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APPLICANT: City of Santa Barbara Parks & Recreation Department 

PROJECT LOCATION: 20-120, State Street, 15 East Mason Street, 125 State Street, 
and State Street right-of-way between the Mission Creek 
Bridge and the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way, City of 
Santa Barbara 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Redevelopment of three blocks of properties at the 
intersection of State Street and Mason Street with a total of 17,532 square feet of 
commercial retail uses and 81 time-share units (each with a lock -out unit providing a 
maximum of a 162 time-share units), 210 parking spaces (including a two-story 145-space 
parking structure), Visitor Information Center, and narrowing of State Street to 
accommodate enlarged pedestrian access. 

APPELLANT: Citizens Planning Association; League of Women Voters; Cars are Basic 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program; 
Coastal Development Permit CDP99-0013 

Summary of Staff Recommendation: Substantial Issue Exists 

The Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that 
substantial issue exists with respect to one of grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
for the following reason: the proposed time-share units will displace lower cost over-night 
accommodations in a manner which is inconsistent with the applicable lower-cost visitor 



Appeal No. A-4-SBC-99-200 (City of Santa Barbara) 
Page2 

serving policies and related zoning standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) as well as with the access policies of the California Coastal Act. 

The Appellants allege the project is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara City LCP because 
the development: (1) fails to protect public views from and to the coastal area; (2) will 
cause a major increase in traffic and congestion in the Waterfront area; (3) fails to provide 
adequate parking within the proposed project area; (4) will negatively impact parking and 
circulation in the adjoining neighborhoods; and (5) fails to address the resources protection 
policies of the City's certified LCP; and (6) improperly replaces lower-cost residential 
units with expensive time-share units and high intensity development. (See Exhibits 7 and 
8.) 

Arux;alability to the Commission 

The proposed project is located seaward of the U.S. Highway 101, with portions of the 
project located seaward of the line demarking the Commission's appeals jurisdiction, and 
therefore within the appeals jurisdiction of the Commission. (Coastal Act Section 
30603[a][1]) (See additional comments below.) 

I. Project Description 
Redevelopment of three blocks of properties at the intersection of State Street and Mason 
Street with a total of 17,532 square feet of commercial retail uses and 81 time-share units 
(each with a lock-out unit providing a maximum of a 162 time-share units), 210 parking 
spaces (including a two-story 145-space parking structure), Visitor Information Center, 
and narrowing of portions of State Street to accommodate enlarged pedestrian access. (See 
Exhibits 1 through 4.) 

II. Appeal Procedures 

The Coastal Act provides for appeals to the Coastal Commission after certification of 
Local Coastal Programs (LCPs) of a local government's actions on Coastal Development 
Permits. Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located 
within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea, within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the 
mean high-tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is greater, on state 
tidelands, or along or within 100 feet of natural watercourses. (Coastal Act Section 
30603[a]) Any development approved by a County that is not designated as a principal 
permitted use within a zoning district may also be appealed to the Commission irrespective 
of its geographic location within the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][4]) 
Finally, developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may 
be appealed to the Commission. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][5]) 

The proposed project is located landward of the first public road paralleling the sea (U.S. 
Highway 101) and on previously filled state tidelands and is therefore appealable to the 
Commission. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][1]) (See additional comments below.) 

The grounds for appeal for development approved by the local government and subject to 
appeal to the Commission shall be limited to an allegation that the development does not 
conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program or the public 
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access policies set forth in Division 20 of the Public Resources Code. (Coastal Act Section 
30603[a][4]) 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the 
Commission should find that a substantial issue is not raised by the portions of the project 
in the City's original Coastal Development Permit jurisdiction, the Commission would still 
have to determine whether a Coastal Development Permit should be issued for the majority 
of the project that is located within the Commission's original retained permit jurisdiction. 

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have three (3) minutes per side to address whether the 
appeal raises a substantial issue. 

It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that substantial issue is raised by the 
appeal. If a substantial issue is found to exist, the Commission will proceed to a full 
public de novo hearing on the merits of the project which may occur at a subsequent 
hearing. If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the merits of the permit 
application, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed 
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and the public 
access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue stage 
of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the 
local government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from 
other persons must be submitted in writing. If a de novo hearing is held, testimony may be 
taken from all interested persons at the de novo hearing. 

III. Local Government Action and Filing of Appeal 

The City of Santa Barbara approved a Coastal Development Permit (CDP99-0013) for the 
project on August 17, 1999 after considering an appeal by Citizens Planning Association, 
League of Women Voters, and Cars are Basic, and issued a Notice of Final Action for the 
Coastal Development Permit on August 18, 1999. 

The Commission received the Notice of Final Action on the project on August 19, 1999, 
and received this appeal of the City's action on September 2, 1999. The appeal was filed 
on September 2, 1999, and was therefore filed within the 10 working day appeal period of 
the Commission's receipt of the Notice of Final Action as provided by the Commission's 
administrative regulations. 

Pursuant to Section 30261 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 days 
from the date an appeal of a locally issued Coastal Development Permit is filed. In 
accordance with the California Code of Regulations, on September 3, 1999 staff requested 
all relevant documents and materials regarding the subject permit from the City to enable 
staff to analyze the appeal and prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue 
exists. The administrative record for the project was received from the City on September 
9, 1999. 

Since the Commission did not timely receive all requested documents and materials to 
allow consideration at the October 1999 Commission hearing, the Commission opened and 
continued the hearing at the October 1999 Commission meeting pursuant to Section 13112 



Appeal No. A-4-SBC-99-200 (City of Santa Barbara) 
Page4 

of the California Code of Regulations. All of the remaining file materials have now been 
transmitted to the Commission and reviewed by staff. 

IV. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that substantial issue exists with 
respect to grounds on which the appeal was filed following Section 30603 of the Coastal 
Act and that the Commission takes the following action: 

Motion 

I move that the Commission determine that appeal A-4-SBC-99-200 raises substantial 
issue with respec~ to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 
30603 of the Coastal Act. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. 

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion. 

V. Findings and Declarations for Substantial Issue 

1. Project description 

• 

Redevelopment of three blocks of properties at the intersection of State Street and Mason • 
Street with a total of 17,532 square feet of commercial retail uses and 81 time-share units 
(each with a lock-out unit providing a maximum of a 162 time-share units), 210 parking 
spaces (including a two-story 145-space parking structure), Visitor Infonnation Center. 
and narrowing of State Street to accommodate enlarged pedestrian access. (See Exhibits 1 
through 4.) 

