
Land Development Team Oversight Subcommittee Meeting of: October 14, 2021 

 

 

 

General Public Comment Received 
 

 
Name of Sender Distributed prior to 

hearing 
Distributed after the 

hearing 

Fred Sweeney x  

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   



From: fredlsweeney@gmail.com
To: LDT Oversight
Subject: Land Use Development Committee public comment
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 4:21:28 PM
Attachments: SFDB Fred"s letter to Land Development Oversight Comm. 10-13-2021 PS edits.docx

SFDB-ltr. Land Development Oversight Comm. August 24, 2020.docx
SFDB Questions.msg
FW SFDB Drawings.msg

EXTERNAL

The first attachment is my letter for tomorrows meeting.  The other three attachments are
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October 13,2021 

City of Santa Barbara 
The Land Development Oversight Committee 
P.O. Box 1990 
Santa Barbara, California 93102-1990 
 

Subject:  Comments on City Review Board Process 

Dear Committee Members, 

I have lived and worked as an architect in Santa Barbara for decades. I have taken many projects 
through the City’s development review process, including City-sponsored and private projects. I also 
served on the City’s Single Family Design Review Board for ten years until my resignation five months 
ago. I have been and continue to be interested in providing a fair, meaningful, and productive review 
process, consistent with your committee’s goals.  

As the Committee continues to address issues relating to the City’s architectural review and building 
permit process, I would like to bring to your attention to items in a letter I wrote you in August 2020 
(attached). I would suggest that you recommend, in addition to new board member orientation, an exit 
interview process for outgoing board and commission members. Some long-term volunteers have 
experience exceeding the service time of staff members and can provide “institutional memory” 
important for the Committee or board continuity. 

I have attached examples of communication that I provided staff during the last month of service on the 
SFDB. As you will note in my resignation letter (attached), I did not receive any response to these letters 
and that the continued non-responsiveness contributed to my frustration serving on the SFDB. 

The experience accumulated by review board members with many years of service can be valuable to 
the future success of the boards. 

Sincerely, 

 

Fred L. Sweeney AIA 

Copies attached:    Letter of August 24, 2020 
    Memo of March 29, 2021    

Memo of April 1, 2021 

Fred L. Sweeney AIA 
10 East Quinto Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93105 

Fred L. Sweeney AIA 
10 East Quinto Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93105 
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August 24, 2020 
City of Santa Barbara 
The Land Development Oversight Committee 
Subject: SFDB/Review Observations and Comments 

Dear Sirs/Madams    

Considering the recent reports presented to the city, both County of Santa Barbara Grand Jury Report 
and the Novak Report of August 10, 2020, regarding issues and recommendations for improving the 
city’s Community Development department I thought I would offer some of my observations and some 
recommendations for the your consideration.   Some of you may be aware that I have been a member 
for the Single-Family Design Review board for over nine years now, serving as it chair for six of those 
years.  During that time, I have had the opportunity to observe and participate with a variety of board 
members and staff, as well as representing the boards positions during appeal hearings.   Prior to this 
period, I had not served on any of the city’s boards and had concentrated the better part of my career in 
architecture working on major public projects and other commercial endeavors.  Although I had 
designed several residential projects during my career those were not a main part of my design 
portfolio. 

 

However, upon my retirement from Santa Barbara’s oldest architectural firm, dating back to 1906, I felt 
it provided the opportunity for me to participate in the review process’s that help define what we are as 
a city.   Through that volunteer position I have been able to expand my understanding of residential 
projects and most importantly the neighborhoods in which they are placed within our city fabric. 

In summarizing my view of the SFDB process and of the other two architectural review boards 
processes, the Historic Landmarks Commission, and the Architectural Board of Review I have concluded 
there are really three major components involved in the review process. The first is the public process, 
not only for the applicant, but most importantly for the public to participate in the review of proposed 
designs and placement of such projects within our city’s neighborhoods.  The second is the work of the 
three architectural review boards, the SFDB, HLC, and ABR, as well as projects that must appear before 
the city’s Planning Commission.  The third component of that process is the city staff who process such 
applications.    

