PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: April 3, 2008
AGENDA DATE: April 10, 2008

PROJECT ADDRESS: 601 E. Micheltorena Street (MST2003-00827)
Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564-5470

Jan Hubbell, AICP, Senior Planner
Irma Unzueta, Project Planner
L. SUBJECT .

The project applicant for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project
has submitted a request for a substantial conformance determination (Exhibit A). The purpose of this
hearing is for members of the Planning Commission and the public to provide input to the Community
Development Director regarding the director’s determination of substantial conformance for proposed
revisions to the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project. This hearing
relates exclusively to the proposed changes to the site plan layout, project statistics and architecture
associated with the project, which result from refinement of the project by the City’s design review
process.

IL BACKGROUND

In September 2006, the Planning Commission approved the land use permits and actions necessary for
the subject project, including the certification of the Final EIR, approval of two tentative subdivision
maps for the re-subdivision of the 7.39-acre project site and the creation of cne lot for the purpose of
developing 113 residential units. Also approved were modifications related to lot area, separation
between buildings and yard setbacks. In addition, the Planning Commission forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council that it approve the rezone to allow the C-O/R-2 zone line to
follow the proposed property lines,

On September 29, 20006, the project was appealed by James Westby on behalf of the Lower Riviera
Neighbors, the Bungalow Haven Neighborhood Association and the Upper East Association. The
appeal asserted that the Final EIR failed to adequately evaluate historic resources, traffic and health
risk issues associated with the project and that the Planning Commission ignored the environmentally
superior alternative for an adaptive reuse project option. On November 21, 2006, the City Council
considered the appeal and voted to deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning
Commission, including the certification of the EIR and approval of the rezone.

In 2007, the applicant informally discussed with Staff conceptual refinements intended to improve the
proposed residential development on the 5.94-acre parcel. The applicant emphasized that the project
would continue to provide the same number of residential units, including the 81 affordable units
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approved with the original project. As well, the same number of bedrooms would also remain as part
of the revised project. One of the improvements discussed was the incorporation of a “wooner{” on
the project site. A woonerf is a Dutch term referring to a sireet where pedestrians and cyclists have
priority over motorists. The applicant believes that such an element would improve the residential
street design of the project and provide a shared space for pedestrians, cyclists and automobiles,
therefore promoting traffic calming and safety. The applicant also indicated that there would be other
revisions that would result in a better design and configuration of the project site. Prior to making a
determination that such changes were substantially in conformance with the 2006 approval, Staff
directed the applicant to work with the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) to further refine the
design and then provide information detailing all proposed revisions.

Preliminary information associated with the proposed changes and refinements to the project, resulting

from the design review process, was provided to Staff, which identified the more substantial revisions
to be: '

. inclusion of the “woonerf” to provide a better street design;

. improvements to the Micheltorena Street {rontage;

J rearrangement of the proposed buildings to provide additional open space and eliminate the need
for numerous modifications; and

o reconnection of the upper and lower portions of the project site.

In Staff’s opinion, these changes appeared to be beneficial fine-tuning of the project, and could be
considered in substantial conformance with the approved project.

" In addition, during the process of comparing the approved project with the proposed revised project,
the applicant team realized that there were discrepancies in the original site statistics approved by the
Planning Commission and City Council in 2006. The original statistics do not accurately reflect what
the approved plans illustrated. As a result, the original project statistics have been recalculated to
provide a more accurate account of what was actually reflected on the approved project plans. These
recalculated figures are referred to as the reconciled project statistics. There was also a discrepancy in
the landscaping number as it correlates to the building footprint and paved area that were
miscalculated. The reconciled statistics have been delineated on a spreadsheet provided by the

 applicant.

In accordance with Planning Commission Resolution No. 039-06, the project was required to receive a
courtesy review from the Historic Landmarks Commission, The HLC was charged with review of the
project’s architectural style and its compatibility with the neighborhood, as well as the design of the
commemorative display area. On January 23, 2008, the HLC reviewed the project and provided
comments to the ABR regarding neighborhood compatibility, architecture, landscaping, and the
historical commemoration (Exhibit B). In summary, the HLC concluded that, although the site plan
- was well received, there was still concern about its compatibility with the Bungalow Haven
neighborhood to the south. The HLC acknowledged that the design of the project was improved by
the proposed changes. The Commission supported the organic mix of styles and found the Spanish
Village scale more compatible with the neighborhood than the Craftsman style.

The HLC also expressed the desire that the project incorporate more drought-tolerant plant species,
add more tree variety to the podium level trees, provide more landscape screening at the upper parking
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lot and add canopy trees to the perimeter of the project site. Support was also expressed for the
applicant’s proposal to incorporate a variety of landscaping as though the neighborhood was built over
time and the combining of units into groups in order to make more landscaping available. The HLC
also stated that the historical commemoration should be in a more prominent location.

The revised project has been reviewed by the ABR on 13 separate occasions and was granted
preliminary approval on January 28, 2008 (Exhibit C). The ABR stated that they have worked hard
with the applicant and have achieved a residential project that will artistically blend into the City.,
Also, the Commissioners should note that the ABR preliminary approval has been appealed and is
scheduled to be heard by the City Council on April 29, 2008.

In March 2008, the applicant submitted a letter, statistical information and materials, as well as plans,
requesting a substantial conformance determination by the Community Development Director as
. allowed by the City’s Planning Commission Guidelines. The Community Development Director is
requesting input from the Planning Commission and the public before making his decision regarding
the proposed revisions to the project.

LI  SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE PROVISIONS

As outlined by the adopted Planning Commission Guidelines, staff may request input from the
Commission prior to making the substantial conformance determination. It is important to keep in
mind that the purpose of this hearing is to provide advisory comments to the Community Development
Director only in respect to the proposed project revisions and whether they can be considered to be in
“substantial conformance” with the 2006 approved project. The merits of the original approval,
including the conditions of approval, are not under consideration for revision as part of this discussion.

If a substantial conformance determination is made, then the applicant may submit the plans to the
ABR for final design approval. If a substantial conformance determination is not made, the applicant
may either make additional adjustments to the revised design necessary to achieve substantial
conformance or submit an application for a revised project to the Planning Commission, following all
the usual procedures now in effect. The Community Development Director’s determination is not
appealable. '

IV.  PROJECT REVISIONS

Reduced copies of the 2006 Council-approved and 2008 ABR-approved site plans are included as
Exhibits A.1 and A.2, respectively, and changes are illustrated in Exhibit A.3. The approved and
revised projects both include 115 residential units, 81 units to be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at
prices within the City’s structure for affordable units and 34 units to be sold at market rates.
Additionally, the revised project would continue to contain the same number of bedrooms as the
‘approved project. The applicant proposes the following changes to the project:

A. The revised project would reduce the total number of structures on the project site from
49 buildings to 43 buildings.
B. Six of the 23 distance-between-building modifications required for the original project

would be eliminated. The distance for 13 of the 23 distance-between-building modifications
required with the original project would be increased, therefore bringing these modifications
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more in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement. In addition, the distance for four
of the 23 modifications would be decreased, bringing them less in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance requirement.

C. One of the six front yard setback modifications required for the original project would
be eliminated. The remaining five front yard modifications would be brought more into
conformance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement by the revised project.

D. The revised project would increase the approved net floor area for the residential units
from 121,310 SF to 132,920 SF, an increase of 11,610 SF (a 9.6% increase). Using the
reconciled net floor area for the residential units, there would be an increase of 5,113 SF, from
127,807 SF (reconciled statistics) to 132,920 SF, resulting in a 4.0% increase in floor area.

E. The approved garage/storage/mechanical floor area would be increased from 64,496 SF
to 66,446 SF, an increase of 1,950 SF, therefore resulting in a 3.0% increase in floor area.
Using the reconciled square footage for the garage/storage/mechanical floor area, there would
be an increase of 1,302 SF from 65,144 SF (reconciled statistics) to 66,446 SF, resulting in a
2.0% increase in floor area.

r. ‘The approved total open space for the project would increase from 101,215 SF to
114,259 SF, an increase of 13,044 SF. However, using the reconciled total open space square
footage of 113,418 SF, the revised project would increase the total open space by 841 SF.

G, The approved building footprint square footage would increase from 80,771 SF to
81,373 SF, an increase of 602 SF. Using the reconciled building footprint square footage of
85,650 SF, the revised project would decrease the building footprint by 4,277 SF (a 5%
decrease).

H. The approved paved areas would increase by 14,242 SF, from 85,334 SF to 99,576 SF,
an increase of 17%. Using the reconciled square footage of 91,364 SF of paved areas, the
revised project would increase paved areas by 8,212 SE, an increase of 8.9%.

L The approved landscaping would be decreased by 14,844 SF (16 %), from 92,641 SF to
77,767 SF. Using the reconciled landscaping square footage of 91,364 SF, the revised project
would decrease the landscaping by 3,935 SF, a decrease of 4.8%.

AR The approved grading quantities would be reduced from 36,400 cubic yards to 26,600
cubic yards, a decrease of 9,800 cubic yards.

K. Aside from the changes listed above, the revised site plan would be modified in the
following manner:

« A *woonerf” would be incorporated into the street design of the project site to promote
a shared environment between the pedestrian, cyclist and motorist,

« An additional open space area would be created on the upper portion of the project site.

« The lower and upper portion of the project site would be reconnected by providing
access stairs.

» The courtyard width would be increased from 14 feet to an average of 22 feet.
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»  Units would be reoriented toward the street to enhance street presence,

« One row of buildings would be eliminated on the upper level and units would be
relocated to the lower level fronting the woonerf.

» One building fronting Micheltorena Street would be eliminated, the fire turnaround
would be relocated, and the pedestrian entrance at the corner of Micheltorena and
California Streets would be improved.

+ The courtyard connection would be enhanced and enlarged, a new plaza space would
be incorporated, and the separate parking garages below the courtyard would be
connected to allow for improved vehicle circulation.

ISSUES

In staff’s opinion, the revised project clearly includes changes that significantly improve the project,
while remaining within the sphere of and consistent with the project approved by the Planning
Commission, especially in the area of reducing the number of required modifications, reducing the
number of buildings on the project site, increasing open space, improving street design with the
“woonerf”, and enhancing pedestrian circulation within the project site. The following discussion
addresses potential issue areas associated with the substantial conformance request:

A. ERRORS IN ORIGINAL PROJECT STATISTICS

As previously discussed, calculation errors related to the approved project statistics have been
acknowledged by the applicant (Exhibit A.4). However, staff believes that, even if the
substantial conformance analysis is based solely on the approved project statistics, the project
could still be found in substantial conformance to the originally approved project.