2. Issues Raised by the Appellant 

The Appellant alleges the project is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara City Local Coastal 
Program because the development: (1) fails to protect public views from and to the coastal 
area; (2) will cause a major increase in traffic and congestion within the Waterfront area; 
(3) fails to provide adequate parking in the proposed project area; (4) will negatively 
impact parking and circulation in the adjoining neighborhoods; and (5) fails to address the 
resources protection policies of the City's certified LCP; and (6) improperly replaces low
cost residential units with expensive time-share units and high intensity development. (See 
Exhibits 7 and 8.) 

3. Local Government Action and Filing of Appeal 

The Santa Barbara City Council approved a Coastal Development Permit for the project on 
August 17, 1999 after hearing an appeal of the Citizens Planning Association, League of 
Women Voters, and Cars are Basic, and issued the Notice of Final Action for a Conditional • 
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Use Permit on August 18, 1999. The project was approved by the City Council with a set 
of standard conditions, including conditions dealing with drainage, water extraction, 
landscaping, lighting, employee public transportation, parking lot maintenance, bicycle 
parking, management of the time-share units, public off-street parking, public use of 
common open areas, delivery traffic management, mix of visitor serving commercial uses, 
provision of shuttle service to public transportation centers, and public street and other 
infrastructure improvements. (See Exhibits 9 and 10.) 

The Commission received the Notice of Final Action on the project on August 19, 1999, 
and received this appeal of the City's action on September 2, 1999. The appeal was filed 
on September 2, 1999, and was therefore filed within the 10 working day appeal period of 
the Commission's receipt of the Notice of Final Action as provided by the Commission's 
administrative regulations. 

4. Substantia/Issue Analysis 

Section 30603(b )( 1) of the Coastal Act stipulates that: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in this 
division. 

As noted above, the Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, 
determine that substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has 
been filed for the following reason: the project is inconsistent with the applicable lower 
cost visitor-serving policies and related zoning standards of the City's certified Local 
Coastal Program as well as with the access policies of the California Coastal Act. 

The Appellant's contentions do raise valid grounds for an appeal for the reasons set forth 
below. 

a. Area of Coastal Commission Appeals Jurisdiction 

The proposed project would be located in three distinct project areas along lower State 
Street (A, B, and C) which are comprised of separate legal parcels separated by public 
streets. The City of Santa Barbara issued a single Coastal Development Permit for the 
entire project, and the appellants have appealed that decision seeking commission review 
of the entire project. (See Exhibits 2 and 3.) 

Prior to the issuance of the local Coastal Development Permit the City sought a boundary 
determination from the Commission staff to determine which portions of the project may 
fall within the appeals jurisdiction of the Commission and which portions of the project 
fall beyond the Commission's appeals jurisdiction. (See Exhibit 11.) The Commission 
staff prepared a boundary determination (BD 37-98) which determined that of the three 
distinct project areas (A, B, and C), only a portion of project area A of the project area lies 
within the Commission's appeals jurisdiction. (See Exhibits 3 and 6.) 
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Project area A is currently occupied by the four-story Californian Hotel and adjacent 
parking lot. The existing hotel contains a variety of commercial uses on the ground floor, 
and 96 hotel rooms and common hallways on the second, third and fourth floors. The 
improvements in project area A include a new three-story addition on the south side of the 
existing hotel (with a new lobby, parlor and commercial retail space on the ground floor, 
swimming pool, outdoor patio and snack bar/food service on the second floor, and time
share units on the third floor), and 27 time-share units (with a total of 54 units when the 
main suite and lock out units are counted separately), and an additional 25 time-share units 
in the existing Californian Hotel. 

Consequently, only those proposed or extstmg developments on project area A are 
addressed in the following substantial issue analysis. 

b. Public Views 

The appellant alleges that the City approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
public view protection standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. 
Specifically, that the proposed development because of its size and height would obstruct 
public views of the mountains and the beach. 

LCP Policy 9-1 provides, in relevant part, that: 

Existing views to, from, and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas shall 
be protected, preserved and enhanced. This may be accomplished by one or 
more of the following: 

(a)Acquisition of land for parks and open space; 
(b) Requiring view easements or corridors in new developments; 
(c) Specific development restrictions such as additional height limits, 
building orientation, and setback requirements for new development: 
(d) Developing a system to evaluate view impairment of new development 
in the review process. 

LCP Policy 12.2 provides that: 

New developments within the City's Waterfront Area shall be evaluated as 
to a project's impact upon the area's: 

Openness 
Lack of Congestion 
Naturalness 
Rhythm 

• 

• 

• 
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The proposed addition to the existing Californian Hotel in project area A would be a three
story, 30-foot high addition located on the south side of the existing 4 story hotel. The 
height limit in the HRC-II zone district in which the project is located is 45 feet. The 
proposed addition is therefore well below the height allowed in this district, as well as 
below the height of the existing adjacent hoteL Further, because of the location of the 
addition immediately to the south of the Californian Hotel, the addition will not 
significantly intrude into views of either the ocean (south) or the mountains (north) from 
lower State Street or Cabrillo Boulevard. 

The view blockage issues raised by the appellants with respect to the proposed 
developments in project areas B and C are beyond the purview of the Commission because 
these developments lay outside the Commission 's appeals jurisdiction. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance with the 
public view standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and the Appellant's 
contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the protection of public or 
private view standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. 

c. Traffic Congestion 

The Appellant alleges that the City approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
traffic and congestion standards of LCP. Specifically, that the proposed development 
would add significantly to the already heavily congested waterfront area by the 
intensification of development and by narrowing portions of State Street for pedestrian 
traffic. 

LCP Policy 12.2 provides that: 

New developments within the City's Waterfront Area shall be evaluated as 
to a project's impact upon the area: 

Openness 
Lack of Congestion 
Naturalness 
Rhythm 

The traffic analysis prepared by the City for this project indicated that the level of traffic 
would be slightly reduced as a result of the change in the mix of land uses proposed as part 
of the project. This evaluation is based upon the estimated traffic volumes associated with 
the currently allowed uses or level of occupancy in the project areas. While the square 
footage if the proposed project is greater than the existing buildings on site, the amount of 
retail development on the project site is about one-half the amount of existing retail 
development. In addition, trip generation rates for time-share units are lower than for 
standard hotel units (such as the existing Californian Hotel). (See Exhibits 12.) 

