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Background
This is the second follow-up paper addressing floor to lot area ratios (FARs).  At its December 10, 2004, meeting, the Steering Committee indicated its support for citywide FAR standards.  Since then, Staff has created draft FAR tables and revised them in response to comments from the Steering Committee, FAR Subcommittee and the public.  Since the last full Steering Committee discussion of FARs on January 14, 2005, the FAR Steering Subcommittee has reviewed two new tables.  The first new draft table, completed March 10th, is attached (Table 4).  The most recent draft table, completed on 4/1/05 for publication of this issue paper, is also attached (Table 5).
The purpose of this follow-up paper is to: 

· Present an updated draft FAR table for Steering Committee and public evaluation.
· Compare the draft table to FAR regulations and guidelines in Goleta and Montecito, respectively.

· Describe two potential application routing processes for the two types of FAR maximums.

· Explore issues that still need to be addressed in creating FAR regulations.

FAR TABLES
Draft FAR Table Review Progression 
All draft FAR charts reviewed by the Steering Committee to date have been created for discussion purposes.  The draft charts have been created based on input at prior Steering Committee public meetings.  The draft charts presented in this issue paper for Steering Committee discussion include ideas discussed by the FAR Steering Subcommittee since the Steering Committee's last meeting.  
For review, draft FAR charts discussed by the Steering Committee and FAR Steering Subcommittee, include the following.  Each table, along with an overall comparison table is located in Attachment 1.
Table 1: 8/25/04:  Issue Paper D Chart of average FARs of other jurisdictions.  Initial Staff suggestion was to consider FARs between Goleta’s and the average FARs of 16 other jurisdictions.

Table 2: 12/2/04 Issue Paper D Follow-Up Discussion I.  First draft FAR chart option for Santa Barbara, based on rough doubling of existing square foot development database information by lot size.  Preferred (“Recommended Less Than”) and “Maximum” FAR included.  400 square feet of garage excluded.

Table 3: 12/10/04 Steering Committee Discussion Notes include draft revisions to the draft FAR chart after the December 10th Steering Committee meeting.  Includes changing “Recommended Less Than” and “Maximum” to “Threshold” and “Maximum”.  Includes setting 6000 square foot lot “Threshold” at 1800 square feet and “Maximum” at 2200.  450 square feet of garage area excluded.  Table 3 was reviewed at the January 14 Steering Committee meeting.
Table 4: 3/10/05 FAR Steering Subcommittee First Draft. Revisions presented to FAR Steering Subcommittee in response to Steering Committee 1/14/05 discussion of 12/10/04 Steering Committee notes.  Includes changing “Threshold” and “Maximum” to “Maximum” and “Maximum + Bonus”. The is the first FAR chart draft iteration after the January 14th Steering Committee meeting.
Table 5: 4/1/05 Revised FAR Steering Subcommittee Draft.  Second FAR chart draft iteration after the January 14th Steering Committee meeting. See details on this chart below.

Table 6:  4/8/05 Table #5 With Staff Recommended Options.  This chart was created to provide additional Staff recommended options: a different garage size allowance for small lots (500 square feet, rather than 450 square feet) and to differentiate FARs for large lots over one acre as guidelines rather than standards.
Draft FAR Table #4
This table was created in response to public comment and Steering Committee feedback at the January 14, 2005, meeting.  At the January 14th meeting, the Steering Committee assigned an FAR Subcommittee to help review Staff’s work in response to the Steering Committee’s January 14th comments on the December 10th draft FAR table meeting notes.   Staff prepared this table for the FAR Steering Subcommittee to discuss.  

As in Table 3, there are two levels of FAR limits in Table 4; however, the names of these two levels were changed in response to Steering Committee concerns that the terms “threshold FAR” and “maximum FAR” could imply that an FAR in between the “threshold” and “maximum” would be desirable.  Table 4 instead uses the terms “maximum FAR” and “maximum + bonus FAR” to reflect the notion that the less restrictive “maximum FAR” should generally not be exceeded.  Applicants would be allowed to exceed the maximum FAR by requesting bonus FAR through a more detailed application process.   Projects allowed to exceed the maximum would only be able to exceed the maximum + bonus FAR with a variance.  For example, modification requests would not be available for an exception to FAR requirements.
Selecting Key Lot Sizes/Maximum House Sizes

Determining the appropriate calculation method for large lots can be difficult because of the need to find numbers that allow for a smooth change in FAR as lot size changes.  One way to ensure a relatively smooth change is to select appropriate maximum home sizes for specific lot sizes, then adjust the table to smoothly connect these lot sizes.  

Lots 12,000 Square Feet or Less
As in Table 3, the numbers for Table 4 were derived by starting with the 12/10/04 suggestion by the Steering Committee that 1,800 to 2,200 square feet is an appropriate maximum home size for a 6,000-square-foot lot.   For lots less than 6,000 square feet, down to 4,000 square feet, the maximum allowed square footage decreases by 25 square feet for every 100-square-foot decrease in lot size.  This results in  a maximum house size of 1,300 to 1,700 square feet on 4,000-square-foot lots.  For lots greater than 6,000 square feet, maximum square footage increases by 25 square feet for every 100-square-foot increase in lot size, up to 12,000 square feet.  Table 4 differs from Table 3 in that a different calculation method is used for lots 10,000 square feet and larger rather than 12,000 square feet.

