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L. PURPOSE OF HEARING

The applicant is appealing the decision of the Staff Hearing Officer for a requested Modification.
Please refer to the appellant’s letter dated August 29, 2016 (Exhibit A).

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 194 square foot second-
floor addition to an existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached
256 square foot one-car garage. The proposal includes removal of a 112 square foot detached
shed. The proposed total of 2,558 square feet on a 6,098 square foot lot is 94% of the required
maximum floor-to-lot area ratio (FAR). The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction
of the Coastal Zone and qualifies for a Coastal Exemption.

III.  REQUIRED APPLICATIONS

The discretionary application required for this project is a Parking Modification to allow one
covered parking spaces to be provided, instead of the two covered parking spaces required.
(SBMC §28.90.100 and SBMC §28.92.1 10).

A Parking Modification is required because the proposed and previous additions to the single
family residence exceed 50% of the floor area since 1980.

IV.  BACKGROUND

On August 17, 2016, the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO) considered a proposal to allow the
expansion of a house without providing the required parking space. Please refer to the SHO Staff
Report dated August 11, 2016 (Exhibit B). The SHO denied the requested Modification, making
the finding in SHO Resolution #050-16 (Attachment A of Appeal Letter, Exhibit A).

On August 29, 2016, the property owner appealed the SHO’s decision. The appeal letter states
that the addition does not increase parking demand; that specific site constraints make the
addition of a second parking space infeasible or would trigger the need for an alternate
Modification; that Staffs interpretation of the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance was
incorrect; and that Staff’s interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance applies different standards to
similar lots in the same neighborhood.
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V.

VI.

VIL

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the appeal, and uphold the SHO’s decision
to deny the subject application, making the findings in Section VIII this report.

SITE INFORMATION

Applicant: Carolyn Jewell

Property Owner: Jewell Family Trust 8/11/14

Site Information

Parcel Number: 045-015-025 Lot Area: 6,098 sq. ft.
General Plan: Low Density
Residential (Max. 5 Zoning: E-3/SD-3
du/acre)

Local Coastal Plan: Non-Appeal Jurisdiction

Existing Use:  Single Family
Residence

Adjacent Land Uses

Topography: 4% slope

North - Single Family Residential East - Single Family Residential
South - Single Family Residential West - Single Family Residential
DISCUSSION

Staff agrees with most of the appellants’ arguments; however, we believe that our interpretation
of the purpose and intent is correct. Staff believes that the purpose and intent of the 50% rule is
to allow a limited amount of expansion to a house with nonconforming parking before its parking
must be brought up to code.

The provision of the Parking Ordinance that requires parking to be brought up to code for
additions of greater than 50% does not specify a date from which to start counting the additions,
and up until the mid-late 1990s, Staff’s position was that a project could add 50% of the floor
area that existed at the time the application was submitted. However, upon reflection, Staff
determined that this was most likely not the intent of the drafters of the ordinance, as it would
essentially allow a bigger addition each time it was used, and could result in unlimited additions
without requiring the parking to be brought up to code. For instance:

In Year 1, a 400 square foot house could add 200 square feet without bringing the parking up to
code, for a total of 600 square feet.

In Year 2, the now 600 square foot house could add 300 square feet without bringing the parking
up to code, for a total of 900 square feet.

In Year 3, the now 900 square foot house could add 450 square feet without bringing parking up
to code, for a total of 1,350 square feet, ad infinitum.

Planning Staff does not believe that the purpose and intent of the 50% rule was to allow unlimited
additions over time, because if that was the original drafters’ intent, there would not have been a
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need for the 50% rule. Staff believes that the purpose and intent of this provision was to allow a
certain amount of expansion of buildings before bringing the parking up to code, and that the
50% was meant to be counted from the building that existed at the time the provision was
adopted: July 15, 1980.

In 1985, a two-story addition was constructed to the original house, bringing the total to the
current 1,820 square feet. That addition was less than 50% of the floor area that existed on July
15, 1980. The currently proposed addition is 482 square feet, and the proposed total square
footage 0f 2,302 square feet is approximately 65% of the floor area that existed in 1980: therefore,
cither the parking must be brought up to code in order to proceed with the addition, or a
Modification must be requested.

As stated in the SHO Staff Report, the findings required to grant a parking modification are that
the modification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance
and will not cause in increase in the demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate
area. Transportation Staff determined that the addition would not cause an increase in the
demand for parking spaces in the immediate area.

As stated previously, Staff believes that the purpose and intent of this provision is to allow a
limited expansion to houses with nonconforming parking before requiring that their parking be
brought up to code, and that allowing further expansions is not appropriate. The Staff hearing
officer agreed, and made the following finding:

Although the Parking Modification to allow one covered parking space, instead of
the two-covered parking spaces required, would not cause an increase in parking
demand in the immediate area, it is inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the
Zoning Ordinance to provide an adequate number of parking spaces (2) for the
single residential use. The parking demand is based on the residential use, therefore
the parking demand for the single family residence would continue to be two
covered parking spaces. The Zoning Ordinance allows for up to a cumulative 50%
increase in floor area without triggering the requirement to bring the existing
parking spaces up to current code. This project, along with previous additions,
exceeds that allowance and therefore, is not consistent with the Zoning Ordinance’s
requirement to provide adequate parking for the use.
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VIII.

RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS

The Planning Commission can choose to uphold the appeal and grant the Parking Modification
requested, or deny the appeal and approve the Parking Modification as requested or with revised
conditions.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the SHO’s decision
to deny the subject Parking Modification application, making the same finding as was made by
the Staff Hearing Officer, below:

DENIAL FINDING

The Planning Commission finds that although the Parking Modification to allow one covered
parking space instead of the two-covered parking spaces required would not cause an increase in
parking demand in the immediate area, it is inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the
Zoning Ordinance to provide an adequate number of parking spaces (2) for the single residential
use. The parking demand is based on the residential use; therefore, the parking demand for the
single family residence would continue to be two covered parking spaces. The Zoning Ordinance
allows for up to a cumulative 50% increase in floor area without triggering the requirement to
bring the existing parking spaces up to current code. This project, along with previous additions,
exceeds that allowance and therefore is not consistent with the Zoning Ordinance’s requirement
to provide adequate parking for the use.

APPROVAL FINDING

If the Planning Commission desires to uphold the appeal, and approve the project, Staff has
included the basic Parking Modification approval finding, and recommends that the Planning
Commission add its reasons for approving the Modification after the word, “because.”

The Planning Commission finds that the Parking Modification to allow one covered parking
space instead of the two covered parking spaces required is consistent with the purposes and
intent of the Zoning Ordinance, and would not cause an increase in the parking demand in the
immediate area, because...

Exhibits:

A.

B
.
D

Applicant's Appeal Letter, dated August 29, 2016 (with attachments)
SHO Staff Report, dated August 11, 2016 (with exhibits)

SHO Minutes, dated August 17, 2016

Site Plan



August 29, 2016

Julie Rodriguez, Secretary of the Planning Commission Z I

Planning Division, Community Development Department AUG 2 8 zms

630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara, California CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
PLANNING DIVISION

Re: Appeal to Planning Commission of Staff Hearing Officer ruling on August 17, 2016 for

modification request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-152-025, E-3/5D-3 Zone

Dear Commissioners,

We are the property owners of the above referenced property (the “Subject Property”) and are
respectfully submitting an appeal to the Planning Commission in regards to an August 17", 2016 Staff
Hearing Officer (SHO) decision to deny a request for a modification to Santa Barbara Municipal Code
requirement for parking at our Single Family Residence. The primary goals of our proposed addition are
to increase the functionality of the ground floor kitchen and optimize views from the existing second
story master bedroom for our family, while maintaining consistency with the neighborhood and

avoiding unnecessary excessive demolition of the existing structure, which would be required in order to
comply with current parking standards. There is no alternate functional solution to avoid triggering the
need for this modification.

We believe our particular project, given it’s scope and unique site constraints, should be considered for
this single parking modification. Although our home would remain non-conforming regarding parking
(SMBC 28.90.100.G.1), the proposal is in fact consistent with the “purpose and intent” of the “Fifty
Percent Rule” (SBMC 28.90.001) as described by Parking Modification (SBMC 28.92.110) section of the
Zoning Ordinance.

Staff’s current rigid interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance results in the effective application of
different standards to lots with similar size, topography, and zoning classification in the same
neighborhood. Owners are given different rights and privileges based on a totally arbitrary standard:
the size of their existing home as of a particular date. We are being deprived of rights that others have
due to this interpretation. Modifications are in place specifically to address situations like this. For this
reason, we assert that the SHO determination that our requested modification is not consistent with the
purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance is improper, and is not supported by evidence in the
administrative record.

Background and Description

The Subject Property is a 1,068 square foot Single Family Residence, with an attached 1-car garage,
located on a 0.14 acre lot in the East Mesa neighborhood. The structure was built in 1951 and there
have been two additions: the first in 1979 (188 square feet) and the second in 1985 (686 square feet)
that brought the home up to it’s current two-story 1,820 s.f. (net) with a 256 s.f. (net) attached 1-car
garage size.

These previous additions in aggregate with the currently proposed 482 s.f. (net) expansion of the
existing kitchen and master bedroom would exceed 50% of the existing floor area that existed as of July

EXHIBIT A



15, 1980. According to Staff’s current interpretation of SBMC 28.90.001, this triggers the need for this
parking modification to comply with current parking requirements, being two covered spaces for all
single family residences in our E-1/SD-3 zone (SBMC 28.90.100.G.1). We spent months working with
planners and designers to come up with alternative parking solutions, and were unable to find any
supported by both Zoning and Parking. For this reason, we applied for a Parking Modification (SBMC
28.92.110) to remain non-conforming with our single car garage rather than the two covered spaces
required by the Zoning Ordinance.

SMBC 28.90.100.G.1 Single Residential Unit or Group Home

“General Rule. Two (2) required. Both of the required spaces shall be provided within a garage or
carport located on the lot.”

SBMC 28.90.001.B “50% Rule”

"Where automobile parking space provided and maintained on a lot in connection with a main building
or structure at the time this title becomes effective is insufficient to meet the requirements for the use
with which it is associated, or where no such parking has been provided, said building or structure may
be altered or enlarged, provided additional automobile parking spaces are provided to meet the
standards for use in conformity with the requirements set forth in this chapter for the enlargement,
extension or addition proposed. However, if an enlargement is more than fifty percent (50%) of the
existing net floor area (excluding the garage), then parking shall be brought up to the current standards
for the entire lot.”

SBMC 28.92.110 Modifications

“Parking. A modification or waiver of the parking or loading requirements where, in the particular
instance, the modification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and intent of this Title and
will not cause an increase in demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate area

Our modification request, as heard by the SHO on August 17‘", was to allow us to remain non-
conforming regarding parking at our residence after a small addition to our kitchen and existing master
bedroom that would exceed 50% of aggregate floor area as of July 15", 1980 but only 26% of currently
existing square footage. Please note the above wording of SBMC 28.92.110, stating the requirement for
the modification as written is not to MEET, but to not INCREASE demand. Additionally, SBMC
28.90.001.B does not specify that “50% of the existing net floor area” is to be calculated in aggregate,
nor does the ordinance identify an specific date from which such aggregate calculation should be
measured.