Most of the revisions related to square footage increases would not exceed 10%, which has
been historically applied as a rule of thumb when assessing whether changes to a project could
be found substantially conforming with an approved project. The revised project would result
in several areas where the increases exceed 10%, especially when using the approved project
statistics. Some of these increases result in project benefits, as noted below.

Patios/Site Stairs/Walks. With respect to the project statistics related to patios/site
stairs/walks, the originally approved project calculated 13,013 SF. The revised project
indicates that approximately 22,487 SF would be dedicated to such uses. This is an increase of
approximately 9,474 ST or 73%. The applicant has explained that the original project statistic
was inaccurate and the actual square footage should have been 18,141 SF, which would
represent an increase of 4,346 SF or 24%. In addition, since the actual hardscape (i.e., patios,
stairs and walks) for the project had not yet been developed through the ABR process to the
level required for design review, this square footage was understated in the original approval.
The revised project has been reviewed by the ABR and now reflects a more refined and precise
project, which results in 22,487 SF of patios/stairs/walks.

It should also be noted that the site stairs and walkways, which make up approximately 16,298
SF, is also included in open space square footage, as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. Based
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on this, it is Staff’s opinion that the revised project is consistent with, and enhances the
approved project.

Landscaping. The approved project reflected 92,641 SF of landscaping. The revised project
statistics shows approximately 77,797 SF of landscaping, a decrease in landscaped area of
14,844 SF or 16%. The reconciled square footage for landscaping is 81,732 SF. Using the
reconciled figure, there would be a decrease of 3,935 SF or 4.8% compared to the revised
project. The discrepancy in the landscaping square footage correlates to the discrepancies in
the building footprint and paved area statistics. Because the landscaping square footage was
derived by subtracting the building footprint and paved area square footage from the total site
area, and because these numbers were incorrect, the landscaping figure was also not accurate.
The decrease in landscaped area can also be attributed to the refined walkway plan and patios
proposed in the revised project. It is also important to remember that the overall open space
area (which includes landscaped areas) provided by the revised project is 114,259 SF,
approximately 44% of the overall project site.

Building Statistics. The approved net floor area for the residential units is 121,310 SF, and
the floor area for the revised project is 132,920 SF, an increase of approximately 11,610 SF or
9.6%. The applicant has indicated that the net floor area for the residential units was
incorrectly reflected on the approved plans. The reconciled square footage is 127,807 SF and
the revised floor area would be 132,920 SF, an increase in floor area of approximately 5,113
SF or 4.0%. In addition, the net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical uses would also
increase by 1,950 SF or 3.0% compared to the approved project, and 1,302 SF or 2.0%
compared to the reconciled floor area.

The applicant’s response to the ABR’s direction that additional articulation be incorporated
into the architecture of the proposed units resulted in square footage added to the overall floor
area of the units. The applicant indicates that an average of 44 SF per unit was added as the
project evolved through the design review process. A graphic of a typical triplex showing the
original floor area discrepancy and the increase of square footage that resulted from the ABR
review process was submitted by the applicant to illustrate the average increase in floor area
(Exhibit A.7).

The building footprint for the approved project is 80,771 SF. The reconciled building footprint
15 85,650 SF, an increase of 4,879 SF. However, the building footprint for the revised project
is proposed to be 81,373 SF, an increase of 602 SF from the approved project, but a decrease of
4,277 SF from reconciled project statistics. Overall, the increase in building footprint between
the approved project and the revised project is minimal. In addition, the building footprint
would be decreased by 5.3% when comparing the reconciled footprint with the revised project.

Conclusion. Generally, evaluation of residential project impacts is based more on the layout
and massing than the overall residential square footage. As a rule, the focus is typically on the
number of units, individual unit sizes and massing, and not necessarily the square footage
associated with the whole of the project. Therefore, the total square footage associated with
residential buildings is less critical than project massing.
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During review and consideration of the Workforce Housing Project, both the Planning
Commission and the City Council considered the total number of dwellings and the average
size for these units. It is Staff’s opinion that the revised project is fully consistent with the
previously approved project with respect to the number of units and unit sizes, as well as the
site layout. In addition, while the project statistics were summarized incorrectly on the
approved plans, the massing of the project was accurately shown; therefore, the revised project
is not expected to have an effect on aesthetic concerns.

As discussed, the applicant has recalculated the approved project statistics and found that the
building footprint square footage is 85,650 SF. With the proposed removal of six buildings,
the footprint will decrease by approximately 4,277 SF. Additionally, the 5,113 SF increase in
floor area for the units (Exhibit A.8) can be mostly attributed to the design review process,
which has enhanced the architecture and design of the revised project. Landscaped areas will
be reduced, but the overall open space will be increased and, as stated previously, 44% of the
project site will remain in open space.

Further, the project includes many design elements that can be considered improvements to the
original project. Seven of the required modifications will be eliminated with the revised plans
and many of original modifications would become more in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance (Exhibit A.5). Overall grading will be reduced (Exhibit A.6) and larger and
improved courtyard connections will be provided. Pedestrian entrances and circulation
through the project site have been enhanced and connectivity between the lower and upper
portion of the project site is proposed, which was supported by the Planning Commission in its
discussion of the project. Therefore, it is Staff’s opinion that the revised project is substantially
conforming to the original project.

B. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The Environmental Analyst has prepared an Addendum to the previously Certified Final EIR
for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project
(SCH#2004061105) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164, to accurately reflect
the revised project changes. A copy of the Addendum is attached as Exhibit D for your
reference. The Addendum is being provided to the Planning Commission for informational
purposes. No action related to environmental review is required by the Planning Commission.
In addition, a copy of the Certified Final EIR is available for public review at 630 Garden
Street.

VI.  INITIAL STAFF FINDINGS AND NEX'T STEPS

As submitted, staff is inclined to recommend that the Community Development Director conclude that
the revised Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project meets the criteria
for a substantial conformance determination. The revised project resulting from the completion of the
ABR design review process would not result in a substantially different project than was approved by
the Planning Commission and City Council in 2006,

After receiving comments from staff and the Planning Commission, the Community Development
Director will make a determination about whether the revised project is in substantial conformance
with the approved project. If the project is in substantial conformance, the applicant may proceed to
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the ABR for Final design and architectural approvals and, ultimately, building permits. If the revised
project is not in substantial conformance, the applicant wouid have the option to further revise the
project to resolve outstanding issues.

Exhibits:

A Applicants Letter

Al
A2
A3
Ad
A5
A6
AT
A8

oOow

City Council-approved Site Plan

Architectural Board or Review Preliminary Approved Site Plan
Key Map and Figures 1-6, [llustrating Site Changes
Reconciled Project Statistics

Modifications Analysis

Penfield & Smith Grading Analysis

Typical Triplex Configuration

Net Square Footage Analysis

Historic Landmarks Commission Minutes
Architectural Board of Review Minutes
Addendum to Certified Final Impact Report (without Attachment 1 — refer to Exhibit A)
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Jan Hubbell
City of Santa Barbara

Planning Department
630 Garden Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: Cotiage Workforce Housing Project (MST#2003-00827)

Dear Jan,

We are F!ecsed o submit the Collage Workforce Housing Project, which received Preliminary
Approval from ABR on January 28, 2008, for a Subsiantial Conformity Defermination by the
Communily Development Director.

Through the course of 7 months of ABR Preliminary Review, which included our collaboration with
local architects and a total of fourteen meetings, we have significantly refined and improved the
site plon and the aesthetics of the architecture. We believe these refinements are clearly
consistent with and conform to the originaly approved project and refiect the Design Review

process ot work. Collectively, these refinements have vasty improved the City Council approved
development plan.

The following is  list summarizing the refinements we have made.

* Eliminated seven of the thirytwo modifications originally granted and reduced the
modified distance requested for @ majority of the remaining modificgtions.

* Increased the distance between a majority of the units to allow for larger courtyards and
public open space. '

* Reduced the number of buildings and the overall building footprint.

* Created more open space with an additional park at the upper site and far exceeded the
autdoor living space requirements.

* Reconnected the upper and lower areas of the sife.

* Enhanced the sireet presence of the project by reorienting units towards the sireet and
creating more covered entry porches.

* Strengthened the pedesirian experience throughout the site with additional connectivity and
accessibility.

« Refined the architecture fo be more compgtible with the neighborhood.

SETCS STATT STREET, SARITA BARRARA, A G201 8 8059638077 £ GONDA0684
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Specifically, we have illustrated seven site revisions that contribute to the refinements listed.
1. Eliminated one row of buildiﬁgs on lower site.
2. Reduced the number of buildings facing Micheliorena.
3. Simplified Unit 8.
4. Enhanced & enlarged courtyard connection.
5. Addifional pedesirian access af California Street.
6. New park on upper site and eliminated one building at the norhern property line.

During this Design Review process we discovered discrepancies in the original site statistics
provided to the Planning Commission and the City Council. Specifically, we discovered that the
net floor area of the dwellings was off by 6,497 sq. ., the Iotal building footprint was off by
4,879 sq. t., and the paved areas were off by 6,030 sq. #. Therefore, we did o thorough
reconciliation of the original site statistics. One of the larger discrepancies between the original
site statistics and our reconciled analysis is in the landscaping. The reason for this is explained by
two of the discrepancies above; the Lué[ding footprintand the paved areas. Because %Ee
landscaping number is derived by subtraciing the building footorint and paved areas from the
fotal sife area, the building footprint and paved area miscalculation exactly accounts for the
landscaping error. The good news is hat the original open space number was under calculated
by over 12,000 sq. . These errors in our original site statistics are obviously regreitable and
unfortunate and we apologize for them. However, all we can do ot tis point is disclose these
errors and provide you with precise and accurate current information,

As the plans evolved through the ABR process and we responded 1o the Board's request for
additional articulation in the architecture, the net floor area Increased 5,113 sa. It. from the
reconciled amount. This increase in square footage, when spread across the 115 units, amounts
to an average of 44 sq. . per unit, or only 22 sq. ft. per floor per unit. We have provided a
floor area comparison illustration showing the criginal floor area discrepancy and TEe increase
resulting from ABR Review for a typical friplex unif,

The current ABR Preliminary Approved site plan shows the landscaping reduced from the
reconciled number. This reduction is easily explained by the design refinement of the site
walkways and patios that reduced the landscaping or prqnfing areas. This was inevilable since
the hardscape design at the fime of the original approval was not developed to the level
required for ABR Preliminary Approval.