Lots 12,000 Square Feet or Greater
A different FAR calculation method appears appropriate for lots greater than 12,000 square feet because almost all of these lots are in hillside areas.  To derive these numbers, a potentially appropriate maximum home size of 4,800 square feet was used for 1-acre lots.  The table then smoothly connects maximum home sizes between 3,300 square feet for 12,000-square-foot lots and 4,800 square feet for 1-acre lots.

For very large lots (those greater than 1 acre), the table increases maximum home size by the same rate used by the County of Santa Barbara in Montecito hillside areas: 800 square feet per acre up to 4 acres, and 183 square feet per acre for lots over 4 acres.

Maximum + bonus home size is 15% greater than maximum home size for lots under 12,000 square feet.  For lots greater than 12,000 square feet, maximum + bonus home size is 500 square feet greater than maximum home size.

Draft FAR Table #5

Draft FAR Table #5, on the next page, and repeated in Attachment 1, was created in response to FAR Subcommittee feedback on Draft FAR Table #4.  The new table is similar to earlier drafts, but the numbers for large lots have been edited to create a smoother decrease in FAR as lot size increases and to more closely match the recommended FARs in Montecito’s hillside areas.
As in previous tables, FARs decrease as lot size increases, and there are two proposed levels of FAR maximums, the first of which is listed in the column titled “Maximum FAR.”  Bonus FAR can be requested by applicants through a more detailed application process (see “Application Routing” section on page 16).   Projects allowed to exceed the maximum would not be able, under any circumstances, to exceed the Maximum + Bonus FAR, listed in the rightmost column.

Draft FAR Table #5
	Santa Barbara Proposed FARs

	Lot Size
	Max. Home Size*
	Maximum FAR*
	Max. + Bonus Home Size*
	Max. + Bonus FAR*

	4000
	1300
	0.325
	1495
	0.374

	5000
	1550
	0.310
	1783
	0.357

	6000
	1800
	0.300
	2070
	0.345

	7000
	2050
	0.293
	2358
	0.337

	8000
	2300
	0.288
	2645
	0.331

	9000
	2550
	0.283
	2933
	0.326

	10000
	2800
	0.280
	3220
	0.322

	11000
	3050
	0.277
	3508
	0.319

	12000
	3300
	0.275
	3795
	0.316

	13000
	3348
	0.258
	3848
	0.296

	14000
	3395
	0.243
	3895
	0.278

	15000
	3443
	0.230
	3943
	0.263

	1/2 acre
	3765
	0.173
	4265
	0.196

	3/4 acre
	4282
	0.131
	4782
	0.146

	1 acre
	4799
	0.110
	5299
	0.122

	1.5 acres
	4951
	0.076
	5451
	0.083

	2 acres
	5101
	0.059
	5601
	0.064

	2.5 acres
	5251
	0.048
	5751
	0.053

	3 acres
	5402
	0.041
	5902
	0.045

	3.5 acres
	5552
	0.036
	6052
	0.040

	4 acres
	5702
	0.033
	6202
	0.036

	4.5 acres
	5853
	0.030
	6353
	0.032

	5 acres
	6003
	0.028
	6503
	0.030

	5.5 acres
	6153
	0.026
	6653
	0.028

	6 acres
	6303
	0.024
	6803
	0.026


*Garage Allowance of 450 square feet is not included in these figures.

	To determine maximum home size in Santa Barbara:
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lot Size
	Max. Home Size (in sq. ft.)
	Max. + Bonus Home Size             (in sq. ft.)

	< 4000 sq. ft.
	1300
	Max. home size + 15%

	4001 - 12000 sq. ft.
	300 + (.25 x Lot size in sq. ft. )
	

	12001 sq. ft. - 1 acre
	2730 + (.0475 x Lot size in sq. ft.)
	Max. home size + 500 sq. ft.

	> 1 acre
	4500 + (.0069 x Lot size in sq. ft.)
	


How Maximum FAR Is Calculated

As with Table #4, for Table #5, the square footage and FAR numbers in the table were derived by starting with the December 10th suggestion by the Steering Committee that 1,800 square feet — not including 450 square feet of garage space — is an appropriate maximum home size for a 6,000-square-foot lot.   As with Table #4, for Table #5, for lots less than 6,000 square feet, down to 4,000 square feet, the maximum allowed square footage decreases by 250 square feet for every 1,000-square-foot decrease in lot size.  For lots greater than 6,000 square feet, maximum square footage increases by 250 square feet for every 1,000-square-foot increase in lot size, up to 12,000 square feet.  

As with Table #4, for Table #5 lots greater than 12,000 square feet require a different FAR calculation method, because most of these lots are in hillside areas.  However, Table #5 uses a different calculation method than Table #4 for lots over 12,000 square feet.  In the table above, for lots greater than 12,000 square feet, up to 1 acre, maximum allowed home size increases by 47.5 square feet for every 1,000-square-foot increase in lot size.  For lots greater than 1 acre, maximum home size increases 6.9 square feet for every 1,000-square-foot increase in lot size.