Many applicants, particularly those seeking residential building permits, are not aware that it is not just 
as simple as applying at the planning or building department counter.   For most all projects, whether 

 Fred L. Swe 
Santa Barbara, California 93105 
 

Fred L. Sweeney AIA 
10 East Quinto Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93105 
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they are additions, or major new construction, will more than likely touch at least three or four 
additional departments within the Community Development and in many occasions with the Public 
Works Department, and the  Parks and Recreation Department.   There are over one hundred forms and 
handouts (see attached Exhibit A) that must be reviewed to ascertain whether such documents apply to 
their project.   For residential applications this entire process can be very daunting, and as expressed by 
the recent reports commercial and institutional projects can be exposed to even more staff and process. 

I have provided comments based upon those three areas that I believe are of interest in discussing the 
city’s project approval process. 

 

Public Process: These are items that address issues important to the public. 

1. Project noticing:   Although the city attorney’s office has explained that the current noticing 
process for architectural review meets the requirements of the State, that process does not 
necessarily allow for citizens to be aware of projects, both large and small that are proposed in 
their neighborhoods, sometimes literally next door.  This issue is especially of concern for 
residential projects were the only public hearing for a proposed building project may be at a the 
SFDB. There is no consistency in how projects are noticed to neighbors and the public.  At the 
SFDB we have had projects where an address on one street will be noticed because of a deck 
addition or room addition, where a home directly across the street is not noticed because no 
new square footage is being proposed but the entire skin of the home is being removed and an 
entire new architectural style is being introduced. 

 I would recommend that all projects seeking a building permit that are required to be 
reviewed by one of the boards, at minimum, should have an onsite posted notice indicating a 
description of the work being proposed, regardless of project size or type.    

 

2. Project community noticing:  Because of the length the current process required for some 
projects, even residential projects, availability of information on a projects progress through the 
review process for neighbors or the general public can be challenging.  This is important for 
larger projects, particularly multi-unit or large commercial/institutional are being reviewed.  
Currently the public is supposed to know it is their responsibility to monitor the city’s web site 
for review board meeting agendas and other actions.  Sometimes the time frame between 
Project Design Approval (PDA) can take two years or longer.  Should the public be required to 
monitor a review board’s agenda every two weeks for two years? 

I would recommend that there be a process for project specific noticing to the general 
community so that without special effort they should be able to aware when these projects 
are being review.    

 

Board Members:  These are issues that are related to how board members are able to do their jobs. 
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1. Training for board members, particularly board chairs, has now been undertaken by city staff on 
a broad review.  However as of now no specific introductory orientation is provided for current 
and incoming members other than handouts.  The city has had one training session for all three 
boards, but the SFDB is still waiting for its specific training that is unique to that board’s duties.    

 
Some of the basic areas that should be provided to all members is: 
a. Robert’s rules of order, how to make motions, circumstances of votes etc. 
b. Requirement to have each board member to explain their vote position on a roll call 

vote 
c. Use of staff support by members.  This is of particularly concern because each of the 

three boards have different level of staff experience and skill sets.  HLC tends to 
receive extensive support practically when an HLC board members request staff to 
inquire about an observed possible zoning or design violation within the community.  
The SFDB staff does not provide guidance on such issues other to direct individual 
members to file citizen complaints. 

d. Use of city attorney’s office by the board.  Because of apparent funding issues the 
SFDB must conduct many applications at meetings without support form the city 
attorneys’ office.  This is particularly difficult when the hearing room is filled with very 
agitated neighbors. 

e. How to run the meetings, public input, and how to achieve crowd control/security.  As 
chair this is something I did not understand until after several incidences when I 
sought guidance from the city attorney’s office.     

2. Job description for board members:  When people volunteer to be on these review boards 
there should be minimum requirements beyond just attending meetings.  These would be my 
minimum recommendations for a member’s duty’s 
a. Attend each meeting, with a minimum of absences 
b. Review all applications plans before each meeting. 
c. Visit all applicant sites at least once. 
d. Confirm evidence of reviewing board “Design Guidelines” 

3. All members, after visiting project sites should be able to define the project’s neighborhood 
before they make findings. 