During our modification hearing, the SHO noted the “unfairness” of the “50% Rule” in her own words
(please refer to hearing video on planning website). However, our request was denied on the grounds
that though the proposed addition “would not cause an increase in parking demand in the immediate
area, it is inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance to provide an adequate
number of parking spaces (2) for the single residential use. The parking demand is based on residential



use, therefore the parking demand for the single family residence would continue to be two covered
parking spaces.” (Attachment A: Staff Hearing Officer Resolution 050-16)

1.0 Modification Appeal Justification

1.1 Addition to our Single Family Residence kitchen and existing bedroom does not increase our
parking demand

Please refer to Staff Hearing Officer resolution and video from August 17", 2016 as she agrees
with parking experts that the demand for parking will not increase with the proposed project.
(Attachment A: Staff Hearing Officer Resolution 050-16)

Attachment B: Pre-Case Information City Transportation Division Staff (Steve Foley)

“Parking demand at a one family residence as determined by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation report, is not dependent on size of the dwelling but only on the
residential use itself. Therefore, Transportation staff finds that the demand portion of the finding is
satisfied.”

Attachment C: Traffic Engineering Consultant (Scott Schell of Associated Transportation
Engineers)

“The proposed increases in the size of the first floor kitchen and dining room and second floor
master bedroom and bathroom would not generate an increase in parking demands, as no new
bedrooms or residential units are proposed.”

1.2 Specific site constraints make the addition of a second covered parking space infeasible and/or
would trigger the need for an alternate modification

Our property is an existing single-family residence that generally complies with required E-3/SD-3
setbacks (with the exception of a minor side setback modification granted in 1985 for the
Southeast corner of the existing home). The current structure includes a 1 car attached garage.
Side setbacks are 6'5” and 5’4” and the lot is slightly tapered in. Front setback is 20’ to the garage
and 25’ to the front of the house. These constraints do not allow the addition of a covered
parking spot to the existing garage, in the front of the home out of the front setback, nor a
driveway down the side of the house. Additionally, a 2-car garage could not be constructed in the
back yard as this would trigger a need for an Open Yard modification to SBMC 28.15.060.C.
Similarly, a tandem parking option would not achieve the primary goal of improving flow in the
kitchen/living space but would increase the bulk and size of the expansion as well as encroach on
the side setback, triggering need for a side setback modification. Though it now could be
supported by parking per Dan Gullett, he agrees with the original sentiment Steve Foley at the
inception of this project that tandem parking is not a preferable configuration.

Attachment D: Email from Steve Foley, Supervising Transportation Planner



“Tandem parking can be supported by Transportation, it’s just not a preferable configuration. As
you state it’s functionally difficult parking because cars need to be jockeyed around, requiring
additional maneuvering in the street. If parking is in the setback, it would function better if it
wasn’t tandem because of the maneuvering issues.”

The Single Family Design Board agreed not only that our proposed project would be appropriate
and consistent with the neighborhood, but specifically that adding a second covered parking space
to our specific structure would be “infeasible.”

Attachment E: Single Family Design Board Hearing Minutes April 4™, 2016

“The board understands the site constraints and finds the proposed madification is aesthetically
appropriate and does not pose consistency issues with the Single Family Residence Design
Guidelines”

“The Board supports the single car garage as adding a secondary covered parking space would be
infeasible”

1.3 Consistency with the “purpose and intent” of the Zoning Ordinance

Staff interpreted the purpose and intent of the ordinance to be to “provide adequate parking.” We
agree that the “purpose and intent” of SMBC 28.90.100.G.1 stating a requirement of two parking
spaces for single family home does directly address the adequacy of parking. However, we would
argue that in fact the “purpose and intent” of SBMC 28.90.001 “50% Rule,” which is the ordinance
triggered by our addition, is also to allow homeowners to make modest and appropriate additions
to existing homes, many of which originally were built with single car garages, without the need for
full demolition and rebuilding of existing structure. The definition of modest and appropriate may
have changed in the past 36 years, and though we do not meet the square footage cut off of the
50% Rule as currently interpreted by Zoning, it is not because our addition is not appropriate nor
consistent with the “purpose and intent” of the ordinance, but rather simply because the second
addition to our home was made in 1985 rather than the 1970's.

The Zoning Ordinance itself does not specify that “50% of the existing net floor area” is to be
calculated in aggregate, nor does the adopted ordinance language identify an arbitrarily selected
date from which such aggregate calculation should be measured. City staff have, without the
benefit of a duly processed ordinance amendment procedure, put in place an effective ordinance
requirement that aggregate square footage is calculated “as of July 15" 1980.” This arbitrarily
established date was never provided to the public for input or comment, and it is unclear whether
this arbitrarily selected date was ever put before City decision makers. Regardless of the how it
was selected, the fact remains that this cutoff date, and the determination that “50% of existing
area” means aggregate area added since the arbitrarily selected 1980 date, are currently not part
of the adopted Zoning Ordinance Language. Further review of past City approvals indicates that
the City has not always applied Section 28.90.001.B in the manner that it is being applied to this
project.



One example of this is 132 Las Ondas, Parcel #045-162-017, just 0.2 miles from the Subject
Property and in the same East Mesa neighborhood. In it’s current state this property is a 2,247
square foot single family home on a smaller, 0.13 acre lot with a single car garage. Review of the
street file reveals a 1988 permit for addition to an existing 842 square foot home with a 263 square
foot single car garage, which was completed in 1992 at a larger size of 420 square feet. An open
yard modification was granted with this addition. Two additional additions were permitted in 1998
and 1999 for 628 square feet and 275 square feet, respectively, without any need for a parking
modification or addition of a second parking space. Both the 1998 and 1999 additions would have
required parking modifications with the current interpretation of the Zohing Ordinance, but there
was a period of time in the 90’s where the interpretation of the 50% rule was limiting expansion of
the single family home by 50% of existing at the time of application, not the arbitrary 1980 date.

By 1999, during a Zoning plan check, this interpretation was changed as Staff stated the 275 square
foot addition “cannot be pursed at this time unless a two car garage is proposed.” The only
resolution to this is “BKD comment 6/9/99 pursuant to discussions with the City’s attorney’s office,
the subject proposal, as phased can proceed.” (Attachment F) This is how a home in the identical
neighborhood as the Subject Property on a smaller lot with a single covered parking space would
be limited to 1263 square feet by the current interpretation by Staff of the Zoning Ordinance was
allowed to expand to nearly 1,000 square feet greater without adding additional parking.

The Modification process is specifically in place to allow for appeals to qualified personnel in
modern times to grant specific exceptions to necessarily rigid and often outdated written Zoning
Ordinances. The wording of the ordinance, such as “purpose and intent” rather than “the purpose
and intent of the Zoning Ordinance to provide an adequate number of parking spaces” therefore
allows current personnel to interpret the ordinances in a reasonable manner based on individual
situations and over the course of time.

Unlike the demand portion of the modification requirement, there is no hard evidence that can be
provided to prove that our addition would not violate the “purpose and intent” of the ordinance, as
this is left up to interpretation by the governing body at the time. All we can do is present the case
that we currently have no problem meeting our current parking demand and that the demand for
parking will not increase with our addition as supported by professionals specializing in the area,
including the Staff Hearing Officer. What year the second addition was made to our house has no
true bearing on the adequacy of our parking. Essentially we are non-conforming regarding parking
and our addition will not make us more non-conforming.

This is not only because our property continues to be a Single Family Residence, but also because
the nature of our addition does not increase the occupancy (ie. additional bedrooms or bathrooms)
of the home. Though square footage as of July 15, 1980, rather than type of addition or
cumulative size is what Zoning is currently using as determining factor of when parking may be
non-conforming versus conforming, we feel that common sense dictates that such an expansion as
ours would not cause an new and troublesome parking inadequacy. Additionally, this was not
always the case as prior interpretations in the 1990’s of the same ordinance was an increase in
square footage literally of currently existing square footage, not of an arbitrary date. Therefore



interpretation of the ordinance has changed over time by Zoning, not the ordinance itself through
the appropriate avenues, including community input.

The SHO’s finding in this case is essentially that the need for this modification, in and of itself, is
inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance. This is entirely inconsistent with
the manner in which the SHO routinely grants modifications for all other Zoning Ordinance
standards that may be modified. Furthermore, as discussed above, the need for this modification is
not generated by the language of the Zoning Ordinance as written, but instead is generated by an
interpretation of that language by City staff which was never adopted or adequately vetted by the
Public or by City decision makers, and Staff's adoption of the completely arbitrary July 15, 1980
date as a cutoff for area calculations.

1.4 Staff’s current interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance applies different standards to similar lots in
the same neighborhood.

As previously stated, Staff's current rigid interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance results in the
effective application of different standards to lots with similar size, topography, and zoning classification
in the same neighborhood. Owners are given different rights and privileges based on a totally arbitrary
standard: the size of their existing home as of a particular date. We are being deprived of rights that
others have due to this interpretation.

The 132 Las Ondas case is an example of changing interpretation of the Ordinance that seemed to occur
during the course of the property’s development. However, there are numerous properties in the
immediate vicinity to the Subject Property whom have been able to remain non-conforming in regards
to parking by some means or another.

Additionally, it not unprecedented for Staff to grant parking modifications to allow expansions of homes
beyond 50% in the East Mesa neighborhood. For example, a parking modification was granted for 214
Las Ondas, Parcel Number 045-162-026, on a 0.14 acre lot 0.2 miles from the Subject Property, in 1983
in association with a 1,369 square foot addition to allow “one (1) covered off-street parking space
instead of the required two (2) covered spaces and to be 4°6” from the interior lot line instead of being
set back the required 6 feet”. As this addition was both a greater than 50% of existing square footage as
of 1980 and 50% of existing at the time of application being 1983, it is unclear which interpretation of
the 50% rule was in place at the time as both would trigger the need for this modification. As per the
Staff Hearing Resolution notes, a parking modification was granted and deemed to “not be inconsistent
with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and will not cause an increase in demand for
parking.” (Attachment G) Notably, this 1983 addition to a single-family home on the identical size lot in
the same neighborhood three blocks from the Subject Property was three times greater in square
footage than that proposed for the Subject Property. 214 Las Ondas was 2,426 square feet with an
attached 1-car garage in 1999 at the time of an additional permit application.

These examples are few but are from our limited research into immediately neighboring properties.
There are surely numerous other examples within the same residential zone that could be encountered



with further research as single car garages in expanded homes are very commonplace on this area of the
Mesa where all were originally ~1000 square foot single family homes.

2.0 Benefits of the project

The project would allow us to expand our home in a functional way with minimal environmental and
neighborhood impact. The addition would be significantly less intrusive and more responsible than a
complete tear down, as would be required due to site constraints to add a second covered parking
space, and since the remainder of the home is in sound and updated condition. It would not
significantly increase the bulk and size nor create more runoff, and therefore is supported by the Single
Family Design Review Board. The current proposal also includes the conversion of an existing concrete
driveway to a more environmentally friendly semipermeable surface, as well as the removal of a pre-
existing accessory structure that sits slightly in the setback, so these could be seen as additional benefits
to Zoning compliance and the environment overall.

We feel it would not only improve our ability to enjoy our home with our family but also would improve
our street and our neighborhood. This sentiment is shared by neighbors whom sent letters of support
for our project to the Staff Hearing Officer (Attachment H) and continue to support us in our process.
We have been through multiple iterations in order to assure we meet all other Zoning requirements and
explored all other feasible options, and though we realize a modification is in essence asking for to be
the exception to a rule, we feel this request is reasonable, responsible, and respectful of our neighbors
and our community’s regulations. We hope you agree, and we respectfully request that you approve
our Modification.