Selecting Key Lot Sizes/Maximum Home Sizes

As described for Table #4, above, determining the appropriate calculation method for large lots was also difficult for Table #5 because of the need to find numbers that allow for a smooth change in FAR as lot size changes.  To ensure a relatively smooth change,  appropriate maximum home sizes for specific lot sizes were refined as follows and then the table was adjusted the table to smoothly connect these lot sizes.  Table #5 was crafted such that there is a smooth increase in maximum home size from 3,300 square feet for 12,000-square-foot lots to approximately 4,800 square feet for 1-acre lots, and from 4,800 square feet for 1-acre lots to approximately 6,300 square feet for 6-acre lots.  The Steering Committee may wish to choose different lot sizes and/or maximum home sizes as key points of the table.
One-Tier or Two-Tier System Review

There are two issues with setting a simple maximum FAR.  First, there is a potential for some members of the public to misconstrue a “right” to build to any maximum FAR which is set.  Second, the Architectural Board of Review prefers some flexibility in reviewing projects.  As a result, Staff provided a draft two-tiered FAR system in its first FAR draft table (December 2, 2004).  
The two-tiered system consisted of a “preferred FAR” and a “maximum FAR” for each lot size.  For example, in the first table, owners of a 6000 square foot lot would have a recommendation to build less than 2200 square feet, but given a maximum of 2400 square feet.  Through discussion, the Steering Committee recognized a potential problem with this first two-tier system option. The ABR would need to continually try to persuade applicants to scale back projects toward a “preferred FAR” from a “maximum” FAR.  

The Steering Committee felt a better approach would be for applicants to convince the ABR of a good design and give the ABR the ability to grant a “bonus” FAR where appropriate.  The December 10th FAR table Steering Committee discussion lead to a draft proposal of a “maximum” and “bonus” FAR.  Also, significantly, along with this two-tiered re-titling, on December 10th, 2004, the Steering Committee discussed adjusting the square footage allowances on the table downward.  For example, the maximum FAR for a 6000 square foot lot was adjusted down to 1800 square feet from 2200 square feet and the new draft “bonus” category for this lot size at was adjusted to 2200 square feet.

Staff Recommendations
· Staff recommends the Steering Committee carefully consider whether Table #5 represents the square footage and concept adjustments which the Steering Committee envisions as appropriate.  

· Staff supports the following Table #5 FAR concepts:

· the two-tier “max” and “max. + bonus” concept 
· key lot size and progression concepts

· Staff has not concluded whether it supports the Steering Committee’s specific square foot recommendations for all lot sizes on Draft FAR Table #5.

Draft FAR Table #6
This chart was created to provide additional Staff recommended options: a different garage size allowance for small lots (500 square feet, rather than 450 square feet) and large lots and to differentiate FARs for large lots over one acre as guidelines rather than standards.  These options have been applied to a version of the FAR Steering Committee’s Table #5 through Table #6 in Attachment 1.
Garage Size Allowance

Table #6 differs from earlier drafts in that the garage allowance is different for smaller lots than for larger lots.  For lots up to 20,000 square feet, 500 square feet of garage is not included in FAR calculations, whereas 750 square feet is excluded for lots greater than 20,000 square feet, where the zone district allows.  These garage allowance numbers coincide with garage size limits in the City’s Municipal Code (28.87.160.4):

28.87.160.4  Garages in the A-1 and A-2 Zones shall not have a total aggregate floor area in excess of 750 square feet.  Garages in the E-1, E-1, E-3 and R-1 Zones shall not have a total aggregate floor area in excess of 500 square feet, except that garages on lots in excess of 20,000 square feet shall not have an aggregate floor area in excess of 750 square feet.

Tables 1 and 2 reviewed by the Steering Committee included a 400 square foot garage allowance.  However, since the Zoning Ordinance allows up to 500 square feet, Staff would prefer a simple 500 square foot allowance to simplify processing of applications.  In other words, since the smaller lot sizes are only allowed up to 500 square feet of garage, if 500 square feet is automatically allowed each time, then Staff can disregard garage square footages for FAR calculations for these small lots.  A 400 square foot allowance was originally proposed to encourage smaller garage sizes.  Smaller garage sizes usually translate to homes with friendlier street facades.  However, at the December 10th, 2004 discussion, the Steering Committee felt the 400 square foot allowance number might be too small and reset the draft garage allowance to 450 square feet.   Since 450 square feet is so close to the 500 square foot Ordinance allowance, setting the allowance based on efficient permit processing advantages, 500 square feet, seems reasonable.  This option is presented on Draft FAR Table #6.
On February 18th, the Steering Committee engaged in a very brief discussion regarding hillside FARs and agreed that exploring them further would be worthwhile as part of this issue paper.   Remaining questions are:

Large Lot FARs as Guidelines

Flexibility in square footage design appears more appropriate on large lots.  Larger lots in Santa Barbara are typically within the Hillside Design District.
Draft Table #6 provides an option different from earlier drafts in that FARs are guidelines only for lots 1 acre or larger.  It may be reasonable not to have set limits on home size for very large lots, because proportional differences in home size are smaller for very large homes.  For example, a 7,000-square-foot home may seem barely larger than a 6,000-square-foot home on a large lot, whereas the difference between 3,000 and 2,000 square feet is likely to be quite noticeable on a small lot.  Thus, a project’s design and specific site constraints may be more relevant factors than floor area in determining neighborhood compatibility for large homes on large lots.  Also, in large-lot neighborhoods, the importance of size compatibility with adjacent neighbors is different due to the sometimes substantial distance between homes.  Preserving a “rhythm” along a streetscape is not so important as appropriate site layout and design in response to site constraints.  Some large lots have building sites not very visible from public roadways, whereby bulky structures would be hidden and create minimal public view impacts.  Guidelines would allow the ABR more flexibility in reviewing development proposals on unique large lots.