We have enclosed a spreadsheet of the project statistics that compares not only the original site
statistics, but also the reconciled statistics fo the current ABR Preliminary Approved stafistics. The
spreadsheet also provides additional stafistics that were not shown criginally to help dlarify the

S A STATE STREDY, SANTA BARBARA A UZIOT 5 8059538077 F A0S 9610684
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revisions that have occurred. We have also enclosed a lefter from Penfield & Smith summarizing
the revised grading numbers based on the current ABR Preliminary Approved plan, an analysis of
Ihe modifications granted on the project showing the eliminations and reductions, and a unitby-
unit floor area breckdown that identifies the floor plan changes to each and every unit,

We believe you will conclude that the collsctive input from ABR along with our design effort over
the last seven months has resulied in a muchimproved project from the original approval that wil
be a benefit to the future residents and surrounding neighborhood. Ulimately, we have
endeavored, through this long and arduous process, fo make the Cotiage Workforce Housing
project the best it can be. It is that simple. We are proud of the design work that we have done

in collaboration with the ABR and believe that the process has been well served by the changes
that have occurred. :

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

especifully,

B'cm Cearnal, AlA
Pariner

Cearnal Andrutaitis LIP

encl.. City Council Approved Site Plan
ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan
Key Maps & Figure 1-6 lllustrations
Project Statistics
Maodifications Analysis
Penfiald & Smith Letter
Floor Area Breakdown /Typical Triplex
"MNet Square Foot Analysis

cc.. Ron Biscaro
Tom Thomson
Doug Fell
Ken Marshall

B2 STATE STREET, SADITA BAREARA, CA DRI01 B 805 SALR0VF 1. 2055430684
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FIGURE 1

3/4/08
Seclion 1 Section 1
Scale: 1"=401 Scale: 1" =40k
Eliminoled one row af buildings at the upper level by
relocaling 6 unils 1o the lower leve! fronting the
"woonerf"* [see Seclion]. Maving these unils to the

lower level eliminates the large blank wall of the
porking gorege frem facing the "woonerf”, and
provides flexibility for olher site revisions. Increased
open space and courtyard width (from 14’ 1o an
average of 22'). Incorporated slairs providing access
lo upper level. Eliminated 4 maodificalions

{1.5,1.7,1.8,1.9) to dllow a reduction in the required
15" dislance between buildings.
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* A woonerf is a Dutch lerm referring fo o sireet where
padestrians ond cyclisls hove pricrity over molorists.
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FIGURE 1
LOWER LEVEL

Eliminaled one row of buildings at the upper level by
relocating & unils 1o the lower level fronting the
"woonerf" [see Seclion). Moving Ihese unils o the
lower level eliminales the large blank wall of the
parking garage from facing the "woener!”, and
provides flexibility for other sile revisions.

* A woonerl is @ Dulch lerm referring 1o a sireet where
pedestrions and cyclists have priority over molorisls.
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3/4/08

FIGURE 2

Removed one building from the Michellorena Street fronlage.
Relocated the fire turnaround ond enhanced the pedestrian
enlrance al the Michellorena/California sireel cormer.
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ABR Preliminary Approved Sile Plan {1.28.08)
Scale: 1" =40t

City Council Approved Site Plan (11.21.06)
Scale: 1"= 401




FIGURE 3

Reduced and simplified unit B |from 5 1o 4 one
bedroom unils). Eliminaled 1 medification {2.3) 1o
allow siruclures lo encroach inlo the required front yard

selback.

FIGURE 4

Enhonced & enlarged courlyard connection. Incorporated
a new plaza space. Connecled the previously seporate
parking garcges below lo allow vehiculor circulation to
occur within the parking siruclure and reduce traffic on the
"wooner". *

FIGURE 5

Opened up the courtyard access {from 7' 1o 19') and
provided a direcl conneclion lo the sidewalk.
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ABR Preliminary Approved Site Plan (1.28.08)
Scale: 1"=40h
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FIGURE 6

Eliminated Iwo buildings (2 less units). Crealed a new
park for the upper neighborhood. Eliminated 1
modificalion (1.23) 1o allow a reduclion in the required
15" disiance between buildings.

Eliminaled one building by crealing a triplex building
type {for betler architectural massing and arliculation).
Reariented enlrances 1o the soulh side fo enhance ond
engage lhe "wooner"*, and creale privaie backyards.

* A woaener is a Dulch term referring lo a sireel where
pedesirians and cyclisls have priority over molorists.
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COTTAGE WORKFORCE HOUSING PROJECT STATISTICS 3/4/08

(ITEMS fTALICIZED IN YELLOW REPRESENT ADDITIONAL SITE STATISTICS PROVIDED THAT WERE NOT SHOWN IN THE ORIGINAL SITE STATISTICS ON THE PLANS)

A B c D E
CITY COUNCIL' CITY COUNCIL? ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED APPROVED  DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE
(11.21,2006) {RECOMNCILED)  (01.28.2008) {C-A) (C-B)
BUILDING STATISTICS
8 NET FLOOR AREA ' SF , SE 5K SE SF
2 DWELLINGS 128,310 127,807 132,920 1,610 5,013
3 GARAGES/STORAGE/MECHANICAL 64,496 65,144 66,446 1,950 1,302
4 ATTACHED GARAGES 13,575 11,298 (2,277
5) SUBTERRANEAN GARAGE/
6) STORAGE/IMECHANICAL 51,569 55,148 1,579
7 SUBTOTAL 65,144 66,446 1,302
8) UNIT BEDROOM COUNT
9) ONE BEDRGOM 10 1o tO 0 0
10) TWO BEDROOM 67 67 67 0 0
£ THREE BEDROOM 18 38 s o o
12) BUILDING TYPES
i3) _ SINGLE ‘ ! 0 n
14) DUPLEX 8 25 i13)
15) TRIPLEX & 12 6
16} MULTIPLEX /4 UINITS) / 2 !
7 MULTIPLEX (5 UNITS) 2 3 !
18) MULTIPLEX (6 UNITS) I i o
19) NUMBER OF BUILDINGS 49 43 {6}
OPEN SPACE
200 REQUIRED OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE: SE SF SF SF SF
21) REQUIRED (258,746 5F X .J5) 38,812 38,812 38,812 0 o
{COMMON CPEN YARD AREA)
23) TOTAL OPEN SPACE 161,215 113,418 3 114,259 3 13,044 . 84t
SITE COVERAGE STATISTICS
24) - BUILDING FOOTPRINT 80,771 85,650 81,373 602 (4,277)
25)  PAVED AREAS
26) ROADS/DECKS 55,014 56,316 59,225 4211 2,909
m ROADS 40,300 39,061 (1,239
28) DECKS (PODIUIM) 16,016 20164 : 4148
29) SUBTOTAL 56316 59,225 2,909
30) PARKING {SURFACE} 17,307 16,907 17,864 557 957
36 PATIOS/SITE STAIRS/WALKS 13,012 18,141 22,487 9,474 4,346
32 COVERED PATIOS 2,471 6,189 3718
33) SITE STAIRS 1,297 LIS 248
34) WALKS 14,373 14,783 4G
35) SUBTOTAL 18,141 22,487 4346
35}  TOTAL PAVED AREAS 85,334 91,364 99,576 14,242 8212
37} LANDSCAPING 92,641 81,732 77,797 (14,844) (3,935)
38  TOTAL SITE AREA 258,746 258,746 258,746

(5.94 ACRES)  (5.94 ACRES) (5.94 ACRES)
I. PER SITE STATISTICS SHOVWN ON PLANS APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCH. ON NOVEMBER 21, 2006

2. PRECISE RECALCULATION OF ACTUAL AREA REFLECTED ON CITY COUNCIL APPROVED $ITE PLAN
3. TOTAL OF LANDSCAPE + WALKS + SITE STAIRS + DECKS (PODIUM)

EXHIBIT A 4




COTTAGE WORKFORCE HOUSING MODIFICATIONS

DISTANCE BETWEEN BUILDINGS

CITY COUNCIL ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED
MOD Y  REQUIRED {I1.21.2006) {01.28.2008) DIFFERENCE
El i5'-0" 50" - gt 34"
i2 15%.0" &-0" 100" 4.0"
L3 150" H-0* ¥.0" (207
1.4 i5-0" Q" ELIMINATED
L5 |5%0" 00" ELIMINATED
1.6 150" 122" g7 (-7
1.7 15'-0" g-0" ELIMINATED
1.8 150" g-2" ELIMINATED
1.9 15.0" Ho- 1" ELIMINATED
Li0 150" 65" 8.7 2y
LH 150" g.2" g1 9 INCHES
L2 150" 90" g-e" (6 INCHES)
LE3 50" 7o bEWg" 4'-9"
L4 150" 958" 32" 39"
LIS i5.-0" 91" 121" .70
.16 150" i3-5" 97" (3'-10")
b7 50" 9'.5" 127 P-9"
18 150" é'-3" 64" FINCH
L1% 50" 68" io-8" 40"
£.20 £5'-0" g.2r RV 30"
121 50" 6'-0" 7'-5" 5"
122 150" &7 g'.5" Vgt
[.23 150" g-3" ELIMINATED
FRONT YARD SETBACK
CITY COUNCIL ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED
MOD #  REQUIRED (11.21.2006) (01.28.2008) DIFFERENCE
2. io-0" 1 7.2 &-1"
22 100" I-8" 4.2" 2'-6"
2.3 10'-0" 26" ELIMINATED
24 1o-g" 72" g'.6" I*-4"
25 {g-o" L7 71" 24"
26 100" &-7" g.3" I~.g"
INTERICR YARD SETBACK
CITY COUNCIH. ABR PRELIM
APPROVED APPROVED
MOD#4  REQUIRED (11.21.2006) (01.28.2008) DIFFERENCE
3.1 10'-0" 101" 10-3" 2 INCHES
32 100" 10.0" 10" SAME
33 100" 10" o1

EXHIBIT A5

SAME
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Penfield & Smith

W.0. 15623.02

ECEIVE

N MAR 7 0 2008

March 19, 2008

Mr. Brian Cearnal, AlA
Cearnal Andrulaitis, LLP
521 ¥ State Street

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93101

PLANNING DIVISION

Subject: Cottage Workforce Housing
Earthwork Analysis

Dear Brian:

Penfield & Smith has re-evaluated the grading and earthwork for the Cottage
Workforce Housing project iocated at the Saint Francis Hospital site in Santa
Barbara, California.

The earthwork analysis was based on the following information:

1. An aerial topographic survey supplemented with field surveyed spot
elevations; -

2. Architectural and structural plans of the Hospital including the Surgery Wing
Addition dated January 26, 1984; and _ '

3. Cearnal Andrulaitis’ site and grading plan dated January 28, 2008,

Autodesk AutoCAD Civil 3D® software was utilized for the earthwork analysis. The
contours and spot elevations from the topographic survey were used to create a 3-
dimensional surface or digital terrain model. Where existing buildings are to be
demolished the model surface reflects the botiom of the building’s foundation based
on the dimensions and elevations from the record architectural drawings.

