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Virginia Rehling
1305 Anatapa Street
Santa Barbara: CA 93101

Re: 101 E. Victoria Sirect
MST2006-00758 .

To the Mayor Bl.um..a.nd'_thﬁ City Councilors:,

Thank you for the opportunity to bring this project {0 the City Council, [
have been deeply impressed with the conscientious approach that the City
Council has taken to the built environment of our city in recent:hearings, and 1
have completé faith that whether or not the Council agrees with me, it will reach
its decision with the future of Santa Barbara in its heart, '

Technically speaking, this is an appeal of the actions taken by the
Planning Commission regarding the above-referenced project on July 10, 2008.
Unfortunately the text of the Resolution that the Planning Commission passed is
not yet available and so in fairness I assume there will be no objection-if']
supplement this statement of appeal within a reasonabie time after the Planning .

Commission makes the text of the resolution available, -
el Grb.l;i'nd_s ;'f@frAppe_:aPN{);}:;. S
- This project doesn’t fit with this block of Anacapa Street’ e

This project is in El Pueblo Viejo and 1 request that the City Council view
this proposed project from the Anacapa Street side, in the context.of my own
home across the street (see Exhibit A attached hereto), and the historic coftage
next door 1o the project at 1316 Anacapa Street (see Exhibit B). | have atfached
as Exhibit C the architect’s drawing of the Anacapa Street elevation which
approximates the view from my home, Note that this drawing also inchudes the
outline of the 1316 Anacapa Street cottage, which I'have confirmed through city
records was built in 1870 and is by far the oldest structure on the block. To
dramatize the way this project wifl loom over 1316 Anacapa Street, | have also
attached as Exhibit D the same drawing but with a photo of 1316 Anacapa
inserted into the outline drawn by the architect,



- Grounds for Appeal No. 2
A:{} intial study must be pcriormcd n acc,@"rdanw wzth (, EQA

T h‘;s site is.an actwe muc, site’ mih clf:anup in pro;ress pursudm i(} a
corrective action pian and addenda m thereto.” mwrpmata by rafwmce into -
my appeai tlm corrective aci*zon pian &nd acidendum '

CIn Auai,hmeni o th&. mrr;cl;vc dctmn p]an adt tn{ium the Santa e
Barbara C ounty Fire Depar tmcnt has manda{ed that “Iemed:aﬂon shal commﬂe :
umzi *z desd notn‘:{:atmz} aﬁd/’or deed resit 1{."{20}1 xs not nae{icd Mo

ii’}@ mcsi recem sxte a%msmmt repozt cm}éammg maps @f‘ ihe B _
underground conmmmdtxon is:dated April 24, 2(307 Lessdetailed (bui more

recent: quarierly reports on. the dezmup progress are dzm,d ¥u3y 2 20087 ancf July
10,2008." N e

1 btixeve th@ cantdmma‘tmn of ‘thls sﬁe ments an. mitzai f;fudy bmﬁ}m
approval of this’ pr oject. Mc.mbem of th{, Plarmmg Commission stated a5 2
reason for reversing their mqmrunent of'a.deeper’ garage their concern about the
niarginal ad(imcmal enwmmnmtai impact, However, the City has deemied that

this project is exempt from all cm;rommmai ereW pursua,m to ﬂ]t catwarac&l
exception for in-fi i [ projects.

V(}Iummous documents n,idimg tcx this site may be found at:
Tnttp: gectracker swrebiea: gow’pmhie repoz‘i asp"giebal 1d-~T{)608 744098 {f,hck on
_ sﬁcmapsfdocu;mms )

The C{>rrtctwe Aguc}n Plannray’ bc, dounluad@d al: _ R T '
\I‘tp f/geota 4@1\@1’ SW rcb ca. gov/em/upimdsfs.w I“me't/ t ?33%] 6’) 1{)3;”1"(}606344098 PI)P

*The Adduﬂdum to:the Co;‘rtctwe Auiion pk’iﬁ may bf, downioadui 'n: R
-}mp /fLGOtI m,icu SWr ub ca. gov/a,m/u ﬁoads/%o report/749687(}279/?0( 08344098 PDF

*See hﬁp /fﬂeonaa,ker SWI c’a . gov/nsﬁup cmds/g@e report/53 1 786603 ”/T060834409E> PD: :
S See http //gu}%l acku sx&mb ca, wwms;/uplﬂads/gce nport/él:ﬂ{}é’?éi36;’"{0608344098 PDF

9 See http: ffgan’{;’;nk& SWI ch.ca. amfcmmplmdsmeo rﬁpoﬁf él--?.-»!»_;i%i_}é }/T%O&BMU%.RDF
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However, the¢ ﬁcgﬂricai Lxun;ﬁimn utad 14 Lal (,Od{, Rws IS%’%” _
does notapply, and zfthey C Ii‘,f does not require an initial study for thi is project.
it will have failed to proceed in a manner required by law. As the Courtof +

#ippeal explained in Communities for a Better Environment v. California :
Resource Agency, 103 Cal. App. 4th 98 (2002), this exemption is strictly limited
to projects that do not mqunc ‘ariances ormodifications from applicable mmnw
rides and regulations. The court found that this exemption is not overly bmad
un?y because the exemption applies only to projects that meet the :

“comprehensive environmentally protective conditions™ listed in section %%332
including the requirement that the project as proposed must comply with “ai?
appliaa‘oie zoning designations-and regulations” '

Inthe eity’s vmw this categorical exemption dpp?!t.,‘s to projects mudmg
variances or modifi ications, unles:; the cxty refuses to grant the zequested
modification. 2 SR -

But this mtermetaﬁom is 1110;21(“11 becau&:e no- pmject Lhat is. ciemcd the
requested modifications can be built. It cannot be the mcamng of the * ‘consistent

with all ap*pli{,ab!c zoning” requirement. that it oniy 1Lqmm§ an. m}tzai mudy for
those pr 0}@(,1&3 ihat can iba ‘nu It

Puiﬁhw dﬂﬁ to the zmur&imt} %mrmmdmg he pj opa%d e\zcavamon ofa
site in-which cc:n‘lamimted groundwater is as little as 57 feet below the surface
this project is also not exempt, because under section 15300.2¢. a project

otherwise is not exempt when ‘Limrc 15 a 1easonab je. posslbzhty ihat it c:ould cause
env n*omnema% harm™ :

hd

Grounds for Appeal No. 3
This proposed project does not qualify for the square footage awarded as
“Economic Dwe]opmcm Prcw_)ect” under Meas,w ek,

SBMC 28.87. ’%OO(B)(’%) prev;des a bark of addmem! Square foo{age t] at
may be awarded to a project if it is deemed and “Economic Development
Project.” Only ahandful of projects have been deemed to qualify and thus.
nearly 400 O{}G square feetof commercial square footage remains to be awarded
purstant to the ordinance. See Exhibit E attached hercto. The ordinance
requires two: StLpS ?n“st the pm}c,ct "nu%t pr{)mote ecemrmc G"mvvﬁ'} Secons:i




An Eeonomic Development Project should also accomplish one or more of the
following: '

a. Support diversity and balance in the local or regional economy by establishing
or expanding businesses or industries in sectors which currently do not existon
the South Coast or are present only va limited manner; or '

b. Provide new recreational, educational, or cultural opportunities for City
restdents and visitors: or ' ' '

¢. Pravide products or services which are currently not available or are in limited
supply either locally or regionally.

