 H
Third Floor 9] o 8] 0 o]
Sublotal 900 1,035 45 1,010 125

Garege 390 391 1 230 [tal)

First Flocr 510 555 45 597 (28]

1 Second Floor F 830 825 5] H2 483 (342)
0 0 0 0 0
Sublotal 1,340 1,380 40 1,010 (370)]

Garage 390 391 1 400 Q@

15 Frst Floor o 510 555 45 . 555 0
Second Floor 830 825 (5] 761 {64)
Sublofal 1,340 1,380 40 1,316 {64

Garage 250 249 m 400 157

13 First Floor "y 585 638 53 5 555 83}
Second Floor 675 673 2} 761 88
Subtoral 1,260 1,31 51 1,316 5

Poge 1 of 9 EXHIBIT A8




07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3S8 xls 3/4/08
First Floor 585 638 53 355 183)

M Second Floor N 675 673 2] F2 530 143
Sublotal 1,260 1,311 51 1,085 1226}

First Floor 505 551 46 573 22

15 Sscond Floor £ 485 484 1] F2 529 45
Sublotal 990 1,035 45 1102 &7

First Floar 505 551 46 584 33

16 Second Floor f 485 484 0 F2 548 64
Sublotal 990 1,045 45 1,132 G

First Floor 505 551 46 584 33

17 Second Fleor F1 485 484 n D2 548 64
Subfotal 900 . 1,035 45 1,132 57

First Floor 508 551 46 596 a5

18 Second Floor Fl 485 484 (1] b2 552 68
Sublotal ) 1,035 45 1,148 113

First Floor 505 551 46 555 4

19 Second Floor Fi 485 484 ny: F2 530 46
Subsotal 990 1,035 45 1,085 50

First Floor 505 551 46 573 27

20 Second Foor i 485 484 mo 2 529 45
' _ Sublotal’ 990" 7 1,035 45" 102 o7

First Floor 505 551 46 584 33

21 Second Foor 485 484 1) 2 548 b4
' Subgial 990 - 1,035 45’ 1,132 07

First Floor ' 505 351 46 578 27

22 Second Floor 1 485 484 (1} RS 534 50
- Subtoial 990" 1,035 45 1,112 77

First Floor 700 758 58 a1 {147}

23 Second Floor U 700 363 [337) RSS 586 223
Sablotal 1,400 1121 (279 1,197 7é

First Floor 570 820 50 555 (65)

24 Second Floor U 570 562 | RSS 51 (51}
o Subtotal 1,140 1,182 42 1,066 114)

First Flacr 505 551 46 615 64

25 Second Floor u 485 484 (1 RS 570 86
' Sublotol 590" 1,035 45 1,185 150

First Floor ' 570 620 50 555 53]

26 Second Floor u 570 562 () RSS 51 51}
N Subiotal 1,140 1,182 42 1,066 (18]

First Hoor 505 551 46 639 88

27 Second Floor U 485 484 (1) RSS 597 13
' Sublota 990 . 1,035 45 1,235 200

First Floor 505 55 46 750 199

28 Second Floor u 485 484 ! RS1 403 (81
Subtofoi 990 1,035 45 1,152 117

First Floor 700 758 58 611 {147}

29 Second Floor T 700 363 1337) RS1 586 223
Subjolal 1,400 1,197 (279 1,197 76

First Floar 570 420 50 555 63)

30 Sscond Floar T 570 562 g RSI 501 152)
Subtotal 1,140 1,182 42 1,066 11161

Page 2 of ©




07007 Area CalesSum# 1DE388 xis

3/4/08
First Floor 505 58 46 639 88
31 Second Fioor T 485 484 I Y 597 113
Subtotal 990 1,035 45 1,235 200
First Floor 570 820 30 05 185
32 Second Foor T 570 562 (8) B 0 1562)
Subtotal 1,140 1,182 43 805 1377)
Fitst Floor 505 551 46 805 254
33 Second Hoor T 485 484 ) B 0 1484)
Subiofgl. 90 1,035 45 805 {230}
First Floor 715 715 0 805 Q0
34 Second Hoor B 0 o] 0 8 0 0
Sublotet 715 715 0 805 50
First Floor 655 455 0 805 150
35 Second Floor B 0 0 o 8 0 0
Subtotc! ' 455 655 0 805 150
Fiest Floor 715 715 O 555 {1604
35 secondFloor B 0 0 0 F2 530 530
Subtotal 715 715 G 1,085 370
Fiest Floor 810 808 {24 573 {235}
37 SecondFloor B 0 0 0 P2 526 529
Subtotal 810 808 12) 1102 294
First Floor 810 808 {2} 584 (224}
38 Second Floor B o 0 0 £2 548 548
' Sublotgl - g1e 808 (2} 1,132 324
First Foor 505 551 46 535 88
39 Second Floor ! 485 484 (1 2 597 113
' Subloidl . 990 1,035 45 1,235 200
Fiest Floor 505 541 46 555 4
40 Second Floor _ 485 484 mp s2 511 27
Subotal 900 1,035 45 1,064 3)
First Floor 570 620 50 574 (48]
41 SecondFloor G 570 562 (8! F1 542 {20}
7 Subiondl 1,740 1,182 42 1,117 65)
First Floor 505 551 46 555 4
42 Second Floor Q 485 484 m Al 5n 27
- Subtatal 990 1,035 45 1,066 31
Fitst Floor 570 &0 50 578 {42)
43 Second Foor . aQ 570 562 18] A 534 (28]
e Sublotal 1140 1,182 49 1,112 o)
First Floor 700 758 58 595 {143}
44 Second Floor Q 700 363 (337} b3 550 187
Subiotal 1,400 1,121 (2797 1,145 24
First Flaor 505 551 44 555 4
45 Second Floor 485 484 {1 b3 530 46
Subtatal 950 1,035 45 1,085 5
First Floor 505 55 46 578 27
45 Second Floor ! 485 484 ) Fl 534 50
Sublotal - 990 1,035 45 1,112 77
First Flocr 505 551 46 555 4
A7 Secend Floor F2 485 484 A Fl 50 27
Sebtor! 590 1,035 45 1,086 31

Page 3 of @




07007 Area CalesSum#1DE388 xis

3/4/03
First Floar 505 551 "4 574 23
48 Second Fioor F2 485 484 i F 542 58
Subtetal 960 1,035 45 1117 82

First Floor 505 551 46 578 27
49 Second Floor k2 485 484 () Fi 534 50
Subtotal 990 1.035 45 1,112 77
Fiest Floor 505 555 30 555 G

30 Second Floor D 481 483 0 £ 511 30
' Subtolal 984 1,036 50 1,066 30
First Floar 505 555 50 574 19
57 Second Floor b 481 481 0 Fi 542 &1
Subtotal 986 1,036 50 1,117 81
First Flaor 505 555 50 584 26