4. When voting members need to be specific in defining a projects neighborhood compatibility 
finding for PDA beyond just the generic posted findings now provided to each member. 

5. Project Design Approval (PDA) should only be given after all board members concerns and 
request for re-studies have been addressed.  Such concerns, etc. need to be itemized in any 
motion and identified by drawing sheet and date.  Board review of PDA needs to be based on 
complete PDA drawings.  There should be no “left-over” study directions or request of the 
applicant/designer by the board and/or staff after the board has given PDA. 

6. Review After Final:  RAF happens often at consent calendar.  The two consent reviewers should 
exercise caution when they suspect the applicant/designer is using this review of to reduce the 
quality of the project, introduce substantial major design element changes that were not part of 
the PDA or Final Approval.   All such request should be moved for full board review. 
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Staff:  These are issues that I believe staff need to address and/or prepare for in supporting the process 
and the work of the boards to better address applicants’ expectations and the public’s access to this 
information. 

1. Neighborhood Compatibility Definition:  There needs to a better definition that works for all 
three review boards.  The compatibility definition needs to recognize the different make up of 
our city’s neighborhoods, not just the commercial or institutional areas of our city.  The final 
definition of “neighborhood compatibility” is a subjective decision by each board. 

2. Neighborhood Definition: The definition of “neighborhood” needs to be defined consistently for 
all three boards.  The definition of what a neighborhood for a particular project needs to 
account for the cities devise geographic and topological conditions.  We are not city that is 
composed of only a true north/south level or “flat” street grid system. 

3. Review of drawings:  Staff needs to thoroughly vet drawings before they are released for board 
review.  The planning and building department have already published drawing requirements 
required for each stage of review.  Requirements such as scale, north arrows, building sections, 
site conditions etc. are all called for at each review stage.  It should importantly be noted that at 
the SFDB, where license architects are not required by State law, the quality and clarity of plans 
are not always readily evident.  The boards sometimes spend an inordinate amount of time just 
trying to understand what is on the sheets.  Staff assigned to this review duty should have the 
ability to read drawings.  Reading drawings is a skill set that not all persons have without 
training and/or experience. 

4. Plan Requirements.  There should be coordinated between the building departments and 
planning departments requirements of what is required on drawings.  Basic information such as 
scale, north arrow, etc. should be consistent.  Currently building sections are not required.  
Building sections are the foundation for development of elevations and should be part of a base 
set of plans. 

5. Information for boards.  Staff needs to provide a consistent protocol for providing information 
to each board, practically information on action taken by the Staff Hearing Officer and the 
Planning Commission.  Such reports need to be provided to each member with sufficient time 
for review before the meeting. Sections define the boards underrating of the size and height of 
each component of a project. 

6. SHO, Planning Commission and/or other actions.   Staff needs to provide each board, the 
applicant, and the public a consistent set of information regarding a project review by each of 
these processes.  Staff should also assist each board in communicating options that each 
applicate has for pursuing these separate review and approval.  The public should be informed 
of that process and their options for public input. 

7. Building Department Accountability:   There needs to be accountability by the building 
department that projects are being built to the design board approved documents.  On site 
building inspectors need read those drawings.  Any proposed discrepancy and/or built 
discrepancy should be immediately reported to planning staff for appropriate action.  Any 
return to review boards for such changes should be properly notice to the public.  There should 
be no ability for the contractor and/or owner to make on site “arrangements” with building 
inspectors to make design changes. 
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8. Stop Work Orders:  Stop work orders need to be fully enforced, even when that may require 
after or weekend hour inspection.  All projects need to be sequentially photographed and 
documented during all stop work periods’ 
 

Pubic Review -City Council Discussion and Actions:  These items which should be reviewed by staff for 
recommendations to council to provide added tools for each board in order to handle ongoing issues 
that are of current concerns by both the public and boards. 