	Lot Size Range
	Total # of Lots
	Total # of Lots 
with Slope < 20%
	# of Res. Lots with Slope < 20%

	4000 and less
	4703
	1387
	902

	4001-5000
	1525
	1359
	1039

	5001-6000
	2936
	2736
	2353

	6001-7000
	2610
	2284
	1969

	7001-8000
	2770
	2464
	2126

	8001-9000
	1939
	1622
	1379

	9001-10000
	1519
	1201
	943

	10001-11000
	1273
	960
	752

	11001-12000
	940
	712
	578

	12001-13000
	644
	426
	332

	13001-14000
	540
	350
	264

	14001-15000
	494
	326
	228

	15001-25000
	2532
	1479
	953

	25001- 1 acre
	1815
	786
	421

	1 acre - 2 acres
	1521
	510
	304

	2 acres - 3 acres
	367
	102
	58

	3 acres - 4 acres
	176
	40
	20

	4 acres - 5 acres
	89
	25
	10

	5 acres - 6 acres
	53
	8
	3

	over 6 acres
	226
	68
	37

	1 + acres
	2432
	753
	432


Disadvantage:  One disadvantage to large lot FARs becoming guidelines relates to an issue which will be further explored in the Application Routing and Trigger Mechanisms Issue Paper.  During the Hillside Issues discussions, the Steering Committee agreed to explore the possibility of eliminating referral of projects over 500 cubic yards of grading to the Planning Commission.  Staff is likely to also propose elimination of the 6,500 square foot home trigger for Planning Commission Review.  An FAR maximum requirement may be helpful in place of the previous 6,500 square foot Planning Commission trigger.  A guideline rather than a standard  may be viewed as too weak of a protection, given no Planning Commission Review Trigger.
Advantage:  As discussed in detail above, flexibility is likely to be appropriate for unique large lots, a maximum requirement for all large lots could be viewed as an overly cautious regulation.

REMAINING ISSUES
Table Lot Size Range Implementation Considerations

The Steering Committee has discussed the issue of the appropriate level of detail in any implemented FAR table. For example, should the FAR and accompanying maximum home size change with every 100-square-foot increase in lot size?  1,000?  10?  Draft FAR Table #1 does not address this issue, whereas Tables 2 and 3 apply the same maximum FAR and home size for particular lot size ranges.  In Table 2, maximum home size and lot size is determined for 1,000-square-foot lot size ranges, whereas in Table 3 the lot size ranges are 100 square feet.  For example, in Table 2, a 10,000-square-foot lot has the same maximum FAR as a 10,999-square-foot lot.  In Table 3, a 10,000-square-foot lot has the same maximum FAR as a 10,099-square-foot lot.

A more precise level of detail is possible by basing FAR and maximum home size on a formula that takes into account the lot size rounded to the nearest square foot.  Tables 4 and 5 calculate maximum home size and FAR based on formulas that account for every square-foot increase in lot size.  For example, the maximum home size for a 10,000-square-foot lot is ¼ of the lot size plus 300 square feet, or 2,800 square feet.  Maximum home size for a 10,050-square-foot lot, using the same formula, is slightly different (2,812 square feet), and a 10,100-square-foot lot would have a maximum home size of 2,825 square feet.  The different levels of detail used in each FAR table is summarized in the table below:

	Table
	Level of Detail

	1
	N/A

	2
	1,000-s.f. lot size ranges

	3
	100-s.f. lot size ranges

	4
	Formulas using lot size to nearest 1 s.f.

	5
	Formulas using lot size to nearest 1 s.f.


Advantages to Formula Approach: 
· No lengthy table. Using formulas rather than lot size ranges, as in Tables 4 and 5, to determine maximum home size and FAR would have the benefit of eliminating the need for a lengthy table.  
· No unfair jumps.  It would also avoid potentially significant jumps in allowed home size from one lot size range to the next.  For example, it may appear unfair that on Table #3 there is no difference in allowed home size for a 7,049 square foot lot versus a 7,050 square foot lot.  However, there is a 25 square foot difference in allowed home size between a 7,099 and 7,100 square foot lot. 
Disadvantages to Formula Approach: 
· Less Intuitive.  Using formulas rather than lot size ranges, as in Tables 4 and 5, has the disadvantage of being less intuitive to the user, as the specific lot size must be calculated into a formula rather than looked up in a table.  
· Potentially unwarranted over-complication. Jumps in maximum home size from one lot size range (e.g. 25 square feet per 100 foot lot size) to the next may not be significant enough to warrant detailed, complicated formulas.
Additional Large Lot Issues
· How much more or less generous than Montecito’s FARs should the City’s proposal be?   The Steering Committee has generally agreed that Montecito’s FARs appear to be reasonable. However, Montecito’s FARs are different from the City of Santa Barbara’s proposed FARs as follows:

· Montecito’s FARs discount up to 800 square feet of garage space, whereas the City of Santa Barbara Table #5 proposes to discount 450 square feet of garage space for smaller lots (Table #6 proposes 500 square feet of discount for smaller lots).  Draft FAR Table 5 has been adjusted so that lots of 20,000 square feet or more would have up to 750 square feet of garage space discounted.