SBMC 28.87.300(B)3)

Since almost any building conceivable promates economic growth in
some way, the important part of the analysis is the second part, and I believe the
City has neglected to analyze properly this project under the second part. When
the City Council granted its preliminary approval of the designation, it did not
analyze the project under the second part. Neither did the Planning
Commission.

. . C lses aef L ,

The owners have admitted this project ga meet these criteria, by asserting
that the units will be marketed to and purchased by Santa Barbara business
peopie. No claim has been made that this project will bring a new industry or
business to town, or that the tenants/owners in the building will provide products
or services “not available or in limited supply either locally or regionally?

I'submit that if this relaxed standard for Economic Development Square
footage is allowed to stand, the floodgates will truly be opened for the remaining
400,000 square feet in this bank. '

Grounds for Appeal No, 4
The parking requirement should not be waived

SBMC § 28.92.110 provides that the Planning Commission may granta -

modification of the parking requirement only when so doing “will not cause an
merease in the demand for parking space or loadin g space in the immediate

-4




area.” I respectfully submit that the Planuing Commission erred in finding that
this project, with 37 parking spaces for 50 units, will not cause an increased
demand for parking or loading space in the immediate ares.

~ Grounds for Appeal No. 3
{Sec Exhibit F)

[ hereby incorporate by reference as grounds for appeal the document
attached as Exhibit F, my May 21, 2008 letter to the Planning Commission,

Very truly vours,

(ﬁgﬁ/y{«‘z«waﬁk
= p - )

Virginia Rehling
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ATTACHMENT 3

PROJECTS WITH PRELIMINARY OR FINAL
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DESIGNATIONS

PROJECT/ADDRESS

PRELIM.
DESIG.
(8. Fr)

FINAL
DEsIG,
{8q. Fr.)

STaTUs/
COMMENT

Gateway Project {Miravant}
6100 Hollister Avenue
METST7-00715

80,000

Approved 5/28/2000

Architectural Millworks
815 Quinientos Street
MST97-0¢320

15,000

Cof O 1/20/2004

Penfield and Smith .
111 E Victoria St
MST2002-60243

7,905 |

BP 2/11/2005

Software.com
630-634 Andcapa Street
MST97-00520

Withdrawn

Alliance Manufacturing Software
1035 Chapala Strect
MS3T98-00051

36257

Withdrawn

Fielding Institute
4131 Foothili Road
MST2001-30840

Expired 4/23/2005

Alirport Mobile Structure
500 Fowler Rd
MST2002-00263

720

Approved 6/20/02

Cottage Hospital
320 W Pueblo St
MST2003-001352

182,541

Under Construction

Granada Theatre
1216 State St
MST2004-00005

13,360

Approved 3/23/04

SUBTOTALS

(%

299,526

SUBTOTALS

ALLOCATED TO DATE: 299,526 SQFT*

REMAINING UNALLOCATED: 398,484 8QFT |

04-30-08

*Daoes not include SF from Software,Com or Alllance, which have been withdrawn

EXHIBIT E




Virginia Rehling

1305 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara CA 93101
May 21, 2008

To:  Santa Barbara Planning Commission

Re: 101 E. Victoria Street
MST2006-00758

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| believe that this proposed project should be rejected or revised. |
hope the following comments will be helpful in your consideration of this
application.

THE SEVERE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION OF THIS
SITE REQUIRES EVALUATION NOW, BEFORE
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL

. Thousands of pages of documentation relating to the
environmental contamination of this site are collected at
http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov/reports/iuft.asp?giobal_id=T0608
344098. In particular, the work plans, site assessment reports,
and corrective action plans can be found at htip://geotracker.
swrcb.ca.gov/reports/electronic_submittals.asp?global_id=
T0608344098&sub_type=GEO_REPORT.

C On October 4, 2006, Thomas M. Rejzek of the Santa Barbara
County Fire Department wrote a letter indicating that 101 E.
Victoria Street was potentially subject to a “deed notification
and/or deed restriction” due to the environmental contamination
of the property, because even after the planned cleanup
activities, including Soil Vapor Extraction, “the site would likely
not be cleaned up to target cleanup goals.” Mr. Rejzek further
wrote that the contamination extends into “the City of Santa

EXHIBIT F




Barbara’s right-of-way.” | have attached a copy of Mr. Rejzek’s
CQctober 4, 2006 [etter.

. Mr. Rejzek also indicated in his October 4, 20086 letter that the
owner of 101 E. Victoria had been made of aware of the
likelihood that the property could be encumbered with “a deed
notification or deed restriction,” and “the owner of the property
has stated that this is not acceptable.” According to Mr. Rejzek,
because the contamination extends into the City's right-of-way,
if the cleanup effort fails to adequately remove the
contamination, “agreement from the City to place a deed
notification or deed restriction on the property” will be required.

® As a result of this problem, Mr. Rejzek ordered that
“remediation shall continue until a deed notification and/or deed
restriction is not needed.”

. On December 22, 20086, the present application # MST2006-
000758 was filed by the present owners.

) I have attached samples of the numerous maps posted on the
Fire Department web site, indicating the location and extent of
the soil and groundwater contamination at the site.

e | have also attached a letter written on January 18, 2008, from
Mr. Rejzek of the County Fire Department to Kathleen Kennedy
of the Planning Department, regarding what will be required in
order to build an underground garage at this site. Mr. Rejzek

- stated that “mitigation measures shall be included in the
building design to prevent migration of vapors into the building
- or parking structure.” (my emphasis).

" As used in this letter “the owners” includes representaiives of the owners
who have communicated with city planners and city commissions on
behalf of the owners.

? This letter is incorrectly dated January 18, 2007. It was apparently
actually sent on January 18, 2008.

-2.
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The city environmental analyst has determined that the owners
do not have to do even an initial study for this site.

Mr. Rejzek also stated in his January 18, 2008, letter to Ms.
Kennedy that “hazardous waste levels of solubie lead were
detected at the site during the site investigation” and “this
material must be handled appropriately and disposed of
properly during grading operations.”