A 3-dimensional surface was also created for the proposed Workforce Housing
development. The proposed grading surface reflects the finished grade of the earth

to be constructed which consists of subgrade elevations for pavements and building
pad elevations.

The software computes the volume between the two surfaces yielding the earthwork
quantity for the project.

The Cearnal Andrulaitis site and grading plan dated January 28" approximately
balanced the raw earthwork cut and fill quantities. To account for seil volume losses
from clearing and grubbing operations, “shrinkage” from removal and re-compaction
of soil, boulders and cobbles, and other faciors, Penfield & Smith lowered the

EXHIBIT A6




Mr. Brian Cearnal, AlA
March 20, 2008
Page 2

proposed grades, north of the east-west retaining wall dividing the site, by one-foot to yield the following
earthwork quantities.

Excavation
Fitl
Estimated Losses

14,500 cubic yards
12,100 cubic yards
2,408 cubic yards

{13 LI £

Based on the avaiiable information and this analysis, Penfield & Smith estimates thal earthwork
construction, per grading plans prepared by Penfield & Smith, will balance on-site. This estimate
factors in the removal and re-compaction of soils, the volume attributed 1o underground utility trenching
and refinements to the grading plan to be made during final engineering.

Two exhibits are included with this letter. Exhibit ‘A’ is the topographic map of the existing site and
llustrates the existing condition 3-dimensional surface used in the analysis. Exhibit ‘B' is a contour

map of the proposed development grading and illustrates the proposed 3-dimensional surface used in
the analysis,

This earthwork analysis differs from the analysis prepared in 2004. The existing condition surface has
been modified to correct how portions of some structures were modeled; namely, some of the
basements or lower levels of structures were not properly accounted for in the 2004 models. Not
accounting for the lower levels resulted in the overall earthwork quantities being overstated by

approximately 9,800 cubic yards. The areas that were not accounted for in the 2004 analysis are
delineated on Exhibit 'A’.

If you have questions or require additional information, please contact me at 805-963-9532, extension
113.

Sincerely,

PENFIELD & SMITH ~ /
/%Z/l VLM,, A

David W. Rundle, PE.  FYX
Principal Engineer
RCE C48,540

Aftachments: Exhibit 'A’ Existing Condition Survey
Exhibit 'B° Proposed Condition Contour Map

WiWorki15623\02\E arthwork\EW_Analysis_20080310.doc
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Floor Area Comparison / Typical Triplex

1st Floor Plan 2nd Floor Plan

PP0 SF

1
i
vy

- A84 SF R O
P LAT f

1st Floor Plan Znd Foor Plan

1,035 SF

ABR Prelim Approval {01.28.2008)

| S5
o]

ist Floor Plan

1,112 Sk
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07007 Area Cales-Sum# 1 DE3BS s

3/4/08
COTTAGE WORKFORCE HOUSING NET FLOOR AREA BREAKDOWN
A B c - D E
CITY COUNCIL  CITY COUNCIL ABR PREUM
UNIT APPROVED APPROVED APPROVED DIFFERENCE  PROPOSED APPROVED DIFFERENCE
NUMBER tEVEL UNITTYPE  111.21.2008) {RECONC?LE[_)) {B-A} UNITTYPE  [01.28.2008] DB}

First Fioor 510 555 45 555 8]
Second Floor Gz 775 768 7) o3 827 59
Subtoal 1,285 1,323 38 ' 1,382 56

First Floor 510 555 45 555 6]

2 Second Foor 02 775 768 i7) O3 827 59
Sublofal 1,285 1,323 28 1,382 59

First Floor 510 355 45 555 0

3 Secend Floor o 775 768 7 oz 827 59
- Sublotal 1,285 1,323, 38 1,382 59

First Floor 555 555 0 555 0

4 Second Floor _ Ol 768 768 0 o2 827 59
) Subtotal 1,323 1,323 0 ' 1,382 59

First Floor 510 555 45 555 8]

S Second Floor oz 775 768 7 Ol 827 59,
P Sublolal 1,285 1323 38 1,382 - 59]

First Floor 510 555 45 555 0

5 Second Floor 0z 775 768 7 Ol 827 59
L Sublalc 1,285 1,323 38 1,382 59

First Floor 455 655 0 555 (100]

7 Second floor A 0 0 0 F2 530 530
- Sulbsiofi 455 655 ° 0 1,085 430

First Floor 855 655 ) 573 182}

8 Second Floor A G a ¢ F2 529 529
' Subtotal 655 655 0 g 1,102 447

First Floor 505 551 46 584 33

¢ Second Floor 485 484 i 2 548 64
" Subtolo} 990 1,035° 45 11an 97

Garoge ¢} 0 o} 230 230

First Floor 505 551 46 527 [24)

10 Second Floor 485 484 {1 H2 483 H
Third Floor 9] o 8] 0 o]
Sublotal 900 1,035 45 1,010 125

Garege 390 391 1 230 [tal)

First Flocr 510 555 45 597 (28]

1 Second Floor F 830 825 5] H2 483 (342)
0 0 0 0 0
Sublotal 1,340 1,380 40 1,010 (370)]

Garage 390 391 1 400 Q@

15 Frst Floor o 510 555 45 . 555 0
Second Floor 830 825 (5] 761 {64)
Sublofal 1,340 1,380 40 1,316 {64

Garage 250 249 m 400 157

13 First Floor "y 585 638 53 5 555 83}
Second Floor 675 673 2} 761 88
Subtoral 1,260 1,31 51 1,316 5

Poge 1 of 9 EXHIBIT A8




07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3S8 xls 3/4/08
First Floor 585 638 53 355 183)

M Second Floor N 675 673 2] F2 530 143
Sublotal 1,260 1,311 51 1,085 1226}

First Floor 505 551 46 573 22

15 Sscond Floor £ 485 484 1] F2 529 45
Sublotal 990 1,035 45 1102 &7

First Floar 505 551 46 584 33

16 Second Floor f 485 484 0 F2 548 64
Sublotal 990 1,045 45 1,132 G

First Floor 505 551 46 584 33

17 Second Fleor F1 485 484 n D2 548 64
Subfotal 900 . 1,035 45 1,132 57

First Floor 508 551 46 596 a5

18 Second Floor Fl 485 484 (1] b2 552 68
Sublotal ) 1,035 45 1,148 113

First Floor 505 551 46 555 4

19 Second Floor Fi 485 484 ny: F2 530 46
Subsotal 990 1,035 45 1,085 50

First Floor 505 551 46 573 27

20 Second Foor i 485 484 mo 2 529 45
' _ Sublotal’ 990" 7 1,035 45" 102 o7

First Floor 505 551 46 584 33

21 Second Foor 485 484 1) 2 548 b4
' Subgial 990 - 1,035 45’ 1,132 07

First Floor ' 505 351 46 578 27

22 Second Floor 1 485 484 (1} RS 534 50
- Subtoial 990" 1,035 45 1,112 77

First Floor 700 758 58 a1 {147}

23 Second Floor U 700 363 [337) RSS 586 223
Sablotal 1,400 1121 (279 1,197 7é

First Floor 570 820 50 555 (65)

24 Second Floor U 570 562 | RSS 51 (51}
o Subtotal 1,140 1,182 42 1,066 114)

First Flacr 505 551 46 615 64

25 Second Floor u 485 484 (1 RS 570 86
' Sublotol 590" 1,035 45 1,185 150

First Floor ' 570 620 50 555 53]

26 Second Floor u 570 562 () RSS 51 51}
N Subiotal 1,140 1,182 42 1,066 (18]

First Hoor 505 551 46 639 88

27 Second Floor U 485 484 (1) RSS 597 13
' Sublota 990 . 1,035 45 1,235 200

First Floor 505 55 46 750 199

28 Second Floor u 485 484 ! RS1 403 (81
Subtofoi 990 1,035 45 1,152 117

First Floor 700 758 58 611 {147}

29 Second Floor T 700 363 1337) RS1 586 223
Subjolal 1,400 1,197 (279 1,197 76

First Floar 570 420 50 555 63)

30 Sscond Floar T 570 562 g RSI 501 152)
Subtotal 1,140 1,182 42 1,066 11161

Page 2 of ©




07007 Area CalesSum# 1DE388 xis

3/4/08
First Floor 505 58 46 639 88
31 Second Fioor T 485 484 I Y 597 113
Subtotal 990 1,035 45 1,235 200
First Floor 570 820 30 05 185
32 Second Foor T 570 562 (8) B 0 1562)
Subtotal 1,140 1,182 43 805 1377)
Fitst Floor 505 551 46 805 254
33 Second Hoor T 485 484 ) B 0 1484)
Subiofgl. 90 1,035 45 805 {230}
First Floor 715 715 0 805 Q0
34 Second Hoor B 0 o] 0 8 0 0
Sublotet 715 715 0 805 50
First Floor 655 455 0 805 150
35 Second Floor B 0 0 o 8 0 0
Subtotc! ' 455 655 0 805 150
Fiest Floor 715 715 O 555 {1604
35 secondFloor B 0 0 0 F2 530 530
Subtotal 715 715 G 1,085 370
Fiest Floor 810 808 {24 573 {235}
37 SecondFloor B 0 0 0 P2 526 529
Subtotal 810 808 12) 1102 294
First Floor 810 808 {2} 584 (224}
38 Second Floor B o 0 0 £2 548 548
' Sublotgl - g1e 808 (2} 1,132 324
First Foor 505 551 46 535 88
39 Second Floor ! 485 484 (1 2 597 113
' Subloidl . 990 1,035 45 1,235 200
Fiest Floor 505 541 46 555 4
40 Second Floor _ 485 484 mp s2 511 27
Subotal 900 1,035 45 1,064 3)
First Floor 570 620 50 574 (48]
41 SecondFloor G 570 562 (8! F1 542 {20}
7 Subiondl 1,740 1,182 42 1,117 65)
First Floor 505 551 46 555 4
42 Second Floor Q 485 484 m Al 5n 27
- Subtatal 990 1,035 45 1,066 31
Fitst Floor 570 &0 50 578 {42)
43 Second Foor . aQ 570 562 18] A 534 (28]
e Sublotal 1140 1,182 49 1,112 o)
First Floor 700 758 58 595 {143}
44 Second Floor Q 700 363 (337} b3 550 187
Subiotal 1,400 1,121 (2797 1,145 24
First Flaor 505 551 44 555 4
45 Second Floor 485 484 {1 b3 530 46
Subtatal 950 1,035 45 1,085 5
First Floor 505 55 46 578 27
45 Second Floor ! 485 484 ) Fl 534 50
Sublotal - 990 1,035 45 1,112 77
First Flocr 505 551 46 555 4
A7 Secend Floor F2 485 484 A Fl 50 27
Sebtor! 590 1,035 45 1,086 31