32 Second Floor = 481 481 0 b2 548 &7
Subtotal 986 1,036 50 1,132 96

First Floor 655 - 455 0 506 {594
33 Second Floor C 0 ¢ 0 b2 552 552
Substotcl 855 655 0 1,148 493
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
34 Second Floor G 485 484 m " 542 58
'  Subiil 990 1,035 45 1,117 82
First Floor 505 551 46 555 4

55 Second Foor _ G 485 484 (1] Fl 511 27
Subtotal 090 1,085 45 1,066 31

First Floor 505 551 46 578 27

3¢ Second fleor G 485 484 ! Fl 534 30
Suiotal 200 1,035 45 1,112 77
Fiest Flocr 505 551 a8 574 23
37 Second Flaor Fl 485 484 iy Fl 542 58
Sitbiolal 990 1,035 45 1117 82
First Floor 505 551 46 555 4

38 Second Floos _ Fl 485 484 m Fi 511 27
Subtotal 090 1,035 45 1,066 31

First Floor 505 551 46 578 27|
59 SecondFloor Fl 485 484 0y F1 534 50
Subicial 990 1,035 45 1,112 77
First Floor 505 555 A0 555 o]
80 SecondFloor . b 485 481 IR 530 49
 Subtoial S0 1:036 46 1,085 49
First Floor 505 555 50 595 AD
61 Second Floor b 485 481 {4 03 550 &9
Sublotal 950 1,036 46 I, 145 109

First Floor £55 &35 0 836 (sl
62 Second Floor < 0 0 0 R52 594 596
Sublotal 655 655 0 1,235 580
First Floor 505 555 50 555 C
O3 Sscond Foor C 485 481 4 R52 513 30
Subfota! 990 1,036 46 1,066 30
Fitst Floor 505 555 50 &1 56
S4  Sacond Floor G 485 484 1 RS2 586 102
Subfote 990 1,039 49 1,197 158

Page 4 of @




07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3EE s 3/4/08
First Floor 505 555 50 750 195
63 Second Floor G 485 464 (1) RS2 403 (81)
Sublotel 990 1,039 49 1,152 113
First Floor 505 555 56 578 23
0 Secand Foor G 485 484 (¥ L 534 50
Subiota! 950 1,039 49 1,112 73
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
67 Second Foor ! 485 484 i1 bt 542 58
Subtotal 950 1,035 45 iz 82
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
68 Secand Floor ‘ 485 484 {1 Dl 342 58
Subtotal 590 1,035 45 1,117 82
First Floor 505 551 46 573 27
89 Second Floor ! 485 484 (11 D 534 50
Subloial 990 1035 45 1,112 77
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
70 Second Floor 485 484 (1) Ll 542 58
Subtoial 900 1035 45 1,117 82
. First Floor 305 557 46 578 27
71 Second Floor 3 485 484 m o 534 50
Sublotal 990 Cio3s 45 1,112 77
First Floor 505 551 48 750 196
72 Second Fleor : 485 484 1 R 403 181}
T Subiol 990 1,035 45 152 117
First Floor 505 551 46 639 88
73 Second Floor 485 484 (1) R 597 113
o Subtota] 990 1,035 45 1,235 200
Fisst Floor 505 551 A5 539 88
74 Secend Floor ! 485 484 (1} 31 567 113
" Subfoldl ) 1:035 45 1,235 200
Fiest Floor 505 551 46 555 4
73 Second Floor 485 484 1} 51 5N 27
S Subfotg] 990 1,035 45 1 066 ar
First Floor 505 551 46 758 207
70 Second Floor 485 484 (1 A 0 484}
' Sublotal 590 1,035 45 758 (277)
First Floor 635 758 123 750 18}
77 Second Hoor R 615 363 12524 A 0 1363}
' Subtoial 1,250 121 1129 750 371
First Floar 570 620 50 750 130
78 Second Flcor k 570 562 (8) A 0 1562)
' Subtofal 1,140 1182 42 750 432}
First Floor 505 551 46 722 171
79 Second Floor 5 485 484 (1 A ) [484)
Sublotal 990 1,035 45 722 (313
First Floor 570 620 50 780 160
80 Second Floor s 57C 567 (&) A 0 1562}
Subletal 1,140 1,182 42 780 (402)
Garage 210 210 o} & 1210}
g FistFoor o 505 555 50 A 758 203
Second Floor 485 487 2 0 [487)
Sublotal 590 1,042 - 52 758 (284)

Page 5 of 9




07007 Araa CalcsSum# I DE388 s 3/4/08
Garage 210 210 O 253 43
29 First Floor . 505 ‘555 30 . 527 28]
Second Floor A85 487 2 484 13)
Subfotal 990 1,042 52 1,010 [32)
Garage 210 210 G 230 20
gy First Floor b 505 555 50 597 (28
Second Floor 485 487 2 484 (3]
Sublotct 990 1,042 52 1,010 132}
Garage 210 210 C 250 40
First Floor 505 555 50 527 (2
84 Second Floor H2 485 487 2 H3 483 4t
Third floor 0 0 0 378 378
Subotal 990 1,042 52 1,388 346
Garage 210 210 0 250 40
First Floor 505 555 50 597 291
85 Second Floor HI 485 487 i H3 483 4]
Third Floor 0 0 0 378 378
Subtotal ) 1,042 52 -1,388 346
Garage 210 210 0 230 20
g6 First Ficor o 505 555 50 Ho 527 {28!
Second flocr 485 _ 487 2 483 {4
Sutotal 550 1,042 52 1,010 132
Garage 210 210 ) 230 20
gy FirstFloor a1 505 555 30 o 527 128
Second Floor 485 o AB7 2 483 _ f4
Subsotel 990 1,042 52 1,610 - [32)]
Garage 210 210 0 230 20
ag First Floor H 505 555 50 Hi 527 {28)
Second Floos 485 487 2 484 13)
Subiotal 900 - 1.042 52 1,0107 132)
Garage 210 210 0 253 43
g First Floor - 505 555 50 " 557 (28}
Second Hoor 485 487 2 484 {3)
: Subtotal 550 1,042 52 1,010 132
Gorage 210 210 6] 250 40
First Floor 505 555 50 527 e
0 Second Floor H2 485 487 y. H3 483 4
Thied Floor _ 0 378 378
Subtoal 990 1,042 52 1.010 (33)
Garage 210 210 o 250 a0
First Floor 505 555 50 557 125
91 Second Floor H1 485 487 2 H3 483 i}
Third Floos 0 o ) 378 378
Sublotl 900 1,042 52 1,388 346
Gaotage 210 210 O 230 20
First Floor 505 555 50 527 128)
92 Second floor Hi 485 487 ? H2 483 i
Third Floor Q 0 6] 0 0
Subtofal 950 1,042 52 1,010 132}