Last week, on May 16, 2008, the Fire Department sent a letter
requesting immediate action on 1,2-dichloroethane (EDC)
contamination detected during routine testing. | have attached
a copy of the letter dated May 16, 2008. .

Because the Planning staff has not required the owners to
submit an initial environmental report, the environmental risk
and potential environmental impact from this project have not
properly been considered. | believe it would be reckless to
approve this proposal now, with the mere proviso that the
Planning Commission’s approval is subject to the toxic waste
cleanup being completed. The County Fire Department
documents cast doubt on whether that will even be possible.
The Fire Department has ordered that “remediation shall
continue until a deed notification and/or deed restriction is not
needed.” In this situation, at the very least an initial study is
warranted. |

The Planning Commission therefore should overrule the staff's
determination that no environmental study at all is needed for
this application. It should request an initial study to obtain
actual facts indicating whether the staff's assumption that it is
safe to proceed is actually warranted, before granting approval
to this project.

In particular, since it has been mandated that “mitigation
measures shall be included in the building design,” those

-3-
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design elements are clearly within the purview of the Planning
Commission and should be evaluated as part of the approval
process.

Furthermore, the environmental documents relating to the toxic
waste hazard indicate that this site has been polluting the
aquifer under the site as well as the soil. The process of
excavating the deep foundation for the underground garage
could potentially release a mass of toxins into the aquifer. In
light of these troubling environmental documents, at the very
least the risk should be evaluated pre-approval, rather than just
making the approval conditional and hoping it will turn out
alright.

| do not know If the environmental analyst was even aware of
the October 4, 2006, January 18, 2008 and May 18, 2008
letters when the analyst decided that the project should be
“exempt from further environmentai review.” 1f the
environmental analyst was not aware of this information, it is
possible that the analyst would reach a different conclusion
upon review of these letters as well as the materials available
on the above-listed web site.

it may turn out that the project does not require a full
environmental impact report (EIR), but | do believe, in light of
these letters and other documents, that no environmental
analyst could reasonably conclude that the risk of significant air
quality impacts or significant impacts on water quality from this
project can be assumed away on faith alone, with no further
investigation whatsoever required, not even an initial study.

If a developer can come to Santa Barbara and purchase a
property with environmental problems this severe, and then
gain approval for a dense development on the site (with an
underground garage to boot), all without even having to do an
initial study, | believe that developer could be forgiven for
bragging about that accomplishment.

EXHIBIT F



| realize it is not the role of the Planning Commission to second
guess the investment decisions of developers, but assuming
that the owners intend to fully disclose the extent of the ongoing
contamination of the property to prospective unit owners and
tenants, | personally wonder whether these units will be as
marketable as the developers claim.

Even apart from the environmental contamination, the owners
should still not be entitled to the exemption from all
environmental review. As discussed in the staff report, an
exemption from all environmental review is only proper if a
proposed project is in compliance with “all applicable general
plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and
regulations.” That is not true here, as | will discuss regarding
the parking requirements.

However, the staff report concludes that since the staff
recommends that the parking waiver should be granted, the
project therefore does comply with all applicable regulations
and is exempt from submitting an initial report. Isn’t the parking
waiver decision for the Commission to make, not the staff? The
staff puts the Commission in the difficult position of being
handed the parking waiver as a fait accompli, because if the
Commission rejects the staff's recommendation to approve the
waiver, an environmental review will be triggered. (Of course
environmental review is warranted for this project regardless,
for the reasons just discussed regarding the serious
contamination of this site).

There is also a circular logic in the staff's analysis. Under the
ordinance, if a project needs a variance, it is not exempt from
environmental review. But now along comes the staff to assert
that since in their opinion the variance should be granted, no
study is required after all. This seems to thwart the purpose of
the ordinance that requires environmental review for projects
needing variances or exemptions from regulations.

EXHIBIT F




The lack of formal environmental standards for this project
represents a lost opportunity to safeguard the City’s
environment in other ways, if the project is approved. For
example, the excavation of the underground garage will
apparently require the removal of many tons of toxic dirt. That
effort will require a great many trucks to be loaded with the dirt
and driven through the city. Shouldn't the plan for that be
considered now, instead of just delegated to the transportation
department for post-approval supervision? Shouldn’t these
truck trips be considered as a factor in whether the project
should be approved? Since the staff has recommended
exempting the project from all environmental review, neither the
Planning Commission nor the public have data with which to
make an informed decision.

Also, given the close proximity of our homes to the site, could
these trucks, and all construction equipment at the site such as
backhoes, etc., be required to be newer, minimum diesel
exhaust vehicles, which would subject us to less pollution
during construction?

Finally, while the owners have indicated that the project “has
been designed to attain a LEED Silver rating”, why not obtain a
commitment fo obtain the LEED certification, as a condition of
approval of the project? Alternatively, the Commission should
at least obtain further documentation from the owners so it can
evaluate this claim.

EXHIBIT F




THE SIZE, BULK & SCALE ARE TOO MUCH FOR THIS BLOCK

* Several years ago, Penfield & Smith was able to gain approval
for the large development at 109-111 East Victoria Street. 1
believe that the size of the resulting building conflicts with the
spirit of the El Pueblo Viejo district and has not been a positive ;
addition to Santa Barbara. Penfield & Smith was able to build
that building by obtaining the same types of exemptions and ?
bonuses that the 101 E. Victoria owners are asking for now,
such as relief from the parking requirement and the award of
additional square footage as an Economic Development
Project. The 101 E. Victoria owners have pointed to the
Penfield & Smith building as a model for how the process
should work for their project. And the 101 E. Victoria owners
are using some of the same arguments that worked for Penfield
& Smith, to the detriment of EI Pueblo Viejo and Santa Barbara.

o Anacapa Street is residential North of this block. A drive South
down Anacapa from Mission is a parade of beautiful homes,
followed by a school, park and church. The two blocks
between E. Sola and E. Victoria are transitional, with a mix of
homes and low-rise commercial and retail.

e This project will make that transition abrupt. A lovely historic
cottage (built in 1872 according to the owner of that property)
abuts the proposed development, as do the beautiful
-condominiums nestled into Arlington Court. Directly across the
street from the proposed development is my own small home at
1305 Anacapa Street. This project does not fit on this half-
residential block. | do not understand how a person coulid
stand on Anacapa Street, look at my home, and lcok at the
home next door to this project, and then conclude that this
project is compatible in “size, bulk and scale.”

o Although it is not as tall as several projects designed by the
same architect, this project is actually 41 feet tall at the highest
point, the elevator tower. And even at 34 feet, the third story

EXHIBIT F




proper is still incompatible with the cottages adjacent and
across the street. The owners should at least be required to
provide shadow diagrams to determine the shadows that will be
cast upon neighboring residences, and if they have privately
submitted such diagrams they should be made available to the
public for consideration prior to any Planning Commission
decision.