Regarding the exacerbation of congestion along lower State Street, the City's traffic 
analysis identified the principal cause of congestion to be the intersection of State and 
Cabrillo Street, not an inadequate number or width of lanes along lower State Street. The 
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proposal to reduce the number of lanes along a portion of State Street is intended to 
encourage pedestrian use of this area, and represents an extension of the treatment of the 
upper portion of Street which is one lane in either direction, with a heavy emphasis on 
pedestrian amenities. The reconfiguration of lower State Street, however, will retain 
passing and tum lanes for Mason Street and Cabrillo Boulevard. (See Exhibit 4.) 

Finally, a majority of the proposed project (areas B and C) is beyond the purview of the 
Commission because its is situated in areas which lay outside the Commission's appeals 
jurisdiction. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance with the 
traffic congestion standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and the 
Appellant's contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to traffic congestion 
standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. 

d. Inadequate Parking 

The Appellants allege that the City approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
parking standards of the City's LCP. Specifically, that the proposed development would 
add significantly to the already heavily parking demands in the City's waterfront area. 

LCP Policy 3.3 provides that: 

New development proposals within the coastal z.one which could generate new 

.. 

• 

recreational user residents or visitors shall provide adequate off-street parking to • 
serve the present and future needs of development. 

LCP Policy 11.5 provides that: 

All new development in the waterfront area, excepting Steams Wharf, shall provide 
adequate off-street parking to fully meet their peak needs. Parking needs for 
individual developments shall be evaluated on a site-specific basis and at a 
minimum be consistent with City Ordinance Requirements. 

The proposed project would provide a total of 210 parking spaces to serve the retail 
commercial and time-share units. Of these 210 parking spaces, 17 would be provided in 
project area A (within the Commission's appeals jurisdiction), 48 in project area B, and 
148 in project area C (both outside the Commission's appeals jurisdiction). The parking 
lots in areas A and B would be for the exclusive use of the time-share guests. The 
proposed two-story parking structure in area C (with 148 spaces) would be operated as a 
quasi-public parking garage functioning on a first-come, first serve basis and with the same 
free periods and pricing structure as the City's other public parking facilities. 

The project would provide one parking space for each of the potential time share units in 
the project. Because each of the 81 time-share units (52 of which are located in the 
Californian Hotel in project area A) can, with the lock-out capacity, function as two 
individual units, there is a potential total of 162 time-share units. The project therefore 
proposes to provide 162 parking spaces for the time-share component of the project. 

The parking analysis for the project indicates that the time-share units will rarely if ever 
use the entire 162 parking spaces provided. Time-share operations studies indicate that an •• 
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average of 30% of the 81 suites will be used in the two-unit configuration at any given 
time, with the remaining 70% used as single unit suites. Under this projected scenario, the 
average parking demand generated by the time-share portion of the project would be 105 
spaces, or 57 spaces less that the total number provided. 

As noted above, only the development in project area A is within the appeals jurisdiction 
of the Commission and therefore subject to its review as part of this appeal. The project 
area A will be developed with 5,368 square feet of retail commercial space, and 52 time
share units, with potential to be converted to 104 units with the lock-out capacity. The 
parking demands created by the proposed retail commercial uses and 52 time-share units in 
project area A will be met by the 17 on-site parking spaces, as well as the additional 
parking across State Street in project areas B and C (48 and 148 parking spaces 
respectively). As noted above these parking spaces provide adequate parking for the time 
share-units (even under full double occupancy) and for the commercial retail parking 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance with the 
parking standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and the Appellant's 
contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to parking standards of the City's 
certified Local Coastal Program. 

e. Parking and Circulation in Adjoining Neighborhoods 

The Appellants allege that the City approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
neighborhood protection policies of the City's LCP. Specifically, that the proposed Visitor 
Information Center would add significantly to parking and traffic congestion in the 
adjoining neighborhoods. 

The proposed Visitor Serving Center would be located in project area C that is outside the 
area of the Commission's appeals jurisdiction. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is in conformance the 
parking and circulation requirements of the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and the 
Appellant's contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to neighborhood 
protection standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. 

f. Resource Protection Policies 

The Appellant alleges that the City approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
resource protection policies of the City's LCP. Specifically, that the proposed 
development adversely impact the biological resources of the nearby Mission Creek 
Estuary. 

As noted above, a majority of the proposed project lay outside the Commission's appeals 
jurisdiction. However, project area A does lay within the Commission's appeals 
jurisdiction and is situated within close proximity to the upper end of the Mission Creek 
Estuary. The proposed project includes an addition to the existing Californian Hotel. This 
addition, consisting of a three-story structure would be located immediately adjacent to the 
south side of the Californian, and be connected with it. The Californian Hotel does not 
directly abut the Mission Creek Estuary, but is separated by an adjacent building. The 
proposed addition is situated away from the Mission Creek Estuary and would in effect be 
surrounded by existing urban structures. The City's stream and wetland buffers are 
therefore not applicable to the proposed addition to the Californian Hotel. Regarding the 
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potential for urban run-off, the proposed addition would displace an existing parking lot 
and would generate no more urban run-off that the existing parking lot. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is consistent with the 
resources protection policies of the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and the 
Appellant's contention does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the resource 
protection policies of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. 

g. Lower Cost Visitor Serving Over-night Accommodations 

The Appellants allege that the City approved the project in a manner inconsistent with the 
lower-cost over-night accommodations protection policies of the City's LCP. Specifically. 
that the proposed development will displace lower-cost over-night accommodations in the 
Californian Hotel with time-share units. 

The proposed project involves the conversion of the four-story Californian Hotel (located 
in project area A within the Commissions appeals jurisdiction) from a hotel to a time-share 
operation. Currently the Californian Hotel contains 6,241 square feet of visitor serving 
commercial uses on the ground floor and 96 hotel rooms on the second, third, and fourth 
floors. The proposed project involves retaining the visitor serving commercial uses on the 
ground floor, constructing a three-story addition on the south side of the hotel, and 
converting 96 hotel rooms to 52 time-share units, with lock-out capability resulting in a 
potential of 104 time share units. 