 

1.  Time for public input:   The amount of time for each public speaker should be re-visited.  They 
should be closer to that which is used by the city council 

2. “Substantial Completion”.   The requirement for exercising the Substantial Completion phase of 
a project needs to be achieved in consort with the review boards and such a process should be 
transparent.  Public notice for such action should be accomplished just as it is for PDA and Final 
Approval. 

3. Stop Work and other fines:  The council should act to re-assess the amount for fines for 
violations such as “stop work orders” or construction not in compliance of review boards Final 
Approved drawings.  All three boards have observed many occasions where projects are being 
built or finished not in accordance with the review board approved drawings, from colors, to 
outright changes in square footage, architectural style, etc. 

4. Form Based Zoning:  As our city continues to build out, changes that should reflect our 
topographic and geographic conditions need to have a better tool to allow for assessing 
densification of buildable areas.  The council should direct staff to determine what the initial 
steps and budget might be and what it will take to pursue this three-dimensional tool for 
planning for the city’s future. 

5. Specific Zoning or Review Board Guideline Changes: 
a. Decks, currently there is no restrictions for the amount square of footage for decks that 

can be proposed for a project, particularly in residential areas.  The SFDB does have a 
fifteen-foot guideline, but only at second story locations.   Because of topography of 
certain sites, this definition is not helpful.  Other boards do not have a tool to assess this 
issue. This also applies to location of decks, particularly those proposed on roofs at the 
second floor or above.  Issues of neighborhood views, privacy, noise, and lighting are 
ongoing neighborhood concerns, particularly in neighborhoods that are close to the ocean. 

b. Basements and FAR calculations.   This is an area where some exceptionally large square 
footage homes are being proposed within single residential areas such increase density 
uses are affecting neighborhood compatibility.  Re-consideration should be explored in 
including basement square footage in the FAR calculations. 

Finally, I would make some additional recommendations. 

 

1. The city should development budget amounts to provide a applicants “Ombudsman” who be 
available to all applicants, artifactually for residential projects, to assist in navigating the 
complicated and numerous application forms and guide hand outs (see Exhibit A). 
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2. The city, as it with the HLC, set budget allocation to hire a full time “design architect” to be able 
to review projects, including those application for the SFDB, to determine their completeness 
for readiness to be presented to review boards.  This will be particularly important for projects 
which fall understand mandates for use of “objective design guidelines”.  This position should be 
also available to be used to expedite administerial approvals of design application when it is 
determining such project request do not need full architectural board review. 

3. Consider a reassessment for the using the word “study”.  This appears to be a term used when 
board members are dissatisfied with a project design or design elements.   Not all architects are 
created equal and sometimes architects for specific projects are hired for the wrong reasons.  
Board members are not supposed to be designing projects, but perhaps using the city’s Design 
architect as an alternative method would allow for projects to be assessed and moved forward 
in the design process in a much-expedited fashion. 

4. The building department and the planning department need to remove barriers of “silozation” 
 of their combined efforts to be approved judicious and expediency.   The building department, 
whose first duty is to assure life/safety issues of adherence to codes.  However, in a city where 
design integrity is of vital importance to its citizens, judicious inspection and enforcement of 
approved design is paramount. 

 

It is understandable that I have presented substantial observations and recommendation, but I believe 
implementation of these objective efforts will support the issues recently brought to your attention by 
the private report commissioned by the Community Development and the recent County Grand Jury. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Fred L. Sweeney 

Members Single Family Design B 

 

 

Exhibit A 

Comments on the SFDB process. 

 

There the 84 different documents that the SFDB board members should be familiar with.  These are the 
forms and “handouts”, that available to all applicants for residential projects obtaining building permits.  
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Of particularly importance to board members is the meeting procedural documents and the 100-page 
SFDB Design Guidelines. 

 

The following high light some documents that should be of concern to SFDB members many of which 
are not part of the 84 documents referred to above.  