THE PROJECT PROVIDES INADEQUATE PARKING AND THAT
SHOULD NOT BE EXCUSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION

This proposal is for a 3-story building containing 50 offices,
which will be sold to investors as condominiums, to be occupied
by the investors themselves, or leased by the investors to
tenants.

The owners only intend to provide 37 parking spaces for the 50
condominiums. They need permission from the Planning
Commission to do this because under the rules, 50 spaces are
required. Additionally, at least three existing parking spaces on
Anacapa Street will be eliminated. (The garage will have 45
spaces but 8 are permanently reserved for the use of Penfield
& Smith, leaving a net of 35 spaces).

The next block down South down Anacapa Street from this
project is within the Central Business District, and for good
reason, it is purely commercial. If this project were located on
that block it would be allowed to have only 37 parking spaces.
But it's not. It's located on my block, which at least half
residential, and therefore properly subject to a stricter parking
requirement.

The owners have argued that since this project is close to the
other zone it should not be held to the stricter standard for the
zone it is actually in. But Anacapa is purely residential unti this
block, and then even this block is still half residential. That is

EXHIBIT F




why there is a stricter parking requirement on this block, and
why the parking requirement should not be waived to allow a
building this size to be built on this block without providing the
required parking. '

| believe that the line enclosing the Central Business District
was not drawn on East Victoria Street arbitrarily or randomly. It
was not an accident; it is not “just a line.” The adjacent block is
in the Central Business District and is 0% residences. My block
is 50% residences. It was a reasonable decision to draw the
line where it is, and if there is a zoning proposal in the future to
extend the Central Business District to include these transitional
blocks between East Victoria and East Sola, | believe such a
change would be vigorously opposed by the many residents of
these two blocks.

The owners also argue that they should not have to provide the
required parking because this block is nearby the new Granada
garage. However, with 50 units having only 37 parking spaces,
and many of those 50 units having more than one employee
and/or a constant stream of clients, customers, and other
visitors, | believe this building will cause additional traffic circling
these blocks, locking for a free space before resorting to the
garage if unsuccessful. Furthermore, the garage was built by
the public, and what the owners request is tantamount to being
given 13 of the Granada garage spaces as gift.

As the owners have predicted, some of these offices will not be
9-5 operations. So uniike a traditional office buiilding, any
parking, traffic or noise problems will extend to all hours.

The owners hired a consultant to submit a parking study. The
parking consultant submitted a study concluding that 37 spaces
are sufficient for this 50 unit building. The planning staff has
accepted that conclusion. However, the consultant’s report
indicates that it applied the standard for general office space in
its analysis. | believe that is not the correct standard for this

-9-
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project. As the owners have asserted, their project is unlike a
typicai office project. These tiny offices will be more densely
populated and more intensively used than the equivalent
square footage in a general office building, Many of the units
will operate as de facto retail or service establishments with
visits from clients and customers, causing even more
divergence from the “general office” category. The Planning
Commission should request that the appiicant’s consultant, or
the staff, provide a more appropriate benchmark be used for
this project, and the Commission should also apply a common-
sense test {o this project. 37 spaces for 50 units in this project
seems wrong, because it is.

The Planning Commission should decline the owners’ request
to waive the parking requirement, and it should request that the
owners submit a design in which the square footage of the
project matches the parking. Instead of being 50 units, a
revised project might contain, for example, 37 units. Wouldn’t
37 units for 37 parking spaces be better?

What the owners have asked for is to “double-dip” — they
request nearly a 50% increase in the allowable size of the
project, from 11,900 to 17,607 square feet, but they don’t want
to provide the additional parking required for the additional
square footage. What is the city getting in return? If the
Commission is inclined to grant both the additional square
footage and the parking waiver for that increment, it would be
more fair to the public, who paid for the Granada garage, to
require a buy-in equal to the per-space cost of the garage.
However, nothing like that has been offered. The owners’
insist, and the staff agrees, that it is appropriate to award the
extra space, free of the parking requirement, without any
compensation to the city in return. That would constitute a
subsidy to these owners, borne by the public who built the
garage, and especially by the neighbors of this property who
will be personally impacted by the inadequate parking provided
by the owners of this project.

-10 -
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THE GARAGE ENTRANCE AND LOADING ZONE
SHOULD BE MOVED TO EAST VICTORIA STREET
AS PREVIOUSLY SUGGESTED BY MEMBERS
OF THE COMMISSION

Members of the Planning Commission recommended that the
garage entrance and truck loading area should be moved to the
Fast Victoria Street side of the property, away from the
residences and ftraffic on Anacapa Street. However, the
Planning Commission staff now agrees with the owners that the
garage entrance/exit and loading area can be on Anacapa
Street. Not only will this impact the Anacapa Street residences
directly, but the comings-and-goings from the garage, along
with a stream of deliveries on Anacapa Street, will be
dangerous and cause traffic problems for everyone who travels
on Anacapa Street.

There is far more traffic flowing South on Anacapa Street than
flowing West on East Victoria. On May 19, 2008 my son and |
compared the traffic coming South down Anacapa Street with
the fraffic coming West on East Victoria, from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00
p.m. During that one-hour, 658 cars came down Anacapa
Street, while only 182 cars came West on East Victoria.

On the morning of May 20, we repeated the count from 8:00
a.m. to 8:50 a.m. During that 50-minute period, 535 cars came
down Anacapa Street, while only 82 cars came West on East
Victoria.

In addition to the far greater number of cars traveling on
Anacapa Street, the traffic coming down Anacapa Street
appears to move at significantly higher speeds than the traffic
heading West on East Victoria, compounding the increased risk
of the driveway on Anacapa.

11 -
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As previously discussed regarding the inadequate parking
issue, the in-and-out from the garage, along with the parking
and double-parking of delivery vehicles, will be dangerous as
cars speeding down Anacapa encounter these new obstacles.
These significant new traffic problems on Anacapa Street would
not occur if the entrance and loading zone were on East
Victoria.

When the Granada garage opened, it was discovered that
Anacapa Street is more sensitive than anyone realized to
increases in traffic load and to sudden slowdowns at garage
-entrances. The Commission should apply that lesson to this
proposal.

An aggravating factor of having the garage on Anacapa Street
is that the 8 spaces reserved for Penfield & Smith are expected
to be used by their survey trucks, not passenger cars. That will
make the problems | have described even worse. The trucks
will come and go at odd hours due fo their extensive use. This
will extend the hours of garage use, but will not free up any
spaces during the middle of the day because Penfield & Smith's
spaces will have 1o be reserved, or their 8 space quota would
be meaningless.