Sincerely,

Carolyn and Jeremy Jewell
Homeowners

246 San Clemente

Santa Barbara, CA 93109

Doctorjewell22 @gmail.com
805.722.495 cell
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City of Santa Barbara

California

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA STAFF HEARING OFFICER

RESOLUTION NO. 050-16
246 SAN CLEMENTE
MODIFICATION
AUGUST 17,2016

APPLICATION OF VANGUARD PLANNING, INC., APPLICANT FOR JEWELL FAMILY
TRUST 8/11/14, 246 SAN CLEMENTE, APN: 045-152-025, E-3 (ONE-FAMILY RESIDENCE),
SD-3 (LOCAL COASTAL) ZONES, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL (MAX. 5 DU/ACRE) (MST2015-00598)

The proposed project involves a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 169 square foot second-floor
addition to an existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 256 square
foot one-car garage. The proposal includes removal of a 112 square foot detached shed. The proposed
total of 2,558 square feet on a 6,098 square foot lot is 94% of the required maximum floor-to-lot area
ratio (FAR). The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone and requires
coastal review.

The discretionary application required for this project is a Parking Modification to allow one covered
parking space to be provided, instead of the two covered parking spaces required (SBMC § 28.90.100
and SBMC §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 15301 and 15305 (Existing
Facilities and Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations).

WHEREAS, the Staff Hearing Officer has held the required public hearing on the above
application, and the Applicant was present.

WHEREAS, no one appeared to speak either in favor or in opposition of the application thereto,
and the following exhibits were presented for the record:

1. Staff Report with Attachments, August 11, 2016.
2. Site Plans
3 Correspondence received in support of the project:

a. Bob and Sharon Callis, Santa Barbara, CA.
b. Robbie and Jennifer Church, Santa Barbara, CA.
& Oscar Zavala and Jill Hurd, Santa Barbara, CA.



STAFF HEARING OFFICER RESOLUTION NoO. 050-16
246 SAN CLEMENTE

AUGUST 17,2016
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Staff Hearing Officer denied the
subject application making the following findings and determinations that although the Parking
Modification to allow one covered parking space, instead of the two-covered parking spaces required,
would not cause an increase in parking demand in the immediate area, it is inconsistent with the purposes
and intent of the Zoning Ordinance to provide an adequate number of parking spaces (2) for the single
residential use. The parking demand is based on the residential use, therefore the parking demand for
the single family residence would continue to be two covered parking spaces. The Zoning Ordinance
allows for up to a cumulative 50% increase in floor area without triggering the requirement to bring the
existing parking spaces up to current code. This project, along with previous additions, exceeds that
allowance and therefore is not consistent with the Zoning Ordinance’s requirement to provide adequate
parking for the use.

This motion was passed and adopted on the 17" day of August, 2016 by the Staff Hearing Officer
of the City of Santa Barbara.

I hereby certify that this Resolution correctly reflects the action taken by the City of Santa

Barbara Staff Hearing Officer at its meeting of the above date.
St

TA
rg“Officer Secretary Date

PLEASE BE ADVISED:

L This action of the Staff Hearing Officer can be appealed to the Planning Commission or the City
Council within ten (10) days after the date the action was taken by the Staff Hearing Officer.

2. If the scope of work exceeds the extent described in the Modification request or that which was
represented to the Staff Hearing Officer at the public hearing, it may render the Staff Hearing
Officer approval null and void.

(¥

If you have any existing zoning violations on the property, other than those included in the
conditions above, they must be corrected within thirty (30) days of this action.

4. Subsequent to the outcome of any appeal action your next administrative step should be to apply
for Single Family Design Board (SFDB) approval and then a building permit.

5. PLEASE NOTE: A copy of this resolution shall be reproduced on the first sheet of the
drawings submitted with the application for a building permit. The location, size and design
of the construction proposed in the application for the building permit shall not deviate from the
location, size and design of construction approved in this modification.

6. NOTICE OF APPROVAL TIME LIMITS: The Staff Hearing Officer’s action approving the
Performance Standard Permit or Modifications shall expire two (2) years from the date of the
approval, per SBMC §28.87.360, unless:

a. A building permit for the construction authorized by the approval is issued within twenty
four months of the approval. (An extension may be granted by the Staff Hearing Officer
if the construction authorized by the permit is being diligently pursued to completion.)
or;
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b. The approved use has been discontinued, abandoned or unused for a period of six months
following the earlier of:

1. an Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the use, or;
ii.  one (1) year from granting the approval.
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City of Santa Barbara

Pre-Case Information

246 SAN CLEMENTE PRE2015-00784 APN: 045-152-025

This is a hard copy of a Preliminary Case in the City of Santa Barbara's project tracking database. The purpose of the Preliminary
Case is to document decisions or conclusions that are made regarding property development inquiries that are discussed by
Staffmembers. Please confirm that what is written in this printout is the same information that you received verbally by Staff.

Project Description:

One- family residnce addition

Staff Contact: Steven J. Foley

Issues Discussed & People Present:

Parking modification to allow one parking space instead of two after 50% enlargement rule is triggered. No option
available to provide second space except demolition.

Decisions/Conclusions:

Email to owner 8-27-2015:

Hi Carolyn,

I reviewed your project description and referenced it with the required modification findings of the municipal code.
The proposal to is to allow the non-conforming permitted one parking space to continue as the required parking
after an addition increasing the approximate 1,900 s.f. one-family residence to approximately 2,400 s.f.  The
existing one parking space is proposed to provide the off-street parking space.

Required findings:

28.92.110 Modifications.

I. Parking. A modification or waiver of the parking or loading requirements where, in the particular
instance, the modification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and intent of this Title and will not cause an
increase in the demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate area.

A parking modification is requested to allow the one parking space instead of two. Two spaces are required by
code because the proposed addition will be greater than 50% than existed an earlier pre determined date, triggering
a zoning requirement to bring up the parking to current standards. Parking demand at a one family residence as
determined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation report, is not dependent on size of
the dwelling but only on the residential use itself. Therefore, Transportation staff finds that the demand portion of
the finding is satisfied.

Please review with JoAnne in Zoning whether the first part of the finding that the modification would not be
inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Title so that a recommendation to the decision maker can be
made to approve the modification.

Thanks, Steve
Activities:

Date | Date 3 Description and Notes Disposition Done By

W:\Reports\PRE Printout wA.rpt Page | of 2 Date Printed: 9/9/2015 3:43:19PM
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ASSOCIATED TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS

100 N. Hope Avenue, Suite 4, Santa Barbara, CA 93110 °©(805) 687-4418 © FAX (805) 682-8509

Since 1978

Richard L. Poal, P.E.
Scott A. Schell, AICP, PTP

May 25, 2016 16041P01

Jeremy & Carolyn Jewell
246 San Clemente Avenue
Santa Barbara, CA 91309

PARKING ANALYSIS FOR THE
246 SAN CLEMENTE AVENUE RESIDENCE, CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) has prepared the following parking analysis for
the residence located at 246 San Clemente Avenue in the Mesa area of the City of Santa
Barbara. The parking analysis was prepared to support a parking modification for the
proposed expansion of the existing residence.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is proposing to remodel the existing single family residence located at 246 San
Clemente Avenue to expand the first and second floors. The project includes a 288 SF (net)
1st floor addition comprising of an expanded kitchen and dining room; and a 194 SF (net)
2nd floor addition comprising of an expanded master bedroom and master bathroom. No
new bedrooms will be added to the residence. The existing one-car garage will be retained
in its current configuration. The project site plan is attached for reference.

PARKING MODIFICATION

The project is requesting a modification to the City’s parking requirements to maintain the
existing one-car garage. Two parking spaces are required by code because the cumulative
building additions exceed 50% of the net floor area that existed on the site on July 15, 1980,
which triggers a zoning requirement to bring the parking supply up to current standards.

Engineering « Planning « Parking » Signal Systems « Impact Reports » Bikeways « Transit




Jeremy & Carolyn Jewell Page 2 May 25, 2016

In order to support the requested parking modification, the following findings must be made
by the City.

92.110 Maodifications

1. Parking. A modification or waiver of the parking or loading requirements where,
in the particular instance, the modification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and
intent of this Title and will not cause an increase in the demand for parking space or loading

space in the immediate area.

PARKING ANALYSIS

The proposed increases in the size of the first floor kitchen and dining room and the second
floor master bedroom and bathroom would not generate an increase in parking demands, as
no new bedrooms or residential units are proposed. The Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) Parking Generation Report provides rates to estimate parking demands for single family
residences that are based on the number of units, and are not dependent on size of the units.
The increase in the net floor area at the residence would therefore not increase parking
demands based on the ITE rates. It is also noted that the site can accommodate parking for a

second vehicle in the garage driveway.

Based on this analysis, the findings to support a parking modification based on no increase
in parking demands can be made by City staff.

Associated Transportation Engineers

A _AQ

Scott A. Schell, AICP, PTP
Principal Transportation Planner

SAS
Attachment: Project Site Plan

Cc: Jarrett Gorin, Vanguard Planning
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Attachment D: Email from Steve Foley, Supervising
Transportation Planner






From: "Foley, Steven" <SFoley@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>
Date: October 30, 2015 at 11:24:01 PDT

To: 'Carolyn Ann Jewell' <doctorjewell22@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: 246 San Clemente

Hi Carolyn,
Answers follow below.
Thanks,

Steve

Steven J. Foley|Supervising Transportation Planner
City of Santa Barbara | Public Works

630 Garden Street

PO Box 1990 | Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Office: 805.897.2542

sfoley@santabarbaraca.gov

Have you seen our new, draft, Major Issues Checklist? It's intended to be be used prior to starting a new
project. Here's a link to it: Santa Barbara - 2015 Major Issues Project Compliance Checklist. Please try
it out, and give us feedback on it. What's missing, or what could be more helpful?

Our offices are closed every other Friday. Please reference the calendar link below:
http://www santabarbaraca.gov/Government/City Calendar

From: Carolyn Ann Jewell [mailto:doctorjewell22 @gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:27 PM

To: Foley, Steven

Subject: Re: 246 San Clemente

Steve,
Thank you for your response. A few other questions if you don't mind.

Is there any particular reason Parking supports this project with the existing parking other than the fact that an addition to a single
family dwelling in and of itself does not result in an increase in parking demand? No. Transportation’s prerogative is to provide
Community Development Department an assessment of whether the project will cause an increase in parking demand. AsI've
previously stated, single-family residential parking demand is not correlated to unit size. Therefore, the particular reason
Transportation could support the demand assessment of the modification is that parking demand will not be affected by the

project. What I mean is, is there anything about our project that supports that lack of increase in demand, for example: existing large
driveway cutout allowing for movement of car in and out of garage; proposed expansion entailing only an increase in size of the
kitchen and existing bedroom, not increasing the number of bedrooms or occupancy; house located in a low traffic area without
parking congestion; etc?

Also. could you explain a bit more why tandem parking is not a viable option/not supported by parking? The parking demand for the
site is two spaces. The site currently can legally accommodate one space in the garage. Therefore, any additional parking would either
be in the setback or the street. Tandem parking can be supported by Transportation, it’s just not a preferable configuration. As you
state it’s functionally difficult parking because cars need to be jockeyed around, requiring additional maneuvering in the street. If
parking is in the setback, it would function better if it wasn't tandem because of the maneuvering issues. We personally don't desire a
tandem spot because we know it's not functional, but I would love your expert take on why it actually is a worse option than a single
covered spot from a parking demand and function standpoint.

Thanks again for your time.
Carolyn
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SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD MINUTES Monday, April 4, 2016 Page 6
SFDB-CONCEPT REVIEW (CONT.)