1. Scenic Resources and Visual Quality Polices:  Adopted by City Council August 7, 2018.  This is a 
new document which has been enacted to enforce coastal access, particularly visual access.  This 
is in place for Coastal Zone design review for protection of scenic resources and public scenic 
views. The SFDB will now have to make findings that a project is not inhibiting a visual public view 
in relationship to coastal sites, particularly along the bluff areas of the mesa. Recently this was 
introduced as part of an applicant’s project on Shoreline Drive, no prior training or warning that 
this was coming.  The SFDB is supposed to address- “development shall be sited and designed to 
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas…” 

2. Shinny Materials- Table 30.20.030 A: Development Standards-Residential Single Unit Zones, 
this is a little-known area of the zoning code, which the SFDB does not necessarily agree on and 
the current council has chosen to ignore. 

3. March 25, Memo from Jaime Limon on Efficiency Training Topics 2013.  This would have been a 
good start to development for board members training but was not carried through once Jaime 
retired. 

4. Chapter 22.69 Single Family Design Board.  This is the actual ordinance that formed the SFDB.   

“The goal of the Single-Family Design Board shall be to ensure that single-unit residential projects with 
the surrounding neighborhood “ 

The board is made of 7 members, 2 members licensed architects, 1 licensed landscape architect, 3 
professional qualifications in related fields, 1 public at large.  Currently we have two public members.  
No explanation has been given why that as occurred. 

5. August 26, 2019 Memo from Matthew Ozyilmaz and Irma Unzueta, to ABR on “Project Design 
Approval”.  This PDA memo really applies to all the boards but was never presented to the 
SFDB. 

6. Guidelines for the City of Santa Barbara Advisory Groups, Adopted February 12, 2013, this 
includes story poles, their uses, and requirements.  This document is over 70 pages long.  Many 
of the members of all three review boards do not understand nor know about the issues of 
requiring story poles.  The staff of the HLC did not share that information with board members 
in one of the latest meeting regarding a proposed 52-foot-high project. 

7. 22.69.050 Neighborhood Preservation, Grading and Vegetation Removal Findings.  This chapter 
has the following: 

A. Neighborhood Preservation Findings 

B. Hillside Design District and Sloped Lot Findings 
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C. Grading Findings’ 

This is a document that applies regularly to SFDB review but is not clearly understood by applicants and 
all members of the review board. 

8. 28.15.083 Maximum Net Floor Area (Floor to Lot Area Ratio) rev. 6/30/10 This an entire 
separately ordinance requirement and it is not clear if it only applies to residential projects.  If it 
does then will this be the basis for creation of FAR’s for AUD projects? 

9. New Zoning Ordinance. As a result of the recent adoption of the new zoning ordinance there is 
now a section for  

Minor Zoning Exceptions, Required Findings for Design Review Bodies, Nov. 2, 2017 

a. Fence Height 

b. Waste/Recycling Enclosures 

c. Replacement of Demolished structure in setback. 

The primary result of this move is that the SFDB now must act essentially in the Staff Hearing Officer 
role.  This additional job duty was added without consultation with members of the review board by 
zoning enforcement staff.  This Minor Zoning duty also includes Exhibit B, Performance Standards, and 
Exhibit C Chapter 30.245 Minor Zoning Exceptions, Exhibit D Minor Zoning Exceptions Allowed in Title 
30-30.140.909. D.2: Decks, First Story 

10. Single Family Residence Design Guidelines-Revised 17, 2011.  Over 120 pages.  This is the 
primary guidebook for all the work of the SFDB.  In many cases this is not reviewed by applicants 
as it often becomes apparent when they appear before the board and roll out their plans.  Staff 
apparently does have responsibility to “read” the plans prior to coming to the board. 

11. The View Dispute Resolution Process-January 15, 2002, Section 22.76.  This is a little known and 
perhaps little understood by the general public, particularly when opposing parties are centered 
on views from home windows and other locations.  I am not sure staff does either. 

 

 

Comments on an applicant’s process to obtain a building permit. 

Issues regarding a property owners wish to apply for a building permit, either to remodel, repair, or 
build a new residential structure requires astute questioning and understanding of the city’s process, 
beginning with how to navigate either the city’s web-site or getting to the correct person at the counter.   
It should be noted that a property owner wanting to build or permit an existing structure into an 
Accessory Dwelling Unit requires a different set of rules dictated by the State and a separate city 
ordinance.   

