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AGENDA DATE: September 11, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Planning Division, Community Development Department 
 
SUBJECT: Appeal Of Architectural Board Of Review Approval Of 901 Olive Street 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council deny the appeal of Grant Castleberg of the application of DesignARC, and 
uphold the Architectural Board of Review’s Project Design Approval for the proposed 
mixed use project consisting of 19 new apartments, a new parking garage, and 
alterations to the existing office building. 

DISCUSSION: 
Project Description 

This is a proposal to construct 10, one-story, studio apartment units and nine, two-story, 
one-bedroom apartment units above a new two-level, 59-space parking structure.  The 
19 new apartment units and new parking structure will be added to an existing 
two-story, 18,276 office building.  The project also includes alterations to the existing 
office building, including façade improvements on all sides, new elevator, new roof with 
light wells, solar panels and a new 474 square foot basement-level mechanical room.  
Total development on site would be 60,060 square feet with a maximum height of 51 
feet and four stories on a 33,005 square foot lot.  Seven existing parking spaces will 
remain for a total of 66 proposed parking spaces (see plans, Attachment 3). Staff 
Hearing Officer approval of a zoning modification was granted for a reduction of 
required parking spaces. 
Project History 

The Architectural Board of Review (ABR) reviewed the project four times, initially on 
March 5, 2012 and gave general comments to provide a neighborhood photo survey, 
reduce plate heights, study massing and materials for neighborhood compatibility, study 
the architectural treatment of the existing building – particularly the proposed corrugated 
and perforated metal screening, and maximize landscaping areas.  The Board was 
supportive of the overall site planning and the concept of a mixed use project with 
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modest sized residences, and commented that the parking modification poses no 
aesthetic impact (see minutes, Attachment 4).  

The project returned for a second concept review on March 19, 2012 where the ABR 
was generally comfortable with the overall massing and architectural style, requested 
reductions in height, and asked for further study of the metal screening.  The project 
was continued to the Staff Hearing Officer for review of the requested parking 
modification.   

The existing office building has 46 parking spaces and is non-conforming with 22 fewer 
than the required 68 spaces.  A zoning modification was approved on May 16, 2012 for 
the proposed mixed use building to provide 66 spaces, 18 fewer than the total required 
for the residences and commercial space.  A parking demand study was prepared 
which supported the modification request.  Approval of the parking modification was not 
appealed (Attachment 5). 

The project returned to the ABR on May 29, 2012 for Project Design Approval.  The 
ABR expressed concerns about the compatibility of the metal siding materials, and 
asked that they be reduced or removed.  While generally satisfied with the building’s 
architectural style, proportion and scale, height, and the project’s preservation and 
protection of trees, the ABR did not grant an approval at this meeting.  The ABR asked 
for further study of the compatibility of the metal siding and suggested use of more 
traditional materials, such as masonry or wood to better blend in with the surrounding 
neighborhood and voted to continue the item for two weeks.    

For the June 11, 2012 meeting, the project returned with revisions eliminating all of the 
controversial corrugated metal siding.  The exterior materials were proposed to be a 
variety of metal, masonry, and cementitious siding painted various earth tone colors, 
along with sandstone and a treillage trained with trumpet vines.  The ABR found the 
project to be well designed and articulated, appreciated the continual reductions in 
height, the generous amount of landscaping, and granted Project Design Approval with 
the Project Compatibility Analysis findings.  The approval carried with it a list of 
conditions to further ensure neighborhood compatibility, such as further enhancement of 
natural and traditional looking materials to blend into the neighborhood.   