5.
4:40

1211 SERRA VISTA LN E-1 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  029-510-004
Application Number: MST2015-00211
Owner: Cynthia Halpin Mccoy Residence Trust
Applicant: Vanguard Planning LLC
Architect: Peikert RRM Design Group

(Proposal to add a second story and an attached garage to the existing 1,202 square foot one-story single-
family residence. The project is located in a Planned Residence Development on a 3,071 square foot lot
which serves as the building envelope. The project would add 227 square feet of floor area and 200 square
feet of unenclosed terrace area to the first floor, a 552 square foot second floor, and an attached 494 square
foot attached two-car garage at the upper floor level accessed from a new driveway on the uphill side of
the lot. This project includes Planning Commission review for an amendment to the conditions of
approval to increase the maximum square footage allowed on the lot from 1,800 to 2,000 square feet
exclusive of garages and open porches, and for a modification to encroach into the required setback from
the exterior boundary of the Planned Residence Development.)

(Second concept review. Comments only; project requires a Substantial Conformance
Determination for increased building height, consistent with Planning Commission Resolution No.
004-16. Project was last reviewed on June 1, 2015.)

Actual time: 5:01 p.m.

Present: Jarrett Gorin, Applicant.

Motion: Postponed indefinitely to Full Board
Action: Miller/James, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Bernstein absent).

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING [ 503-5 3")

6.

S:10

246 SAN CLEMENTE E-3/SD-3 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 045-152-025
Application Number: MST2015-00598
Owner: Jewell Family Trust
Applicant: Vanguard Planning LLC
Designer: Amy Von Protz

(Proposal for a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 169 square foot second-floor addition to an
existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 256 square foot one-car
garage. The proposal includes removal of a tool shed and construction of a 112 square foot accessory
building. The proposed total of 2,407 square feet on a 5,998 square foot lot is 90% of the required
maximum floor-to-lot area ratio. The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal
Zone and requires coastal review. Staff Hearing Officer review is requested to allow for one covered
parking space on site, instead of the two that are required.)

(Comments only; project requires an environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review
for a requested zoning modification.)

Actual time:  5:03 p.m.

Present: Jarrett Gorin, Architect; and Carolyn Jewell, Owner.
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g

5:45

Public comment opened at 5:14 p.m. As no one wished to speak, public comment was closed.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer to return to Full Board with
comments:

1)

2)

3)
4)
3)
6)

7

The Board had positive comments regarding the project’s consistency and appearance,
neighborhood compatibility, quality of architecture and materials, landscaping, safety,
good neighbor guidelines, and public views.

The Board understands the site constraints and finds the proposed modification is
aesthetically appropriate and does not pose consistency issues with the Single Family
Residence Design Guidelines.

The Board supports the general style of the addition.

Study the detached rear structure and lowering the plate height.

Study dropping the window sizes on the proposed north elevations of the upstairs
bathroom.

The Board supports the single car garage as adding a secondary covered parking space
would be infeasible.

Study surfaces of driveway to be permeable.

Action: Miller/Woolery, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Bernstein absent).

288 CANON DR

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

E-2/SD-2 Zone

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 053-142-010
Application Number: MST2015-00549

Owner:
Architect:

Wayne and Elizabeth Labrie
Wayne Labrie

(Proposal for 2,378 square feet of additions to an existing 2,576 square foot two-story single-family
residence. The proposal includes new and enlarged decks, tree removals and minor landscaping changes,
and a new permeable driveway and patios. The proposed total of 4,954 square feet [of which 1,594 square
feet is in a new basement and will receive a 50% FAR credit] on a 13,769 square foot lot is 99% of the
required maximum floor-to-lot area ratio [FAR]. Staff Hearing Officer review is requested for zoning
modifications to allow additions and alterations within the front and two interior setbacks, and for a
solar access modification.)

(Comments only; project requires an environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review
for requested zoning modifications.)

Actual time: 5:30 p.m.

Present: Wayne Labrie, Architect; and Matthew Labrie.

Public comment opened at 5:58 p.m.

1) Sue Wood, adjacent neighbor, submitted letter in support. Expressed support to the proposed project.

An email in opposition was acknowledged and received from; Shawn Graft regarding size, bulk and scale,
parking, and neighborhood compatibility.

Letters and emails in support were acknowledged and received from 24 gathered signatures and residents.

Public comment closed at 6:01 p.m.
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
MASTER APPLICATION

APPLICATION NO.

.PHOJECTSTHEETADDREES LI LAS ONDAS

PARGEL NO. #S —f b2 -/7 LANDUSEZONE___ & -5
OWNER OF PROPERTY _ Wiceand Kb tmant
ADDRESS ___Ad2 LAS ANDAS 9%/09

BUSINESS NAME OWNER PHONE:

PERSON TO CONT.
NAME
ADDRESS

[22 [AS ONDAS 34 PHONE 2~ /4]

CT E%REING THIS APPLICATION
an 0 (CIAGLE ONEZOWNERJARCHITECT, TENANT, CONTRACTOR, AGENT
09 e

DESCRIPTION; .. -

SIZE

" COMMERCIAL

O New RBldgs. . #Bldgs. Lot X #sq.it. o
X, Addltion pStories L ¥Stoties Bidg. asqll, _ G2~
C RemodelAlter. L0 Use or accupancy Bidg. #sq it
O Ropalr #Borms Bidg. #sq.it.
O Damolition Addition #sq.ft. ‘2 &,a
O Chg. of Use ;' OTHER = ' Hrs. of Operation RemdiAlter. area waqlto
O Grading 10. Amt. Paving fsg. i,
O Other = Amt. Grading Wew.yd,

Fence Ht. Length

Olher . Size.

.:DESCRIBE SPECIFIC REQUEST,

PROPOSAL and/or SCOPE OF WORK (written explanation of. what application:is.fo

[REC'D BY:

LOCATION
El Pueblo Viejo
Brinkerhoff
High Fire Area
20% Slope
Flood Zone
Coastal Zone/S03
Quter Stale St/SD2
Near Greek

Near 8t. Hwy
Speclal Stdy Area

00DCOO0OoDOoo

: o)

. ENVIRONMENTAL -ASSESSMENT. .,

AVERAGE SLOPE OF PARCEL
SLOPE OF BLDG. AREA i

REVIEW REQUESTED.
[ Site Plan Approval

GENERAL PLAN USE DESIGNATION:
SURROUNDING LAND USES:

O Conditional Use Permil
O Gen. Pian Amendment

PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW. ... . ..

O Appaal
O Annexation

NORTH . SOUTH IF FILL OR EXCAVATION SITE: O Dev. Plan Approval
EAST . WEST EXISTING PARGEL ELEV. O Rezoning O Plan—Specitic O Lol Line Agjustment
FINISHED PARCEL ELEV. Q varlance O OTHER O Tentative Sub-Div. Map
JUSTIFICATION:
Proposed site Use: EXISTING NEW PROPOSED REMOVED USE
a. Not buliding square footage
b. Buliding foot print LETTER ATTACHED: D YES O NO
¢. Paving square lootage
d. Open spacella
#. Number of parking spaces N
Environmental Assessmanl: Starled Date Compteted Date : s

(cavered/uncovered)

i SUB:DIVISION:REVIEW;COMMITTEE ;- ...

REVIEW REQUESTED:

./ MODIFICATION.

REQUEST:
0 Concept O Tentative Map . Existing Lots
O Preliminary Map O Lot Line Adjustment #. Proposed Lots Municipal Code Sectlon_______________
O OTHER Reason (A letler may be attachod to describa In datall) S

HEARING BODY:

SIGN DESCRIPTION:
O Wall D Hanging
OTHER

[ Medilicalion Heasing Olficer

. . LANDMARKS COMMITTEE REVIEW "+ i
REVIEW REQUESTED:

00 Consent 0 Window

0 Awning

O Final
0 Appeat

O Praliminary
1 Chg. Atter Final

O Concept
O Extengion

0 Planning Commission

[J Profecting O Greund

0 in Progress

3O Other SIZE (sq.fL) New

Color (s}

Existing

ENTS
oMM Matarial

COPY - Size & Wording

LINEAL BLDG. FRONTAGE (width) AT MAIN ENTRANGCE

ILLUMINATED? Typo

Amount

EXEMPTION REQUEST? O YES O NO

i .- ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW. ...

REVIEW REQUESTED:

O Final

COST of Mateitals & Labor

CONSTRUCTION.RERMI

TYPE)? PERMIT REQUESTED:

T Consent O Concept O Prgliminary 5 "
e Gowe 8 hohee 2l P gmemel  Spee Dy
O othar O OTHER,
COMMENTS
3 ARCHITECT/DESIGNER/ENGINEER City Lie
Namn_w&] £ Phone
Addrass___ RS £ HARBoR State Lic.
contractor VENTURA G3co | Chy Lic.
Name. Phong
Address_ State Lie.

I, THE UNDERSIGNED UNDERSTAND APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT DOES NOT WAIVE ANY RE-
QUIREMENTS, LAWS, OR ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA AND THAT ALL
BTATEMENTS ARE TRUE AND ARCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE.

e Y588 oo o Soman)

(Applicant)

| HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE ABOVE NAMED CONTACT PERSON TQ ACT AS MY AGENT IN ALL
MATTERS PERTAINING TO THIS APPLICATION.

Date. Signature.

(Qwnor)



132 Las Oudae

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
MASTER APPLICATION :

PLDAE D312

APPLICATION NO.

_AEF“.“*—'

PROJECT STHEET ADDRESS
PARCEL NO. Lz [T

LAND USE ZONE

%ﬁq \. q ﬂmﬂ@p

LEP- “$105.00

AZ 25209

OWNER OF PROPEHP’ _Mmm_i Fele Potuen,

ADDRESS _

aselive Rol . Mesa,

TOTAL:$105,00
BUSINESS NAME OWNER PHONE: 03-12-1998-1:1 41 PM
PERSON JO CONTAC EHEGAFDWG THIS APPLICATION RCPTH:02-06188
NAME J_U!A’r» LM-,«-A—L‘L_ - (CIACLE ONE): OWNER, ARCHITECT, TENANT, CONTRACTOR, AGENT
ADDRESS 20D 5 - Fevsdist PHONE Gl .
5 t- 4 Y {4
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
| coMMERciAL | SiZE LOCATION
0N weidgs. | woidgs Lot x ____ Ksqft _Q,QZQ___ O El Pueblo Viejo
P’{:;ilion #Stories p i WSlories ____ — Bidg. LECAN O Brinkerhof!
O RemaodaliAlter, HUnits  __ ___ Use or occupancy Bidg. ___ Hsq.lt e [ High Fire Area
(s] R:pac:ru ' #8dims 2 : — — [&) Bigg :[Z’l’; #sq.it. 0 20% Slopa
L3 Demolith iisinii Addition #sa.lt sgq;ﬁ 0 Flood Zon
o c:?nfﬁfs | omer | Hrs. of Operation ) Remaiaier. ares n:: I, e 0 Coastal z:narsna
O Grading lo. Amt. Paving ¥sg it @ Outer Stats 51./502
D Other Amt. Grading ¥eu.yd, O Near Creek
— Fence Hi Length ) Near St. Hwy
““““““““ Other Size {1 Special Stdy Area

DESCRIBE SPECIFIC REQUEST, PROPOSAL and/or SCOPE OF WORK (written explanation of what applicatlon Is for).
]
et AL < I ¢ ,

] ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

GENERAL PLAN USE DESIGNATION: AVERAGE SLOPE OF PARCEL ____
SURROUNDING LAND USES SLOPE OF BLDG. AREA

NORTH SOUTH. IF FILL OR EXCAVATION SITE:
EAST WEST EXISTING PAACEL ELEV
FINISHED PARGEL ELEV
EXISTING NEW PROPOSED REMOVED USE

Proposed site Use:
Net building square foolage __ o
Building foot print
Paving square foolage et =
QOpen spaceflandscaping
Number of parking spaces =y s
(coverediuncovered)

L] SUB-DIVISION REVIEW COMMITTEE :

REVIEW REQUESTED:

sanow

[1 Concept Tentative Map L} _Exisling Lots
! Preliminary Map "1 Lot Line Adjustment L] Proposed Lols
[} OTHER = =

[ ] LANDMARKS COMMITTEE REVIEW = :

REVIEW REQUESTED:

Consent [1 Concept "1 Preliminary I Final
I.1 In Progress [ Extension 7' Chg. After Final I'" Appeal
1 Other F- T
COMMENTS

O ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW -

REVIEW REQUESTED:

Evisting ves-r‘dW:-!’Z‘ls'Hl Extetivg l-zava, = =
¥ i 5 B

':zs'rr?

] PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

REVIEW REQUESTED:
[J Site Plan Approval
1 Dev. Plan Approval

{.l Conditional Use Permlt
£) Gen Plan Amendment

L1 Appeal
Il Annexatlon

Il Rezoning Plan—Specific L1 Lot Line Adjustment

[} Variance Il OTHER _ S ] Tentative Sub-Div. Map
JUSTIFICATION: & SR
LETTER ATTACHED: 1Y YES 17 NO
Environmental Assessment: Started Date Completed Dale e

L] ‘MODIFICATION -

REQUEST:

Municipal Code Secuon
Aeason (A letler may be atlached to describe in delail)

HEARING BODY:

O Modification Hearing Ofticer {1 Planning Commission

SIGM DESCRIPTION:

[ wall 1 Hanging 1 Window I} Awning [} Projeciing 01 Ground
OTWER _ ____ s
SIZE(sqM)MNew _____ - Exisling
Color (s) A————— S S
Material _____ N e S e s
COPY - Size & Wording DT
L}NEAL BLDG. FRONTAGE (width) AT MAIN ENTRANCE _____
ILLUMINATED? -Type _____ Amount
EXEMPLIONREQUEST? O YES () NO  COSTofMaterjals&labor ___

[V CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

TYPE OF PERMIT REQUESTED:

2 Consant O Concept 03 Preliminary [} Final
= . [J BUILDING [0 ELECTRICAL Cs PLUMBING O MECHANICAL
g g:mgress [1 Extension 2 Chg. Alter Final (] Appeal 1 GRADING 1 DEMOLITION O SIGN O SOLAR
thier s S R - — (] OTHER
COMMENTS
ARCHITECT/DESIGNERIENGINEER City Lic.
) Name Phone
Address. State Lic.
B oo CONTRACTOR: City Lic. = S
e = T i Nama Phone
Address State Lic.
< UR

I, THE UNDERSIGNED UNDERSTAND APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT DOES NOT WAIVE ANY RE.
QUIREMENTS, LAWS, OR ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF SANJA BAABARA AND THAT ALL
STATEMENTS ARE TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF

2|(2/9® %u/(/t%

) § __ Signalure

| HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE ABOVE NAMED CONTACT PEASON TO ACT AS MY AGENT IN ALL
MATTERS PERJAINING TO THI

o G 18

Slgnature__ s
[Owner)



crr’ OF SANTA BARBARA . oncaonn
MASTER APPLICATION LOFP=S
MST99 00 I35

PROJECT STREET ADDRESS ___[%2- Las Audeas

PARCEL NO. 45 127 17 LANDUSEZONE E%, SD-2

OWNER OF PROPERTY _Maresa o Bizle Potuaay
ADDRESS __ %7 Los Pudexe -

BUSINESS NAME OWNER PHONE: TUTAL-:S 110 00
PERSON TO CONTACT REGARDING THIS APPLICATION Rk 9 j"i"f?,-’lf:f,(l '|‘|,ls‘
NAME = = AP‘H v A1 A (CIRCLE ONE): OWKER, ARCHITECT, TENANT, CONTAAGTOR, AGENT Q{:['Tlrggp RIGTET

ADDRESS 200 B, Caucas Pesalicde SF, e -l PHONE 44725

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

e

LOCATION

O New WBrags. 1 Moidgs I Lo w (3 €1 Pusblo Viejo
D Addition #storles __ tories ., _ Bigg . . : () Brinkerhoit
O RemadelAligs. Units = Use or oceupancy Biog . ______ 5 1 High Fire Araa
O Repalr ABdrms __ 5 sy e SR Bidg fagh e 17 20% Slope
Q Demoiitisn A s ( Addition 3 #safr I‘t& t# 1) Flood Zone _._ _ __
0 Chg. of Use | omEr. | Hia. of Operation Rema/Algc roa f3g.h o 11 Coastal ZonesSDA
O Grading In Emt-Paving fsqit, . o Ll Quter State St.1SD2
O Other I = Amt. Grading fouyd [) Near Crepk
il Fence#t. .. _ ____ Lengm ___ ) Naar St Hwy

= —— oo T S B — 11 Speclal Sidy Araa

DESCRIBE SPECIFIC REQUEST, PROPOSAL and/or SCOPE OF WORK (written explanation of what applicatlon Is for).

U wel i

exisling parking spaces on site).

J ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT. O PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

GENERAL PLAN USE DESIGNATION- _ AVERAGE SLOFEOF PARCEL _ REVIEW REQUESTED:
SURROUNDING LAND USES: SLOPEQF BLOG. AREA —— 17 Site Plan Approvat L7 Canditicnat Uss Parmit 3 Appeal
NORTH ____ SQUTH_ ___ _ IF FILL OR EXCAVATION SITE: {1 Dev Plan Apgroval 11 Gen. Plan Amandment !l Annexatien
EAST _____  wEsr _ T EXISTING PARCELELEY. ____ _ _ 11 Rezoning i1 Pian—Epacilic i1 Lot Line Adjustman)
FINISHEO PARCEL ELEV. . I'? Varnance FEOTHER, e oo liva Sub-Div. Map
JUSTIFICATION: e —
Proposad slie Use: EXISTING NEW PROPOSED REMOVED USE —n A~

a. Nai bullding square foolage

LETTER ATTACHED [T YES 11 NO

b. Building foal print
<. Paving squaro lootage P e G ——
d. Opsn spaceilandscapling e L

e. Number ol parking spaces e — R i
(cevaradiuncovared) Enviconmenial Assessment:  Started Date Compteted Date

L} SUB-DIVISION REVIEW COMMITTEE - BN '.MODIFICTION g iy

REVIEW RFQUESTED: REQUEST:
O Concept ) Tentalive Map L Existing Lots e R N v — T
) Preliminary Map [T Lot Line Adjusiment & _ .. Proposed Lots Municipal Code Saction_____ e e
1] OTHER ___ e — e e e e by s s HeammAmnarmaybqauaunnd|udns:nbu|nnal.u) e et A

HEARING 800Y: O Mediticatlon Heaiing Olficar 1 Planning Commission

LANDMARKS COMMITTEE R

REVIEW REQUESTED: S8IGN DESCRIPTION:
0 Consent a Cencept O Preliminary T} Final 1 Wall T Hanging O Window 13 Awning 01 Projecting 0 Ground
O InProgress 0O Extension 11 Chy Afler Final Il Appeay OTHER ____ g L o e
0 Oiher e S e SIZE(5q.IL) Naw Exisiing =
COMMENTS Calor(y) —_———

Materlal
s O

COPY - Slze & Wordlng =
——
- UINEAL BLDG. FAONTAGE widih) AT MAIN ENTRANGE __ —_—— .
- ILLUMINATED? __ —Type . Amoun = e
e ey e A5 s EXEMPTION REQUEST? I YES O NO COST ol Malerlala & Labor s
ARCHITEGTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW - . D : CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
REVIEW REQUESTED: i o TYPE OF PEAMIT AEQUESTED:
0 Caonsent O Concepi Proliminary O Final
U BUILDING O ELECTRICAL U PLUMBING [ MECHANICAL
O lm Progress 0 Extansion O Chg. Atter Final [} Appeal O GRADING 0 CEMOUITION 0 sigN 0 SOLAR
O Other —_——
F1 OTHER,
COMMENTS
ARCHITECTIDESIGNER/ENGINEER City Lic ———
Name. Fhang "
Addiess State Lic
CONTRACTOR: City Llc. ——e
Namg Fhona i

Addreay, Stale Lic.

I, THE UNDEASIANED UNDERSTAND APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT DOES NOT WAIVE ANY RE. | HEREBY AUTHORIZE THE ABOVE NAMED CONTACT PEASON TO ACT AS MY AGENT IN ALL

QUIREMENTS, LAWS, OR ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA AND THAT ALL MATTERS PERATAINING TO THIS APPLICATION.
STATEMENTS ARE TRUE AND ACCURATE TO #HE PEST OF My KNOWLEDGE.
. .
Dats: 2 Signature 4 e Date. z 23 11 EIgutur-M
{Applicanty {Ownar)

b




CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
PLAN CHECK SUMMARY - ALL DEPARTMENTS
Case Number BLD99-0388

Site Address: 132 LAS ONDAS R-ADDITION
Date Printed: 08/05/99

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Addition of 2nd floor to (E) SFR.

PLAN CHECK CORRECTIONS

The following list contains plan check corrections from the Building and Safety Division,
the Planning Division, and the Public Works Department. If you have any questions, please
contact the appropriate plan checker (phone numbers at the bottom of this list).

A.LS. OKAY

Zoning Plan Check PLCK 02/26/99
2-26-99 - plan check by Marina Gudgeon 564-5470
1. This project cannot be pursued at this time unless a two car garage
is proposed. The sf of this addition plus the sf of the previous Q42 Lﬁ =842
addition exceeds 50% of the existing floor area. [ 1
2. Due to the floor plan configuration a Zoning Compliance Declaration o
is required. Attach a legal description to the attached declaration. 2015 t2 22247
Have the legal owner(s) signature(s) notarized and then have the ’
document recorded at the County Recorder's Office. Once the document | cant
has been recorded, request a non-certified copy of the document and WQH
return the copy to the Planning and Zoning Counter at 630 Garden Street.
Final zoning approval cannot be granted until the Planning and Zoning
Division Staff have received a copy of the recorded document.
3. The property is located in the Coastal Zone and requires a Coastal
Exclusion prior to zoning approval being granted for this proposal.
4. Shade the open yard area on the site plan as reviewed and approved
by R. Durbiano in 10-97.
5. The hot tub is located illegally in the front and interior yards.
6. Delete the remark "re-built in (n) location shown".
7. Call out the length of the counter in the family room.
8. Call out the max. dimension of the bar sink at 12",
9. NPO exempt per #11.
06/09/99 (BKD): Pursuant to discussions with the City Attorney's office
the subject proposal, as phased can proceed. The applicant pursued the
proposal as suggested by City Staff, and having relied on Staff advice,
the Attorney's office has determined that this proposal can proceed as
phased without the need for an additional covered parking space. Any
questions can be directed to Brent Daniels. (BKD)
7-22-99 - plan check by Marina Gudgeon 564-5470
1. Show compliance with the solar ordinance on the elevations.

[Report Library: FORM_RR Report Name: UNF_CORR] Time Printed: (17:10:08)




Attachment G: 214 Las Ondas Parking
Modification Document






CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Build Safety
1235 Chapala Street |
[963-1663]

WHEN PROPERLY VALIDATED THIS IS YOUR PERMIT
ASSESSOR PARCEL NO,

AS=1b ~l0p

PERMIT APPLICATION

PROJECT ADDRESS

214 LAS ONDAS

areiicant: (O ownzr: [ canraacron O aumkonizeo acent [ ieasce

OVINLIES NAME: Richard Box PHONE 963"3091

ADLRAESS: same ciry ZIP

CONTRAGTON'S NAME: OMUE’??—/FX}! LinEf PHONE CITY LIC. NO.

Ty 217, STATE 1 IG, ND,

ADORESY
ARG TIDESIGNER 0R EninEer D818 Pﬂm A l{m -Fineline aHDNs:._g.,_G.,E?.&

51AYF LIC. NO.