I 

• 

The Californian Hotel, which has been designated a structure of historic merit, presently • 
offers lower-cost room rentals, largely as a result of the structures age and deteriorated 
condition. (The structure is presently under a requirement to be seismically retrofitted to 
meet City and State earthquake standards.) The conversion of the Californian will entail a 
substantial remodeling and up-grading of the facilities. These improvements, along with 
the conversion to time-share units will essentially remove the over-night accommodation~ 
from the category lower cost facilities. 

The appellants have alleged that the conversion of the Californian Hotel to a time-share 
operation will effectively remove units from the City's stock of affordable housing, and 
must be evaluated pursuant to the affordable housing provisions of the City's Local 
Coastal Program. 

LCP Policy 5.2 provides, in relevant part, that: 

Suitable replacement housing shall be found within the coastal zone, if feasible, or 
within the City of Santa Barbara, for persons displaced by such demolitions. 

The site of the Californian Hotel is zoned HRC-2 (Hotel Recreational Commercial) which 
is intended to provide for visitor-serving and/or commercial recreational uses specific to 
the City's coastal zone. While the Californian Hotel may have provided at times 
affordable housing opportunities, the site is not designated for such use in the City's Local 
Coastal Program, and the hotel has not been operated as a residential establishment. 
However the conversion of the Californian Hotel to time-share units would have the effect 
of eliminating lower-cost over-night accommodations uses for visitor serving purposes . 

• 
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LCP Policy 4.4 provides that: 

New hotel/motel development within the coastal zone shall, where feasible, provide 
a range of rooms and room prices in order to serve all income ranges. Likewise, 
lower cost restaurants, or restaurants which provide a wide range of prices, are 
encouraged. 

LCP Policy 4.5 further specifically, provides that: 

Removal or conversion of existing lower cost visitor-serving uses in areas designed 
HRC-I, HRC-II, and Hotel/Residential shall be prohibited unless the use will be 
replaced by a facility offering comparable visitor-serving opportunities. 

As noted above, the Californian Hotel, presently offers lower-cost room rentals, largely as 
a result of the structures advanced age and deteriorated condition. The proposed 
improvements, along with the conversion to time-share units will essentially remove the 
over-night accommodations from the category lower cost facilities. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is inconsistent with the 
lower-cost visitor serving policies of the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and the 

. Appellant's contention does raise a substantial issue with respect to affordable over-night 
accommodation policies of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. 

h. Public Access 

Section 30603(b )( 1) of the Coastal Act stipulates that: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in this 
division. 

Coastal Act Section 30210 provides that: 

In carrying out the standards of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent 
with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of 
private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Coastal Act Section 30213 provides that: 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, 
and lower feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred. 

As noted above the proposed project involves the conversion of the four story Californian 
Hotel (located on project area A within the Commissions appeals jurisdiction) from a hotel 
to a time-share operation. Currently the Californian Hotel contains 6,241 square feet of 
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visitor serving commercial uses on the ground floor and 96 hotel rooms on the second, 
third, and fourth floors. The proposed project involves retaining the visitor serving • 
commercial uses on the ground floor, addition a two story addition on the south side of the 
hotel, and converting 96 hotel room to 52 time share units, with lock-out capability 
resulting a potential of 104 time share units. 

The Californian Hotel, presently offers lower-cost room rentals, largely as a result of the 
structures advanced age and deteriorated condition. The proposed improvements, along 
with the conversion to time-share units will essentially remove the over-night 
accommodations from the category lower-coast facilities, and thus have the effect of 
reducing the ability of all income ranges of the public to fully access this portion of the 
City's coastal zone. 

The Commission therefore finds that the approval of the project is not in conformance with 
the public access standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program. The Appellant's 
contention does therefore raise a substantial issue with respect to the public access 
standards of the City's certified Local Coastal Program and the Coastal Act. 

• 

• 
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Figure 10 
Project Design for Californian Hotel. Southeast and southwest elevations 

Counesy David VanHoy, 83 Architecrs +Planners 
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Plate 1. 35 State Street. Facing southwest. Photograph by A C. Cole, July 1997 
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Plate 2 36 State Street. Facing southeast Photograph by A C. Cole, July 1997 
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Per your request, Commission sWf bas miowed \he co :r.ont: pezmirdag • ·- •. 
· ~· La Entrada 

j~ issues reaarding 1bc propen!es located at inlcrsccdoD of State 511\:Cta:ad. Page 1 Ff 3 
Mason Sts:oet u dl.own in exht'bb 1. . ; . · • . . 
Based on~ euttCAt a4opced Post-Certi:ficatioa Map for~ Cily of S.m.~ Jiu:s' 
B ad C au located enrirely ouzsick of the Co.-! Co ·oa.•r rctalne4 penzdt.aad 
appW.jurisdicrioas. Dcwlopmea.t em meso pamls -wo require a coaaa1 ~ 
pe.anit from 1be City ot S:an.ta Barbtn- Sfle A is bisect by lbt Commfssioa:s appeal 
ju:Udiction boa.mdary IS sho'Ml Oil the City's po.st•LCP • 'OJl map (Ghibit 2). aDd 
since the buiJ4iDs proposed on sHe A iuitu~ on p ny bolh U&side and outside o£ 
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lt is our \1114~ that dntlop~ of 1113 sira is 
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Coastal Propam A.aal:Yst 
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September 2, 1999 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
San Buenaventura, CA 93001 
[BY HAND DELIVERY) 

EXHIBrr NO. 1 

A-4-SBC.:.:99-200 

La Entrada 

CALIFOflNlA 
COASTAL COMMtSSIOH ..-r'l' 

SOUTH CENTRAL COASt Ol.-n-• 

Re: APPEAL TO 1HE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION- PROPOSED 
ENTRADA PROJECT (Application No. 4-SBC-99-018) (Local Permit No. CDP-
99-0013) 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

Enclosed herewith you will find the original appeal to the California Coastal 
Commission of the Santa Barbara City Council's. approval of a coastal development 
permit for the proposed Entrada project in the City of Santa Barbara. Pursuant to the • 
Commission's regulations, appellants, Citizens Planning Association· and League of . 
Women Voters, will notify interested parties within one week oftoday's filing. The Hst 
of interested parties (attached to the appeal) was obtained from the City of Santa Barbara 
Clerk's files.. · 

Appellants respectfully request that this matter be scheduled for the October . 
hearing in a location close to Santa B&rbn in order to maximize public participatioll a 
required by the Coastal Act. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please call if you have any questions.. 