This ADU state law primarily shifts that permitting process primarily to the Building and Safety 
department 
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Processing a residential project for building permit approval 

1. City Web Site navigation:  One of the first things an individual needs to ascertain is that 
obtaining a permit to build something requires you to know that it is done through the City of 
Santa Barbara’s Community Development Department and that you will need to work through 
at least two separate departments Planning and Building/Safety.   One might also be required to 
work through the Public Works department if you are going to do work in the public right of way 
or are found to be required to do that because Public works has thresholds which require 
property owners add improvements to the public right of way.  . Residential work may also 
require you to work with the Parks and Recreation Department for any trees within front yards 
or park ways they may need review by the street tree sub-committee.   Through the building 
and safety process you may be required to interface with the fire department or the Creeks 
Division for onsite water drainage mitigation measures.  

2. Once you are able to navigate the web site and/or encounter someone at the community 
development counters you will discover the following: 

 

a. Planning- There are five different forms that need to be reviewed and filled out for 
submission of a residential project.   Those include request for modifications and other 
forms that may apply to a residential project.  There are fourteen pre-applications forms 
that must be evaluated to see if they apply to a project.   There are thirty-four different 
general forms to be reviewed, including solar ordinance, zoning, etc.   To assist an applicant 
there are twenty-one handouts.  This is all part of seven sections of handouts which include 
almost 80 handouts.  These include everything from view dispute issues, landscaping, 
details, and all other items that might pertain to a residential construction project.  Many of 
these however are handouts which only apply to non-residential projects but are not always 
clearly identified as such.  

b. Building and Safety- Once you are clear of the Planning effort, which may or may not 
include design review by the SFDB, you plans must be then submitted to this department for 
plan check and permitting.  On the city’s web site there is almost 100 forms and documents 
that one can obtain.  Many of these are for non-residential conditions, but there are eight 
different sections to review, where each have some forms of documents that pertain to 
residential construction.  Much of the information is helpful inasmuch is that it helps you 
interpret many state mandates and California Building and Fire codes.    There is also 
plumbing, heating, and mechanical codes that one might need to have plans comply with 
before obtaining a building permit. 

Because the state of California does not require residential projects under three stories to be designed 
by licensed architects any one can submit plans, including homeowners who have drawn the plans 
themselves.   As a result, anyone can produce designs and drawings.  In many cities there is a process 
that is understood and assist in such cases.   Not so in Santa Barbara, particularly now when all 
documents have to be submitted electronically (although they have made a provision for a paper 
documents, but it will cost extra money to process and anywhere from four days to a week or more to 
have paper documents to “rest” under Covid19 guidelines).   
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The main documents that most residential projects need to follow for SFDB design review need to use 
the following documents. 

 

Planning -Design Review Applicant Submittal Checklist- 

Planning-Single Family Residence Design Guidelines Work Sheet (15 pages long and refers to 120 
pages Guidelines) 

Building and Safety Department- Residential Plan Submittal Requirements (2 pages) 

 

However, the documents for the Planning submittal requirements do not match those required by the 
Building and Safety department even though both should be done together as designs are developed 
in phases, which most architects have the skill sets and training to produce.  I do not believe that 
anyone ever compared the two documents.  The skill set to produce documents in stages, preliminary 
or what is often referred to as “concept”, is followed by what is called design development drawings, 
which is akin to the city’s Project Design Approval.  This design development phase is used to flush out 
main components of a design once the concept is accepted by an owner.  This design development 
phase is particularly important when one is trying to receive Project Design Approval by the SFDB.   
When projects are not produced by people that have that skill set and experience the concept of PDA 
is often confusing at best and presents another hurdle to getting to the building department’ plan 
check process.  Approval of final drawings is what is termed construction documents.  These are the 
final drawings which depict all the details, specifications, and other information for the building 
department to review and a contractor to build the project from.  That is what is submitted for 
building department plan check and then issuance of the building permit. 