Page 6 of 9




07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3BB s 3/4/08
Garage 320 320 O 230 Q0

93 First Floor | 505 55 A6 4o 527 {244
Second Floar 485 484 m 483 i
Subtcial Q%0 1,035 45 1,010 {25}

Garage 245 270 115 248 (22
s First Floor | 0 92 32 P 593 301
Second Floor 765 767 2 533 {234}
Subtotal 765 85Q 94 1,126 267

Garage 250 249 {1} 248 {1

o5 First Floor A 585 638 53 2 494 {144}
Second Floor &75 673 {2} 760 87
Subtotel 1,260 1,311 51 1,254 157}

Garage 250 249 [ 240 he

o8 First Floor M 585 638 53 M2 624 4
Secand Floor 675 673 2} 6588 15
Subtotal 1,260 1,311 51 1,313 2

Garage 620 512 {108} 240 1272

97 First Floor Ko 700 849 149 D 624 [225)
Second Floor 630 428 12} 688 50
Subtotal 1,330 1,477 147 1,313 {164)

Garage 620 512 108} 462 {50}

Fiest Floor 700 849 149 178 1671}

98 Second Ficor K2 630 628 2 K2 7453 115
Thisd Foar 0 ¢ 0 632 632
Subtotal 1,330 1477 147 1,553 76

Garage 512 512 0 289 (223}

First Floor 312 Q12 0 236 {676

¥9 Second Floor t 406 406 0 K2 701 295
Third Flocr 0 ¢ ¢ 335 335
Subtotal: 1,318 1,318 0 1,272 [46)

Garage 512 31z o 462 [50)

First Floor Gi2 Q12 0 178 [734)

00 Second Floor L 406 406 G K2 732 326
Third Foor 0 0 0 627 627
Subtotal 1,318 1,318 0 1,537 219

Garage 620 512 [108) 248 {264)

101 First Floor K1 700 849 149 11 593 (254)
Second Floot 575 575 0 533 142

Subtotal 1,275 1.424 149 1,126 298]

CGarage 620 512 {108} 248 [264)

109 First Floor K1 700 849 146 n. 494 [355]
Second Floor 575 575 0] 760 185

Subioto? 1,275 1,424 149 1,254 (70

Garage 4620 32 {108} 240 2772

103 First Floor K2 700 849 149 M 624 [225)
Second Floor 4630 428 {24 688 &0

Subtofal 1-330 1,477 147 1,313 {164

Garege 620 512 g 240 (©72)

104 First Floor K 700 849 149 AT 624 [225)
Second Foor 630 628 {2 688 &0

Sublotol 1,330 1,477 147 1,313 {164
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07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3BR s 3/4/08
Garage 520 512 1108) 462 50

First Ficor o] 154 154 178 24

105 Second Floor K1 700 495 5] Kl 741 46
Third Floor 575 575 0 632 57
Subtotal 1,275 1,424 149 1,551 127

Garage 620 512 (108} 289 (223)

First Floor 0 154 154 238 84

186 second Floor Ki 700 695 15) K 696 i
Thite Floor 575 575 o} 335 {240)

* Subtotal 1,275 1:424 149 1,260 (155}

Garage &20 519 [108) 462 150

First Floor 0 154 154 178 24

107 Second Floor K2 700 495 {5} N 741 46
Third Floor &30 628 21 632 4

' Sublogi 1,330 1477 147 1,551 74

Garage 620 512 {108} 462 1504

First Floor O 154 154 178 24

F08  Second Floar K2 700 695 154 K2 743 48
Third Floor 630 628 (2} 432 4
Subotal 1,330 1,477 147 1,553 76

Carage 620 512 (108) 289 1223)

First Floos 0 154 154 236 82

109 Sacond Floor L 700 758 58 . K2 701 {57]
Third Floor 405 406 ; 335 71
Sublof 1,105 1,318 213 1272 {46}

Garage 620 512 {108) 462 (504

First Fioor 0 154 154 178 24
HE second Floor L 700 758 58 K2 732 126)

Thied Floor 403 406 i 627 221
Sibrolal 1,105 1,318 213 1,537 219

Gorage 620 512 (108) 462 504

First Floor 0 154 154 178 24

TTH Second Floer K 700 405 5] K3 741 46
Third Fioor 575 575 ¢} &51 76
Subtetal 1,275 1,474 149 1,570 146

Garage 520 512 [108) 289 (223

First Floor 0 154 154 252 98

112 Second Floor K1 700 695 (5) K3 700 34
Thirdt Floor 575 575 0 359 216

C Subioid 1,275 1,494 149 1,340 (84]

Garage 210 211 1 442 251

Firs! Floor 505 551 46 178 (373

13 second Foor £ 485 484 i K1 741 257
Third Floor 0 0 0 432 632

Subtotal 990 1,035 45 1,551 514
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07007 Area Cales-Sum# 1DE3B8 s

3/4/08

Garage 350 351 1 289 (102)

First Floor : 510 553 45 238 (317)

4 Second Floor P 830 B85 15) K1 496 {129}
Third Flaor o} O 0 335 335
Sublotal 1,340 1,380 40 1,269 (i
Garage 350 391 ] 462 71

First Floor 510 555 45 178 1377}

ViS5 second Fisor P 830 825 (5 K 741 [84]
Third Floor 6] ¢ 0 632 632
Subtolal 1,340 1,380 40 1,551 7]

Garage Areo 15,345 13,575 1774 11,698 1,877

Unil Arsa 122 442 127 807 [5165] 132,920 (5,113

Totol 137,991 141,382 13391 144,618 3,236

*Hems in red show an increase in square foolaga
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HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION
MINUTES

Wednesday, January 23, 2008David Gebhard Public Meeting Room: 630 Garden Street
1:30 p.M,
COMMISSION MEMBERS: - WILLIAM LA VOIE, Chair — Present
DONALD SHARPE, Vice-Chair - Present until 2:50 p.m.
ROBERT ADAMS — Present
LOUISE BOUCHER ~ Present until 5:10 p.m.
KEN CURTIS - Present
STEVE HAUSZ — Present at 1:37 p.m.
FERMINA MURRAY — Present
SUSETTE NAYLOR — Present
ALEX PUIO - Present

ADVISORY MEMBER: DR. MICHAEL GLASSOW — Absent

CITY COUNCIL LIAISON: ROGER HORTON — Absent

PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISON: STELLA LARSON — Absent _
STAFF: JAIME LIMON, Design Review Supervisor — Present from 3:45 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.