Sincerely, 

~~serian 
Staff Attorney 

enc 
cc: Citizens Planning Association 

League of Women Voters of Santa Barbara 

• 
906 GARDEN ST, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 • (805) 963-1622 FAX: (805) 962-3152 E-MAIL: edc@rain.orc ~ 

31 N. OAK ST, VENTURA, CA 93001 • (805) 643-6147 FAX: (805) 643-6148 E-MAIL: edcvent@west..ner 'lt;J 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT · 
DECISION OF LOCAL mvERIIMENT 

Ceo..1ssfoh Fo~ D) 

Page 2 of 19 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL CoMMIS510N 

. SOUTH CENTRAl COAST DIS11UCT 
Pl11s1 Rtvftw Attached Appeal Jnfo~tton Shttt Prtor To CDip1ettng 
This Fona. 

SECTION J. ARP•Jltnt,al 
Mime, aatltng address and ttltPhont number of IPPI11ant(s):. 

1. . Cit 1 zens Planning Associa·t.i on, 916·-·sa rden Street 2 Santa BarbaraCA 9310 
; I • rl (805} 966-3979 

2. teagu~ ol ~omen Vo t;rs of Santa Qatba ri 1? 17 -A De Ll. yj oa Street 
Santa ar ara, cAztp 31of . · Arll Codt Phone llo. 
( 805) 965-2422 .. . . 
SECTION JI. Dects1pn lrtag ~taltd 

1. N..- of 1oca11port 
governatnt: City of Santa Bathara · :; 

2. BrJet destrtJtton of dtYtlODMnt bttna. 
aDUaled· Redevfi!l opment of' tnree maJor 7b1 ocks of ~ropertfes at the .. 
,~~erseet1on of State st. an~ Ma§Hn St. with 1otal of 17,53Z square 
feet of cOMMerciSI r~ta1i uses and 81 vacat1on ownersR1p unit~ • 

.. 
a. Approval; no special condtttons: ________ _ 

b. APPr9Va1 wtth lp";1a1 eondtttons:_x ______ _ 
c. Denfal : ________________ _ 

Note: For jurhdtcttont w1th a total LCP, dental 
dtchto"s by a local govtrnatnt cannot be appnliCI unltu 
the dtvelopment 1$ a 11jor energy or publtc works project. 
Dtntal dtc1stons by port governments are not appealable. 

to aE aJfLnEo n COMMISSION:· 
APPEAL NO: ______ _ 

DATE FILED:. _____ _ 

DISTRICT:. _____ _ 

HS: 4/88 
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• 

·s. Dectston bt1ng apptaltd was .. d, bJ (check ont): &&~· 
SEP 02~9l_9~ a. __ Planntng Dtrtctor/Zontng c. --Planntng_C0..1sstoa 

. Aclta1nhtrator 
~ 

b • .!..cny CouncU/Iolrd of ·et. _:.othtr._____ COASTAL COMMISSION 
Supervt aors . 5ount CENTRAl COASI OISTIIC.J. · 

6. Date of local ptrNIInt't clechton: August 17, 1999 

1. Loc&1 governaent•s fUt nUibtr ctf lftJ): CDP99-0013 

SECTION UJ. Identtrtcatt• pf other .tnterea*M ''t'DDI 

Ght the n•s and addrtnts of the following P&rttes. (Use 
addt tt onal paper as nt.CJIJ..JT.J! ) . ;; · . , , 

a. l~me and .at1tng address of penatt appltcant: 

• 

~flliam Leyy/iji]liam Medel, S.B. Beach eropetties. l.P., 120 El Pas 
Santa Ba.rbara, CA 93101 I Redevelopment Agencx. City. of s·anta Barba 
P. 0 Box ]990, saata Si~~iPi; C~ 93912 

b. • ... , and •Utng addresses as available of t~st who test1fltd · 
(tither verbally or tn wrtttng) at the ctty/c~unty/~rt •eartng(s). 
Include other parttes whtch you tnow to bt tnterestld and should 
rtce.tve notice of thh appeal. , . 
(1) See Attached List of Interested Persons received 

from City of Santa B~rbara Cleik's files . 
• . Lilli 

. (2>-·------------~----------·~; --------------
,,, ____________________________________ __ 

(4>---------------------------------------

SECTION IV. ltii_QDs SuaDOri1DI IbSI Agp11l 

Note: Appeals of local aovern~ent coastal per~tt dec1stons art·· 
11•1ttd by a Ylr1tty ~f factors and requtr ... nts of the COastal 
Act •. Please revtew the appeal 1nfontitton shttt for aashtance 
in coapleting th1s stctton; which conttnuts on the next pag~. 

• 

• 



' f. • _,. · ...... ..... 

• 

• 

• 
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Nott: Tht above dtscr1ptton nted not bt a CQIDlttt or exhaustive 
statt11nt of your ttlsons of appeal; hovtYtr. there .ust bt 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal ts 
a11owtd by law. The appellant, subsequent to ftltng the appeal • .., 
submit additional tnfon~atton to the staff and/or CO..tsaton to 
support the appeal rtquest. 

SECTION Y. tarttf1cat1on 

Tht tnformat1on and facts stated above art correct to the btst of 
If/our knowledge. 

t . . . 
.. 

ture of Appella~t(s) or 
Authortzed Agent 

Datt ·~·/Cf?q 
NOTE: lf stgntd by •vent. appellant(s) 

.vat also stgn below. 

lect1on yi. Aatnt Authpr1zat1QD 

1/tlt hereby authorize m, ~·e&r\. to act •• :{/our 
:~~tntattve .,.d to iiiil /us-~ ell ... t~ters concerning th s 

/·/('~~/J;}~t/,:t;(\)(j_,i~ _. ~ct>(\-
~ ~lJ~ >=sfoftltU11ant(~ 

Do.+e. q/'/(i2 O.tt ___ 9~\..:..\ 4\~'39.~. ----
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California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
San Buenaventura, CA 93001 
(BY BAND DELIVERY] 
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~rORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SOUTH CENTRAl COASt DISliiCI 

Re: APPEAL TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION- PROPOSED 
ENTRADA PROJECT (Application No. 4-SBC-99..018) (Local Permit No. CDP·99-
0013) 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

A. INTRODUCI10N 

CCI'IZENS PLANNING ASSOCIATION (CPA) and LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
OF SANTA BARABARA (L WVSB). appeal the City of Santa Barbara's approval of a Coastal 
Development Pennit (CDP) for the proposed Entrada Project (Application No. 4-SBC-99-018) 
(Locai.Pennit No. CDP-99-0013) on three square blocks oflower State Street in the City of 
Santa Barbara. The proposed development will block the public's views of the Riviera mel . 
mountains and ocean ftom the project site, State Street, Cabrillo Boulevard and the beach 8lell.. 