· Montecito’s FARs are different for infill and hillside areas, with the hillside FARs more restrictive than infill FARs.  The current City FAR proposal for very large lots is comparable to the hillside table for Montecito, but more restrictive than the infill table.  Again, most large lots in the City are in the Hillside Design District.

· Montecito’s FARs are guidelines, whereas a comprehensive Steering Committee discussion on large lot FAR standards has not yet taken place.  The City of Santa Barbara’s FARs discussion so far has been to set maximum requirements.  Therefore, should the City’s FARs be more generous than guidelines?  In the currently proposed FAR table, small lots have more restrictive FARs than Montecito’s small infill lots. However, Santa Barbara’s proposed FARs for medium-sized lots are less restrictive than Montecito’s infill and hillside FARs.  Santa Barbara’s hillside FARs are also generally more generous than Montecito’s hillside FARs.

· If the table is adjusted downward for larger lots, how can a smooth transition in the FAR numbers be made?

For lots above 12,000 square feet, decreasing FAR at the same rate Montecito does is difficult because the City’s numbers for lots slightly under 12,000 square feet are much more generous than the Montecito guidelines at those ranges.  As mentioned earlier, it may be desirable to select appropriate maximum home sizes for specific lot sizes and adjust the table accordingly.

· Should the formula transitions occur where different zone district minimum lot size changes occur?

The current table formula transitions do not occur where minimum zoning lot size changes occur (6,000; 7,500; 10,000; 15,000; 25,000; and 1 acre).  See Attachment 1, Table #5 for corresponding proposed FAR maximums.

· Should there be a max. + bonus for larger lots or just a max?  At a certain home size — for example, 6,000 square feet — it may seem odd to offer a bonus in addition to the maximum, since the maximum would appear to be sufficient for most Santa Barbara households.  Should lots above a certain size have simply a maximum and not a bonus?
Large Second Floor Additions
Does an FAR table sufficiently address potentially large 2nd stories? The problem of potentially inappropriately large second stories remains, even if the City adopts FAR limits.  For example, on a 10,000 square foot lot, a second story of over 1600 square feet could be proposed.  Staff has found that second stories of this size are likely to cause neighborhood concern.  There are a number of options to address second stories.  Five options were considered to address this issue in the first Issue Paper D.  Three of the Issue Paper D options are listed in this section.  An additional new option is also described in this section:  a standard second-story cap, Option D, below.
One-Story Incentives
Issue Paper D, 8/25/04, Options 8A and 8B included incentives if a property owner were to record a deed restriction for one-story only such as allowing an encroachment into required open space or less restrictive FAR requirements.  The Steering Committee discarded these two options due to disadvantages listed in that issue paper.  However, the Steering Committee did decide to schedule a discussion of other potential incentives for one-story structures as part of the upcoming Application Routing and Trigger Mechanisms Issue Paper.  Preliminarily, Staff is looking into the possibility for most single-family infill projects that are one-story to automatically be allowed to build to the “max. + bonus” FAR without ABR review.  Further details regarding this concept will be provided in the upcoming Application Routing and Trigger Mechanisms Issue Paper.
Alternatives to FARs to Address Second Story Bulk 
Alternatives to FARs to address second story bulk were also considered in the original Issue Paper D discussion under Option 11.  The Steering Committee did not have time to discuss these options in detail, but felt they could be revisited in the future.  The text for Option 11’s three sub-options from the original Issue Paper D is repeated below.  In addition, Staff suggests the Steering Committee consider a fourth way to address second story bulk for small and medium size lots:  set a maximum limit for second stories.
Option A: Second-Story Setback Requirements.

Second-story setback requirements prevent the volume of second stories from being located near the edge of the building, making tall, uninterrupted walls less likely. A large enough second story setback distance can currently prevent a project from triggering ABR review, but the Steering Committee may wish to codify a mandatory second-story setback for all projects. For example, the current NPO checklist number 13.c (derived from the NPO Ordinance) could be codified as a standard that all structures must meet on all sides of a second-story structure. The existing NPO Checklist item 13.c.states:

“Less than seventy five percent (75%) of the length of each exterior wall of the second story on a new main structure(s) or an addition(s) to an existing main structure(s) will be set back a minimum of one and one-half times the required interior yard setback not including uncovered decks or balconies, for all interior yards.  Rear yards in the R-3 and R-4 zones are excluded.”
Second-story setback requirements are not always popular among architects because they can limit flexibility by encouraging a home’s second-story volume to be centered in a lot, sometimes referred to as the “wedding cake effect.”  A variation of this option is to implement this concept as a guideline rather than as a standard.
Advantages:

• Regulates where on a lot a structure’s volume is located.

• Privacy, light and noise issues from a second story would be better addressed than

currently.
Disadvantages:

• Would be less flexible and allow less creative design than current standards.

Option B: Limit Second Stories to a Certain Percentage of First-Floor Footprint.