JAKE JACOBUS, Urban Historian — Present

IRMA UNZUETA, Project Planner — Present from 2:20 p.m. to 5:10 p.m.
SUSAN GANTZ, Planning Technician 11 — Present

GABRIELA FELICIANO, Commission Secretary — Present

CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED

4. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone

(2:49) Assessor's Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall

Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will
remove the former St. Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital,
convent, central plant, and other ancillary structures and construct 115 residential
condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the 7.39 acre site.
Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices
within the City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market
rates. The project will provide approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254
parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11 spaces for the Villa Riviera
facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006, AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL
ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Courtesy review and advisory comments to the Architectural Board of
Review in accordance with Planning Commission Resolution No. 039-06.
The foliowing is subject to review by the HLC: a.) Historic Display/Area. A
commemerative display or area for the education of the public detailing the

EXHIBITB



history of St. Francis Hospital; and b.) Architectural style of the project and
its compatibility with the neighboerhood.)

Present: Brian Cearnal and Joe Andrulaitis, Architects
Katie O’Reilly-Rogers, Landscape Architect
Irma Unzueta, City Project Planner

Staff comments: Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, stated that this project was
approved by the Planning Commission in September 2006 and by City Council in
December 2006. As part of the project approval, two conditions were placed that
relate to the Historic Landmarks Commission’s (HLC) review: 1) A historic
display area or an area detailing the history of the St. Francis Hospital shall be
incorporated into the project at the corner of Micheltorena and Salsipuedes
Streets. The text of such display is to be written by a City qualified historian and
approved by the HLC. If feasible, at least one of the art pieces from the St.
Francis Hospital should be included on site in the display as well as decorative
elements from the building should be incorporated. The historic display will be
reviewed/approved by the HLC at a later date. 2) Advisory comments shall be
provided by the HLC to the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) with respect to
the architectural style and compatibility with the neighborhood, and the design of
the commemorative display area. HLC comments to the ABR are to be given
today.

Ms. Unzueta clarified that courtesy reviews are not required to be noticed and
stated that over 100 interested parties were sent an agenda of today’s meeting.
When the actual disposition of the historical commemoration is reviewed by the
HLC, it will be given a ten-day public notice. Today’s purpose is only to provide
comments to the ABR,

Ms. Unzueta explained that substantial conformance determination of the
approved project is not under the HLC’s purview. The ABR is aware of the
substantial conformance being requested and that approval will be determined by
the Community Development Director in consultation with the Planning
Commission. Staff believes that the proposed project changes are substantially in
conformance with what was previously approved, but that determination has not
been made yet.

Jaime Limoén, Senior Planner/Design Review Supervisor, explained that City
Council, in view of the concern regarding the historic character of the St. Francis
Hospital neighborhood, requested that, although HLC does not have purview over
this project, the HLC utilize its expertise in historic resources to help guide the
ABR on the project’s architectural and neighborhood compatibility.

Public comment opened at 3:32 p.m.,

1. Tony Fischer, Attorney for St. Francis Friends and Neighbors, expressed
concern regarding the lack of public notice for this project’s review and
the differences between what is now being proposed and what was
approved by City Council. Mr. Fischer commented that too much density



is on the site and is not compatible with the neighborhood. He presented
aspects of the “Refined Site Plan” that he was concerned with, including
increases in: 1) the number of buildings, 2) the residential density, and 3)
parking.

Him Westby, St. Francis Friends and Neighbors representative, expressed
concern with more hardscape and less landscape being proposed, and that
the changes are less compatible with the neighborhood than what was
approved by City Council. He also commented on the inconveniences of
the construction for the neighborhood.

Kellam De Forest, local resident, questioned where visitors will park and
how they will get to the units. He also commented that an architectural
teature of the Hospital should be displayed. In view of the former St.
Francis Hospital’s significance in the community, any display area should
be the central feature of the memorial park, not just placed to the side. Mr.
De Forest suggested that a substantially sized scaled model of the former
St. Francis Hospital be displayed for future generations to see where
tamily members were born and others passed-away. He also suggested the
display of a statue of St. Francis, such as the “Stigmata of St. Francis” by
(Francis Minturn) "Duke"” Sedgwick.

Public comment closed at 3:48 p.m.

ﬂj_Storic Landmarks Commission comments (Navior/Sharpe absent) to_the
Architectural Board of Review:

b

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

7

Neighborhood compatibility: As to land use and scale, an aerial
photograph of the neighborhood would be useful and should be provided
to the HLC if the project is reviewed again by the Commission.

The site planning was well received, with the concern for the density
being compatible with the neighborhood, particularly the Bungalow
Haven neighborhood to the south.

As the project proceeds, would like to see that the reviewing bodies allow
for the refinement in the design development; even with the apparent loss
of some landscape areas and an increase in building area. The design is
improved by these changes.

The pedestrian access through the center of the site, reminiscent of
existing historical access to the Riviera, is supportable.

Would like to see the conservation of topsoil and, as the plan develops, a
balance of cut-and-fill to minimize the impact of dirt transportation
through the neighborhood.

There are concerns about the upper parking lot location and its potential
use by visitors and users of the property.

Historical commemoration: Would like to see it in a more prominent
location and recommend the acquisition of a statue of St. Francis. (The-
statue referenced was the “Stigmata of St. Francis of Assisi” by Francis
Minturn "Duke" Sedgwick.) The commemoration should incorporate the




8)

9)
10)

1)
12)
13)

14)

15)
16)
17)

18)

19)

history, importance to the community, photographs, and, in particular, the
connection of people and personal stories to the former hospital site.
Landscape: The palette should incorporate more drought-tolerant
species; and add eucalyptus, pepper, and carob trees.

Add more variety of trees to the podium level trees.

Would like to see more landscape screening in a significant way for the
upper parking lot location.

Landscaping on the perimeter is extremely important in neighborhood
compatibility, particularly the incorporation of canopy trees.

The Commission supports' the proposal to incorporate a variety of
landscaping as though the neighborhood was built over time.

Supports the combining of units into groups so that more landscape area is
available.

Architecture: The Commission supports the organic mix of styles and
finds the Spanish Village scale perhaps more compatible with the
neighborhood than the Craftsman style.

Concerned about the scale and size of the building styled in the Craftsman
style, although the style itself is authentic,

Suggests a simplification of roof forms and certain serendipity in the
articulation of massing of the Spanish-style units.

Has difficulty supporting an asphalt shingle roof on a Spanish-style
building. If the asphalt shingles are suggested, the style should shift to the
Monterey style or Stucco Bungalow, as being more appropriate to that
style. _

Unit R at Cahifornia Street is the unit that seems to be the most
incompatible with the entire project; and problematic issues include the
podium on which it sits and should come down to the ground in
relationship to the street and particularly to pedestrian access.

HLC representatives will attend the next ABR meeting: Chair La
Voie, and Commissioners Hausz and Murray.



ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW
MINUTES

Monday, January 28, 2008 David Gebhard Public Meeting Room: 630 Garden Street

BOARD MEMBERS: MARK WIENKE, Chair
CHRISTOPHER MANSON-HING, Vice-Chair
CLAY AURELL
JiM BLAKELEY
GARY MOSEL
RANDY MUDGE
DAWN SHERRY
PAuUL ZINK
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON: DALE FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISON: BRUCE BARTLETT
STAFF: JAIME LIMON, Design Review Supervisor
MICHELLE BEDARD, Planning Technician
(GLORIA SHAFER, Commission Secretary

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
3. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-0 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will
remove the former St. Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital,
convent, central plant, and other ancillary structures and construct 115 residential
condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the 7.39 acre site.
Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices
within the City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market
rates. The project will provide approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254
parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11 spaces for the Villa Riviera

facility.

(FTHE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION
ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON

DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Preliminary Approval of project is requested. Substantial Conformance

determination is required by Community Development Director.)

(4:44)

Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joseph Andrulaitis, Landscape Architect.

Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, City of Santa Barbara.

EXHIBIT C



Staff Comment: Ms. Unzueta provided the Board with a copy of HLC’s draft
minutes and announced that Historic Landmarks Commissioners LaVoie and
Murray were present to answer questions. Staff is continuing to evaluate square
footages to determine substantial conformance.

Public comment opened at 5:17 p.m.

Sydney Siemens: concerned about loss of views; parking lot lights; parking lot
activity, dumpsters.

Public comment closed at 5:22.

Historic Landmark Commissioner Comments:

William LaVoie reported that the HL.C is aware of the pattern in the bungalow
area having building widths at approximately 35 feet, after a reduction for
setbacks. Density is compatible with the neighborhood, site planning is good,;
requested more prominence for the historical commemoration; HLC liked the
landscape plan, particularly the diversity of planting materials to appear planted
over time; canopy trees should be of substantial size and dense. Smaller scale for
the R Units on California Street is preferred, suggested reading as 2 units. The
Spanish style buildings appear compatible with the neighborhood; consider
simplification of the roof forms to reduce appearance of building mass.

Femina Murray suggested historical commemoration of the site.  The public
entering the site should immediately be made aware of the history of the site with
a statue of St Francis, incorporating the history of St Francis Hospital.

Public Comment reopened at 5:29 p.m.

2)  Gary Hoffman: project has changed from that approved by PC in 2006; cut
has increased; scope has increased.

3) Jan Winford: concerns about the park space, density; loss of green space to
the woonerf; drainage; parking violations at Villa Riviera (submitted
photographs of Villa Riviera).

4)  Robert Cibull: commended the ABR. Concerned with density.

5)  Kellem de Forest: suggested project return to Council for updated review
before an appeal is filed; finalize memorial park prior to substantial
conformance; craftsman style window treatment is odd.

6)  Jim Westby: ABR should read the EIR; revised project requires EIR by law;
HLC did not receive adequate time to review the project; lack of
compatibility with the neighborhood; lack of grading plans (submitted
written comments),

7)  Cheri Rae McKinney: significant amount of excavation, EIR study is
needed; health effects of truck trips; further review by City Council.

8) Michael Self for Scott Wenz (CAB): traffic issues; insufficient off street
parking; increased air pollution; street pattern will harm local environment
(submitted written comments). _

9)  Michael Self, Santa Barbara Safe Streets: concerned about plan changes;
negative impact of heavy traffic; lack of cross town arterial roads, safety




10)
1)

12)

13)

14)

study is needed (submitted written comments)

Russ Jones: concerned about density.

Tony Fisher: concerned that ABR and HLC have not read the EIR and
Council approved Resolution and plans; lack of a grading plan (submitted:
neighborhood photographs, and drawn changes to the parking garage).

Clay Cole: supports the notion of housing for hospital staff, but is
concerned with density; concerned that critical stages are being rushed;
increased excavation; EIR does not address proposed changes; HLC did not
have sufficient time and material to address the project.

Mike Cahill: requested consideration be given to previous speaker’s.
comments.

Letters from Walter Stein, Steve Dowty, Lisa Ann Kelly, Jennifer Miller,
Jacques Habra, Paula Westbury, Dee Duncan, Chris and John McKinney,
Walter and Jean Stine, were acknowledged.

Public comment closed at 6:09 p.m.

Motion: ‘Preliminary Approval of the project and continued indefinitely

to the Planning Commission for substantial Conformance with

return to Full Board for an im-progress review with the

following comments:

1) HI Units: a) Make the column bases stone finish; b) Make
the porch supports and porch surround walls stone finish,

2) K2 Units: Thicken the entry porch support walls at the
middle unit.

33y K3 Units: Reduce/open the corner unit patio wall to reduce
the wall mass.

4) M Units: a) Provide eave detailing; b) Provide details of the
support brackets to the cantilevered floor areas.

5)  Unit R: Continue to study minimizing the amount of visible
retaining wall, including the use of landscape. Studying
moving back the garage.

6) Along the street interfacing with rest of community, the
landscape plan for street trees shall be of a substantial size
and maturity to blend with the existing neighborhood.

7)  The Board would prefer to see landscaping, particularly at
street frontage, which further individualizes the units gmng
an individual strength to the streetscape.

8)  The Board has worked hard with the applicant to design a
project of 115 units, at 121,310 square feet, approved by City
Council, and feels they have achieved a residential project
that artistically will blend into the city’s fabric.

The foHlowing ABR comment numbers 1 through 18 from 1/14/08
meeting are made a part of this motion:

1) Siter a) study the planter heights for the total effect,
especially between the private outdoor spaces. Dividing
plants can remain at their proposed height; consider reducing



2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7)

&)
9)

10)

11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

the heights of those within private spaces. b) Provide
information on surface finishes of exterior stairs and
walkways. c¢) The Board looks forward to reviewing the
refined landscaping redesign, with planters and shrubs, etc.
Overall project: provide cut sheets of garage and entry doors.
Unit B: add another (psidium) tree to the west elevation.

Unit D1: continue refining the covered entry in relation to the
elevator shaft structure and planters.

Unit D2: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the
plaster corbelling at the entries.

Unit D3: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the
plaster corbelling at the entries.

Unit F1: restudy the proportion of the covered entries for
extension compatibility with planters and/or grade.

Unit F2: no comment.

Lower H3 Unit: lower the second floor plaster portion of the
guardrail area at the back elevation.

Unit O1: study the location of the roof corbels to window.
Use a stone base at columns and at railing.

Unit O2: no comment, ,

Unit O3: eliminate the wood band at the elevations.

Unit P: use a stone base at columns and railings.

Unit R: no comments.

Unit S1: continue refining the covered entries.

Unit RST: no comment.

Unit RS2: no comment.

Unit RSS: lower the highest stone wall portion at the rear
elevation and have an open metal railing. Study the street
elevation for an optimum landscaping experience for the
pedestrian against the high walls.