·Other alternatives have been proposed that wouid be more compatible With the lower State Street 
. and Waterfront area. Despite the efforts of CPA and LWVSB, the City of Santa Barbara aad the 
property owners refuse to reduce the significant mitigable impacts on views, traffic and ~ 
resources and the intensification of development in the lower State Street and Cabrillo Boulcvlrc:l 
areas. 

The proposed project involves the development of three major blocks of properties at the 
intersection of State &treet and Mason Street with a total of 17,532 square feet of commercial · 
retail uses and 81 time-share units. The 81 time-share units each have a lockout unit, thereby 
providing for the possibility of a total of 162 units. The new total square footage of the project is 
approximately 181,000 square feet, excluding the existing Californian Hotel. (City Planning Staff 
Report, pages 17-18.) However, only 210 parking spaces are proposed. 

Public right-of-way alterations are also proposed, including a reconfiguration of on-street 
parking on Mason Street and Helena Avenue which reduces the number of on-street parking 
spaces, a widening of the sidewalk into the public right-of-way while allowing the proposed 
project to encroach into the required setback, a narrowing of State Street to Cabrillo Boulevard 
and other alterations. A traffic signal is proposed at the intersection of State Street and Mason 
Street, and a condition of approval of the project is that the property owner shall make a 

906 GARDEN ST, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 • (805) 963-1622 FAX: (805} 962-3152 E-MAIL: edc@rafn..of'l 
31 N. OAK ST, VENTURA, CA 93001 • (805) 643-6.147 FAX: (805} 643-6148 E-MAIL: edcvent@west.ner 
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Appeal from Coastal Development Permit Decision: Entrada Project 
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monetary contribution towards the cost of two traffic signals along Cabrillo Boulevard at 
Anacapa and Chapala Streets, directly east and west of the project site. 

A 2,500 square foot Visitor Information Center (VIC) is also proposed, in addition to tfae 
132,000 square feet of commercial and time--share uses, along State Street adjacent to the railroad 
tracks. The VIC would provide its required parking across State Street within the surface parkiag 
lot previously approved for 125 State Street as part of a separate CDP fortheRailroadDepot 
Improvement Project. 

The first Initial Study for the proposed project was completed in December 1998 and 
concluded that the proposed project could have potentially significant impacts and that an 
Environmental Impact Repoit (EIR) would need to be prepared pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, the City failed to prepare an EIR for the 
proposed project. In January 1999, the City prepared and released a Revised Initial Study and 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) with the conclusion that the project impacts wen 
"significant but avoidable." This conclusion was based on a new mitigation measure that allowed 
project changes to be made at a later time. During the following two months, the City pruceecJed 
to negotiate the terms and ·design of the proposed project and mitigation measures aad to 
characterize the process as "environmental review." 

On April6, 1999, Environmental Defense Center (EDC) informed the City that after-tbe- . 
fact environmental review violated CEQA and that newly proposed project changes must be 
subject to environmental r~view. EDC informed the City that project changes must be made or 
agreed to J!!i!lr to the release of a proposed MND and that deferral to later administrative 
proceedings is prolubited" Consequently, EDC informed the City that a new Initial Study must be 
prepared to determine whether an MND or EIR. was appropriate for the project. 

On May 5, 1999. the City revised and re--circulated the Draft MND with additiOJIII project 
changes. However, the proposed project continued to change haphazardly and without proper 
environmental' review. The proposed project remains excessively large, bulky and intrusive with 
significant impacts to the Waterfront area. 

As stated herein, the City's approval of the Entrada project violates the California Coastal 
Act and the City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program (LCP) because: 

(1) The proposed Entrada project fails to protect public views from and to the coastal 
area; 

(2) The proposed Entrada project will cause a major increase in traffic and congestion in 
the Waterfront area; 

(3) The proposed Entrada project fails to provide adequate parking in the proposed 
project area; 
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( 4) The proposed Entrada project. will negatively impact parking and circulation iD 
adjoining neighborhoods; 

(5) The proposed Entrada project fails to address the resoprce protection policies af'tlle 
City's certified LCP; 

( 6) The .proposed Entrada project improperly replaces low-cost resideutial units with 
expensive time-share units and high intensity development. · 

. B. PROCEDURALCONSIDERATIONS 

1. Timing and Eligibility 

CPA and L WVSB file this appeal ori September 2, 1999 which is the to• working day 
after the California Coastal Commission's August 19, 1999 receipt of the City of S~ Barbara• a 
notice of final action on the CDP (Local Permit No. CDP99-00p) for the proposed Entrada 
project. (See 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 13110.) Pursuant to the Coastal Act, CPA 8DCl 
LWVSB are aggrieved persons eligible to appeal to the Coastal Commission because CPA~ 

• 

. L WVSB, in person or through representatives, appeared at public hearings of the C"rty of Santa · • 
Barbara in connection with the decision of the Planning Commission and the City Council to 
approve the CDP and, prior to such hearings, informed the City of the nature of their COIICCIDS. 

(Coastal Act§ 30525.1
) Moreover, CPA and LWVSB exhausted all local appeals by appealing 

the Planning Co~ssion's decision to the Santa Barbara City Council. (See 14 Cal. AdmiD.. 
Code Section 13 i 11 and 13573.) Within one week of filing an appeal to the Coastal Comndssioll,. 
CPA and L WVSB will notify interested persons and the City of Santa Barbara. (14 Cal. Admin 
Code Section 13111(c).) 

l. California Coastal Commission Jurisdiction 

The City of Santa Barbara approved a CDP (CDP99-0013) pursuant to the California 
Coastal Act to allow for the proposed development within the appealable (Site A) and non
appealable (Sites Band C, including the Visitor Information Center), jurisdictions of the Coastal 
Zone. The City also approved the proposed State Street right-of-way alterations within the 
appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone under Section 28.45.009 of the Santa Barbara 
Municipal Code. 