One purpose of FAR limits is to account for incompatibly large second stories. Jurisdictions with a goal of regulating second-story volume may choose to explicitly limit the size of second stories to a certain percentage of the first story, such as 40%. The City of Sunnyvale’s Design Guidelines state that the area of the second floor should not exceed 35% of the first floor. The City of San Rafael limits upper-story additions to 75% of maximum lot coverage on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater, and 50% of maximum lot coverage for lots less than 5,000 square feet. Maximum lot coverage in San Rafael single-family zones ranges from 20% to 40%.  Staff recommends that, if this option is implemented, covered parking should be included in first story footprint calculations. The City of Palo Alto’s single-family individual review guidelines, in the Steering Committee Reference Binder, specifically focus on second-story additions.  A variation of this option is to implement this concept as a guideline rather than as a standard.
Advantages:

• Addresses second-story issues specifically, unlike FARs, which address second stories indirectly.

• Allows more architectural flexibility than A.

Disadvantage:

• Does not control where the volume of a structure is located on the lot, which can lead to

tall, uninterrupted walls.

Option C: Angle Plane Requirements.
Angle-plane, or “daylight plane,” requirements effectively create second-story setbacks by creating a maximum roof height line that slants inward and upward from another point on the property. For example, the City of Palo Alto’s side daylight planes start 10 feet up at the side property lines and then move inward and upward at a slope of 45 degrees. Building above this line is prohibited. A rear daylight plane starts 16 feet up at the rear setback line (20 feet from the rear property line) at a slope of 60 degrees. Figures in the 8/25/04 Issue Paper D from the City of Palo Alto illustrate this. The City of Santa Barbara has a solar ordinance requiring similar planes, but not on all sides of a structure. The solar ordinance aims to limit the size of a shadow cast on neighbors, whereas a daylight plane is more directly capable of preventing apparent inappropriate volume. The City’s solar ordinance applies only to northerly property lines (in order to prevent shadows cast by the southerly sun) whereas the daylight plane regulations in Palo Alto apply to all sides.  A variation of this option is to implement this concept as a guideline rather than as a standard.
Advantages:

• Allows for a gradual increase in height.

• Allows for more architectural flexibility than options 11A and 11B.

Disadvantage:

• Choosing appropriate angle, starting heights and distance from the building are not

mathematically intuitive.
Option D:  Standard 2nd Story Cap for Small and Medium-Sized Infill Lots.
Typically, a second story addition of two bedrooms can be achieved with a 1000 square foot floor plan.  For many small and medium-sized lots, this type of second story addition appears sufficient for most Santa Barbara households.  Anything beyond this amount would be very likely to pose compatibility issues for small and medium sized lots.  A simple solution that would directly address second story bulk issues would be to place a standard cap of 1000 square feet for second stories for small and medium sized lots.  It’s not clear what minimum lot size would be considered in the “large” category, but staff estimates it would be somewhere between 12,000 and 15,000 square feet, further research is needed on this point.  A variation of this option is to implement this concept as a guideline rather than as a standard.
Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the Steering Committee give special consideration to the above options A, B and/or new ABR Option D Standard 2nd Story Cap for Small and Medium-Sized Lots, discuss its feasibility and give feedback regarding the potential advantages and disadvantages of this concept.  Without at least one of the three options implemented, the problem of potentially overly large second stories will remain.

Application Routing

The Steering Committee reached a consensus in its last discussion to further consider two tiers of maximum FARs with different design review processes.  In the FAR tables presented, the two tiers are “Maximum FAR” and “Maximum + Bonus FAR.”  The Committee further agreed to carry forward the assumption that exceeding the maximum FAR should require more thorough review than projects that do not exceed the maximum.  However, it is not yet clear what criteria will be used to determine when a project can be reviewed administratively or as part of ABR Consent Calendar rather than before the full board.  The role of FARs, height, miscellaneous design criteria or other factors in triggering full ABR review will be discussed in Issue Paper J: Reclassification of Triggers for Application Routing.

The attached flow chart (Attachment 1), illustrates the proposed application review processes for the two tiers of FAR maximums.  Projects that do not exceed the maximum FAR would be reviewed through the process labeled “Standard,” whereas applicants requesting to exceed the maximum FAR would follow a more complicated process, labeled “Bonus Request.”

Standard: Projects Not Exceeding Maximum FAR

For projects not exceeding the maximum FAR subject to ABR review, the ABR would review the design and would still be able to ask for the project size to be reduced.  The ABR would approve the design once the size is appropriate and the NPO findings are made.  Preliminarily, Staff foresees most second story projects will be proposed to be subject to Design Review, pending further research about feasibility of resources being able to handle available resulting potential caseloads.  (More discussion will be included in Issue Paper J.)
Bonus Request: Projects Exceeding Maximum FAR

Project applications with FARs over the maximum but within the maximum + bonus would be accepted only if the project met specific criteria.  Draft criteria include:

· Slope less than 30% (calculation method to be similar to current 20% Ordinance triggers)
· Height above grade less than 25 feet

· For Hillside Design District projects: total site grading less than 700 cubic yards

Projects exceeding the maximum FAR could also be subject to special submittal requirements, such as a 20-closest-homes analysis or story poles.  Additionally, expanded noticing would be required (in this draft: 125-foot radius from the project property or 25 closest homes, whichever is larger).