The follewing HLC draft comments, frem HLC Courtesy Review
on 1/23/08, Numbers 1 through 14 are made a part of this motion:

)

2)

3)

Neighborhood compatibility: As to land use and scale, an
aerial photograph of the neighborhood would be useful and
should be provided to the HLC if the project is reviewed
again by the Commission.

The site planning was well received, with the concern for the
density being compatible with the neighborhood, particularly
the Bungalow Haven neighborhood to the south.

As the project proceeds, would like to see that the reviewing
bodies allow for the refinement in the design development;
even with the apparent loss of some landscape areas and an
increase in building area. The design is improved by these
changes.



Action:
absent.)

4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9
10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

The pedestrian access through the center of the site,
reminiscent of existing historical access to the Riviera, is
supportable.

Would like to see the conservation of topsoil and, as the plan
develops, a balance of cut-and-fill to minimize the impact of
dirt transportation through the neighborhood.

There are concerns about the upper parking lot location and
its potential use by visitors and users of the property.
Historical commemoration: Would like to see it in a more
prominent location and recommend the acquisition of a statue
of St. Francis. (The statue referenced was the “Stigmata of
St. Francis of Assisi” by Francis Minturn "Duke" Sedgwick.)
The commemoration should incorporate the history,
importance to the community, photographs, and, in
particular, the connection of people and personal stories to
the former hospital site.

Landscape: The palette should incorporate more drought-
tolerant species; and add eucalyptus, pepper, and carob trees.
Add more variety of trees to the podium level trees.

Would like to see more landscape screening in a significant
way for the upper parking lot location.

Landscaping on the perimeter is extremely important in
neighborhood compatibility, particularly the incorporation of
canopy trees.

The Commission supports the proposal to incorporate a
variety of landscaping as though the neighborhood was built
over time.

Supports the combining of units into groups so that more
landscape area is available.

Architecture: The Commission supports the organic mix of
styles and finds the Spanish Village scale perhaps more
compatible with the neighborhood than the Craftsman style,

The ABR appreciates HLC’s comments concerning the size and
scale of the buildings, roof forms, massing of the Spanish style
units, the asphalt shingle roofing on the Spanish style building, unit
R, the amount of retaining wall exposed to the street; these topics
will be addressed in future meetings.

Zink/Mosel, 5/0/0. Motion carried. (Blakeley, Mudge, Wienke



City of Santa Barbara Planning Division

ADDENDUM TO A CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SANTA BARBARA COTTAGE HOSPITAL FOUNDATION
WORKFORCE HOUSING PROJECT
601 E. MICHELTORENA STREET MST2003-00827

April 1,2008

+ This Addendum is prepared pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, which provides that
an Addendum to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) may be prepared if only minor changes or
additions are necessary to make the document adequate for the current project.

PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

The EIR for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project (SCH
#2004061105) was prepared to evaluate the project proposal at 601 E. Micheltorena Street
(MST2003-00827) for development of 115 residential units on 5.94 acres of the 7.39 acre site.
Eighty-one, or 70%, of the proposed units would be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at
affordable prices per the City’s affordable unit structure and 34 units, or 30%, would be sold at
market rates. The remaining 1.45 acres would include the Villa Riviera, an elderly care facility, on
an adjusted lot of 31,500 square feet and three reconfigured R-2, Two Family Residential lots of
approximately 10,500 square feet each. Permits required for the project included a tentative
subdivision map to create five lots, a tentative subdivision map for a one-lot subdivision to create
115 residential condominium units and lot area, yard setback, interior yard setback and distance
between building modifications.

The EIR identified significant (Class I) short-term construction noise and cumulative traffic
impacts. The EIR identified numerous mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts
resulting from short-term construction noise and cumulative traffic, however identified it was
determined that such mitigation would not reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Potentially
significant but mitigable (Class IT) impacts that could be reduced to less than significant levels were
identified for air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geological hazards, hazardous
materials, short-term construction-related ground vibration and truck traffic, solid waste,
access/circulation and parking, and water quality. The EIR identified numerous mitigation
measures to avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental effects.

The Final EIR was certified and the project approved by the Planning Commission on September
21, 2006. The project and the certification of the Final EIR were subsequently appealed to the City
Council, and on November 21, 2006, the Council voted to reaffirm the certification of the Final FIR
and approve the project. :

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The revised project would continue to provide the same number of units and bedrooms as
previously approved in 2006. However, since the project’s approval in 2006, the project has been
under review by the Architectural Board of Review. During this process, the project has been
revised to allow for refinement and improvement of the approved 2006 project site plan and
architecture. In addition, during this refinement process, discrepancies were discovered in some of

EXHIBIT D




EIR Addendum: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project’ April 1, 2008
601 E. Micheltorena Street MST2003-00827 Page 2 of 6

the project statistics shown on the approved 2006 project plans. What was actually shown on the
approved 2006 plans was not accurately reflected in the project statistics. The applicant has
recalculated all project statistics and has identified where the miscalculations occurred. These
discrepancies as well as project refinements and improvements are reflected as part of the corrected
project statistics submitted by the applicant (Attachment 1). The revised project differs from the
project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as follows:

« Revised the site plan in the following manner:
o Created an additional open space area on the upper portion of the project site.
o Reconnected the lower and upper portion of the project site.
o Reoriented units toward the street
o Eliminated one row of buildings on lower portion of project site.

o Eliminated one building fronting Micheltorena Street, relocated the fire turnaround
and improved the pedestrian entrance at the corner of Micheltorena and California
Streets.

o Enhanced and enlarged the courtyard connection.

« Increased the net floor area for the dwelling units from 127,807* sq. ft. to 132,920 sq. ft., an

increase of 5,113 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 121,310 sq. ft. of net
floor area for the dwelling units.

» Increased the net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical from 65,144* sq. ft. to 66,446
sq. fi., an increase of 1,302 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 64,496 sq.
ft. of net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical space.

« Reduced the number of buildings on the project site from 49 to 43 buildings.

+ Increased open space area from 113,418 sq. ft. to 114,259 sq. ft., an increase of 841 sq. ft.
The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 101,215 sq. ft. of total open space.

+ Reduced the overall building footprint from 85,650* sq. ft. to 81,373 sq. ft., a decrease of
4,277 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 80,771 sq. ft. of overall building
footprint.

+ Increased the total paved areas from 91,364* sq. ft. t0 99,576 sq. ft., an increase of 8,212 sq. ft.
The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 85,334 sq. ft. of total paved areas.

+ Decreased the landscaped area from 81,732* sq. ft. to 77,797 sq. ft., a decrease of 3,935 sq. fi.
The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 92,641 sq. ft. of landscaped area.

» Reduced the amount of grading from 20,300 CY of cut, 16,100 CY of fill to 14,500 CY of cut,
12,100 CY of fill, a decrease of 5,800 CY of cut and 4,000 CY of fill.

+ Eliminated six of the 23 distance between building modifications approved with the original
project.