Page 3 of @




07007 Area CalesSum#1DE388 xis

3/4/03
First Floar 505 551 "4 574 23
48 Second Fioor F2 485 484 i F 542 58
Subtetal 960 1,035 45 1117 82

First Floor 505 551 46 578 27
49 Second Floor k2 485 484 () Fi 534 50
Subtotal 990 1.035 45 1,112 77
Fiest Floor 505 555 30 555 G

30 Second Floor D 481 483 0 £ 511 30
' Subtolal 984 1,036 50 1,066 30
First Floar 505 555 50 574 19
57 Second Floor b 481 481 0 Fi 542 &1
Subtotal 986 1,036 50 1,117 81
First Flaor 505 555 50 584 26

32 Second Floor = 481 481 0 b2 548 &7
Subtotal 986 1,036 50 1,132 96

First Floor 655 - 455 0 506 {594
33 Second Floor C 0 ¢ 0 b2 552 552
Substotcl 855 655 0 1,148 493
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
34 Second Floor G 485 484 m " 542 58
'  Subiil 990 1,035 45 1,117 82
First Floor 505 551 46 555 4

55 Second Foor _ G 485 484 (1] Fl 511 27
Subtotal 090 1,085 45 1,066 31

First Floor 505 551 46 578 27

3¢ Second fleor G 485 484 ! Fl 534 30
Suiotal 200 1,035 45 1,112 77
Fiest Flocr 505 551 a8 574 23
37 Second Flaor Fl 485 484 iy Fl 542 58
Sitbiolal 990 1,035 45 1117 82
First Floor 505 551 46 555 4

38 Second Floos _ Fl 485 484 m Fi 511 27
Subtotal 090 1,035 45 1,066 31

First Floor 505 551 46 578 27|
59 SecondFloor Fl 485 484 0y F1 534 50
Subicial 990 1,035 45 1,112 77
First Floor 505 555 A0 555 o]
80 SecondFloor . b 485 481 IR 530 49
 Subtoial S0 1:036 46 1,085 49
First Floor 505 555 50 595 AD
61 Second Floor b 485 481 {4 03 550 &9
Sublotal 950 1,036 46 I, 145 109

First Floor £55 &35 0 836 (sl
62 Second Floor < 0 0 0 R52 594 596
Sublotal 655 655 0 1,235 580
First Floor 505 555 50 555 C
O3 Sscond Foor C 485 481 4 R52 513 30
Subfota! 990 1,036 46 1,066 30
Fitst Floor 505 555 50 &1 56
S4  Sacond Floor G 485 484 1 RS2 586 102
Subfote 990 1,039 49 1,197 158
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07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3EE s 3/4/08
First Floor 505 555 50 750 195
63 Second Floor G 485 464 (1) RS2 403 (81)
Sublotel 990 1,039 49 1,152 113
First Floor 505 555 56 578 23
0 Secand Foor G 485 484 (¥ L 534 50
Subiota! 950 1,039 49 1,112 73
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
67 Second Foor ! 485 484 i1 bt 542 58
Subtotal 950 1,035 45 iz 82
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
68 Secand Floor ‘ 485 484 {1 Dl 342 58
Subtotal 590 1,035 45 1,117 82
First Floor 505 551 46 573 27
89 Second Floor ! 485 484 (11 D 534 50
Subloial 990 1035 45 1,112 77
First Floor 505 551 46 574 23
70 Second Floor 485 484 (1) Ll 542 58
Subtoial 900 1035 45 1,117 82
. First Floor 305 557 46 578 27
71 Second Floor 3 485 484 m o 534 50
Sublotal 990 Cio3s 45 1,112 77
First Floor 505 551 48 750 196
72 Second Fleor : 485 484 1 R 403 181}
T Subiol 990 1,035 45 152 117
First Floor 505 551 46 639 88
73 Second Floor 485 484 (1) R 597 113
o Subtota] 990 1,035 45 1,235 200
Fisst Floor 505 551 A5 539 88
74 Secend Floor ! 485 484 (1} 31 567 113
" Subfoldl ) 1:035 45 1,235 200
Fiest Floor 505 551 46 555 4
73 Second Floor 485 484 1} 51 5N 27
S Subfotg] 990 1,035 45 1 066 ar
First Floor 505 551 46 758 207
70 Second Floor 485 484 (1 A 0 484}
' Sublotal 590 1,035 45 758 (277)
First Floor 635 758 123 750 18}
77 Second Hoor R 615 363 12524 A 0 1363}
' Subtoial 1,250 121 1129 750 371
First Floar 570 620 50 750 130
78 Second Flcor k 570 562 (8) A 0 1562)
' Subtofal 1,140 1182 42 750 432}
First Floor 505 551 46 722 171
79 Second Floor 5 485 484 (1 A ) [484)
Sublotal 990 1,035 45 722 (313
First Floor 570 620 50 780 160
80 Second Floor s 57C 567 (&) A 0 1562}
Subletal 1,140 1,182 42 780 (402)
Garage 210 210 o} & 1210}
g FistFoor o 505 555 50 A 758 203
Second Floor 485 487 2 0 [487)
Sublotal 590 1,042 - 52 758 (284)

Page 5 of 9




07007 Araa CalcsSum# I DE388 s 3/4/08
Garage 210 210 O 253 43
29 First Floor . 505 ‘555 30 . 527 28]
Second Floor A85 487 2 484 13)
Subfotal 990 1,042 52 1,010 [32)
Garage 210 210 G 230 20
gy First Floor b 505 555 50 597 (28
Second Floor 485 487 2 484 (3]
Sublotct 990 1,042 52 1,010 132}
Garage 210 210 C 250 40
First Floor 505 555 50 527 (2
84 Second Floor H2 485 487 2 H3 483 4t
Third floor 0 0 0 378 378
Subotal 990 1,042 52 1,388 346
Garage 210 210 0 250 40
First Floor 505 555 50 597 291
85 Second Floor HI 485 487 i H3 483 4]
Third Floor 0 0 0 378 378
Subtotal ) 1,042 52 -1,388 346
Garage 210 210 0 230 20
g6 First Ficor o 505 555 50 Ho 527 {28!
Second flocr 485 _ 487 2 483 {4
Sutotal 550 1,042 52 1,010 132
Garage 210 210 ) 230 20
gy FirstFloor a1 505 555 30 o 527 128
Second Floor 485 o AB7 2 483 _ f4
Subsotel 990 1,042 52 1,610 - [32)]
Garage 210 210 0 230 20
ag First Floor H 505 555 50 Hi 527 {28)
Second Floos 485 487 2 484 13)
Subiotal 900 - 1.042 52 1,0107 132)
Garage 210 210 0 253 43
g First Floor - 505 555 50 " 557 (28}
Second Hoor 485 487 2 484 {3)
: Subtotal 550 1,042 52 1,010 132
Gorage 210 210 6] 250 40
First Floor 505 555 50 527 e
0 Second Floor H2 485 487 y. H3 483 4
Thied Floor _ 0 378 378
Subtoal 990 1,042 52 1.010 (33)
Garage 210 210 o 250 a0
First Floor 505 555 50 557 125
91 Second Floor H1 485 487 2 H3 483 i}
Third Floos 0 o ) 378 378
Sublotl 900 1,042 52 1,388 346
Gaotage 210 210 O 230 20
First Floor 505 555 50 527 128)
92 Second floor Hi 485 487 ? H2 483 i
Third Floor Q 0 6] 0 0
Subtofal 950 1,042 52 1,010 132}

Page 6 of 9




07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3BB s 3/4/08
Garage 320 320 O 230 Q0

93 First Floor | 505 55 A6 4o 527 {244
Second Floar 485 484 m 483 i
Subtcial Q%0 1,035 45 1,010 {25}

Garage 245 270 115 248 (22
s First Floor | 0 92 32 P 593 301
Second Floor 765 767 2 533 {234}
Subtotal 765 85Q 94 1,126 267

Garage 250 249 {1} 248 {1

o5 First Floor A 585 638 53 2 494 {144}
Second Floor &75 673 {2} 760 87
Subtotel 1,260 1,311 51 1,254 157}

Garage 250 249 [ 240 he

o8 First Floor M 585 638 53 M2 624 4
Secand Floor 675 673 2} 6588 15
Subtotal 1,260 1,311 51 1,313 2

Garage 620 512 {108} 240 1272

97 First Floor Ko 700 849 149 D 624 [225)
Second Floor 630 428 12} 688 50
Subtotal 1,330 1,477 147 1,313 {164)

Garage 620 512 108} 462 {50}

Fiest Floor 700 849 149 178 1671}

98 Second Ficor K2 630 628 2 K2 7453 115
Thisd Foar 0 ¢ 0 632 632
Subtotal 1,330 1477 147 1,553 76

Garage 512 512 0 289 (223}

First Floor 312 Q12 0 236 {676

¥9 Second Floor t 406 406 0 K2 701 295
Third Flocr 0 ¢ ¢ 335 335
Subtotal: 1,318 1,318 0 1,272 [46)

Garage 512 31z o 462 [50)

First Floor Gi2 Q12 0 178 [734)

00 Second Floor L 406 406 G K2 732 326
Third Foor 0 0 0 627 627
Subtotal 1,318 1,318 0 1,537 219

Garage 620 512 [108) 248 {264)

101 First Floor K1 700 849 149 11 593 (254)
Second Floot 575 575 0 533 142

Subtotal 1,275 1.424 149 1,126 298]

CGarage 620 512 {108} 248 [264)

109 First Floor K1 700 849 146 n. 494 [355]
Second Floor 575 575 0] 760 185

Subioto? 1,275 1,424 149 1,254 (70

Garage 4620 32 {108} 240 2772

103 First Floor K2 700 849 149 M 624 [225)
Second Floor 4630 428 {24 688 &0

Subtofal 1-330 1,477 147 1,313 {164

Garege 620 512 g 240 (©72)

104 First Floor K 700 849 149 AT 624 [225)
Second Foor 630 628 {2 688 &0

Sublotol 1,330 1,477 147 1,313 {164

Page 7 of 9




07007 Area CalesSum# 1 DE3BR s 3/4/08
Garage 520 512 1108) 462 50

First Ficor o] 154 154 178 24

105 Second Floor K1 700 495 5] Kl 741 46
Third Floor 575 575 0 632 57
Subtotal 1,275 1,424 149 1,551 127

Garage 620 512 (108} 289 (223)

First Floor 0 154 154 238 84

186 second Floor Ki 700 695 15) K 696 i
Thite Floor 575 575 o} 335 {240)