APPEAL ISSUES: 

On June 21, 2012 an appeal was filed by Grant Castleberg (Attachment 1).  The 
appellant’s concerns are that the proposal will detract from the ambiance of the 
neighborhood and lower property values because its design:  is not compatible with the 
neighborhood; does not comply with City guidelines; and is not consistent with the 
nearby El Pueblo Viejo Landmark district.  Other than the statements made in the 
appeal letter, no additional information has been submitted in support of the appeal.  At 
the ABR meetings, members of the public expressed concerns about, or support for, the 
project and some written statements were submitted (Attachment 6). 
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Neighborhood Compatibility 

During their discussions, ABR members stated that they found the proposed 
architectural style to be compatible with the neighborhood because:  it is well designed 
and articulated; the neighborhood has an eclectic mix of architectural styles; this block 
in particular supports a variety of styles; and it is a compatible addition to, and nice 
enhancement of, an existing mid-century modern style commercial building.   

A survey of the immediate neighborhood within one block showed that there is a 
modern style building adjacent to the west at 411 E. Canon Perdido Street, one 
adjacent to the north at 923 Olive Street, one around the corner to the north at 420 
E. Carrillo Street which adjoins the rear of the subject property, and one across 
E. Carrillo Street to the north at 411 E. Carrillo Street.  Other structures within this area 
are predominantly Spanish style multi-family buildings and Craftsman or Spanish style 
single-family houses of one and two stories.  There are other modern style buildings in 
the vicinity, notably at 1025 Olive Street, 624 Olive Street, 606 Olive Street, 817 
E. De La Guerra Street, 531 E. Cota Street, 625 N. Salsipuedes Street and 
534 E. Ortega Street.  Currently under ABR review is a modern style, four-story, mixed 
use project at 635 Olive Street (see map, Attachment 8).  With the revisions that have 
been made and the conditions of approval regarding exterior materials and colors, the 
ABR found the project to be compatible with the neighborhood.  

The design of the project with two levels of parking, two-story residential units on top of 
that, and the upper residential level having a mezzanine within it, results in a tall 
building.  The ABR supported the site planning, parking design, and the way the project 
works with the topography of the site.  To address the size and height in relation to the 
residences in the immediate neighborhood, at each meeting prior to approval the ABR 
requested the applicant to study of reductions in building height.  The highest part of the 
building is near the center of the addition and measured up from grade it is 51 feet, 
however the existing grade at this point is about 17 feet below the level of Olive Street 
and the apparent height to the roof edge is about 30 feet as viewed from the Olive 
Street sidewalk and from the driveway to the north.  Although this would be the largest 
building in the immediate neighborhood, it is located on one of the largest parcels of this 
C-2 General Commercial zoned block. 

Compliance with City Guidelines 

The City’s “Architectural Board of Review General Design Guidelines & Meeting 
Procedures” guides ABR reviews, and the inside cover of the document contains “a set 
of general goals that define the major concerns and objectives of its review process.”  
The stated goals related to the issues raised in the appeal are: 

- “A. to protect the historic and architectural qualities of Santa Barbara; 
- D. to promote high standards in architectural and landscape design and the 

construction of aesthetically pleasing structures; 
- G. to promote neighborhood compatibility; 
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- H. to encourage the preservation of pre-1925 and Hispanic styles of architecture; 
- I. to promote visual relief throughout the community by preservation of public 

scenic ocean and mountain vistas, creation of open space, and variation of styles 
of architecture;” (Attachment 7) 

Staff believes the ABR adhered to the goals above when it made the findings outlined in 
the Project Compatibility Analysis and approved the project.  The Project Compatibility 
Analysis is found in the ABR chapter of Title 22 of the Municipal Code and is a means of 
ensuring that consideration is given to the goals and guidelines of the ABR 
(Attachment 7).  In item 7 of the motion to approve, the ABR included a brief statement 
that each criterion in the analysis was given consideration and found acceptable:   

“7.   Project Compatibility criteria was analyzed with the conclusion that the project does 
not pose major inconsistencies with the criteria, with the following comments:  a) the 
project is appropriate in size, mass, bulk, and scale; b) compatible with the desirable 
architectural qualities of the City;  c) consistent with the design guidelines;  d) 
compatible with the neighborhood;  e) does not have impacts on adjacent landmarks or 
historic resources;  f) does not have impacts on public views of oceans or mountains; g) 
provides appropriate landscaping; and h) preserves the existing large ficus tree.”    