Might single-story projects automatically be granted the FAR bonus?  

Two-story projects tend to raise more serious aesthetic and neighborhood compatibility issues than one-story projects.  It may be reasonable to allow one-story projects to exceed the maximum FAR up to the Maximum + Bonus level and not be subject to the bonus request design review process.  However, such projects could still be sent to the ABR full board if Staff found that the project was not adhering to design guidelines.  There is a strong desire for most two-story projects to be subject to Design Review.  Allowing administrative review of one-story projects would free up some ABR resources for allocation to more two-story projects.
(Further discussion to be included in Issue Paper J.)
FAR Applicability:  Second Units & All Zone Districts?
During Floor to Lot Area Ratio (FAR) discussions, both public commenters and Steering Committee members have asked how FAR proposals would affect second dwelling units on properties.  First, the City classifies various development patterns of two units on a lot in specific ways.  In order to discuss the potential impact of proposed FAR regulations, the different classifications of two unit developments, listed below, need to be recognized.  Each type of second dwelling unit would be affected differently by potential FAR regulations as described below. Please refer to the R-2 Zone District and Secondary Dwelling Unit Guidelines distributed during Meeting #18 on January 14th, 2005.

Additional Unit (2nd Unit):  This type of unit applies to Single-Family zoned properties City-wide.  This unit type can be detached.  This unit type is typically allowed with a Conditional Use Permit where a lot is at least double the minimum required lot size per unit in a zone district.  There are also a number of legally non-conforming units of this type.  Two typical 2000 square foot residences on a 15,000 square foot lot would lead to an FAR of 0.27.

R-2 and Multiple Family Zone Variable Density Units:  For R-2 and multiple family zones, the number of units allowed on a site are partially based on lot size and unit bedroom counts.  Two units on an R-2 lot is the most common two unit per lot development type in the City, many R-2 properties qualify for a second unit.
Accessory Unit (R-2   5-6k lot ):  The R-2 Zone’s intent is to accommodate affordable housing suitable for families. These units are only allowed in the R-2 Two-Family Residence Zone District with lots of 5,000 to 6,000 square feet.  The total square footage for the two units on these lots may not exceed 1,800 square feet (translates to a .36 maximum FAR on a 5,000 square foot lot).  This unit type can be detached. The R-2 Zone accommodates denser development than traditional single family zones.
Secondary Dwelling Unit ("Granny Unit"):  There are many restrictions for a property to be eligible for this type of development.  Among other requirements, these units are only allowed on 7,000 square foot lots or greater, must be attached to the main building, rented to immediate family members or low-income tenants, must be less than 600 square feet, must be one bedroom only, and are not allowed in designated High Fire Hazard Areas.  Zoning for this type of unit is mandated to be allowed throughout single family residential zones in the City without a conditional use permit by recent State legislation.  In response to the State legislation, the City eliminated all discretionary review for these type of units, but the design review process is still required for these projects.  Five secondary dwelling units have been approved over the last five years.  Example project statistics for one of these developments is a total development of 2991 square feet on a 9055 square foot lot with an FAR of 0.33.  

Please note that two condominiums on a shared property is not considered as part of this two units on a lot discussion.  Currently, the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance does not apply to condominiums and Staff does not foresee proposals to change this provision.  It would be unfair to have, for example, two condominiums on a property be subject to FAR regulations because one condominium owner could in effect “use up” the FAR for a lot before the other condominium owner on the lot was able to use for example, half, of the FAR.
Whether or not to tighten or loosen restrictions on second units in single family zones has traditionally produced heated debate.  

Two Unit Development “Pro Arguments”:  Some see this development type as a practical form of creating more affordable rental housing and better accommodating families as they transform over time. 

Two Unit Development “Con Arguments”:  Some see second unit development as a threat to traditional neighborhood visual patterns and demographics.   Some argue that “single-family unit only” neighborhoods are an important part of the fabric of the City which should be preserved.

Although the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance is not intended to solve this debate, it is important to consider if FAR regulation application to single family development may provide incentives or further restrict second units.

Would exempting second units really be an “incentive”?  What if the second unit square footage were to be exempted from FAR regulation calculations?  In this case, if the adopted FAR standards are fairly restrictive, many property owners may see building a second unit as a potentially effective way to achieve a larger floor area program and explore second unit eligibility.  However, there are already so many restrictions on two unit developments that they are not feasible for most properties outside of the R-2 Zone District. Therefore, in reality, exemption of second units from FAR regulations would not increase incentives for second unit development. 

Including Second Units in FAR Calculations.  Including second units in FAR calculations does not appear to prevent the development of second units where they are currently allowed.  However, FARs may somewhat hamper the size of total development where two unit developments are proposed.  Some considerations:

Additional Units in Single Family Zones, Size Hampered:  Draft proposals for FARs of 15,000 square feet in Table #5 may be 0.23, or a maximum square footage of 3,443 square feet.  Although an FAR of 0.23 would not prevent a two-unit development, it would require a smaller average unit size for the two units than would be achieved if the units were on separate lots.   Two examples:

· Maximum square footage for an 8,000 square foot lot is 2300 square feet, two separate 8,000 square foot lots would be allowed a combined 4600 square feet, but an 16,000 square foot lot would only be allowed 3443 square foot of development.  