VALIDATION

ZNPC 1506
PLOK 134,00
LS 18%.00
STAT 8.
PLEE 8400
ELeL .00
HECH .0
LOF 123,004
074 36,00

ANDRESS 345 Ca"l?e_L.&LlUEWS ciTy o TR T i
LENULIG F‘;"‘
&aéassw CNEW OALTERATION GAADODITION] USEOF O RETAIL YSF.FAMILY O CONDOMINIUM D GARAGE
RK: BLDG:
OMOVE D DEMOLITION O REPAIR Naw i 0O OFFICE O DUPLEX O APARTMENT DC{gﬁPﬁR‘E@ 1 07/ 12484
] Exisuny (x) 0 RESTAU RANTQOOQOTHER
ira i = 3 o ot No, ’
(o | ul e Ly [Sne 0<% Ve, B3 |ia D51 16 4
[ TYPE OF PERMIT [Describe prapased usc and work) g NEW,
LDG.
$ BUILDING WoOp STuD 4% o tdeco 19T A 222 ooy 4vows, Detacuel’ -
AL b rLPbIL'T/ A TracueEp |~ Af GARLA ADDN. 1249
REMODEL OR
WO ELECTRICAL _RE S |DBENTesl ! ad i Vi A Cay Llde &z§ DUTLETS R
ACCESSORY
B MECHANICAL 40 top BT0D FA.U. % RELATED DueTuivr k. BLDG.
7. Y. w - GARAGE OR
CARPORT
ﬂ PLUMBING [io) o LWt LAV (_J)W'H‘ DECK OR
) PAVING
[ GRABING pd
A7
O OTHER ol N, OF EXISTING

BLDGS.

Z

[ SPECIAL CONDIT_!_QNS:

7

NOTICE (Please check appropriate box in each paragraph)

susponded or ghandoned for a period of 1B0 days any time after work is commenced,

THIS PERMIT BECOMES NULL AND VOID if work or construction authorized is not ¢comrmenced within 180 days from date of issuancy, or work is

3 (1a) | certify that | am licensed under the State Contractor's License Law and my ¢ontractor’s licanse is in full force and effact; or
‘? (1b) | ¢ertify that | am exempt from Business and Professions Code # 70315 under: ¥#7Udd—0wner!buildur, [C] #7048—Price of labor and

material less than $200, or C Other

AND

Expiration date

Insurer i , Policy #
ta selt-insure by the Director of industrial Relations; or

{(2b) 1 certify that | am exernpt under Labar Code # 3800 because: [ the permit is for work of 3100 or Iess, or
for which this permit is issued, | shall not employ 8ny person in any manner so as to become subject 1o t
fornia,

7

to comply with all city and county ardinances and state laws relating to building const
upon tha abovo mantisned property for inspectl the ownaear of.rne'struc
o

on purposes, |
with the ownor's full knowledge and conse [
- . /

0 (2a) | certify that | have on tile with the City of Santa Barbars—Building & Safety a certificate of workers’ compensation insurance;
.—,or a Certificate of Consent

?(hst in the performance of the work
e workers’ compensation fows of Cali-

AND
| curtify that | have raod this application snd declare under penalty of perjury that the infarmation contalned herein is trua, corract and comploto. | aproc
n’}'c‘?::n, and hereby authorize ropresantatives of this city to enter
8 tlsted fwpermit or | reprasent tho ewner and am acting

E_______“.

Exceuted at City of Santa Barbarson___,; -
Owner_ar Cantracior
DEPARTMENT USE @

NLY

APPROVALS DATE APPROVED APPROVED BY i PLAN CHECK
ENVIRONMENTAL / DATE REC'D/FEE PD,
BEVIEW PLCK 123.00 TL
LANOMAnKs / ARCI 80-OF Na
PLANNING Py 7861 11/14/83
COMMISSION ‘

FIRE DEPT. 11/18/83 Webster oA
L, FPROV

PUBLIC WORKS N/A

|zoniNg 5/22/84 M. Moeschlin MESRAMEIE o ||

[Mvodi fication 2/ /83 Approved w/conditons ‘2’0'; OO0

OFFICE COPY



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
Redeyrlopment @ Environmental Review
Plannirng ® Zoning ® Building ® Housing

@y of SanTa BainRa

February 23, 1983

Mr. Richard Box
214 Las Ondas
Santa Barbara, Ca. 93109

Subject: 214 Las Ondas

Dear Mr. Box:

At a public hearinn held on February 23, 1983, the Modification Hearing
Qfficer approved your request for a modification to 214 Las Ondas, to
permit one (1) covered off-street parking space instead of the required
two (2) covered spaces and to be four (4) feet six (6) inches from the
interior Tot line instead of being set back the required six (6) feet,
and subject to the following conditions:

1. If the hot tub now existing on the easterly property line is to
remain on the property, a building permit will be obtained for the
hot tub and it will be relocated to a legal location.

2. The existing fence on the easterly Jot line will be reduced to a
maximum height of eight (8) feet.

3. The owner waives the right to protest the formation of any
and all public improvement districts.

In taking this action, the Hearing Officer made the findinas required by
Municipal Code Section 28.92.026, that is, the modification of parking
space or loading space requirements will not be inconsistent with the
purposes and intent of the Zoning fNrdinance and will not cause an increase
in the demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate area and
is necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on the property.

This decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission by filing an
appeal with the Division of Land Use Controls not later than March 5, 1983.
If not appealed within that time, the action is final.

If you have any existing zoning violation on the property it must be
corrected within thirty (30) days of this action.

1235 CHAPALA STREET

P.Q. DRAWER pP-P

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93102
(B05) 963-1663




O @
Mr. R. Box

Ref: 214 Las Ondas 2 2/23/83

Pending the outcome of any appeal action your next administrative step
should be to apply for a building permit.

Very truly yours,

W Bt W 02200

Milton R. Moeschlin -
Modification Hearing Officer

MRM/ amg
cc: File
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6/12/2016

M. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer
City of Santa Barbara
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, Ca 93102-1990
RE: Modification Request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-152-025, E-3/SD-3 Zone

Dear Ms. Reardon:

This letter is written in support of the above referenced project. We are neighbors who have been asked
to weigh in on this. We have had time to consider all aspects of this proposal; structural aesthetics,
parking concerns, neighborhood consensus, etc and after careful consideration could find no real reason
not to support this project if the owners should desire to proceed forward. We will be in full view of this
project as our home is directly across the street and the front of our home is all glass, so the final result
will literally be what we look at from here forward. This means a lot to us, as you can imagine, and we
don't make this decision lightly. We feel it will add to the overall neighborhood esthetic, will be in
keeping with the desired look and feel of our neighborhood, and will ultimately increase property
values. We are willing to put up with the noise, inconvenience and disruption of construction in order to
achieve these goals. -

ZEnk ou gor your consideration.
havou (Al

Bob and Sharon Callis

24{5an Clemente Street

Santa Barbara, Ca 93109



6/22/16

Ms. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer
City of Santa Barbara

PO Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Re: Modification Request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-152-025, E3/SD3 Zone
Dear Ms. Reardon,

We wrrite this letter in support of our neighbors’ project as referenced above. We
are their immediate neighbors on their North property line and would therefore be
the most effected by this expansion. We have reviewed the proposed plans,
discussed the project openly with the Jewells, and are very comfortable with it
moving forward. We understand there is particular consideration to be made
regarding parking and, in regards to this more specifically, do not feel there is any
current parking issue related to this property nor that there will be any created by
their proposed expansion. We are happy to fully support this project and improve
our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Robbie and Jennifer Church
Homeowners
250 San Clemente Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93109



July 20. 2016

Ms. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer
City of Santa Barbara

PO Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Re: Modification Request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-1 52-025, E3/SD3 Zone

Dear Ms. Reardon,

We write this letter in support of our neighbor’s project as referenced above. We are neighbors
who live across the street. The Jewels have shared and reviewed the proposed plans and we
fully are aware of the potential impact on our street and views. Having had a remodel to

accommodate our growing family we understand the need for expansion and modifications. So we
are happy to fully support this project and improve our neighborhood.

Sincerel

Oscar Zavila an
245 San Clemente Street
Santa Barbara, CA. 93109






City of Santa Barbara

California

STAFF HEARING OFFICER
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: August 11, 2016
AGENDA DATE: August 17, 2016
PROJECT ADDRESS: 246 San Clemente (MST2015-00598)

TO: Susan Reardon, Senior Planner, Staff Hearing Officer
FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564-5470 .{‘P
Danny Kato, Senior Planner
Jo Anne La Conte, Assistant Planner '3’4' €/
I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project involves a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 169 square foot second-floor
addition to an existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 256 square
foot one-car garage. The proposal includes removal of a 112 square foot detached shed. The proposed
total of 2,558 square feet on a 6,098 square foot lot is 94% of the required maximum floor-to-lot area ratio
(FAR). The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone and requires coastal
review.
The discretionary application required for this project is a Parking Modification to allow one covered
parking space to be provided, instead of the two covered parking spaces required (SBMC § 28.90.100 and
SBMC §28.92.110).
Date Application Accepted: July 22, 2016 Date Action Required: October 20, 2016
IL. RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Staff Hearing Officer deny the project.
III. SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A. SITE INFORMATION
Applicant: Vanguard Planning, Inc. Property Owner: Jewell Family Trust 8/11/14
Parcel Number: 045-015-025 Lot Area: 6,098 sq. ft.

General Plan: Low Density Residential
(Max. 5 du/acre)
Existing Use:  Single Family Residence =~ Topography: 4% slope

Zoning: E-3/SD-3

Adjacent Land Uses:

North — Single Family Residential East - Single Family Residential
South — Single Family Residential West — Single Family Residential

EXHIBIT B



STAFF HEARING OFFICER STAFF REPORT
246 SAN CLEMENTE (MST2015-00598)
AUGUST 11,2016

PAGE 2
B. PROJECT STATISTICS
Existing Proposed
Living Area 1820 sq. ft. + 482 = 2,302 sq. ft.
Garage 256 sq. ft. No Change
Accessory Space 112 sq. ft. 0
L PROPOSED LOT AREA COVERAGE

Building: 2,122 sf 35 % Hardscape: 1,412 sf 23% Landscape: 2,561 st 42%

IV.  DISCUSSION

The request is to allow one covered parking space at the property, instead of the two-covered
parking spaces required by the Zoning Ordinance. The property is non-conforming to current
parking requirements with one covered parking space inside a garage. The Zoning Ordinance
(SBMC §28,.90.001.B) states that when existing automobile parking is insufficient to meet the
requirements for the use with which it is associated or where no such parking has been provided,
said building or structures may be altered or enlarged, provided additional parking spaces are
provided to meet the standards for the use. However, if an enlargement is more than 50% of the
existing net floor area (excluding the garage), then parking shall be brought up to the current
standards for the entire lot. Because of previous additions since July 15, 1980, the current
proposal will exceed the cumulative total allowance of 50% of the existing net floor area;
therefore, two-covered parking spaces are required.

The findings required to grant a parking modification are that the modification will not be
inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and will not cause in increase
in the demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate area.

Transportation Staff has reviewed the project and has stated that the parking demand for a one-
family residence is not dependent on the size of the dwelling, but only on the residential use
itself, and that the parking demand for a dwelling is two parking spaces. Transportation staff
finds that parking demand for the existing house is two spaces, and the parking demand for the
enlarged house would also be two parking spaces, so project would not cause an increase in the
demand for parking in the immediate area. Planning Staff believes that the purposes and intent
of the Zoning Ordinance is to provide adequate parking for various uses. In the case of single
residential units of the size proposed (about 2,300 s.f.), Statf believes that two parking spaces is
adequate, and that the Parking Ordinance’s allowance for up to a 50% addition without requiring
the provision of the additional parking space is a fair way to allow increases before requiring that
the parking be brought up to code. Therefore, Planning Staff does not support the request to
allow one covered parking space at the property because the modification is not consistent with
the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance to provide adequate parking.