» Increased the distance for 13 of the 23 distance between building modifications bringing these
modifications more in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.

« Reduced the distance for four of the 23 distance between building modifications making these
modifications less conforming with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.
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« Eliminated one of the six front yard modifications.

« Increased the setback distance for the remaining five front yard modifications bringing these
modifications more into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.

*This number represents the corrected 2006 approved project statistics.
CHANGES IN ENVIRONMENTAL CIRCUMSTANCES

Since the time of the EIR analysis, there have been no substantial changes in environmental
conditions on the ground, the status of environmental resources, or impact evaluation guidelines.

CHANGES IN PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS
Class I Impacts

Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts

The Certified Final EIR for the Workforce Housing Project concluded that the 2006 approved
project would result in significant and unavoidable short-term construction noise impacts. Due to
‘the construction duration of the project and the sensitive receptors in the project area, noise impacts
associated with construction activities were determined to remain significant and unavoidable even
after the implementation of mitigation measures designed to reduce construction noise. It is
expected that the construction duration of the revised project would remain similar to the project
evaluated by the Certified Final EIR. In addition, because grading quantities would be reduced with
the revised project, short-term construction noise impacts would be reduced based on the
recalculated earthwork quantities associated with the revised project. No new significant impacts
would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to
the revised project. '

Cumulative Traffic Impact

The Certified Final EIR concluded that the approved project would result in a small but significant
and- unavoidable contribution to cumulative peak hour traffic volumes at the intersections of
Anapamu Street/Laguna Street, Arrellaga Street/Garden Street and Mission/Bath Street.
Cumulative traffic impacts associated with the revised project would remain similar since the
number of residential units would remain the same with the revised project. No new significant
impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of
approval to the revised project.

Class 11
Air Quality Impacts

The Certified Final EIR concluded that grading operations would result in approximately 20,300
cubic yards of cut, 16,100 cubic yards of fill, and the importation of approximately 7,000 cubic
yards of “base course” fill material and that these construction related activities at the project site
would result in significant, but mitigable fugitive and nuisance dust impacts.

Construction related activities resulting m fugitive and nuisance dust impacts associated with the
revised project would remain similar or be reduced to the project evaluated in Certified Final EIR as
the grading quantities are expected to be less than what was evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as
explained below.
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Grading Quantity Changes: The revised project would connect the separate below-
grade parking garages in order to allow vehicular circulation within the parking
structure and provide an enhanced and enlarged courtyard  Revised earthwork
quantities were prepared by Penfield and Smith that determined that the revised
project would result in 14,500 cubic yards of cut, 12,100 cubic yards of fill and
2,400 cubic yards of volume losses associated with clearing and grubbing
operations, shrinkage from removal and re-compaction of soil, boulders and
cobbles, and other factors. The analysis also indicated that the earthwork would be
balanced on-site. These earthwork quantities are less than the quantities identified
in the Certified Final EIR primarily because some of the basements or lower levels
currently existing on-site were included in the overall earthwork quantities for the
approved project.  Therefore, the Certified Final EIR overestimated these grading
quantities associated with the basements or lower levels of existing on-site buildings
by approximately 9,800 cubic yards. In addition, the revised project provides a
more exact and refined plan than that evaluated in the Certified Final EIR and
therefore more precise grading quantities could be estimated.

No new significant impacts associatéd with fugitive and nuisance dust impacts would occur.
Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised
project.

Biological Resources Impacis

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts due to the loss and relocation of trees are expected to be
similar to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the revised project does not propose to
remove additional trees. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures
would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Archacological Resources Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts to unknown archaeological resources during soil
disturbing activities are expected to be similar or reduced as compared to the project evaluated in
the Certified Final EIR due to the reduced grading quantities associated with the revised project as
explained above under Air Quality Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Historic Resources Impacis

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts to historic resources are expected to be similar to the
project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as the removal of the St. Francis Hospital buildings
would occur regardless of which project is developed. No new significant impacts would occur.
Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised -

project.

Geological Hazards Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts associated with seismic and soils-related hazards are
expected to be similar or reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR
due to the reduced grading quantities associated with the revised project as explained above under
Air Quality Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures
would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.
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Hazardous Materials Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable hazards associated with the release of asbestos fibers, Iead dust,
mercury and PCBs during the demolition of the existing buildings located on the project site are
expected to be similar to those evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the demolition of the existing
buildings would occur regardless of which project is developed. No new significant impacts would
occur. ldentified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the
revised project, '

Diesel IFuel Soil Contamination Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts associated with the exposure of on-site soils contaminated
with diesel fuel that could occur during grading and construction activities are expected to be
similar or reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the grading
quantities are expected to be less than those of the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as
explained above under Air Quality Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

“Ground Vibration and Truck Traffic Noise Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable noise impacts associated with ground vibration and truck traffic
during construction activities are expected to be similar or reduced as compared to the project
evaluated in the Certified Final EIR due to reduced grading quantities as explained above under Air
Quality Impacts and the balance of such earthwork on site which in turn will result in a reduced
number of truck trips. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures
- would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Construction-Related Solid Waste Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable construction-related solid waste impacts associated with the
generation of a substantial amount of construction/demolition waste are expected to be similar or
reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR due to the reduced grading
quantities proposed by the revised project as explained above under Air Quality Impacts. No new
significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as
conditions of approval to the revised project.

Access and Circulation Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable access and circulation impacts associated with the use of tandem
parking in Garage No. 3 are expected (o be similar to those evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as
the revised project does not propose changes to parking facilities. No new significant impacts
would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to
the revised project.

Bicycle Parkine Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts associated with inadequate bicycle parking facilities are
expected to be similar to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as the revised project does
not propose changes to bicycle parking. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.
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Construction Employee Parking and Materials/Equipment Storage Impacts

- Potentially significant, mitigable parking impacts associated with construction employee parking
and the storage of building materials and equipment are expected to be similar to the project
evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as the revised project does not propose changes to employee
parking and materials/equipment storage. No new significant impacts would occur, Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Long- and Short-Term Construction Related Water Quality Impacts. Potentially significant,
mitigable water quality impacts related to demolition, grading and construction activities resulting
in increased erosion, sedimentation and the release of substances are expected to be similar or
reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the amount of grading
quantities are proposed to be reduced by the revised project as explained above under Air Quality
Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur, Identified mitigation measures would continue
to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

CEQA FINDING

Based on the above review of the project, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15162, no Subsequent Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report is required for the
current project, because new information and changes in circumstances, project description, impacts
and mitigations do not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified impacts.

This Addendum identifies the current project changes and minor changes to project impacts. With
implementation of applicable mitigation measures identified in the Certified Final EIR, the project
would result in significant (Class 1) impacts associated with short-term construction noise and
cumulative traffic, and potentially significant (Class I} impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels in the areas of air quality, biological resources, archeological resources, historic
resources , geclogical hazards, hazardous materials, diesel fuel soil contamination, ground vibration
and truck traffic noise, construction-related solid waste, access and circulation, bicycle parking,
construction employee parking and material/equipment storage, long and short-term construction-
related water quality.