El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District  

The project is located in a transitional area near the eastern boundary of El Pueblo Viejo 
Landmark District (EPV).  The EPV district includes parcels on both sides of its 
boundary streets so the parcels along the east side of Laguna Street are in the district 
(Attachment 8).  The ABR guidelines include consideration for projects close to EPV: 

“Transitional Areas. When a project is within close proximity to a landmark or historic 
district, consideration may be given to that district‘s guidelines (SBMC §22.22.100 B). In 
these areas, project design should promote a smooth transition from one usage area or 
architectural style to the next. Special attention to consistency with the City‘s Urban 
Design Guidelines is recommended.”  

The concept is a compatible addition to the existing commercial building.  It proposes 
enhancements to the existing building, not a complete overhaul that would make a 
change of architectural style possible.  West of the project site is the parcel at 
411 E. Canon Perdido Street, which adjoins EPV and contains the State of California 
office building, a similar mid-century modern style building as the existing office building 
at 901 Olive Street.  The transition in architectural style already exists at 411 E. Canon 
Perdido Street, and the ABR found the project compatible with that building.   
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CONCLUSION: 

The ABR carefully reviewed the project four times and did not approve it until it was 
convinced that the building with regard to style, site planning, exterior materials, 
landscaping, size, bulk, scale, and height would be a positive addition to the 
neighborhood.  The applicant responded to the ABR’s direction in eliminating the more 
avant-garde exterior materials, including more traditional looking materials common in 
the neighborhood, and reducing the height.  

The ABR gave appropriate consideration to the project, including concerns of the appellant 
and other members of the public, prior to approval.  The Board requested changes and the 
applicant complied with revisions for each meeting.  There were no votes in opposition to 
the project at any meeting.  Further enhancement will be seen as project complies with 
conditions of Project Design Approval and returns for final approval.  Staff recommends 
that Council deny the appeal and uphold the ABR’s Project Design Approval.    
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Appeal letter 
 2. Applicant’s response to appeal letter 
 3. Project plans and elevations 

 4. ABR minutes of March 5, 2012; March 19, 2012; May 29, 2012; 
June 11, 2012 

 5. Staff Hearing Officer minutes of May 16, 2012. 
 6. Public comment letters 
 7. ABR Guidelines and Project Compatibility Analysis 
 8. Neighborhood map and photographs 
 
PREPARED BY: Tony Boughman, Planning Technician II 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Bettie Weiss, City Planner 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA   

OWNER

901 Holdings, LLC.
160 Santo Tomas Lane
Santa Barbara, CA 93108
email: peterl@nyla.cc

ARCHITECT

DesignARC, Inc. 
29 W. Calle Laureles
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
T: 805.687.1525
F: 805.687.8715
Contact: Bruce Bartlett, Mark Kirkhart
email: bbartlett@designarc.net

    mkirkhart@designarc.net

PROJECT DIRECTORY

CIVIL ENGINEERING

Penfield & Smith
111 Ease Victoria Street
Santa Barbara, CA  93101 
T: (805) 963-9538 
F: (805) 966-9801 
Contact: Craig Steward, Steve Wang 
email: cas@penfieldsmith.com 

    scw@penfieldsmith.com 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

Suding Design
Contact: Philip Suding
10 East Islay
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
T: 805.687.9455
F: 805.687.9433
email: philip@sudingdesign.com

ABR PROJECT DESIGN APPROVAL
11 JUNE, 2012

901 Olive St. Mixed-Use

LAND SURVEYOR

Gilmour Land Surveying Inc.
7127 Hollister Ave., Suite 25A-301
Goleta, CA 93117
T: (805) 685-4500
F: (805) 685-8009
Contact: Chris Gilmour
email:chris@gilmourlandsurveying.com  