There are no residences on that block of East Victoria. Putting
the garage entrance and loading zone there will reduce the
impact the building will otherwise have on the homes on
Anacapa Street. The entrance would be closer to the corner,
but that could be addressed by making use of the easement
already obtained from 109 E. Victoria. And at any rate, this
factor is vastly outweighed by the reduced number of cars on
East Victoria, and by the reduced speed of that traffic. If the
exit from the garage onto East Victoria were made right-turn-
only, it could be even safer.

Moving the garage entrance to East Victoria would also
eliminate the nuisance to residences that will be created if an

-12 -
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exit buzzer or alarm is installed at the garage exit.
Underground garages were until recently rare in Santa Barbara,
but now they are proliferating. Many residents do not realize
that underground garages are often set up to trigger a loud
buzzing or ringing warning alarm to herald the appearance of
each exiting car. If the entrance is not moved fo East Victoria,
this noise would be extremely disturbing to the residences on
Anacapa Street, especially at night when the neighborhood
becomes very quiet.

THIS PROPOSAL DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR
A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DESIGNATION
UNDER THE PLAIN LANGUAGE OF THE ORDINANCE

® Because a liberal amount of Economic Development square
footage remains available for allocation under the Economic
Development exception to Measure E, the owners have put
forth an interpretation of the exception that conflicts with the
plain language of the ordinance, and unfortunately, the City
Council recently accepted that misinterpretation in giving
tentative approval {o the owners’ request for tentative
designation as an Economic Development Project. | believe
the Planning Commission should review the plain language of
the exception and carefully consider how it is that this project is
eligible.

e The exception to Measure E for Economic Development
Projects is explicitly limited to developments that will provide
space for businesses or industries “in sectors which currently
do not exist on the South Coast or are present only in a limited
manner,” or which “provide products or services which are
currently not available or are in limited supply either locally or
regionally.”® The owners have not addressed these

* There is also a third way for a project to qualify that is inapplicable here: a
building that provides “new recreational, educational, or cultural
opportunities for City residents and visitors.”

-13-
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requirements at all. instead of supplying evidence about the
businesses or industries the project will house, as required by
the ordinance, the owners simply assert that their building is
unique and will fill an “unmet need” for small offices. That is
irrelevant. The ordinance requires that the occupants be
businesses fitting the above criteria. Thus, fo qualify as an
Economic Development Project under the plain language of the
ordinance, the owners must show, and the Planning
Commission and City Council must find, that the building wil
provide space for businesses or industries that provide
products or services “which are currently not available or in
limited supply” or which operate “in sectors which currently do
not exist on the South Coast or are present only in a limited
manner.” The owners' assertion that their building is a unigue
product or service is completely unresponsive to the
requirements of the ordinance.

Unfortunately, this misappiication of the ordinance appears to
have gained currency on both the City Council and the Planning
Commission. If the prevailing interpretation of the ordinance
were to be challenged in court, however, | believe the plain
language would be held to override this strained interpretation.
The focus of the Economic Development Project exception is
on the businesses and industries that will occupy the proposed
premises. Whether or not the building itself is unique or
expects o lease out {or sell out) is not a relevant consideration.

For example, a proper use of the Economic Development
Project designation would be for a building designed to bring a
new industry to Santa Barbara. In such a case, the approval of
the project should include appropriate conditions to spell out the
understanding as to the business or industry which the
proposed building will support.

Here, the owners have made no claims about what businesses
or industries will occupy these units, other than the obvious fact
that they will be small businesses. No claim has been made

-14 -
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that small businesses “currently do not exist on the South Coast
or are present only in a limited manner.” No argument has
been made that the owners and tenants occupying these 50
units will be providing products or services “which are currently
not available or in limited supply.” In fact, the owners have
asserted that they anticipate that all or nearly all the units will
be occupied by local residents; this conflicts with the notion of
attracting new businesses or industries to the area.

Furthermore, given this property’s location two blocks from the
courthouse, | believe it is safe to predict that many of the units
will be purchased or rented by lawyers. And as far as | know,
no one is claiming that lawyers “do not exist on the South Coast
or are present only in a limited manner,” or that lawyers “are
currently not available or in limited supply.” Economic
Development Projects as defined by the ordinance are
restricted to projects that will house particular classes of
businesses or industries. A simple claim that one’s building is
unique or fills a niche demand for small offices does not
address that requirement at all.

The Planning Commission should deny the requested
designation as an Economic Development project unless and
until the owners comply with the ordinance by demonstrating
how this project will house businesses that “do not exist on the
South Coast or are present only in a limited manner,” or that
“are currently not available or in limited supply.”

REGARDLESS OF ANY BYLAW TO THE CONTRARY,
THIS PROJECT APPEARS TO INVITE RESIDENTIAL USE

50 offices is extremely dense for a building this size. As a
result the offices will be quite small (294 to 333 square feet
each). Some of the units will certainly be purchased by
businesses for their own use, but the Pianning Commission
should consider that a significant number of the units will likely

-15 -
- EXHIBITF



be purchased for investment purposes, by investors who will
then need to rent to tenants. The current owners of the
property will be out of the picture once the units are sold. The
Planning Commission should consider the complications that
will result when unit owners compete with each other to rent out
their units.

A tenant wishing to use a unit as live/work space may be willing
to pay more than a tenant who just wants an office for iess
intensive use. Since investor/owners will of course seek to
make the best possible return, if the building makes it easy for
tenants to live there (regardiess of the fact that is not technically
allowed), these units will be more marketable to investors
because investors will anticipate enhanced rentability of the
units.

This proposed project dedicates a remarkably large space to a
shower and locker facility, approximately 1500 square feet. Itis
wise to encourage bicycling, but given the actual incidence of
bicycle commuting in Santa Barbara, | believe the extensive
shower facilities serve the additional purpose of making it
possible for tenants to live in the units, notwithstanding the
rules against that. The design, location and size of the complex
will make that policing that prohibition impossible as a practical
matter. In practice, it will just not be feasible to prevent or
detect tenants living in the units, especially since the
investor/owners will have an incentive to lock the other way.

In addition to tenants who may effectively live in the buiiding,
the structure of this project also invites owners and tenants to
view their units as pied-a-terres, for occasional or not-so-
occasional overnight use, by themselves or by out-of-town
guests. Again, the large shower-and-lockers area facilitates
this use of the property.

