ABR MINUTES OCTOBER 22, 2007

MISCELLANEOUS ACTION ITEM:

Review and provide comments on Draft Findings for ABR Project Approvals.  Recommendation to forward findings to City Council for adoption.

Staff: Jaime Limon, Senior Planner.  
Draft Findings: 

In order to approve new and remodeled structures that will result in heights that will be greater than ? feet from natural grade, the following findings must be made by the ABR and/or Planning Commission:

1. The development will be compatible with the site, and surrounding structures, and its size, mass, and scale will be appropriate for its location within the City;

2. The development will be compatible with the distinctive architectural character of Santa Barbara and the surrounding neighborhood; 

3. The height of the development will be compatible with immediately adjacent developments;

4.
The development will have sufficient open space and landscaping; 

5.
The development will be consistent with the City’s Urban Design Guidelines; and

6.
The development will be consistent with the ABR’s Design Guidelines

Public comment opened at 3:54 p.m. 

Judy Orias, former Planning Commissioner: suggested changing the word “will” to “is”; consider sunlight and shadows in El Pueblo Viejo District; wording must be as clear; parks are needed to off-set density; given the things the Board does not have control over, it is important to recognize the middle of the road. 

Public comment closed at 3:59 p.m. 

Board’s individual and collective comments:  

1. Finding Item #1: suggested adding: “and height”

2. Finding Item #3: suggested adding “adjacent to city historic and landmark structures”

3. Finding Item #4: suggested stating “sufficient landscape” with Board taking a straw vote 

4. Finding Item #4: concerned that “sufficient landscaping” is open for interpretation 

5. Finding Preamble: Various suggestions were made to revise the wording on the preamble such as adding “new construction”, and revising the findings trigger.  The Board decided that the trigger for making the compatibility findings should be solely for projects that are being reviewed by the SHO or Planning Commission.

Motion:
Continued indefinitely back to Full Board for review of revised Findings:

Action:

Manson-Hing/Zink, 7/0/0.  Motion carried.  (Blakeley absent.) 

ABR MINUTES NOVEMBER 5, 2007

MISCELLANEOUS ACTION ITEM:

(3:25)


Review and comment on Revised Draft Findings for ABR Project Approvals.  Recommendation to forward findings to City Council for adoption.

Staff: Jaime Limon, Senior Planner.
Mr. Limon presented the Revised Draft Findings:  

In order to approve new and remodeled structures that will result in heights that will be greater than ? feet from natural grade, the following findings must be made by the HLC.  All development projects subject to approval review by the Planning Commission and Staff Hearing Officer will require project compatibility findings to be made by the Architectural Board of Review or Historic Landmarks Commission.  The Architectural Board of Review or Historic Landmarks Commission shall provide specific comments at Concept Review indicating if the compatibility findings as listed below can be made for the project:

1. The development will be compatible with the site, surrounding structures, and its size, mass, height, and scale will be appropriate for its location within the City;

2. The development will be compatible with the distinctive architectural character of Santa Barbara and the surrounding neighborhood; 

3. The height of the development will be compatible with adjacent City Landmarks and historic resources;

4.    The development will have sufficient open space and landscaping; and,

5.
The development will be consistent with the City Charter, City Ordinances, Urban Design Guidelines, and other applicable Design Guidelines. 

6.
The development will be consistent with the ABR’s Design Guidelines

Public comment opened at 3:46 p.m. 

Judy Orias, former PC Chair:  “sufficient” is too vague. 

Tony Fisher, Attorney: Item 3, needs further drafting, too vague; warning is needed indicating review is concept level and not a binding approval. 

Brian Cearnal, Architect: Item 1 states everything needed to make the finding; Item 2 is the same as Item 1 with additional language; Item 3 not needed; Item 4 is appropriate; Item 5 needs clearly indicate that the project is a conceptual design.  

Public comment closed at 3:52 p.m.  

Boards individual and collective comments:

All items: renumber Item 5 becomes Item 1; Item 1 becomes Item 2, etc. 

Item #3: suggested change: define the specific types of resources, including art work. 

Item #4 and #5: suggested change:  due to potential conflict, consider reordering. 

Item #4: concern: “sufficient” is too subjective.  

Item #4: suggested change: development will have sufficient landscaping or other outdoor features. 

Motion: 
Refer to the Ordinance Committee for adoption with the following comments: 

The Board has some trepidation concerning the actual wording and ramification thereof, and wishes to review a revision based on its concerns, such as: 1) Duplicity of the item numbering and other frictional relationships between items; renumber item 5 as new item 1, renumber current items 1 through in sequence;  2) There is concern with the subjectivity of item 4 and how it relates to the use of “sufficient”  3) Identify specific resources in item 4. 

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