CONTRACTOR

Froscher Lewis Inc.
205 A Santa Barbara St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
T: (805) 965-4744
F: (805) 965-7362
Contact: Kirk Lewis
email: kirklewis@101freeway.com

Kenney Construction Incorporated
P.O. Box 40929
Santa Barbara, CA 93140
T: (805) 884-1579
F: (805) 884-1581 
Contact: Jonathan Kenney, President
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CONCRETE
CN-1 (N) integrally colored concrete stairs, landings, and terrace
CN-2 Board formed integrally colored concrete

DOORS, WINDOWS, & FRAMES
DW-1 (N) clear anodized aluminum slider
DW-2 (N) clear anodized aluminum window
DW-3 (N) clear anodized storefront to replace existing
DW-4 (N) clear anodized aluminum window to replace existing
DW-5 (N) clear anodized aluminum door to replace existing

LANDSCAPE
LA-1 (N) landscaping & irrigation

MASONRY
MA-1 (N) sandstone retaining wall
MA-2 (N) 8x8x8 concrete block wall
MA-3 (E) 8x8x8 concrete block wall to be sand blasted with clear sealer finish, 

U.N.O
MA-4 (N) Sandstone veneer

MECHANICAL / PLUMBING
ME-1 (N) heating and air conditioning equipment
ME-2 (N) photovoltaic panels
ME-3 (N) solar hot water panels

METALS
MT-1 (E) tube steel column, painted
MT-2 (N) painted horizontal slatted screening (sunshade / ventilation / green screen)
MT-3 not used
MT-4 (N) painted perforated metal guardrail
MT-5 (N) painted horizontal slatted guardrail
MT-6 (N) standing seam metal roof
MT-7 (N) tube steel column, painted

MISCELLANEOUS
M-1 (N) Fiber cement board and batten siding, painted
M-2 (N) Vertical fiber cement board siding, painted
M-3 (N) 8" Dutch lap cementitious siding, painted

PAINT / STAIN
Painter shall match colors as specified.  Prepare, prime and apply coatings as
required per manufacturers specifications.
P-1 Brown
P-2 Khaki
P-3 Oxblood
P-4 Taupe
P-5 Terra cotta
P-6 Tan

PLASTER
PL-1 Smooth trowel exterior cement plaster, painted

WOOD
WD-1 (N) 4x4 douglas fir trellis, stained

KEYNOTES
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Perspective Views
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PERSPECTIVE 2 - View looking NW from corner of Olive and E. Cannon Perdido St.

PERSPECTIVE 1b - East Perspective / View from Olive St. with trees

PERSPECTIVE 1a - East Perspective / View from Olive St. with transparent trees

PERSPECTIVE 3b - View looking SW from Olive St. with trees

PERSPECTIVE 3a - View looking SW from Olive St. with transparent trees

PERSPECTIVE 4 - West Perspective / View from E. Cannon Perdido St.
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Perspective Views
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PERSPECTIVE 5 - Slatted sunshade / green screen (View from E. Cannon Perdido St.)

PERSPECTIVE 6 - View of SW corner with slatted sunshade / green screen

PERSPECTIVE 7 - View looking South down Cannon Perdido St.



March 5, 2012 ABR minutes    Actual time: 3:08  
 
Present: Mark Kirkhart, Architect and Melisa Cinarli, Project Manager, 

DesignARC;  
Peter Lewis, Owner/Developer; Phil Suding, Landscape Architect. 

 
Public comment was opened at 3:34 p.m.  
 
Ernie Watson, expressed concern about the narrowness of the street and the need for 
street lighting.   
 
Debra Whitson, representing owners of 411 Canon Perdido, concerned that parking lot 
will be impacted by visitors of 901 Olive.   
 
A letter from Larry DeBusk expressing concerns with proposed height and massing was 
acknowledged.    
 