-16-
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BECAUSE OF LOCAL PROBLEMS WITH
HOMELESSNESS AND CRIME, THE ATTRACTIVE,
OPEN CORNER ENTRANCE IN THE PROPOSED DESIGN IS
LIKELY TO BE CONVERTED TO A SECURE GATE OR DOOR

Living across the street from this project, | have had problems
with people sleeping within my front garden, shielded by the
hedge. The proposed design has a narrow “courtyard” that
seems more like a maze of narrow spaces between the units.
These spaces would provide numerous places to sleep
overnight without being seen from the street. If this complex
will have various open entrances around it, there will be no way
to prevent camping by homeless people at night, other than by
hiring security. But if the complex is enclosed to prevent this
activity, then the attractive open entrance on the corner of East
Victoria and Anacapa is doomed to evolve into something more
secure but far less attractive. It is truly unfortunate that the
problem of homelessness is one that must now be considered
in building design, but | believe that is a reality that should be
acknowledged in this instance.

Similarly, Santa Barbara is blessed with a moderate crime rate,
but if the complex is to be accessible via various paseos, with
unit entrances that are accessible from within the interior
“courtyard” area, but not visible from the street, this may invite
burglary and other property crimes. This too may be a factor in
turning the attractive open entrance into a locked checkpoint.

And if the building must control access, this will probably also

mean that the underground garage must be secured. Ifthatis
accomplished with a roll-up or other secure gate, this may add
to the nighttime noise issue for the neighboring residences, at
least if the entrance to the garage remains on Anacapa.

1T

EXHIBIT F



THIS DESIGN PROVIDES NO SETBACK
AND INSUFFICIENT LANDSCAPING
ON ANACAPA STREET

While it is true that no setback in required for first floor units, in
an application such as this one, where the owners are asking
for significant additional square footage and parking
concessions from the city, it would be appropriate to request a
setback to allow more landscaping on Anacapa Street in return
for what is being given away.

| believe that despite the assurances in the plan documents, the
postage-stamp sized landscaping elements on Anacapa Street
will probably not be implemented as envisioned. In the current
design there is a tree directly in front of the every window on
Anacapa Street, filling in the angled space between each unit.
To block the view of Anacapa Street from all the windows for
these units would adversely impact their marketability.
Therefore | believe that if this project is built, the inevitable
result will be that anyone coming down Anacapa Street will be
faced with building-and-windows right up to the sidewalk, with
at best a low bush or planter each tiny space between the
angled windows.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns about this

project. | sincerely hope the Planning Commission will at ieast
request further study of the problems with this proposal, which seems
to have changed so little since the unfavorable comments received at
the only concept review a year ago.

Sincerely,

VIRGINIA REHLING

enclosures
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Department

Fire
“Serving the community since 1926"
4410 Cathedral Oaks Road John M, Scherrei
Santa Barbara, California 831101047 Fire Chief

(805) 681-5500 FAX (805) 6815563

October 4, 2006

Mr. Danie] Carrier '
-Chevron Environmental Management Company

P. 0. Box 2292

145 South State College Boulevard - ‘ .

Brea, CA 92822-2292 ] w:‘":“;?»;‘”";.;:‘:“wﬁ-u@_j

Dear Mr. Carrier: { i

j S511 7008 i

SUBTECT:  Former Chevron Station No. 20-6699 o : Ll & |
101 E. Victoria Street, Santa Barbara, California e L L S |
LUFT Site #9009%

The" Santa’ Barbara County Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division (FPD), Leaking
Underground Fuel Tank (LUFT) Program, has reviewed the following documents prepared by
your consultant, Holguin, Fahan & Associates: Site dssessment Report (Repory), dated Tuly 20,
2006 and Corrective Action Plan (CAP), dated July 21, 2006. The Report summarized the
driiling and sampling of three soil borings (B-9 through B-11) and the installation of one nested
vadose zone well (V-1A/B). Based upon site assessment activities, the CAP proposed to use
vapor extraction to treat the vadose zone contamination and natural attenuation to treat the
groundwater contamination. After careful review, FPD has the following comments and
directives:

(1) The Report suggests that because the Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg)
contamination found in soil in offsite boring B-9 (5,560 mg/kg) is greater than that for onsite
well MW-8 (2,700 mg/kg), the contamination in B-9 is potentially related to a former service
Station southeast of the site. However, boring B-9 is located approximately 10 feet from the
former tanks and the concentration of TPHg in that boring is less than the TPHg
concentration found in onsite boring V-1 (7,900 mg/kg). FPD requires the submittal of a
workplan by November 3, 2006 for the delineation of soil contamination southeast and
sc athwest of B-9,

(2) FPD approves the proposed cleanup levels for soil and groundwater,

(3) FPD approves the use of Soil Vapor Extraction to remediate the contaminants in the vadose
zone at the site vicinity. However, as shown in Fi gure 12, the projected radius of influence in
the two proposed vapor extraction wells will not effectively remediate the known plume, let
alone the undelineated offsite contamination. FPD requires additional wells be proposed that

-will effectively remediate both the onsite and offsite contamination based upon the known
contamination at this time. Please submit a revised map to FPD by Octeber 20, 2006.

Serving: Bueliton Casmatia » Cuyama Vailey » Golein Valley Hope Ranche Lompoc Valtey» Los Admmos » Mission Canyon « Oreugys &MJ BJB—}@E» Sisquor



101 E. Victoria Street Letter
Page 2 of 2
_ October 4, 2006

Additiona! wells may need to be added to the systemn once the offsite contamination has been
~ fully assessed.

-{4) Begin permitting of the vapor extraction system with the appropriate agencies immediately.

(5) Because the extent of offsite contamination has not been delineated, the treatment system
shall be scalable to include additional extraction wells, as needed.

-(6) HF A has proposed to operate the treatment system for three months, FPD does not concur
- with operating the treatment system for an arbitrary amount of time. FPD will require
confirmation soil samples prior to the shutdown of the treatraent system. Based upon the

- resuits, additional wells may be required to target areas not affected by the system.

(7) The CAP suggested that while the potential risk at the site would be reduced during

remediation, the site would likely not be cleaned up to the target cleamup goals. This would

. likely result in either a deed notification or deed restriction. The owner of the property has

- stated that this is not acceptable. Additionally, as contamination is present within the City of

- Santa Barbara’s right-of-way, cleanup to less than the target goals would require agreement

+ from the City to place a deed notification or deed restriction on their property. Therefore,
remediation shall continue until a deed notification and/or deed restriction is not needed.

“(8) FPD does not approve the use of natura attenuation for the remediation of groundwater. The
station was closed in 1955. Fifty one years ‘later, contaminants in groundwater are as
follows: TPHg is four time its action level: benzene is 29 times its Maximum Contaminant
Level (MCL); and EDC is 32 times its MCL. Therefore, active remediation at this site is
required. Submit a Corrective Action Plan to FPD by Nevember 3, 2006 for the active
remediation of groundwater.

If you have any questions regarding the aforementioned, please do not hesitate to call me at 805-
686-8176. Correspondence relating to this matter should be addressed to FPD at 195 West
- Highway 249, Suite 102, Buellton, CA 93427 or via facsimile at 805-686-8183.