Although development on sites B and C requires a CDP from the City of Santa Barbara_ 
sites B and C may be located outside the Coastal Commission's permit and appeal jurisdictions 
under the current adopted Post-Certification Map for the City of Santa Barbara and pursuant to 
the Coastal Commission's letter dated September 23, 1998. (Exhibit A: Coastal Commission 

1 1 Coastal Act citations are located in the California Public Resources Code. • 
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Letter, September 23, 1998.) However, impacts of development on sites B and C that impact 
coastal resources may also be considered by the Commission on appeal. Some aspects of the 
project may influence the Commission to look at the project as a whole. For example, if23% of 
the parking is inside the appealable zone, and the rest is outside the appealable zone. the 
Commission may consider the parking as a whole. · 

Site A is situated on property both inside and outside of the appeal zone. If a 
development is proposed partly on the portion of the parcel defined as appealable, 8nd partly 011 

the remainder of the parcel, then the entire development is subject to the Commission~s 
jurisdiction to the extent that it has an impact that is inseparable from the impact of the portion of 
the development being reviewed within the appeal area. (See CCC Letter, page 4.) 

· Consequently, the entire development on site A is appealable to the Coastal Commission. The 
proposed State Street right-of-way alterations are also within the appealable jurisdiction of the 
Coastal Zone under Section 28.45.009 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code, as certified by the 
CCC. -

Finally, in determining whether a proposed development is in conformity with the certified 
local coastal program (LCP), the CommiSsion may consider aspects of the project other than 
those identified by CPA and L WVSB in the appeal itself: and may ultimately change COilditiODS of 
approval or deny the permit altogether. 

C. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Standard of review for appeal of a local agency's approval of a CDP is whether tfae 
development conforms to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program (LCP) aad 
the public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act. (Coastal Act§ 30603.) 

D. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 

1. THE PROPOSED ENTRADA PROJECT FAH..S TO PROTECT PUBUC VIEWS · 
FROM AND TO THE COASTAL AREA 

The proposed development significantly and negatively impacts views from site A and 
public areas such as State Street, Cabrillo Boulevard and the beach area. The Coastal Act states 
that "[t]he scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect 
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural Janel 
forms. to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feas1bl'4 to 
restore and enhance visual quality in ~sually degraded areas." (Pub. Res. Code§ 30251.) 

The City of Santa Barbara's LCP furthers the Coastal Act's goals of protecting views. 
· LCP Policy 9.1 protects views in the waterfront area by requiring development restrictions such 
as height limits, building orientation, and setback requirements. LCP Policy 9.1 states that "the 
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existing views to. from and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas sbaiJ be protected, praenecl 
and enhanced" by requiring view easements or corridors in new developments or specific 
development restrictions such as additional building height limits. buildins orientation. aad. 
setback requirements for new development. · 

Likewise, according to the City's LCP Implementation (which was certified by the 
Commission on November 12, 1986), vistas of the ocean, harbor and J1101111tgins fiom State ml 
CabriUo streets must be carefully considered, maintained and, where feasibl~ enhanced. (LCP 
Implementation, page 118.) Specific actions that the City must take to protect and enhallc::etbele 
vistas are maintaining appropriate building setbacks, providing view·corridors. incorporatirJg 
existing skyline trees and avoiding bulky •. massive structures. (ldJ According to tbe LCP 
Implementation of Waterfront Guidelines, which are incorporated in the certified LCP 
Implementation, all parking facilities should be Screened from view from public streets, the 
railroad tracks and adjacent properties, especially in mixed-use areas. (ld.. at 120.) 

LCP·Policy 12.2 states that new developments within the City's Water &om Area s1tall be 
evaluated as to a project's impact on the area's openness, lack of congestion, naturaiDess and · 
rhythm. Also, LCP Policy 9.2 creates a special design district in the Waterfront area and requires 
adherence to waterfront area design guidelines. "Openness" descnbes the special qualities of tbe 
Santa Barbara Waterfront with qnl'mpaired views Q/tbe shoreline andmountqjns. (LCP 
Implementation, page 133.) The LCP specifically describes openness as "minimizing visual 
impacts ofbuilding density, seal~ mass and height." (LCP, page 192.) 1beretbre, in protectin& 
enhancing and restoring openness, building density, seal~ mass and height are the most importa:at 
elements to redu~ and low scale commercial structures are in keeping with low scale residences. 
(LCP Implementation, page 133-134.) Also, views are "the most iQ~portant dimepsion or 
naturalness," the third of the City's requirements for new development in the Waterfiont area. 
"These views are to the ocean, other points along the waterfront, and to the foothills and 
mountqins." {ld.. at 135.) 

Tlr.ese criteria tl1'e btJSed on visual resources which presently exist: openness, Jack of 
congestion, naturalness and rhythm. Policy 12.2 requires that the impact of new development be 
evaluated with respect to those resources. The Coastal Plan Implementation Report develops 
specific means to accomplish the policies of maintaining existing views and vistas, open space IDd 
existing height and setback requirements. The City of Santa Barbara Municipal Code section 
governing the Hotel and Related Commerce zone in the Coastal Zone, or HRC-ll zone, which 
was certified by the CCC, implements these policies through both height and setback 
requirements. The HRC-ll zone requires a 10 foot front yard setback for one story buildinp less 

. than 1 S feet in height and a 20 foot front yard setback for taller buildings with no provisions for 
modifications of such requirements. (See Exhibit B: SBMC § 28.22.060 as certified by CCC in 
LCP Implementation, page 69-71.) Since the ordinance does not provide for variations in setbacks 
based on heights of portions of buildings, a 20-f'oot setback requirement is required for the entire 
building. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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The first Initial Study identified potentially significant unavoidable impacts to public seeniC' 
vistas and visual character and quality. The first Initial Study identified a possible demonstrable 
negative aesthetic effect in that the proposed project could be inconsistent with local IDCf State 
view policies, including the design and visual guidelines and criteria of the Local Coastal Program. 
(First Initial Study, December 3, 1998, page 6.) 