Public comment was closed at 3:38 p.m.  
 
Dan Gullett, Associate Planner, provided comments regarding parking requirements and 
responded to questions from the Board.  
 
Motion: Continued two weeks to Full Board with the following comments:  

1. Provide a complete neighborhood photo study 
2. Study reducing the floor-to-floor plate heights.  
3. Study the proposed massing and materials to accommodate an appropriate 

transition to the neighborhood residential and commercial buildings.   
4. Study reducing the amount of screening shown on the existing commercial 

building for further recess from the street.  
5. Study other potential architectural enhancements for the existing 

commercial building.  
6. Provide a landscape plan that includes a study of maximizing landscape 

areas wherever possible.  
7. Study utility needs and locations and show where they would occur.  
8. The Board finds the parking modification has no aesthetic impact.  
9. Applicant is commended for preserving the fig tree.  

Action: Gradin/Rivera, 5/0/0.  Motion carried.  (Gilliland/Sherry absent) 
 
 

March 19, 2012 ABR minutes Actual time: 3:49  
 

Present: Mark Kirkhart, Architect, and Melisa Cinarli, Project Manager, 
DesignARC; Phil Suding, Landscape Architect.  

 
Dan Gullett, Associate Planner, was available to respond to questions.  

 

jcarr
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Public comment was opened at 4:12 p.m.  
 
A letter from John C. Orr, representing the adjacent property, was acknowledged 
expressing concern for the required number of parking spaces and use of the easement.  
  
Kellam De Forest: expressed concerned that the building was too modern when originally 
built and is now morphing into a larger project that is not compatible with the 
neighborhood nor with Santa Barbara.  
 
Public comment was closed at 4:15 p.m.  

 
Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer and return to the Full 

Board with the following comments: 
1. The Board is generally comfortable with the overall massing but looks for 

reduction in height.   
2. Restudy the proposed metal screening on the existing building.   
3. Return to the Full Board with additional details after Staff Hearing Officer 

review.  
4. The proposed parking modification has no negative aesthetic impact.  

Action: Gradin/Zink, 5/0/1.  Motion carried.  (Gilliland abstained, Poole absent) 
 
 
 
 

May 29, 2012 ABR minutes  Actual time: 4:15 p.m. 
 

Present: Mark Kirkhart, Architect, DesignArc; Melisa Cinarli, Project Manager, 
DesignArc; and Phil Suding, Landscape Architect; Pete Lewis, Owner.  

 
Public comment was opened at 4:33 p.m.   

 
Mary Louise Days, expressed concern about the project’s lack of neighborhood 
compatibility and proximity to two historic landmarks and the EPV district. 

 
Grant Castleberg, expressed concern that the architecture is not compatible with the 
neighborhood.  

 
A letter from Donald Sharp in opposition to the architectural style, and a letter in support 
from Monique Mansfield were acknowledged.  

 
Public comment was closed at 4:42 p.m.  

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

1. Provide elevations with the metal siding and corrugated metal reduced 
or removed, and incorporating different design ideas for the building 



material. Some metal is acceptable in some locations; however the 
amount of metal is a concern.  

2. Positive comments were given for the dynamic building and 
proportions and scale that are appropriate to the neighborhood, and for 
the care in minimizing the proposed building height, and in preserving 
the existing tree and recognizing the existing trees along Olive Street.  

3. Some Board members felt there are still opportunities for further 
reduction in building height.  

Action: Zink/Poole, 7/0/0.  Motion carried.  
 
 

June 11, 2012 ABR minutes  Actual time: 4:05 p.m. 
 
Present: Mark Kirkhart, Architect, Melisa Cinarli, Project Manager, and Phil 

Suding, Landscape Architect. 
 
Public comment was opened at 4:14 p.m. 
 
1) Donald Sharpe, opposed; expressed concerns regarding the ABR not adhering to their 

stated goals and guidelines, project’s proximity to the El Pueblo Viejo District (EPV), 
50 foot building height, contemporary style not compatible with nearby craftsman 
style houses, not compatible with the neighborhood. 