* Subtotal 1,275 1:424 149 1,260 (155}

Garage &20 519 [108) 462 150

First Floor 0 154 154 178 24

107 Second Floor K2 700 495 {5} N 741 46
Third Floor &30 628 21 632 4

' Sublogi 1,330 1477 147 1,551 74

Garage 620 512 {108} 462 1504

First Floor O 154 154 178 24

F08  Second Floar K2 700 695 154 K2 743 48
Third Floor 630 628 (2} 432 4
Subotal 1,330 1,477 147 1,553 76

Carage 620 512 (108) 289 1223)

First Floos 0 154 154 236 82

109 Sacond Floor L 700 758 58 . K2 701 {57]
Third Floor 405 406 ; 335 71
Sublof 1,105 1,318 213 1272 {46}

Garage 620 512 {108) 462 (504

First Fioor 0 154 154 178 24
HE second Floor L 700 758 58 K2 732 126)

Thied Floor 403 406 i 627 221
Sibrolal 1,105 1,318 213 1,537 219

Gorage 620 512 (108) 462 504

First Floor 0 154 154 178 24

TTH Second Floer K 700 405 5] K3 741 46
Third Fioor 575 575 ¢} &51 76
Subtetal 1,275 1,474 149 1,570 146

Garage 520 512 [108) 289 (223

First Floor 0 154 154 252 98

112 Second Floor K1 700 695 (5) K3 700 34
Thirdt Floor 575 575 0 359 216

C Subioid 1,275 1,494 149 1,340 (84]

Garage 210 211 1 442 251

Firs! Floor 505 551 46 178 (373

13 second Foor £ 485 484 i K1 741 257
Third Floor 0 0 0 432 632

Subtotal 990 1,035 45 1,551 514

Page B of ©




07007 Area Cales-Sum# 1DE3B8 s

3/4/08

Garage 350 351 1 289 (102)

First Floor : 510 553 45 238 (317)

4 Second Floor P 830 B85 15) K1 496 {129}
Third Flaor o} O 0 335 335
Sublotal 1,340 1,380 40 1,269 (i
Garage 350 391 ] 462 71

First Floor 510 555 45 178 1377}

ViS5 second Fisor P 830 825 (5 K 741 [84]
Third Floor 6] ¢ 0 632 632
Subtolal 1,340 1,380 40 1,551 7]

Garage Areo 15,345 13,575 1774 11,698 1,877

Unil Arsa 122 442 127 807 [5165] 132,920 (5,113

Totol 137,991 141,382 13391 144,618 3,236

*Hems in red show an increase in square foolaga

Page 9 of &



HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION
MINUTES

Wednesday, January 23, 2008David Gebhard Public Meeting Room: 630 Garden Street
1:30 p.M,
COMMISSION MEMBERS: - WILLIAM LA VOIE, Chair — Present
DONALD SHARPE, Vice-Chair - Present until 2:50 p.m.
ROBERT ADAMS — Present
LOUISE BOUCHER ~ Present until 5:10 p.m.
KEN CURTIS - Present
STEVE HAUSZ — Present at 1:37 p.m.
FERMINA MURRAY — Present
SUSETTE NAYLOR — Present
ALEX PUIO - Present

ADVISORY MEMBER: DR. MICHAEL GLASSOW — Absent

CITY COUNCIL LIAISON: ROGER HORTON — Absent

PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISON: STELLA LARSON — Absent _
STAFF: JAIME LIMON, Design Review Supervisor — Present from 3:45 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.

JAKE JACOBUS, Urban Historian — Present

IRMA UNZUETA, Project Planner — Present from 2:20 p.m. to 5:10 p.m.
SUSAN GANTZ, Planning Technician 11 — Present

GABRIELA FELICIANO, Commission Secretary — Present

CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED

4. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-O Zone

(2:49) Assessor's Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall

Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis, LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will
remove the former St. Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital,
convent, central plant, and other ancillary structures and construct 115 residential
condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the 7.39 acre site.
Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices
within the City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market
rates. The project will provide approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254
parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11 spaces for the Villa Riviera
facility. THE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006, AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL
ON DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Courtesy review and advisory comments to the Architectural Board of
Review in accordance with Planning Commission Resolution No. 039-06.
The foliowing is subject to review by the HLC: a.) Historic Display/Area. A
commemerative display or area for the education of the public detailing the

EXHIBITB



history of St. Francis Hospital; and b.) Architectural style of the project and
its compatibility with the neighboerhood.)

Present: Brian Cearnal and Joe Andrulaitis, Architects
Katie O’Reilly-Rogers, Landscape Architect
Irma Unzueta, City Project Planner

Staff comments: Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, stated that this project was
approved by the Planning Commission in September 2006 and by City Council in
December 2006. As part of the project approval, two conditions were placed that
relate to the Historic Landmarks Commission’s (HLC) review: 1) A historic
display area or an area detailing the history of the St. Francis Hospital shall be
incorporated into the project at the corner of Micheltorena and Salsipuedes
Streets. The text of such display is to be written by a City qualified historian and
approved by the HLC. If feasible, at least one of the art pieces from the St.
Francis Hospital should be included on site in the display as well as decorative
elements from the building should be incorporated. The historic display will be
reviewed/approved by the HLC at a later date. 2) Advisory comments shall be
provided by the HLC to the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) with respect to
the architectural style and compatibility with the neighborhood, and the design of
the commemorative display area. HLC comments to the ABR are to be given
today.

Ms. Unzueta clarified that courtesy reviews are not required to be noticed and
stated that over 100 interested parties were sent an agenda of today’s meeting.
When the actual disposition of the historical commemoration is reviewed by the
HLC, it will be given a ten-day public notice. Today’s purpose is only to provide
comments to the ABR,

Ms. Unzueta explained that substantial conformance determination of the
approved project is not under the HLC’s purview. The ABR is aware of the
substantial conformance being requested and that approval will be determined by
the Community Development Director in consultation with the Planning
Commission. Staff believes that the proposed project changes are substantially in
conformance with what was previously approved, but that determination has not
been made yet.

Jaime Limoén, Senior Planner/Design Review Supervisor, explained that City
Council, in view of the concern regarding the historic character of the St. Francis
Hospital neighborhood, requested that, although HLC does not have purview over
this project, the HLC utilize its expertise in historic resources to help guide the
ABR on the project’s architectural and neighborhood compatibility.

Public comment opened at 3:32 p.m.,

1. Tony Fischer, Attorney for St. Francis Friends and Neighbors, expressed
concern regarding the lack of public notice for this project’s review and
the differences between what is now being proposed and what was
approved by City Council. Mr. Fischer commented that too much density



is on the site and is not compatible with the neighborhood. He presented
aspects of the “Refined Site Plan” that he was concerned with, including
increases in: 1) the number of buildings, 2) the residential density, and 3)
parking.

Him Westby, St. Francis Friends and Neighbors representative, expressed
concern with more hardscape and less landscape being proposed, and that
the changes are less compatible with the neighborhood than what was
approved by City Council. He also commented on the inconveniences of
the construction for the neighborhood.

Kellam De Forest, local resident, questioned where visitors will park and
how they will get to the units. He also commented that an architectural
teature of the Hospital should be displayed. In view of the former St.
Francis Hospital’s significance in the community, any display area should
be the central feature of the memorial park, not just placed to the side. Mr.
De Forest suggested that a substantially sized scaled model of the former
St. Francis Hospital be displayed for future generations to see where
tamily members were born and others passed-away. He also suggested the
display of a statue of St. Francis, such as the “Stigmata of St. Francis” by
(Francis Minturn) "Duke"” Sedgwick.

Public comment closed at 3:48 p.m.

ﬂj_Storic Landmarks Commission comments (Navior/Sharpe absent) to_the
Architectural Board of Review:

b

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

7

Neighborhood compatibility: As to land use and scale, an aerial
photograph of the neighborhood would be useful and should be provided
to the HLC if the project is reviewed again by the Commission.

The site planning was well received, with the concern for the density
being compatible with the neighborhood, particularly the Bungalow
Haven neighborhood to the south.

As the project proceeds, would like to see that the reviewing bodies allow
for the refinement in the design development; even with the apparent loss
of some landscape areas and an increase in building area. The design is
improved by these changes.

The pedestrian access through the center of the site, reminiscent of
existing historical access to the Riviera, is supportable.

Would like to see the conservation of topsoil and, as the plan develops, a
balance of cut-and-fill to minimize the impact of dirt transportation
through the neighborhood.

There are concerns about the upper parking lot location and its potential
use by visitors and users of the property.

Historical commemoration: Would like to see it in a more prominent
location and recommend the acquisition of a statue of St. Francis. (The-
statue referenced was the “Stigmata of St. Francis of Assisi” by Francis
Minturn "Duke" Sedgwick.) The commemoration should incorporate the




8)

9)
10)

1)
12)
13)

14)

15)
16)
17)

18)

19)

history, importance to the community, photographs, and, in particular, the
connection of people and personal stories to the former hospital site.
Landscape: The palette should incorporate more drought-tolerant
species; and add eucalyptus, pepper, and carob trees.

Add more variety of trees to the podium level trees.

Would like to see more landscape screening in a significant way for the
upper parking lot location.

Landscaping on the perimeter is extremely important in neighborhood
compatibility, particularly the incorporation of canopy trees.

The Commission supports' the proposal to incorporate a variety of
landscaping as though the neighborhood was built over time.

Supports the combining of units into groups so that more landscape area is
available.

Architecture: The Commission supports the organic mix of styles and
finds the Spanish Village scale perhaps more compatible with the
neighborhood than the Craftsman style.

Concerned about the scale and size of the building styled in the Craftsman
style, although the style itself is authentic,

Suggests a simplification of roof forms and certain serendipity in the
articulation of massing of the Spanish-style units.

Has difficulty supporting an asphalt shingle roof on a Spanish-style
building. If the asphalt shingles are suggested, the style should shift to the
Monterey style or Stucco Bungalow, as being more appropriate to that
style. _

Unit R at Cahifornia Street is the unit that seems to be the most
incompatible with the entire project; and problematic issues include the
podium on which it sits and should come down to the ground in
relationship to the street and particularly to pedestrian access.

HLC representatives will attend the next ABR meeting: Chair La
Voie, and Commissioners Hausz and Murray.



ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW
MINUTES

Monday, January 28, 2008 David Gebhard Public Meeting Room: 630 Garden Street

BOARD MEMBERS: MARK WIENKE, Chair
CHRISTOPHER MANSON-HING, Vice-Chair
CLAY AURELL
JiM BLAKELEY
GARY MOSEL
RANDY MUDGE
DAWN SHERRY
PAuUL ZINK
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON: DALE FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISON: BRUCE BARTLETT
STAFF: JAIME LIMON, Design Review Supervisor
MICHELLE BEDARD, Planning Technician
(GLORIA SHAFER, Commission Secretary

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
3. 601 E MICHELTORENA ST C-0 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  027-270-030
Application Number: MST2003-00827
Owner: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation
Agent: Ken Marshall
Architect: Cearnal, Andrulaitis LLP

(The Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project will
remove the former St. Francis Hospital complex, including the main hospital,
convent, central plant, and other ancillary structures and construct 115 residential
condominiums that will cover approximately 5.94 acres of the 7.39 acre site.
Eighty-one of the units will be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at prices
within the City's structure for affordable units and 34 units will be sold at market
rates. The project will provide approximately 265 parking spaces, including 254
parking spaces for the 115 condominium units and 11 spaces for the Villa Riviera

facility.

(FTHE PROJECT WAS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION
ON SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 AND BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON

DECEMBER 19, 2006.)

(Preliminary Approval of project is requested. Substantial Conformance

determination is required by Community Development Director.)

(4:44)

Present: Brian Cearnal, Architect; Joseph Andrulaitis, Landscape Architect.

Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, City of Santa Barbara.

EXHIBIT C



Staff Comment: Ms. Unzueta provided the Board with a copy of HLC’s draft
minutes and announced that Historic Landmarks Commissioners LaVoie and
Murray were present to answer questions. Staff is continuing to evaluate square
footages to determine substantial conformance.

Public comment opened at 5:17 p.m.

Sydney Siemens: concerned about loss of views; parking lot lights; parking lot
activity, dumpsters.

Public comment closed at 5:22.

Historic Landmark Commissioner Comments:

William LaVoie reported that the HL.C is aware of the pattern in the bungalow
area having building widths at approximately 35 feet, after a reduction for
setbacks. Density is compatible with the neighborhood, site planning is good,;
requested more prominence for the historical commemoration; HLC liked the
landscape plan, particularly the diversity of planting materials to appear planted
over time; canopy trees should be of substantial size and dense. Smaller scale for
the R Units on California Street is preferred, suggested reading as 2 units. The
Spanish style buildings appear compatible with the neighborhood; consider
simplification of the roof forms to reduce appearance of building mass.

Femina Murray suggested historical commemoration of the site.  The public
entering the site should immediately be made aware of the history of the site with
a statue of St Francis, incorporating the history of St Francis Hospital.

Public Comment reopened at 5:29 p.m.

2)  Gary Hoffman: project has changed from that approved by PC in 2006; cut
has increased; scope has increased.

3) Jan Winford: concerns about the park space, density; loss of green space to
the woonerf; drainage; parking violations at Villa Riviera (submitted
photographs of Villa Riviera).

4)  Robert Cibull: commended the ABR. Concerned with density.

5)  Kellem de Forest: suggested project return to Council for updated review
before an appeal is filed; finalize memorial park prior to substantial
conformance; craftsman style window treatment is odd.

6)  Jim Westby: ABR should read the EIR; revised project requires EIR by law;
HLC did not receive adequate time to review the project; lack of
compatibility with the neighborhood; lack of grading plans (submitted
written comments),

7)  Cheri Rae McKinney: significant amount of excavation, EIR study is
needed; health effects of truck trips; further review by City Council.

8) Michael Self for Scott Wenz (CAB): traffic issues; insufficient off street
parking; increased air pollution; street pattern will harm local environment
(submitted written comments). _

9)  Michael Self, Santa Barbara Safe Streets: concerned about plan changes;
negative impact of heavy traffic; lack of cross town arterial roads, safety




10)
1)

12)

13)

14)

study is needed (submitted written comments)

Russ Jones: concerned about density.

Tony Fisher: concerned that ABR and HLC have not read the EIR and
Council approved Resolution and plans; lack of a grading plan (submitted:
neighborhood photographs, and drawn changes to the parking garage).

Clay Cole: supports the notion of housing for hospital staff, but is
concerned with density; concerned that critical stages are being rushed;
increased excavation; EIR does not address proposed changes; HLC did not
have sufficient time and material to address the project.

Mike Cahill: requested consideration be given to previous speaker’s.
comments.

Letters from Walter Stein, Steve Dowty, Lisa Ann Kelly, Jennifer Miller,
Jacques Habra, Paula Westbury, Dee Duncan, Chris and John McKinney,
Walter and Jean Stine, were acknowledged.

Public comment closed at 6:09 p.m.

Motion: ‘Preliminary Approval of the project and continued indefinitely

to the Planning Commission for substantial Conformance with

return to Full Board for an im-progress review with the

following comments:

1) HI Units: a) Make the column bases stone finish; b) Make
the porch supports and porch surround walls stone finish,

2) K2 Units: Thicken the entry porch support walls at the
middle unit.

33y K3 Units: Reduce/open the corner unit patio wall to reduce
the wall mass.

4) M Units: a) Provide eave detailing; b) Provide details of the
support brackets to the cantilevered floor areas.

5)  Unit R: Continue to study minimizing the amount of visible
retaining wall, including the use of landscape. Studying
moving back the garage.

6) Along the street interfacing with rest of community, the
landscape plan for street trees shall be of a substantial size
and maturity to blend with the existing neighborhood.

7)  The Board would prefer to see landscaping, particularly at
street frontage, which further individualizes the units gmng
an individual strength to the streetscape.

8)  The Board has worked hard with the applicant to design a
project of 115 units, at 121,310 square feet, approved by City
Council, and feels they have achieved a residential project
that artistically will blend into the city’s fabric.

The foHlowing ABR comment numbers 1 through 18 from 1/14/08
meeting are made a part of this motion:

1) Siter a) study the planter heights for the total effect,
especially between the private outdoor spaces. Dividing
plants can remain at their proposed height; consider reducing



2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7)

&)
9)

10)

11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

the heights of those within private spaces. b) Provide
information on surface finishes of exterior stairs and
walkways. c¢) The Board looks forward to reviewing the
refined landscaping redesign, with planters and shrubs, etc.
Overall project: provide cut sheets of garage and entry doors.
Unit B: add another (psidium) tree to the west elevation.

Unit D1: continue refining the covered entry in relation to the
elevator shaft structure and planters.

Unit D2: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the
plaster corbelling at the entries.

Unit D3: continue to refine/restudy the proportions of the
plaster corbelling at the entries.

Unit F1: restudy the proportion of the covered entries for
extension compatibility with planters and/or grade.

Unit F2: no comment.

Lower H3 Unit: lower the second floor plaster portion of the
guardrail area at the back elevation.

Unit O1: study the location of the roof corbels to window.
Use a stone base at columns and at railing.

Unit O2: no comment, ,

Unit O3: eliminate the wood band at the elevations.

Unit P: use a stone base at columns and railings.

Unit R: no comments.

Unit S1: continue refining the covered entries.

Unit RST: no comment.

Unit RS2: no comment.

Unit RSS: lower the highest stone wall portion at the rear
elevation and have an open metal railing. Study the street
elevation for an optimum landscaping experience for the
pedestrian against the high walls.

The follewing HLC draft comments, frem HLC Courtesy Review
on 1/23/08, Numbers 1 through 14 are made a part of this motion:

)

2)

3)

Neighborhood compatibility: As to land use and scale, an
aerial photograph of the neighborhood would be useful and
should be provided to the HLC if the project is reviewed
again by the Commission.

The site planning was well received, with the concern for the
density being compatible with the neighborhood, particularly
the Bungalow Haven neighborhood to the south.

As the project proceeds, would like to see that the reviewing
bodies allow for the refinement in the design development;
even with the apparent loss of some landscape areas and an
increase in building area. The design is improved by these
changes.



Action:
absent.)

4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9
10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

The pedestrian access through the center of the site,
reminiscent of existing historical access to the Riviera, is
supportable.

Would like to see the conservation of topsoil and, as the plan
develops, a balance of cut-and-fill to minimize the impact of
dirt transportation through the neighborhood.

There are concerns about the upper parking lot location and
its potential use by visitors and users of the property.
Historical commemoration: Would like to see it in a more
prominent location and recommend the acquisition of a statue
of St. Francis. (The statue referenced was the “Stigmata of
St. Francis of Assisi” by Francis Minturn "Duke" Sedgwick.)
The commemoration should incorporate the history,
importance to the community, photographs, and, in
particular, the connection of people and personal stories to
the former hospital site.

Landscape: The palette should incorporate more drought-
tolerant species; and add eucalyptus, pepper, and carob trees.
Add more variety of trees to the podium level trees.

Would like to see more landscape screening in a significant
way for the upper parking lot location.

Landscaping on the perimeter is extremely important in
neighborhood compatibility, particularly the incorporation of
canopy trees.

The Commission supports the proposal to incorporate a
variety of landscaping as though the neighborhood was built
over time.

Supports the combining of units into groups so that more
landscape area is available.

Architecture: The Commission supports the organic mix of
styles and finds the Spanish Village scale perhaps more
compatible with the neighborhood than the Craftsman style,

The ABR appreciates HLC’s comments concerning the size and
scale of the buildings, roof forms, massing of the Spanish style
units, the asphalt shingle roofing on the Spanish style building, unit
R, the amount of retaining wall exposed to the street; these topics
will be addressed in future meetings.

Zink/Mosel, 5/0/0. Motion carried. (Blakeley, Mudge, Wienke
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ADDENDUM TO A CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SANTA BARBARA COTTAGE HOSPITAL FOUNDATION
WORKFORCE HOUSING PROJECT
601 E. MICHELTORENA STREET MST2003-00827

April 1,2008

+ This Addendum is prepared pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, which provides that
an Addendum to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) may be prepared if only minor changes or
additions are necessary to make the document adequate for the current project.

PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

The EIR for the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project (SCH
#2004061105) was prepared to evaluate the project proposal at 601 E. Micheltorena Street
(MST2003-00827) for development of 115 residential units on 5.94 acres of the 7.39 acre site.
Eighty-one, or 70%, of the proposed units would be sold to Cottage Hospital employees at
affordable prices per the City’s affordable unit structure and 34 units, or 30%, would be sold at
market rates. The remaining 1.45 acres would include the Villa Riviera, an elderly care facility, on
an adjusted lot of 31,500 square feet and three reconfigured R-2, Two Family Residential lots of
approximately 10,500 square feet each. Permits required for the project included a tentative
subdivision map to create five lots, a tentative subdivision map for a one-lot subdivision to create
115 residential condominium units and lot area, yard setback, interior yard setback and distance
between building modifications.

The EIR identified significant (Class I) short-term construction noise and cumulative traffic
impacts. The EIR identified numerous mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts
resulting from short-term construction noise and cumulative traffic, however identified it was
determined that such mitigation would not reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Potentially
significant but mitigable (Class IT) impacts that could be reduced to less than significant levels were
identified for air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geological hazards, hazardous
materials, short-term construction-related ground vibration and truck traffic, solid waste,
access/circulation and parking, and water quality. The EIR identified numerous mitigation
measures to avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental effects.