This addendum together with the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing
Project Certified Final EIR constitutes adequate environmental documentation in compliance with
CEQA for the current project.

Prepared by: ﬁ &ﬂ V\M\@ Date:@ﬁ;)r\\ \ . 2008

Debra Andaloro, Senior Planner/Environmental Analyst

Q:\PLAN\Environ. Review\Addendum601 E Micheiftorena EIR Addendum Aprit 2008.doc
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Santa Barbara

Community Development Department _ www.ci.santa-barbara.ca.us

April 21, 2008

Brian Cearnal, AIA

Cearnal Andrulaitis LLP

521 Y4 State Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101 -

Re:  Substantial Conformance Determination for Certain ABR Preliminary Approved
Project and for the Discrepancies in the Site Statistics with Respect to the City
Council-Approved Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Work- Force
Housing Project Located at 601 E. Micheltorena Street (MST 2003-00827)

Dear Mr. Cearnal;

On March 20, 2008, the City received your formal request for a Substantial
Conformance Determination on behalf of your client, the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital
Foundation, for certain ABR Preliminarily Approved Project Revisions and for the
discrepancies in the site statistics with respect to the City Council-approved Santa Barbara
Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project located at 601 E. Micheltorena
Street (MST 2003-00827).. As you know, the process for issuing a “Substantial
Conformance Determination” is established in the Planning Commission Guidelines as
approved by the City Council on July 15, 1997. A copy of your March 20, 2008, request
and the exhibits attached thereto are attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”

In connection with my review of this request for a Substantial Conformance
Determination, I have also read or reviewed and carefully considered each of the following;

A. The Certified Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Barbara Cottage
Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project (SCH No. 2004061103) (the “EIR”) and
the Addendum to the Project EIR dated April 1, 2008, prepared by Debra Andaloro, Senior
Planner/Environmental Analyst.

B. The Planning Commission Staff Report dated April 3, 2008, concerning this
request. :

C. Comments from the Planning Commission and the public provided at the b
April 17, 2008, Commission hearing concerning this request and all written materials
provided to the Commission in connection with the hearing.

D. The set of architectural plans submitted to the City Council in connection
with the Council’s November 21, 2006, decision on the appeal of the Planning
Commission’s land use approval of the project — as well as the plans date stamped January
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22,2008 and approved by the ABR on January 28, 2008, in issuing their preliminary
design approval.

E. Such advice as I have deemed necessary and appropriate from the City
Planning, Environmental, Engineering and Transportation staff.

F. Section VI of the Planning Commission Guidelines adopted by the City
Council on July 15, 1997 concerning the process for making this determination.

Based on the above, | have considered that, in the opinion of the City
Environmental Analyst assigned to the Project, no further environmental review under
CEQA is necessary in order to make this Substantial Conformance Determination.
Mitigation measures were previously made conditions of project approval by the City

Council. In addition, the required environmental findings and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations were previously adopted in connection with project approvat by the City

Council.

Based on the above, I have determined that the following are in substantial

conformance with the City Council-approved Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Workforce Housing Project located at 601 E. Micheltorena Street. 1 have also taken into
consideration that the square footages have been revised due to an error in calculating the

statistics for the 2006 approved project.

« 'The following revisions to the site plan:
o The incorporation of a “woonerf” into the street design.
¢ Anadditional open space area on the upper portion of the project site.
o The reconnection of the lower and upper portion of the project site.
o The reorientation of units toward the street.

o The elimination of one row of buildings on lower portion of project site.

o The elimination of one building fronting Micheltorena Street, relocation of the fire
turnaround and improvement of the pedestrian entrance at the corner of

Micheltorena and California Streets.

o The enhancement and enlargement of the courtyard connection, incorporation of a
new plaza space, and the connection of the separate parking garages below grade.

« The increase in the net floor area for the dwelling units from 127,807+ sq. ft. to 132,920
sg. fi., an increase of 5,113 sq. fi. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected

121,310 sq. ft. of net floor area for the dwelling units.

«  The increase in the net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical from 65,144% sq.
ft. to 66,446 sq. ft., an increase of 1,302 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics

reflected 64,496 sq. ft. of net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical space.
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The decrease in the number of buildings on the project site from 49 to 43 buildings.

The increase in the open space area from 113,418%* sq. fi. to 114,259 sq. ft., an increase

of 841 sq. fi. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 101,215 sq. ft. of total
open space.

The decrease in the overall building footprint from 85,650* sq. ft. to 81,373 sq. ft., a

decrease of 4,277 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 80,771 sq. ft.
of overall building footprint.

The mcrease in the total paved areas from 91,364* sq. ft. to 99,576 sq. ft., an increase

of 8,212 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 85,334 sq. ft. of total
paved areas.

The decrease in the landscaped arca from 81,732* sq. ft. to 77,797 sq. ft., a decrease of

3,935 sq. ft.  The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 92,641 sq. ft. of
landscaped area.

The decrease in the amount of grading from 20,300 CY of cut, 16,100 CY of fill to

14,500 CY of cut, 12,100 CY of fill, a decrease of 5,800 CY of cut and 4,000 CY of
fill.

The elimination of six of the 23 distance between building modifications approved with
the original project.

The increase in the distance for 13 of the 23 distance between building modifications

bringing these modifications more in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance
requirement, ‘

The decrease in the distance for four of the 23 distance between building modifications
making these modifications less conforming with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.

The elimination of one of the six front yard modifications approved with the original
project.

- The increase in the setback distance for the remaining five front yard modifications

bringing these modifications more into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance
requirement.

*This number represents the corrected 2006 approved project statistics.

In making the determination that the project changes are in substantial conformance with
the City Council project approval, I am requiring that the following additional provisions
be carried out in connection with the ABR review of the Project for Final Design Approvai:

1.

The applicant and Architectural Board of Review (ABR) shall work together to find
places to incorporate substantial trees on the podium deck and light wells to provide
natural light in the parking area in the parking podium.

. The applicant and ABR shall work together to increase the percentage of permeable

surfaces for on-site walkways to the maximum extent feasible.
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3. The applicant and the ABR shall review and incorporate the Historic Landmarks
Commission’s recommendations on the landscape plan where appropriate.

Finally, I will ask the Community Development Department Code Enforcement staff to
review the Villa Riviera Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to make sure that deliveries are being
carried out as required by the CUP. -

Should you have any questions or require clarification of this letter, please contact me or
Irma Unzueta.

Sincerely,

(u

Dave Gustafson
Acting Community Devélopment Director

ce: Mayor and City Council
Stephen P. Wiley, City Attorney
Bettie Weiss, City Planner
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