STAFF HEARING OFFICER STAFF REPORT
246 SAN CLEMENTE (MST2015-00598)
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PAGE 3

This project was reviewed by the SFDB on April 4, 2016, and was forwarded to the Staff Hearing
Officer (SHO) with comments.

Y. FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS

The Staff Hearing Officer finds that although the project would not cause an increase in parking
demand in the immediate area, the Modification to allow one covered parking space, instead of
the two-covered parking spaces required, is inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the
Zoning Ordinance, which is to provide an adequate number of parking spaces (2) for the single
residential use, as described in Section IV of the staff report.

Exhibits:

A. Site Plan (under separate cover)

B. Applicant's letter dated June 13, 2016 with attachments

C. Parking Analysis dated May 25, 2016 from Associated Transportation Engineers
D. SFDB Minutes dated April 4, 2016

E. Public Comments

Contact/Case Planner: Jo Anne La Conte, Assistant Planner
(JLaconte@SantaBarbaraCA.gov)

630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Phone: (805) 564-5470 x3320







Exhibit A:

City of Santa Barbara

California

**%* SEPARATELY DISTRIBUTED SITE PLAN ***

This site plan for this Staff Report has been distributed separately. A
copy of the Staff Report, site plan, and exhibits/attachments are
available for viewing at the Planning and Zoning Counter at
630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara, CA between the hours of 8:30 a.m.
and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday, and every other Friday.

Please check the City Calendar at www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov to verify
closure dates.
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June 13, 2016 Page 1 of 3

Ms. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer
City of Santa Barbara

PO Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Hand Delivered

RE: Modification Request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-152-025, E-3/SD-3 Zone

Dear Ms. Reardon:

| represent Carolyn and Jeremy Jewell (the “Owner”) the owner of the above referenced property (the
“Subject Property”). We are requesting a modification to Santa Barbara Municipal Code (the
“SBMC”) standards in association with a proposed project to permit an existing single covered
parking space to continue to serve as the parking for an existing Single Family Residence following
an addition that will exceed 50% of the aggregate floor area (the “Proposed Addition”).

1.0 BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Subject Property is a 0.14 acre lot located the in the Mesa: East Mesa neighborhood. The site, is
occupied by an 1,820 s.f. (net) two story single family residence with a 256 s.f. (net) attached 1-car
garage. The 1-car garage is part of the original residence layout and is integral to the first floor plan
of the home.

Previous additions to the original floor plan, in combination with the proposed 482 s.f. (net) addition to
the residence, result in an aggregate increase of more than 50% of the original floor area since July
15, 1980. No physical characteristics of the proposed addition (such as encroachments into
setbacks) trigger a need for modifications to the SBMC. However, the size of the addition triggers a
need to comply with current parking requirements, which call for two (2) covered parking spaces per
single family residence in the E-1/SD-3 zone district.

As discussed below, there is no way to physically provide two (2) covered parking spaces on the
Subject Property without generating a need to completely demolish and reconfigure the existing
single family residence and/or to request modifications to SBMC standards for physical requirements
such as setbacks or open yard area.

Vanguard Planning Jese=— /ovl.. 4 Tel: (805) 966-3966
735 State Street, Suite 204 Fax: (805) 715-7005
Santa Barbara, CA 93101-5502 www.vanguardplanning.com



June 13, 2016
" Page2of3

2.0 REQUESTED MODIFICATION TO REQUIREMENT FOR TWO (2) COVERED PARKING
SPACES (SBMC Sec. 28.90.100.G.1.a)

2.1 Proposed Modification is Necessary to due to Physical Conditions of the Subject Property

The Subject Property is developed with an existing single family residence that generally complies
with required E-3/SD-3 setbacks (a previous modification was granted for the Southeast corner to
encroach approximately 1.5 feet into the interior setback). The home includes a 1-car attached
garage accessible via a driveway from the San Clement street frontage. The distance between the
existing structure and the northern property line is only 6’5" and the distance between the structure
and the southern property line narrows to 5’ 4”. As a result, there is not adequate width in either side
yard of the property within which to locate a driveway to provide access to the back of the lot, where a
2-car garage might potentially be developed. ATTACHMENT A includes the minutes from the April 4,
2016 Single Family Design Board (the “SFDB”) hearing for the Proposed Addition. In addition to
providing favorable comments about the project’s appearance, the SFDB stated the following:

“The Board understands the site constraints and finds the proposed modification is aesthetically
appropriate and does not pose consistency issues with the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines”

;and,

“The Board supports the single car garage as adding a secondary covered parking space would be
infeasible.

Even if adequate width for a driveway were available on either side of the structure, development of a
2-car garage in the Easternmost portion of the property, which comprises the back yard and outdoor
living space, would require City approval of a Modification to SBMC Sec. 28.15.060.C Open Yard
requirements, as a new garage structure would eliminate a large portion of the now-compliant Open
Yard area.

2.2  Proposed Residential Addition Does Not Generate Demand for Additional Parking

The Proposed Addition has been evaluated by City Transportation Division Staff (Steve Foley) and by
a private Traffic Engineering Consultant (Scott Schell of Associated Transportation Engineers). Both
of these qualified professionals determined, independently, that the Proposed Addition will not
generate any demand for additional parking relative to the current configuration of the single family
residence on the site.

ATTACHMENT B is an E-mail from Steve Foley dated August 27, 2015. ATTACHMENT C is a letter
from Scott Schell dated May 25, 2016. Both letters address the following finding set forth in SBMC
Sec. 28.92.100.A.1:

“Parking. A modification or waiver of the parking or loading requirements where, in the particular
instance, the madification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and intent of this Title and will not
cause an increase in the demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate area.” (emphasis
added).

In this case, City staff and Owner’s traffic engineer have confirmed that the Proposed Addition will not
generate an increase in the demand for parking on the site or in the surrounding area. This is
essentially due to the fact that no new bedrooms or units are being added as a result of the project.



June 13, 2016
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3.0 BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT

The project will allow for Owner to expand their existing home, in a manner consistent with all
applicable SBMC setback and open yard standards, without having to completely demolish and
rebuild the structure to comply with current parking requirements. This allows for a minor addition to
the existing residence, rather than a much larger scale redevelopment project. The Proposed
Addition has far less potential to alter the visual character of the streetscape and neighborhood then a
total redevelopment of the Subject Property to provide an additional parking space that is
unnecessary, as the Proposed Addition will not generate demand for additional parking on the
Subject Property or in the surrounding neighborhood.

Thank you for taking the time to review this. If you have any questions, feel free to contact me via E-
mail at jarrett.gorin@vanguardplanning.com or at (805) 966-3966. | look forward to presenting our
proposal in person at our hearing.

Sincerely,
UARD PLANNING INC.

Jarrgtt Gbrin, AICP
Principal

ATTACHMENTS

A. April 4, 2016 Single Family Design Board Minutes
B. E-mail from Steve Foley dated August 27, 2015
C. Letter from Scott Schell dated May 25, 2016

cc: Carolyn Jewell (via E-mail)
Jeremy Jewell (via E-mail)






ATTACHMENT A

April 4, 2016 Single Family Design Board Minutes



SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD MINUTES Monday, April 4, 2016 Page 6
SFDB-CONCEPT REVIEW (CONT.)

a5
4:40

1211 SERRA VISTA LN E-1 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  029-510-004
Application Number: MST2015-00211
Owner: Cynthia Halpin Mccoy Residence Trust
Applicant: Vanguard Planning LLC
Architect: Peikert RRM Design Group

(Proposal to add a second story and an attached garage to the existing 1,202 square foot one-story single-
family residence. The project is located in a Planned Residence Development on a 3,071 square foot lot
which serves as the building envelope. The project would add 227 square feet of floor area and 200 square
feet of unenclosed terrace area to the first floor, a 552 square foot second floor, and an attached 494 square
foot attached two-car garage at the upper floor level accessed from a new driveway on the uphill side of
the lot. This project includes Planning Commission review for an amendment to the conditions of
approval to increase the maximum square footage allowed on the lot from 1,800 to 2,000 square feet
exclusive of garages and open porches, and for a modification to encroach into the required setback from
the exterior boundary of the Planned Residence Development.)

(Second concept review. Comments only; project requires a Substantial Conformance
Determination for increased building height, consistent with Planning Commission Resolution No.

004-16. Project was last reviewed on June 1, 2015.)

Actual time:  5:01 p.m.

Present: Jarrett Gorin, Applicant.
Motion: Postponed indefinitely to Full Board
Action: Miller/James, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Bernstein absent).

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

6.
(5:10)

246 SAN CLEMENTE E-3/SD-3 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  045-152-025
Application Number: MST2015-00598
Owner: Jewell Family Trust
Applicant: Vanguard Planning LLC
Designer: Amy Von Protz

(Proposal for a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 169 square foot second-floor addition to an
existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 256 square foot one-car
garage. The proposal includes removal of a tool shed and construction of a 112 square foot accessory
building. The proposed total of 2,407 square feet on a 5,998 square foot lot is 90% of the required
maximum floor-to-lot area ratio. The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal
Zone and requires coastal review. Staff Hearing Officer review is requested to allow for one covered
parking space on site, instead of the two that are required.)

(Comments only; project requires an environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review
for a requested zoning modification.)

Actual time: 5:03 p.m.

Present: Jarrett Gorin, Architect; and Carolyn Jewell, Owner.



SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD MINUTES Monday, April 4, 2016 Page 7

Public comment opened at 5:14 p.m. As no one wished to speak, public comment was closed.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer to return to Full Board with
comments:

1) The Board had positive comments regarding the project’s consistency and appearance,
neighborhood compatibility, quality of architecture and materials, landscaping, safety,
good neighbor guidelines, and public views.

2) The Board understands the site constraints and finds the proposed modification is
aesthetically appropriate and does not pose consistency issues with the Single Family
Residence Design Guidelines.

3) The Board supports the general style of the addition.

4) Study the detached rear structure and lowering the plate height.

5) Study dropping the window sizes on the proposed north elevations of the upstairs
bathroom.

6) The Board supports the single car garage as adding a secondary covered parking space
would be infeasible.

7) Study surfaces of driveway to be permeable.

Action: Miller/Woolery, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Bernstein absent).

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

7 288 CANON DR E-2/SD-2 Zone
(5:45) Assessor’s Parcel Number:  053-142-010

Application Number: MST2015-00549

Owner: Wayne and Elizabeth Labrie

Architect: Wayne Labrie

(Proposal for 2,378 square feet of additions to an existing 2.576 square foot two-story single-family
residence. The proposal includes new and enlarged decks, tree removals and minor landscaping changes,
and a new permeable driveway and patios. The proposed total of 4,954 square feet [of which 1,594 square
feet is in a new basement and will receive a 50% FAR credit] on a 13,769 square foot lot is 99% of the
required maximum floor-to-lot area ratio [FAR]. Staff Hearing Officer review is requested for zoning
modifications to allow additions and alterations within the front and two interior setbacks, and for a
solar access modification.)

(Comments only; project requires an environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review
for requested zoning modifications.)

Actual time:  5:30 p.m.

Present: Wayne Labrie, Architect; and Matthew Labrie.

Public comment opened at 5:58 p.m.

1) Sue Wood, adjacent neighbor, submitted letter in support. Expressed support to the proposed project.