The Final EIR was certified and the project approved by the Planning Commission on September
21, 2006. The project and the certification of the Final EIR were subsequently appealed to the City
Council, and on November 21, 2006, the Council voted to reaffirm the certification of the Final FIR
and approve the project. :

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The revised project would continue to provide the same number of units and bedrooms as
previously approved in 2006. However, since the project’s approval in 2006, the project has been
under review by the Architectural Board of Review. During this process, the project has been
revised to allow for refinement and improvement of the approved 2006 project site plan and
architecture. In addition, during this refinement process, discrepancies were discovered in some of

EXHIBIT D
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the project statistics shown on the approved 2006 project plans. What was actually shown on the
approved 2006 plans was not accurately reflected in the project statistics. The applicant has
recalculated all project statistics and has identified where the miscalculations occurred. These
discrepancies as well as project refinements and improvements are reflected as part of the corrected
project statistics submitted by the applicant (Attachment 1). The revised project differs from the
project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as follows:

« Revised the site plan in the following manner:
o Created an additional open space area on the upper portion of the project site.
o Reconnected the lower and upper portion of the project site.
o Reoriented units toward the street
o Eliminated one row of buildings on lower portion of project site.

o Eliminated one building fronting Micheltorena Street, relocated the fire turnaround
and improved the pedestrian entrance at the corner of Micheltorena and California
Streets.

o Enhanced and enlarged the courtyard connection.

« Increased the net floor area for the dwelling units from 127,807* sq. ft. to 132,920 sq. ft., an

increase of 5,113 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 121,310 sq. ft. of net
floor area for the dwelling units.

» Increased the net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical from 65,144* sq. ft. to 66,446
sq. fi., an increase of 1,302 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 64,496 sq.
ft. of net floor area for the garages/storage/mechanical space.

« Reduced the number of buildings on the project site from 49 to 43 buildings.

+ Increased open space area from 113,418 sq. ft. to 114,259 sq. ft., an increase of 841 sq. ft.
The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 101,215 sq. ft. of total open space.

+ Reduced the overall building footprint from 85,650* sq. ft. to 81,373 sq. ft., a decrease of
4,277 sq. ft. The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 80,771 sq. ft. of overall building
footprint.

+ Increased the total paved areas from 91,364* sq. ft. t0 99,576 sq. ft., an increase of 8,212 sq. ft.
The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 85,334 sq. ft. of total paved areas.

+ Decreased the landscaped area from 81,732* sq. ft. to 77,797 sq. ft., a decrease of 3,935 sq. fi.
The 2006 approved project’s statistics reflected 92,641 sq. ft. of landscaped area.

» Reduced the amount of grading from 20,300 CY of cut, 16,100 CY of fill to 14,500 CY of cut,
12,100 CY of fill, a decrease of 5,800 CY of cut and 4,000 CY of fill.

+ Eliminated six of the 23 distance between building modifications approved with the original
project.

» Increased the distance for 13 of the 23 distance between building modifications bringing these
modifications more in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.

« Reduced the distance for four of the 23 distance between building modifications making these
modifications less conforming with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.
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« Eliminated one of the six front yard modifications.

« Increased the setback distance for the remaining five front yard modifications bringing these
modifications more into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirement.

*This number represents the corrected 2006 approved project statistics.
CHANGES IN ENVIRONMENTAL CIRCUMSTANCES

Since the time of the EIR analysis, there have been no substantial changes in environmental
conditions on the ground, the status of environmental resources, or impact evaluation guidelines.

CHANGES IN PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS
Class I Impacts

Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts

The Certified Final EIR for the Workforce Housing Project concluded that the 2006 approved
project would result in significant and unavoidable short-term construction noise impacts. Due to
‘the construction duration of the project and the sensitive receptors in the project area, noise impacts
associated with construction activities were determined to remain significant and unavoidable even
after the implementation of mitigation measures designed to reduce construction noise. It is
expected that the construction duration of the revised project would remain similar to the project
evaluated by the Certified Final EIR. In addition, because grading quantities would be reduced with
the revised project, short-term construction noise impacts would be reduced based on the
recalculated earthwork quantities associated with the revised project. No new significant impacts
would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to
the revised project. '

Cumulative Traffic Impact

The Certified Final EIR concluded that the approved project would result in a small but significant
and- unavoidable contribution to cumulative peak hour traffic volumes at the intersections of
Anapamu Street/Laguna Street, Arrellaga Street/Garden Street and Mission/Bath Street.
Cumulative traffic impacts associated with the revised project would remain similar since the
number of residential units would remain the same with the revised project. No new significant
impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of
approval to the revised project.

Class 11
Air Quality Impacts

The Certified Final EIR concluded that grading operations would result in approximately 20,300
cubic yards of cut, 16,100 cubic yards of fill, and the importation of approximately 7,000 cubic
yards of “base course” fill material and that these construction related activities at the project site
would result in significant, but mitigable fugitive and nuisance dust impacts.

Construction related activities resulting m fugitive and nuisance dust impacts associated with the
revised project would remain similar or be reduced to the project evaluated in Certified Final EIR as
the grading quantities are expected to be less than what was evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as
explained below.
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Grading Quantity Changes: The revised project would connect the separate below-
grade parking garages in order to allow vehicular circulation within the parking
structure and provide an enhanced and enlarged courtyard  Revised earthwork
quantities were prepared by Penfield and Smith that determined that the revised
project would result in 14,500 cubic yards of cut, 12,100 cubic yards of fill and
2,400 cubic yards of volume losses associated with clearing and grubbing
operations, shrinkage from removal and re-compaction of soil, boulders and
cobbles, and other factors. The analysis also indicated that the earthwork would be
balanced on-site. These earthwork quantities are less than the quantities identified
in the Certified Final EIR primarily because some of the basements or lower levels
currently existing on-site were included in the overall earthwork quantities for the
approved project.  Therefore, the Certified Final EIR overestimated these grading
quantities associated with the basements or lower levels of existing on-site buildings
by approximately 9,800 cubic yards. In addition, the revised project provides a
more exact and refined plan than that evaluated in the Certified Final EIR and
therefore more precise grading quantities could be estimated.

No new significant impacts associatéd with fugitive and nuisance dust impacts would occur.
Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised
project.

Biological Resources Impacis

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts due to the loss and relocation of trees are expected to be
similar to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the revised project does not propose to
remove additional trees. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures
would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Archacological Resources Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts to unknown archaeological resources during soil
disturbing activities are expected to be similar or reduced as compared to the project evaluated in
the Certified Final EIR due to the reduced grading quantities associated with the revised project as
explained above under Air Quality Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Historic Resources Impacis

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts to historic resources are expected to be similar to the
project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as the removal of the St. Francis Hospital buildings
would occur regardless of which project is developed. No new significant impacts would occur.
Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised -

project.

Geological Hazards Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts associated with seismic and soils-related hazards are
expected to be similar or reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR
due to the reduced grading quantities associated with the revised project as explained above under
Air Quality Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures
would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.




EIR Addendum: Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing Project  April 1, 2008
601 E. Micheltorena Street MST2003-00827 Page 5 of 6

Hazardous Materials Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable hazards associated with the release of asbestos fibers, Iead dust,
mercury and PCBs during the demolition of the existing buildings located on the project site are
expected to be similar to those evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the demolition of the existing
buildings would occur regardless of which project is developed. No new significant impacts would
occur. ldentified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the
revised project, '

Diesel IFuel Soil Contamination Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts associated with the exposure of on-site soils contaminated
with diesel fuel that could occur during grading and construction activities are expected to be
similar or reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the grading
quantities are expected to be less than those of the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as
explained above under Air Quality Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

“Ground Vibration and Truck Traffic Noise Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable noise impacts associated with ground vibration and truck traffic
during construction activities are expected to be similar or reduced as compared to the project
evaluated in the Certified Final EIR due to reduced grading quantities as explained above under Air
Quality Impacts and the balance of such earthwork on site which in turn will result in a reduced
number of truck trips. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures
- would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Construction-Related Solid Waste Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable construction-related solid waste impacts associated with the
generation of a substantial amount of construction/demolition waste are expected to be similar or
reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR due to the reduced grading
quantities proposed by the revised project as explained above under Air Quality Impacts. No new
significant impacts would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as
conditions of approval to the revised project.

Access and Circulation Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable access and circulation impacts associated with the use of tandem
parking in Garage No. 3 are expected (o be similar to those evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as
the revised project does not propose changes to parking facilities. No new significant impacts
would occur. Identified mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to
the revised project.

Bicycle Parkine Impacts

Potentially significant, mitigable impacts associated with inadequate bicycle parking facilities are
expected to be similar to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as the revised project does
not propose changes to bicycle parking. No new significant impacts would occur. Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.
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Construction Employee Parking and Materials/Equipment Storage Impacts

- Potentially significant, mitigable parking impacts associated with construction employee parking
and the storage of building materials and equipment are expected to be similar to the project
evaluated in the Certified Final EIR, as the revised project does not propose changes to employee
parking and materials/equipment storage. No new significant impacts would occur, Identified
mitigation measures would continue to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

Long- and Short-Term Construction Related Water Quality Impacts. Potentially significant,
mitigable water quality impacts related to demolition, grading and construction activities resulting
in increased erosion, sedimentation and the release of substances are expected to be similar or
reduced as compared to the project evaluated in the Certified Final EIR as the amount of grading
quantities are proposed to be reduced by the revised project as explained above under Air Quality
Impacts. No new significant impacts would occur, Identified mitigation measures would continue
to apply as conditions of approval to the revised project.

CEQA FINDING

Based on the above review of the project, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15162, no Subsequent Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report is required for the
current project, because new information and changes in circumstances, project description, impacts
and mitigations do not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified impacts.

This Addendum identifies the current project changes and minor changes to project impacts. With
implementation of applicable mitigation measures identified in the Certified Final EIR, the project
would result in significant (Class 1) impacts associated with short-term construction noise and
cumulative traffic, and potentially significant (Class I} impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels in the areas of air quality, biological resources, archeological resources, historic
resources , geclogical hazards, hazardous materials, diesel fuel soil contamination, ground vibration
and truck traffic noise, construction-related solid waste, access and circulation, bicycle parking,
construction employee parking and material/equipment storage, long and short-term construction-
related water quality.

This addendum together with the Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital Foundation Workforce Housing
Project Certified Final EIR constitutes adequate environmental documentation in compliance with
CEQA for the current project.

Prepared by: ﬁ &ﬂ V\M\@ Date:@ﬁ;)r\\ \ . 2008

Debra Andaloro, Senior Planner/Environmental Analyst
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