2) Ernest A. Watson, opposed; expressed concerns about lack of Santa Barbara 
architectural style, industrial style is not compatible in Santa Barbara, narrowness of 
Olive Street (also submitted letter suggesting widening Olive Street and on-street 
parking). 

3) Mary Louise Days, opposed; expressed concerns that the proposed modern 
architecture is not consistent with Santa Barbara’s reputation and heritage of 
traditional architecture, neighborhood incompatibility, and proximity to EPV. 

4) Monique Mansfield, in support; appreciates increased landscaping including retention 
of Olive trees and Palm trees, reduction of building height, addition of residential 
component, proposed style is compatible with this neighborhood, the project is not 
located in EPV. 

 
Letters in support from Mark Mansfield and Mark Wienke; and a letter in opposition 
from Ernest A. Watson were acknowledged. 
 
Public comment was closed at 4:27 p.m. 
 
Motion: Project Design Approval and return to the Full Board with the following 

comments: 
1) The continued reduction of the mass, bulk and scale, and height, 

particularly along Olive Street and the elimination of the corrugated 
metal were appreciated. No further reduction is required.  

2) Study alternatives to the perforated metal at the balcony railings. 
3) Study additional opportunities to utilize a trellis on other elevations in 

addition to those on Canon Perdido Street. 



4) Study opportunities to introduce additional locations for using 
sandstone, particularly on the existing masonry portion of the building 
along Canon Perdido St. 

5) Restudy the color palette, particularly along Olive St., and to lighten 
the materials to relate more to traditional materials in the area; give 
some consideration to the adjacent red brick building to blend in with 
the neighborhood. 

6) A majority of the Board supports the use of palm trees as street trees 
along the south elevation. 

7) Project Compatibility criteria was analyzed with the conclusion that 
the project does not pose major inconsistencies with the criteria, with 
the following comments:  a) the project is appropriate in size, mass, 
bulk, and scale; b) compatible with the desirable architectural qualities 
of the City;  c) consistent with the design guidelines;  d) compatible 
with the neighborhood;  e) does not have impacts on adjacent 
landmarks or historic resources;  f) does not have impacts on public 
views of oceans or mountains; g) provides appropriate landscaping; 
and h) preserves the existing large ficus tree. 

Action: Rivera/Mosel, 5/0/0.  Motion carried.  (Gradin and Sherry absent.) 
 



MAY 16, 2012 STAFF HEARING OFFICER MINUTES 

ACTUAL TIME: 9:04 A.M. 
 

A. APPLICATION OF DESIGNARC, ARCHITECT FOR 433 ECP LP,  
901 OLIVE STREET/433 E. CANON PERDIDO STREET, APN 029-302-
018, C-2 ZONE, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:  COMMERCIAL 
MEDIUM/HIGH RESIDENTIAL 15 – 27 DU/ACRE (MST2012-00048) 
The proposed project involves the addition of 19 apartment units, a two-story,  
59-space parking structure, and 474 square feet of non-residential floor area to an 
existing 18,276 square foot, two-story office building on a 33,005 square foot lot.  
A total of 66 parking spaces will be provided for the development.  The  
19 apartments, including nine, one-story, studio apartments and ten, two-story, 
one-bedroom apartments, will be constructed above the two-story parking 
structure.  The project also includes alterations to the existing office building 
including façade improvements on all sides, new elevator, new roof with light 
wells, solar panels and a new basement-level mechanical room.  Total 
development proposed is 61,801 square feet with a maximum height of 51 feet. 

The discretionary application required for this project is a Modification to allow a 
reduction in the required parking spaces (SBMC§ 28.90.100.G and 28.92.110). 

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from further 
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines Section 15332 (Infill Exemption). 