Sincerely,

Thomas M. Rejzek
Professional Geologist #6461
Certified Hydrogeologist #601
SMU/LUFT Program’

pc:  Todd McFarland, HFA ¥~ |
Mark Matranga, UST Cleanup Fund -
John Mijares, RWQCB
Eric Schott, 101 East Victoria Partnership
Steve Campbell, CampbellGeo :
Stephen Macintosh, City of Santa Barbara _ 09-06 50099.doc
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Fire Department
John M. Scherrei

“Serving the commumity since 1926" Fire Chief

4410 Cathedral Oaks Road
Santa Rarbara, CA 93110-1042
{803) 681-5500 FAX (B05) 6B1-5563

Jannary 1§, 2007

Ms. Kathleen Kennedy

City of Santa Barbara Planning Department
63C {arden Sireet

Sania Jarbara, CA 93101

Dear Ms. Kennedy:

SUBIECT: Former Chevron Station No. 20-6699
101 E. Victorja Street, Santa Barbara, California
LUFT Site #90099

The Santa Barbara County Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division (FPD), Leaking
Underground Fuel Tank (LUFT) Program has reviewed the DART Routing Form dated
December 19, 2007 for the above referenced site. It is FPD’s understanding that the demolition
of the existing building and the construction of a three story office complex with underground
parking is proposed for the site. FPD has the following comments regarding this project:

e The site is an active LUFT site with ongoing soil and groundwater remediation.

s« Hazardous waste levels of soluble lead were detected at the site during the site investigation.
This material must be handled appropriately and disposed of properly during grading
operations. In addition, it is possible that during site grading operations, uninown soil
contamination may be encountered. Therefors, FPD requires a soils management plan for
Lris site, If soil exhibiting any field indications of contarmination is encountered during any
phase of redevelopment, then work shall be stopped immediately and FPD notified.

s If the soil vapor extraction system has not complsted soil remediation at the site prior to the
beginning of construction activities, then the soil vapor extraction system shall be reinstalled
as soon as possible (either during or after the completion of construction activities).

e (Groundwater under the site is contaminated with several volatile orgamic compounds.
Should groundwater remediation not be complete before the beginning of construction
activities, then the groundwater menitoring wells within the building footprint shall be
properly abandoned and then reinstalled as soon as possible (either during or after the
completion of construction activities) under FPD permit.

s Due to the presence of volatile organic compounds in the soil vapor and groundwater at the
site, mitigation measures shall be included in the building design to prevent migration of
these vapors into the building or parking structure in accordance with the Department of

Serving: Tire Cities of Bucllton and Goleta, and the Conmmunities of Casmalia, Cuyama, Guviota, flope Ranch, LE%HLFB)PVF F’
Mission Canven, Misxion Hills, Orewtt, Santa Maria, Santg Ynes, Sisquoc, Vandenberg Villugés i




101 E. Victoria Street Letter
Page 2 of 2
Jenwurs 18, 2007

Toxic Substance Confrol’s Guidance for Bvaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor
Intrusion to Indoar Air (12/5/2004, revised 2/7/2005).

If you have any questions regarding the aforementioned, please do not hesitate to call me at 805-
686-8176. Correspondence relating to this matter should be addressed to FPD at 195 West
Highway 246, Buellton, CA 93427 or via facsimile at 805-686-8183.

Sincerely,
Thomas M.’@

Professional Geologist #6461
Certified Hydrogeologist #601
SMU/LUFT Program

pe:  Mr. Todd McFarland, HFA
Mr. John Frary, Chevron
Mr. Mark Matranga, UST Cleanup Fund
Mr. John Mijares, RWQCB
101 E. Victoria Street, LP 01-08 9C099.doc
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Fire Department
John M. Scherrei

“Serving the community since 1926 Fire Chief

4410 Cathedral Qaks Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93110-1042
{805 681-3500 FAX (B05) 681-3563

May 16, 2008

Mr. Ben Temry

Chevron Environmental Management Company
P. 0. Box 1069

San Luts Obispo, CA 93406

Dear Mr. Temry:

SUBJECT: Former Chevron Station No. 20-6699
101 E. Victoria Sirest, Santa Barbara, California
LUFT Site #90099

The Santa Barbara County Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division (FPD) Leaking
Underground Fuel Tank (LUFT) Program has reviewed the site file for the above referenced site.
Groundwater data indicates that 1,2-dichloroethane (EDC) has been present in groundwater
sampies and may be present in the soil vapor extracted from the site. By May 30, 2008, influent
and effluent vapor samples shall be collected from the vapor extraction system and analyzed for
EDC. Please report these results to FPD immediately upon receipt.

If you have any questions regarding the aforementioned, please do not hesitate to call me at
(803) :86-8176. Written correspondence relating to this matter should be sent to FPD at 195
West Highway 246, Buellton, CA 93427 or via facsimile to (805) 686-8183.

Sincerely,
-~

o oy A

Thomas M. Rejzek
Professional Geologist #6461
Certified Hydrogeologist #0601
SMU/LUFT Program

pc:  Mr Todd McFarland, HFA
Mr. Mark Matranga, UST Cleanup Fund
Mr. John Mijares, RWQCB
101 E. Victoria Street, LP 05-0R 90099.doc
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Mission Cinyon, Mission Hiflls, Orentt, Santa Maria, Sama Yieez, Sisguoc, Fandenberg Fillagé:




4 L1gIHX3

DL 8002 'L2 AHvHE3d (31V3A NOISIADY

"DNE CSHIVIOOSSY ® NVHVYA 'NINDIOH

8002 H31WYND L8HIH HO4 HELVMUNNOHD NI
SNOILYHINADONGD INITOSYY SY Hd L - € JHNDId
VINHOSI VD Vivadyd VINVS
133418 VIHOLDIA 18V3 (0L
6699-02# NOLIVAS IOIALHES HIWHO4

{VBr) WA LVMONNOHD Nj
SNOUVHLINIONOD ZNITOSVD 8V HAL 40 HilOLNGD

{7645 HY LVAONNROHD N
NOLLYHLNIONOD INITOSYY SY HAL

TIAM SHIHCHINGH I IVAMGHNOHD

Q0L

#

&

ANYVANOD ANAWIDYNYN TVLNIANOHIANTG NOHAIHT

anN3H3aT

oF Ge 0

[ -

1934 Ni 355

ONITINE
301340

(956¢-9E61)
NOILYLS
ANIMOSVYY HIWHOL

S301d10

DNV

BOOZ "62 AMVONYT NO QAUOUNORW

LMYHELSTY

ANYTISI
BASNIASIA
HIWHOA

&y& \ ﬂ%
$
Anﬂ/@
- 5301440




4 11dIHXd

D1:8002 "£2 AHVNIKEHE T1V3a NOISIASY

"ONI CSELVIDOSEY B NVHVA ‘NINSTOH

8002 HE1HYVND LS8l HOd R LYMaRNOHD
NI SNOLVHINIONGD SNIZNSE - ¥ 3HNDid
VINGOAVO 'VHVEHYE VINVS
LI3HLS YIHOLOA 18Y3 1o}
6899-02# NOLIVLS JOAHAS HIWHO