· Maximum square footage for a 6,000 square foot lot is 1800 square feet, two separate 6,000 square foot lots would be allowed a combined 3600 square feet, but a  12,000 square foot lot is preliminarily proposed to only be allowed 3300 square feet of development.

These FAR limits for larger lots appear appropriate for both  single family and two-unit developments.  Additional units are intended to be smaller in size and subordinate to a main dwelling unit.  Draft proposals for larger lot sizes would comfortably fit two units within the listed FAR amounts.  For example, a 2,000 square foot first unit and a 1,300 square foot second unit on a 12,000 square foot lot would be likely to be appropriate in most neighborhoods and is in keeping with draft maximum FAR proposals.

Larger R-2 Lots, Size Hampered:  The effect of FARs reducing unit size would be most problematic in larger sized lots in the R-2 Zone District, where denser development is intended.  This raises a larger issue centered on the question: “To what type of neighborhoods is the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance intended to apply?”  For example, currently, the NPO applies to all single family and one-story duplex developments regardless of zoning, including commercial and multi-family zones.

Small R-2 Lots Unaffected:  R-2 lots of 5,000 to 6,000 square feet would be unaffected by new FAR regulations as currently proposed.  For example, a 5,000  square foot R-2 lot is currently allowed an FAR close to 0.36.  The current draft FAR proposal is the same FAR. 
Staff Recommendations:  

· The NPO should only apply to Single-Family zones.  Or, if the NPO applies to more than Single-Family zones, it should only apply where there are at least two single family homes immediately adjacent to the proposed single family property site.

· Proposed FAR regulations should include the floor area for second units in the calculations of project FARs for administrative simplicity and because the regulations are appropriate for both one and two unit developments in Single-Family zones.
Non-Conforming Lots
Issue Paper D, 8/25/04, Option 10 discussed the idea of allowing homes already larger than allowed FAR limits to be able to expand up to 10% more.  The Steering Committee discarded the option due to the disadvantage associated with the option listed in the paper.  During a recent FAR Steering Subcommittee meeting, this topic was revisited.  In case there is interest among the larger Steering Committee to revisit this topic, the original write-up from Issue Paper D of the topic is repeated below.  
“Built Out” Home Considerations

New FAR or lot coverage limits that would prevent any expansion for homeowners with

structures that already exceed the limits upon adoption may be perceived as unfair. If maximum FARs or lot coverage requirements are adopted, it may be appropriate to allow reasonable expansions of structures made legally non-conforming as to FAR or lot coverage. Legally nonconforming structures are allowed to remain in place, but are not allowed to be added on to in a way that makes the structure further non-conforming. The City could allow additions that lead to no more than a certain percent (such as 10%) expansion of a structure’s size since the NPO revision, regardless of adopted FAR or coverage limits. The expansions should be allowed for legally non-conforming homes in terms of FAR or lot coverage.
Advantage: Would help allay concerns regarding new restrictions for current residents who have already expanded homes.

Disadvantage: Projects of inappropriate volume may be expanded under this exception.

Comparison to Other Local Jurisdictions
Attachment 2 contains a newly gathered set of information from other jurisdictions in California addressing large home issues made available by the City of Belvedere.  Regarding local jurisdiction comparisons, the proposed FARs for Santa Barbara are very similar to those of the City of Goleta for lots between 6,000 square feet and roughly ½ acre, Attachment 1.  Goleta has less restrictive FAR requirements for very large lots, while Montecito’s FAR guidelines for infill areas are more restrictive than the Santa Barbara proposal for medium lot sizes but are less restrictive for very small and very large lots.  Montecito’s FAR guidelines for hillside areas are, for the most part, more restrictive than the Santa Barbara proposal.  However, Montecito’s FAR requirements are somewhat less restrictive than the tables suggest, because parking is excluded differently than in Goleta and the Santa Barbara proposal, as shown in the table below.  Montecito excludes 800 square feet of garage space, as well as all attic and basement space, in FAR calculations. The Santa Barbara Draft tables 5 and 6 proposals exclude 450 and 500 square feet of garage space respectively, whereas Goleta excludes 400 or 600 square feet, depending on the home size.

	Jurisdiction
	Garage Space Excluded

	Montecito
	800 (also excludes attics and basements)

	Santa Barbara proposal
	500 (lots 20000 sq. ft. and less)

750 (lots over 20000 sq. ft.)

	Goleta
	400 (residences under 3000 sq. ft.)

600 (residences 3000 sq. ft. and over)


Table Simplicity?

Finally, is the table simple enough?  Making adjustments such as changing the garage square footage discounted depending on lot size, changing formulas at various lot sizes, eliminating bonuses at certain lot sizes, allowing non-conforming lots to expand beyond the max + bonus, etc. may add up to a complicated FAR system that is difficult for the average person to easily decipher.  Alternatively, an overly simplistic FAR system may lead to undesirable project outcomes and be too broad to address a wide variety of projects fairly.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the Steering Committee revisit Draft Table #5 table and try to view it from a holistic perspective.  Also, a similar “check-in” after the application routing issue paper discussion may reveal that simplifications in overall routing may lend some “room” for some of the subtle variations listed in the FAR Table above.
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