 

 



From: fredlsweeney@gmail.com
To: Tava Ostrenger
Cc: Irma Unzueta; Barbara Burkhart; Brian Miller
Subject: SFDB Questions
Date: Monday, March 29, 2021 10:35:04 AM

Hello Tava,  we understand you  not be able to make todays meeting.   We would hope that you can
reschedule your appearance inasmuch as that would allow the SFDB board members to have a
dialogue with you, but also amongst each other.  That discussion my allow for additional questions
or insights to several issues that are of concern about  our meeting procedures.  I would also assume
there may be public interested in that type of conversation.
 

1. It is my understanding that Roberts Rules of Order allow for a procedure called “parliamentary
inquiry”.   I assume that my used to request place an item for discussion on a future agenda. 
It also appears to allow for immediate discussion of board procedures.   Is that a correct
interpretation?

2. With regards to the time for public comment, it is not clear what is the protocol for the length
of time the public may comment.   The council allows for up to three minutes for public
discussion.  It appears that most of the architectural review boards only allow for 2 minutes.  
Under Robert’s Rules of Order, according to the copy I have (Roberts Rules of Order Newly

Revised 2nd Addition 2004) any member of the board can request a suspension of the rules
and by 2/3rds vote that time period can be extended.  Would you please clarify how either
the board or the chair can adjust or not adjust the times the public is allowed to speak.

3. With regards to minutes, it appears from Roberts Rules that the meeting minutes are fairly
narrowly defined in what is allowed to be put in writing.  However we know from practice that
often times when issues are brought to our attention, particularly in appeals to city council,
that the intent and make up of a motion is essential to understand what the board was
thinking at the time of the action.  We have been told that we as board members ,or the
public ,will have to go back and retrieve the video record to find that information.  Given the
breath of subject matter our board encounters ,and the length of the meetings ;is there
anyway for there to be a system to allow for an effective and timely way to obtain that
source?

4. Under normal pre-COVID 19 protocol in person meetings would allow the board to ascertain
who was in the audience.  Currently there is no way for us to know who is participating in the
meeting, particularly on a specific projects.  Also we do not have the ability to see if our lesion
assigned persons from the council and the planning commission are present.  Yes, even under
normal times we would not know if someone was watching us on television, but I was a aware
that during the period Addison’s Thompson was our Planning Commission liaison he would
attended virtual all our meetings in person.  From time to time we were able to requests his
comments needed for clarification during the meeting which was very helpful.  As we
continue to operate under the current circumstances is there a way for staff to advise us the
number of persons attending?

5. There is now in place a published link for letters/correspondence that is received for the SFDB
and the public’s attention.    Once these are posted do they become a matter of public
record?

 

mailto:fredlsweeney@gmail.com
mailto:TOstrenger@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
mailto:IUnzueta@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
mailto:bburkhart@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
mailto:muddbilt@comcast.net


Thank you for your attention to these questions.  I look forward to being able to converse in person.
 
Fred Sweeney
 
 
 

 



From: fredlsweeney@gmail.com
To: Brian Miller
Subject: FW: SFDB Drawings
Date: Thursday, April 1, 2021 5:44:07 PM

FYI
 

From: fredlsweeney@gmail.com <fredlsweeney@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 3:05 PM
To: 'Barbara Burkhart' <bburkhart@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>
Cc: 'Irma Unzueta' <IUnzueta@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>; 'Renee Brooke'
<RBrooke@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>
Subject: SFDB Drawings
 
Hi Barbara,  I just wanted to take a minute to follow up on the issues of the 2215 Edge Waterway
drawings.   I think we all understand that from time to time an applicant wants to appear before us
to get a feeling of how we might want to address their design direction.  However in order to do
that, particularly under our current review protocol, there needs to be a base set of drawings that
has certain information and logic documented as to what they are proposing.  Otherwise, as I
already stated, it takes us additional time during a meeting  to correct the drawings.  As you are also
aware, unlike other States, California does not require a single family residential structure under
three stories to be prepared by a license architect.  Therefore we can receive drawings from
anybody with or without proper training to know how to draw a set of plans.
 