B UM ANNOUE NE g
SHOUVHINIONGD BNIZNIE 40 UNOLNGD

WO W IvMaNNQRD NI ¥
NOLIVELNIINGD SHIZNGS

TISM ONIHOLINOW HILVMONNOHD &

ANVAWNOO INSWIOVYNYN TYLNSANOWIANG NOHAIHD

aN3D31

L

134 N 3OS

SNIGUNE
3040

BNV

SIOHHAC

(os6L~0e61)
NOILYLS
ANIMOSYE HIWNE0L

2002 '62 AUVAINYT NG GIHOLINOW

LNVHOYISIH

aNvISI
HISNIJSIA
H3WHOS

n

EMEE ]




4 1idiHXA

DL 8002 L2 ABVNHETd ~FLvd NOISIADY

"ONI ‘SELVIDOSSY ¥ NVHYA ‘NINDI0H (UBT) USLYAMONNCHD NI oo
SRHOUVHINTONOD S35 [0 8iGLNGD
BOOE HRLHVAD LSHIZ HOd 43 1IvAMANNOHD . .

N SNOLLYHINIONOD D43 - § ZUNDid o WA LMANBOND #
<_zmmu_m<u Mcwﬁm«m ViNVS -
1O3HLS VIR0 L0IA L8V 101 _ .

BB99-0oF NOILLVLS 304 >mWw WINH O TIEM DRIHOLINOW B34YMGNAOHD &

ANYSINOD INTNIOYNYIN TYLNZNNOHIANT NOHAZHD aNdoa

8002 '62 AHVANYT NO 3H0LINOW
ov 02 0 fgsal-ug6L)

o ! NOLIVIS
1 e w.
[EEERVIERLS HANNOSYD HIWRO

AMVHNVLE3Y

ANYISI
HASNILSIa
SNIGTINg HIAWHO-A

FN440

DN

DMLY

>
&V \ \ aWO
A > 3
4 N e N
o # ° S
o & & S
>
& g 5%
~ oS §301440
el A
o 2

S301d30




4 LIgIHX3

HINY *8008 12 AN ‘31vd NOISIAGY

‘ONY ‘SELVIDOSSY B NVHVA "NINDTOH

V¥ NOILLIAS-§80H0 219070439 - 6 AHNDIA
YINHOATTYD 'vHYEHVYE VINYS
LIABHIS VIHOLOIA 1SV3 10}
8699-02# NOILVLS FDINGES HINHOH

(BB} §1A3ATT NOLLYDILSAAN Hld340 DNIE0E WIOL —3= X =4l

Addd FACHY SHNOILVHLNIDNGD / TIEM DNIHOLINOW 40 H1d3d —- V.L L
HAZANIIOSYD §Y HdL 4G HNOLNGD 0% {gg/21/2 NO a3HNSYIN) HILVMANAOHD OL H1d3d ~— 3 &
5318803 NOLYOOT 31dWvS 108 ———3 §
INOLSONYS 'ONYS ATHHAVHD 'GNYS ALHS ‘Grvs [ IYAHI LN TIHM O3 LvHO4u3d - o

(A3L03r0Odd IUAHM GIAHSYA)
T SNIHOLINOWONIHOY ——3

NOLLYNDISZA TIHM DNHOLINOW ONIHOE — 3 1-pMIN

LIS AQNVYS LTHS 7

GNVS AJAVTID AV AGNYS
AV ALTS LIS AZAVTD Avis [

ANVHIOD LNSWIDVYNYN TV LNIWNOHIANT NOHATHI

REDER

........... 5 M)
[ -

LAZH NEFTWOS

NOILLVYHIDDYXE TYOILHAA ON

06

08

08

0L

05

08

oy

og

02

0%

08

(Bay) Mid3a

L.

W

1SYZIHLHON

T RB-WN AT

\

8 1-A

/£
L=

SLSN INNOSYD

JASEAMHLNOCS
HAWHOL .




= LIdIHXH

DV 2002 'LL UHAY 1 2iva NOISIATY

‘ONI 'SHLVIDOSSY B NVHVA ‘NINDIOH

-8 NOILDAS-885040 OI207049 - 0 FHNDHA
YINUQHNYD ‘YHVEHYE YINVS
1F3HIS VIHOLOIA LsVH 1oL
6698-0S# NOILLVLS 30IAHAS HIWHOA

(B/B) STIAFT NOLLVDILSZANI HLd30 ONIHOE WL0L = X = QL
Qd4 BAGEY SNOUVHINIDNGD /7 TTEM OMHOLINOW 40 HEdTA — e
HAIANITOSYD SY HdL 40 HNOLINGD 0 {80812 NO a3HRSYSW) HILYMANNCHD OL H1d30 ——— B
S319800 NOLLYDOT TS TNOS —e—mor
INCLSANYS 'ANVS ATITAVED 'ONVS ALIS ‘anvs [ ] TYARZLNE TTEM OALVEOAN T e

L8 AGNYS LHS [

ANVS ATAVIO AV10 AONYS
AV ALYS IS AdAv1D A1) TR

{03103MCld 3H3IHM Q3HSVYa)
TIEM ONIHOLINOWONIHOG — -
NOLLYNDISTA 1T1EM DNIHOLUNOWONIHOE — 3 120N

ANYAOD INAWIDVYNYN TV INIWNOHIANT NOHATHD

aNanad

NOILVEZDODVYXI IWOILLHIA ON

00l B @ a0l
o2 oL o oot =all " ook=al
| L
06 1E33 NI 3TW0S 6 | 06
]
4 L]
f i
08 4 M —
+ + s2=aL
! ]
0L | + m b— 0.
| _ l
L 4 (] ___
@ [ h
09 “ 4 ﬂ e 09
e R A 1
r i
i 3
05 T — 0§ i
i .y
i g
b ! —
oF + b O
+ ]
. - | . i
1 ~an] : |
oe % -~ Y O O $ e BE
_ ol LS |
& @ frp— o |
| | 02 = (1 . t
02 + + __M.llil + — 02
¢ ¢ - $
| | | ot
ot _ " B ‘_. —_—
. “ W |
_-"F.! : ; ) |
o i i i i 0
g fig 69 » M i eMN g
1SYaIHINO0S SIS ANIOSYD ISIMHLHON
HINHOS ONVIS! HASNIJSIO HINEOI