An email in opposition was acknowledged and received from; Shawn Graft regarding size, bulk and scale,
parking, and neighborhood compatibility.

Letters and emails in support were acknowledged and received from 24 gathered signatures and residents.

Public comment closed at 6:01 p.m.






ATTACHMENT B

E-mail from Steve Foley dated August 27, 2015



From: "Foley, Steven" <SFoley@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>

Date: August 27, 2015 at 12:46:51 PDT

To: 'Carolyn Ann Jewell' <doctorjewell22@gmail.com>

Ce: amy von protz <h2owill7@netscape.net>, "LaConte, JoAnne"
<JLaConte@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>

Subject: RE: 246 San Clemente

Hi Carolyn,

| reviewed your project description and referenced it with the required modification findings of the
municipal code. The proposal to is to allow the non-conforming permitted one parking space to
continue as the required parking after an addition increasing the approximate 1,900 s.f. one-family
residence to approximately 2,400 s.f.  The existing one parking space is proposed to provide the off-

street parking space.
Required findings:

28.92.110 Modifications.

1. Parking. A modification or waiver of the parking or loading requirements where, in the
particular instance, the modification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and intent of this Title and will
not cause an increase in the demand for parking space or loading space in the immediate area.

A parking modification is requested to allow the one parking space instead of two. Two spaces are
required by code because the proposed addition will be greater than 50% than existed an earlier pre
determined date, triggering a zoning requirement to bring up the parking to current standards. Parking
demand at a one family residence as determined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
Parking Generation report, is not dependent on size of the dwelling but only on the residential use
itself. Therefore, Transportation staff finds that the demand portion of the finding is satisfied.

Please review with JoAnne in Zoning whether the first part of the finding that the modification would
not be inconsistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Title so that a recommendation to the
decision maker can be made to approve the modification.

Thanks,

Steve

Steven J. Foley|Supervising Transportation Planner
City of Santa Barbara | Public Works

630 Garden Street

PO Box 1990 | Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Office: 805.897.2542

sfoley@santabarbaraca.gov

Have you seen our new, draft, Major Issues Checklist? It's intended to be be used prior to
starting a new project. Here's a link to it: Santa Barbara - 2015 Major Issues Project
Compliance Checklist. Please try it out, and give us feedback on it. What's missing, or
what could be more helpful?

Our offices are closed every other Friday. Please reference the calendar link below:
http://mww.santabarbaraca.gov/iGovernment/City _Calendar

1



ATTACHMENT C

Letter from Scott Schell dated May 25, 2016



ASSOCIATED TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS

100 N. Hope Avenue, Suite 4, Santa Barbara, CA 93110 °[805)B887-4418 * FAX (803) 682-8509

Since 1978

Richard L. Pool, P.E.
Scott A. Schell, AICP, PTP

May 25, 2016 16041P01

Jeremy & Carolyn Jewell
246 San Clemente Avenue
Santa Barbara, CA 91309

PARKING ANALYSIS FOR THE
246 SAN CLEMENTE AVENUE RESIDENCE, CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) has prepared the following parking analysis for
the residence located at 246 San Clemente Avenue in the Mesa area of the City of Santa
Barbara. The parking analysis was prepared to support a parking modification for the
proposed expansion of the existing residence.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is proposing to remodel the existing single family residence located at 246 San
Clemente Avenue to expand the first and second floors. The project includes a 288 SF (net)
1st floor addition comprising of an expanded kitchen and dining room; and a 194 SF (net)
2nd floor addition comprising of an expanded master bedroom and master bathroom. No
new bedrooms will be added to the residence. The existing one-car garage will be retained
in its current configuration. The project site plan is attached for reference.

PARKING MODIFICATION

The project is requesting a modification to the City’s parking requirements to maintain the
existing one-car garage. Two parking spaces are required by code because the cumulative
building additions exceed 50% of the net floor area that existed on the site on July 15, 1980,
which triggers a zoning requirement to bring the parking supply up to current standards.

Engineering « Planning « Parking e Signal Systems « Impact Reports e Bikeways « Transit




Jeremy & Carolyn Jewell Page 2 May 25, 2016

In order to support the requested parking modification, the following findings must be made
by the City.

92.110 Modifications

1. Parking. A modification or waiver of the parking or loading requirements where,
in the particular instance, the modification will not be inconsistent with the purposes and
intent of this Title and will not cause an increase in the demand for parking space or loading

space in the immediate area.

PARKING ANALYSIS

The proposed increases in the size of the first floor kitchen and dining room and the second
floor master bedroom and bathroom would not generate an increase in parking demands, as
no new bedrooms or residential units are proposed. The Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) Parking Generation Report provides rates to estimate parking demands for single family
residences that are based on the number of units, and are not dependent on size of the units.
The increase in the net floor area at the residence would therefore not increase parking
demands based on the ITE rates. It is also noted that the site can accommodate parking for a

second vehicle in the garage driveway.

Based on this analysis, the findings to support a parking modification based on no increase
in parking demands can be made by City staff.

Associated Transportation Engineers

A AL

Scott A. Schell, AICP, PTP
Principal Transportation Planner

SAS
Attachment: Project Site Plan

Cc: Jarrett Gorin, Vanguard Planning
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SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD MINU 1 =S Monday, April «, 2016 Page 6

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

6.
5:10

246 SAN CLEMENTE E-3/SD-3 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  045-152-025
Application Number: MST2015-00598
Owner: Jewell Family Trust
Applicant: Vanguard Planning LLC
Designer: Amy Von Protz

(Proposal for a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 169 square foot second-floor addition to an
existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 256 square foot one-car
garage. The proposal includes removal of a tool shed and construction of a 112 square foot accessory
building. The proposed total of 2,407 square feet on a 5,998 square foot lot is 90% of the required
maximum floor-to-lot area ratio. The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal
Zone and requires coastal review. Staff Hearing Officer review is requested to allow for one covered
parking space on site, instead of the two that are required.)

(Comments only; project requires an environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review
for a requested zoning modification.)

Actual time:  5:03 p.m.
Present: Jarrett Gorin, Architect; and Carolyn Jewell, Owner.
Public comment opened at 5:14 p.m. As no one wished to speak, public comment was closed.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer to return to Full Board with
comments:

1) The Board had positive comments regarding the project’s consistency and appearance,
neighborhood compatibility, quality of architecture and materials, landscaping, safety,
good neighbor guidelines, and public views.

2) The Board understands the site constraints and finds the proposed modification is
aesthetically appropriate and does not pose consistency issues with the Single Family
Residence Design Guidelines.

3) The Board supports the general style of the addition.

4) Study the detached rear structure and lowering the plate height.

5) Study dropping the window sizes on the proposed north elevations of the upstairs
bathroom.

6) The Board supports the single car garage as adding a secondary covered parking space
would be infeasible.

7) Study surfaces of driveway to be permeable.

Action: Miller/Woolery, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Bernstein absent).






ECEIVE

6/12/2016 }
AUG 03 2018
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
PLANNING DIVISION
M. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer E,lé};TBL;EEE,;,“""“‘ ""!
SHO (4): ' '

[ STAFF HEARING OFFICER (SUSIE REARDON)
(] CRIGINAL TO PLANNING TECH FOR FILE (SMR)
[ APPLICANT (AT MTNG)

P.O. Box 1990 [J SHO SECReTARY (FOR MiNS)

Puri s CommenTt CNnRRECDNANNENCE:

City of Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara, Ca 93102-1990

RE: Modification Request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-152-025, E-3/SD-3 Zone

Dear Ms. Reardon:

This letter is written in support of the above referenced project. We are neighbors who have been asked
to weigh in on this. We have had time to consider all aspects of this proposal; structural aesthetics,
parking concerns, neighborhood consensus, etc and after careful consideration could find no real reason
not to support this project if the owners should desire to proceed forward. We will be in full view of this
project as our home is directly across the street and the front of our home is all glass, so the final result
will literally be what we look at from here forward. This means a lot to us, as you can imagine, and we
don't make this decision lightly. We feel it will add to the overall neighborhood esthetic, will be in
keeping with the desired look and feel of our neighborhood, and will ultimately increase property
values. We are willing to put up with the noise, inconvenience and disruption of construction in order to
achieve these goals.

Thank you j}’or your consideration.

Rl
Dhaeu Caﬂ (8

Bob and Sharon Callis
24q San Clemente Street

Santa Barbara, Ca 93109
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6/22/16
i s f .AUG 03 201
' ; DISTRIBUTED ON:
Ms. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer  sho (4). i SANTA BARBARA
Clty Of Santa Barbara D STAFF HEARING OFFICER (SUSIE g&; TVTC l
E] ORIGINAL TO PLANNING TECH FOR F NG D
PO Box 1990 [0 APPLICANT (AT MTNG)
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990 [ SHO SECRETARY (FOR MINS)

Puigi e CoMmeENT CNRRFRPANNENCE:

Re: Modification Request for 246 San Clemente, APN 045-152-025, E3/SD3 Zone
Dear Ms. Reardon,

We write this letter in support of our neighbors’ project as referenced above. We
are their immediate neighbors on their North property line and would therefore be
the most effected by this expansion. We have reviewed the proposed plans,
discussed the project openly with the Jewells, and are very comfortable with it
moving forward. We understand there is particular consideration to be made
regarding parking and, in regards to this more specifically, do not feel there is any
current parking issue related to this property nor that there will be any created by
their proposed expansion. We are happy to fully support this project and improve
our neighborhood.

Sincerel}!" 2l | RA %’f K_‘)
42 b Lo C S

Robbie and Jennifer Church

Homeowners
250 San Clemente Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93109



Staff Hearing Officer Minutes
August 17,2016

Page 4

ACTUAL TIME: 9:24 A.M.

G

APPLICATION OF VANGUARD PLANNING, INC., APPLICANT FOR
JEWELL FAMILY TRUST 8/11/14, 246 SAN CLEMENTE, APN: 045-152-
025, E-3 (ONE-FAMILY RESIDENCE), SD-3 (LOCAL COASTAL) ZONES,
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (MAX.
S DU/ACRE) (MST2015-00598)

The proposed project involves a 288 square foot first-floor addition and a 169
square foot second-floor addition to an existing 1,820 square foot two-story single-
family residence with an attached 256 square foot one-car garage. The proposal
includes removal of a 112 square foot detached shed. The proposed total of 2,558
square feet on a 6,098 square foot lot is 94% of the required maximum floor-to-lot
area ratio (FAR). The property is located in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the
Coastal Zone and requires coastal review.

The discretionary application required for this project is a Parking Modification to
allow one covered parking space to be provided, instead of the two covered parking
spaces required (SBMC § 28.90.100 and SBMC §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 15301 and 15305 (Existing Facilities and Minor Alterations in
Land Use Limitations).

Present: Jarrett Gorin, Applicant; and Jeremy Jewell, Owner.

Ms. Reardon announced that she read the Staff Report for the proposed project and
also visited the site and surrounding neighborhood.

JoAnne LaConte, Assistant Planner, gave the Staff presentation and
recommendation.

The Public Hearing was opened at 9:38 a.m.; and, with no one wishing to speak, the
Public Hearing was closed.

Two emails in support were acknowledged that were included as exhibits in the
Staff Report dated August 11, 2016, from Bob and Sharon Callis and Robbie and
Jennifer Church. And an additional email in support from Oscar Zavala and Jill
Hurd was acknowledged.

Ms. Reardon clarified for the Applicant the reasons why she could not make the
required findings to approve the requested Parking Modification.

ACTION: Assigned Resolution No. 050-16
Denied the Parking Modification making the findings as outlined in the Staff Hearing
Resolution No. 050-16.

EXHIBIT C



Staff Hearing Officer Minutes
August 17, 2016
Page 5

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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