In this particularly case, at least on paper, it appears that this individual who was submitting this set
of drawings was by an owner/architect.  However at first inspection of these plans as posted, it was
clear to me that the drawings were not done by someone whose those credentials who should know
how to assemble and provided basic data on set of drawings.   Not to belabor the issue I offer the
following observations about that set of drawings for 2215 Edgewater.  You would probably get a
similar list by the other architects on the board.
 

1. Normally one would expect to have the first or second sheet of drawings showing the site
plan, clearly marked with the property lines, all known required set back distances clearly
market and drawn to scale.   A clear indication  by graphics of what is being proposed, existing
to remain, new additions etc. including any exterior decks and stairs that are part of the main
structure, any other auxiliary structures, including proposed and existing fence locations, and
probably any large trees that are to remain or proposed to be removed, should be indicated
on that plan sheet  The proposed building project outlines should have  primary finish floor
elevation(s) and labeled distances to all property lines.  All known easement and set back lines
should have dimensions on them and preferably identifying  what those setbacks or
easements might be, such as water, sewer, front, side yard etc. Those plan drawings should
always have a north arrow.  By convention from our very early education we have been
taught to have the north orientation of site an building plans displayed on the sheet showing
with  north to the top of the page, or to the right or left, preferable to the left.

2. The next set of pages, particularly for SFDB, should  be the existing building floor plans.
3. The next set of pages should show the existing elevations of all four sides of an existing
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structure to be removed or remodeled.
4. The next sheets should have floor plans depicting the proposed project. It should have a clear

drawing scale.   In this particular set of drawings only portions of the floor plans are shown on
sheets A-1, A-2, A-3.   The entire floor plan should be shown or if split on two sheets should
have what we call match lines identified.  There are no north arrows on any of these floor
plans.  It was only through sleuthing did I figure out that the plans are oriented with north
down on the bottom of the sheet (another words upside down).  There are no notes or
legends to tell us what is new, what is existing or what is to remain.  There is no clear
indication of how exterior steps, decks, stair ways, and other elements  interface with building
and it doesn’t appear to match what is on the site plan/landscape sheet.   There is what
appears to be some sort of easement labeled as 15 feet wide on all three sheets but it is
clearly not to scale and doesn’t say what it is.   If something is drawing not scale then the
accepted convention is to have a notation to  next to the dimensions ( NTS) or not to scale
note.

5. Sheet A-4 is a roof plan but there are no notes indicating which way portions of the roof slope
or the roof pitch.  There appears to be no connection between what has a roof on it and what
doesn’t. Again there is no north arrow.

6. The elevation sheets A-5, A-6, A-7 do not in any graphic way show us what is new and what is
existing to remain.  Although there is note to that effect on the drawings it doesn’t appear to
match the plans.  There are stairs and decks shown on the elevations that are not shown on
the plans.  Again it is very hard to understand what is being proposed. There are what appears
to be garden or retaining walls shown on the elevations but they don’t seem to appear or
labeled on the floor or site plan.   It is not clear whether those same walls are existing or being
proposed as a part of the new design. This issue of the walls was brought up by a member of
the public, who I happen to know is a landscape architect who knows how to read drawings.

7. Even through the applicant provided building sections, which is a good thing, they don’t’
appear to match the site plan. What became clear to me after visiting the site and looking at
the drawings there appears that the designer/owner wants to dig a hole out for the basement
and have an opening towards them ocean.   It is note remotely clear that’s the intent on the
plan sheets or other drawings. I  believe that what was frustrating Mr. Moticha before I made
a motion to suspend this review.

 
 
There are several other issues with the drawings, particularly the use of the word “cement’  (cement
is one of three components that make either stucco or concrete), but without that basic information
on the drawings it is really hard for any of us, even those of us who have years of “reading drawings”
experience, to even begin to address the main concerns that the applicant was seeking from us.
 
I hope that helps a bit.  I know that not all drawing sets are easy to read, so if you might need help in
that respect I am always available to assist.
 
 
Thanks
Fred Sweeney
 



 