Present: Mark Kirkhart, Architect, and Melisa Cinarli, Project Manager, 
Design ARC; Scott Schell, Contractor. 

 
Ms. Reardon announced that she read the Staff Report for the proposed project and 
also visited the site and surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Suzanne Riegle, Assistant Planner, gave the Staff presentation and recommendation. 
 
The Public Hearing opened at 9:14 a.m. 
 
1) Ron Hunt, adjacent neighbor, opposition; spoke of concerns regarding parking 

design, access, pedestrian and vehicular safety issues.  He also spoke of 
concerns regarding size, bulk, height, elevation, and privacy issues.  Ms. 
Reardon suggested he attend subsequent Architectural Board of Review 
(ABR) meetings to express his concerns regarding size, bulk, height, 
elevation, and privacy issues as these issues are not part of her purview with 
the modification being requested. 

2) Grant Castleberg, neighbor (attending out of interest in the subject 
application). 
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3) Kellam de Forest, opposition; spoke of concerns regarding access issues, and 
size, and height of the building in the particular neighborhood.  Ms. Reardon 
stated that size and height issues should be addressed at the ABR’s subsequent 
review as these issues are not part of her purview with the requested 
modification. 

 
A letter of concern from Paula Westbury was acknowledged. 
 
The Public Hearing closed at 9:25 a.m. 
 
Ms. Riegle clarified access issues and explained that there are two entrances and 
exits to the parking garage: one access from Canon Perdido Street through an 
easement into the bottom floor, and a second access off Olive Street. 
 
The Applicant addressed concerns regarding access, and pedestrian and vehicular 
safety issues.   
 
ACTION: Assigned Resolution No. 016-12 
Approved the Modification making the findings as outlined in the Staff Report dated 
May 9, 2012. 
 
Said approval is subject to the conditions as outlined in the Staff Report dated  
May 9, 2012, and as revised at the hearing. 
 
The ten calendar day appeal period to the Planning Commission was announced and 
is subject to suspension for review by the Planning Commission. 
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ABR Guidelines 
 
SECTION 1 Site and Surrounding Area Considerations 
 
1.1.2 Area Compatibility – Commercial and Multi-Family Residential 
 
 
C. Transitional Areas. When a project is within close proximity to a landmark or historic 
district, consideration may be given to that district‘s guidelines (SBMC §22.22.100 B). In 
these areas, project design should promote a smooth transition from one usage area or 
architectural style to the next. Special attention to consistency with the City‘s Urban 
Design Guidelines is recommended.  
 
 
 
 
SBMC 
 
22.68.045 Project Compatibility Analysis.  
A. PURPOSE. The purpose of this section is to promote effective and appropriate 
communication between the Architectural Board of Review and the Planning 
Commission (or the Staff Hearing Officer) in the review of development projects and in 
order to promote consistency between the City land use decision making process and 
the City design review process as well as to show appropriate concern for preserving 
the historic character of certain areas of the City.  
B. PROJECT COMPATIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS. In addition to any other 
considerations and requirements specified in this Code, the following criteria shall be 
considered by the Architectural Board of Review when it reviews and approves or 
disapproves the design of a proposed development project in a noticed public hearing 
pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 22.68:  
1. Compliance with City Charter and Municipal Code; Consistency with Design 
Guidelines. Does the project fully comply with all applicable City Charter and Municipal 
Code requirements? Is the project’s design consistent with design guidelines applicable 
to the location of the project within the City?  
2. Compatible with Architectural Character of City and Neighborhood. Is the 
design of the project compatible with the desirable architectural qualities and 
characteristics which are distinctive of Santa Barbara and of the particular neighborhood 
surrounding the project?  
3. Appropriate size, mass, bulk, height, and scale. Is the size, mass, bulk, height, 
and scale of the project appropriate for its location and its neighborhood?  
4. Sensitivity to Adjacent Landmarks and Historic Resources. Is the design of the 
project appropriately sensitive to adjacent Federal, State, and City Landmarks and other 
nearby designated historic resources, including City structures of merit, sites, or natural 
features?  
5. Public Views of the Ocean and Mountains. Does the design of the project respond 
appropriately to established scenic public vistas?  
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6. Use of Open Space and Landscaping. Does the project include an appropriate 
amount of open space and landscaping?  
C. PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERING PROJECT COMPATIBILITY.  
1. Projects with Design Review Only. If a project only requires design review by the 
Architectural Board of Review pursuant to the provisions of this Chapter and does not 
require some form of discretionary land use approval, the Architectural Board of Review 
shall consider the criteria listed in Subsection (B) above during the course of its review 
of the project design prior to the issuance of a preliminary design approval for the 
project. 
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420 E. Carrillo St. 411 E. Carrillo St. 
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Olive Street
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Site Plan
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Olive Street
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First  floor
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Second floor
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Third floor
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Olive Street
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Fourth floor
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Olive Street

E
. 
C

a
n

o
n

 P
e

rd
id

o
 S

tr
e

e
t

Mezzanine
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General Plan Consistency

General Plan Land Use Designation is Commercial 
Medium High Residential

Project Density is based on current Zoning 
Ordinance for Variable Density at 25 du/ac

In the proposed Average Unit Size Density 
Incentive Program the density based on unit size 
would allow 23 du/ac in this project
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General Plan Consistency

Relevant Land Use Element Policies include: 

LG 4 – Principles for Development 

LG 5- Community Benefit Housing 

LG 6- Location of Growth 

LG 12- Community Character 

LG 12.3- strategy to provide setbacks to protect 
significant trees
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Corner E. Canon Perdido & Olive
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Corner E. Canon Perdido & Olive
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East Canon Perdido Street
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East Canon Perdido Street
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Olive Street



16

Olive Street
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Olive Street
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Project History

 3/5/12 – First Concept Review at ABR

 3/19/12 – Second Concept Review at ABR

 5/16/12 – SHO approval of modification

 5/29/12 – Project Design hearing at ABR

 6/11/12 – ABR Project Design Approval

 6/21/2012 – Appeal filed
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Appeal Issues

 Project is not compatible with the 
neighborhood

 Does not comply with City guidelines

 Not compatible with the nearby EPV district
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 ABR adequately considered the project for 
neighborhood compatibility, quality 
architecture, size, height, landscaping

 The area does not have a prevailing 
architectural style

 The proposal is a conforming addition and 
makes improvements to an existing 
modern style building

Neighborhood compatibility
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902 Olive St. (c. 1982)
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502 E. Canon Perdido St. (c. 1978)
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833 Olive St. (c. 1974)
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411 E. Canon Perdido St. (c. 1958)
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923 Olive St. (c. 1978)
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420 E. Carrillo St. (c. 1977)
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411 E. Carrillo St. (c. 2011)
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 The proposal complies with ABR 
Architectural Design Guidelines as the ABR 
found in their Project Compatibility Analysis

 The proposed addition is compatible with 
the existing building

Compliance with City guidelines
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 The project site is not within, or adjacent 
to El Pueblo Viejo

 Transition in architectural styles exists to 
West

Compatibility with EPV district
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EPV boundary
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EPV boundary
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33

1025 Olive St.



34

624 Olive St.



35

606 Olive St.
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817 E. De La Guerra St.
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531 E. Cota St.
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625 N. Salsipuedes St.
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534 E. Ortega St.



40

635 Olive St. (proposed)
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 The ABR has carefully reviewed project to 
determine neighborhood compatibility and 
enhancement with a quality project

 Staff recommends that Council uphold the 
ABR’s Project Design Approval with the 
conditions of approval and deny the appeal

Recommendation
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Roof plan
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Olive StreetSouth & East Elevations
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Olive StreetNorth & West Elevations
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Building Sections
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Building Section
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Building Sections/Elevations
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