The Second Revised Initial Study (SRIS) admits that the proposed project may flave 
adverse impacts to public scenic vistas and visual character and quality, but that the potentially · 
adverse impacts are anticipated to be less than significant for CEQA purposes. (See SRIS. 
January 13, 1999, pages 6-12.) However, the proposed project contained only minor revisimls 
that did nothing to protect views and aesthetics. (See Exhibit C.) The project applicaut 
Submitted landscaping, right-of-way improvements, and minor building ~e variations, 
including a small additional setback (which still encroaches into the setback required by the 
Municipal Code and certified by the CCC) and a height variation (will still include two and three 
story buildings which block most, if not all, views of the Riviera and mountains). Moreover. the 
City's finding that the impacts may be less than significant for CEQA purposes is not the same aa 
finding consistency with the City of Santa Barbara's LCP . 

The proposed project's bulkiness, height and density clearly have a negative effect on 
views which is inconsistent with openness and naturalness as required by section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act, the City's LCP policies 9.1 and 12.2 and respective implementation requirements. 
Views from site A, State Str~ Cabrillo Boulevard and the ocean are impacted by development ..... 
on sites B and C. 

The buildings on Sites B and C block views of the Riviera and the mountaias. The 
proposed buildings on Site B are three stories in height with only a narrow glimpse of the 
mountain tops over a bridge between the two buildings. Moreover, this view can only be seeD 

from· a narrow and particular v~tage point. The views of the mountain tops are completely 
blocked from most vantage points, and the views of the Riviera are completely blocked from 
every vantage point. The proposed buildings on Site C are three stories in height with a partial 
view of the mountain tops in between the buildings and a total blockage of views of the Riviera 
from every vantage point. The applicant's photographs of the proposed development on site! B 
and C show that seventy (70) to ninety (90) percent of the views of the mountains are blocked. 
Moreover, the proposed development on site A includes two three-story buildings adjacent to the 
existing Californian Hotel which will remain four stories tall. 

The proposed project also includes extensive placement of building and arcade areas 
within the required setback along State and Mason Streets, thus exacerbating the impacts to views 
and openness. The existing Californian Hotel on site A has no setbacks on either street. and the 
proposed three story additions also propose zero setbacks. Of the approximately 20,800 square 
feet (sq. ft.) of proposed building on site A, a total of2,523 sq. ft., or 12% of the area, would be- " 
located within the required 20-foot building setback. (See Exhibit D: Planning Commission Staff 
Report, June 24, 1999, page 17-19.) Of the approximately 56,400 sq. ft. of new building area 011 
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site B, a total of7,154 sq. ft., or 13%, would be IOca.ted within the required 20-foot setbact. Of 
the approximately 104,00 sq. ft. of proposed building on site C, approximately 12,642 sq. tl or 
120/e would be located within the 20-foot required setback. These extensive setbaclt . 
encroachments do not protect public vistas and visual resources and quality and vioiate the City11s : 
Code which is part ofits certified LCP. 

Finally, NQ analysis was conducted on view blockage resulting from the cumulative 
impact of build-out adjacent to the proposed development in this Waterfront area. Build-out oC 
adjacent properties would fall under the same development standards as the proposed EDtrada 
project and could result in buildings of up to 45 feet in hei~ and complete blockage of all~ 
Also, NQ engineered view corridor study was submitted, nor any analysis at all of the impacts oa 
the view corridor from the proposed development, including the narrowing of State Street. 

. "' 
The proposed project significantly and negatively impacts views from site A and public . 

areas such as State Street, Cabrillo Boulevard and the beach area. This blockage is iDconlistent 
with the Coastal Act, LCP policies requiring protection of views of the foothills and~ 
and setback requirements as certified by the CCC. · 

2.· THE PROPOSED ENTRADA PROJECT WILL CAUSE A MAJOR INCREASE 
IN TRAFFIC AND CONGESTION IN THE WATERFRONT AREA 

The proposed development, including the narrowing of State Street, .wiD create a Jmior 
increase in traffic and congestion in the Waterfront area, including State Street and CabriiiO 
Boulevard. The Coastal Act stites that new or expanded public works &cilities shaD be deliallld 
and limited to accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted. (Coastal Act 
§30254.) The City's Local Coastal Plan states that new development within the Caty•s Watediu.at ; 
Area shall be evaluated as to a project~s impact upon the area's ognness. lack ofconzytion. 
naturalness and rhythm. (LCP Policy 12.2.) The focus of this section is the proposed Entrada 
project's inconSistency with the LCP, s requirements of openness and lack of congestion. 

"The sense of openness in the Waterfront is unquestionably enhanced by a relative lack of 
congestion." (LCP Implementation, pages 13 3-134.) In the LCP, lack of congestion is described 
as "protecting and maintaining the status of Cabrillo Boulevard as a scenic drive and grand " 
boulevard by controlling adjacent land uses so that they neither directly or indirectly exit onto 
Cabrillo Boulevard so as to cause a need for additional traffic signals." (LCP page 192.) 
Likewise, the Implementation of the LCP recognizes that "motorists can drive along leisurely and 
enjoy the view, unimpeded by cross traffic or stop lights." (LCP Implementation, page 134.) 

The proposed development will directly and negatively impact the area's openness and \.. 

• 

• 

. lack of congestion. The proposed development includes public-right-of-way alterations, including 
a reconfiguration of on-street parking on Mason Street and Helena Avenue, a widening of the • 
sidewalk along State Street to approximately 15-25 feet in width, and the narrowing of State 
Street to one lane of vehicular travel in each direction along the project frontage to Cabrillo 
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Boulevard, including a delineation of exclusive right tum lanes from State Street onto Mason 
Street and a prohibition ofleft tuns onto Mason Street from State Street. A traffic signal is . 
proposed at the intersection of State Street and Mason Street. Moreover, the Resolution of the It 

Santa Barbara City Council conditions the approval of the proposed project on the potential for 
another new signal. Condition D .3. states that prior to recordation of the Ymal Subdivision Map 
for the project, the owner shall enter into a written agreement with the City that the owner sball · 
make a monetary co.ntribution towards the projected cost of the installation of traffic signala along 
Cabrillo ·Boulevard at Anacapa and Chapala Streets, if the City installs these traffic signals withia 
five years of the date of project approval. The project description and conditions are directly " 
inconsistent with the City of Santa Barbarays LCP. · 

The proposed right-of-way alterations and the development of three square blocks of 
J · lower State Street will create a major increase in traffic on State Street, Cabrillo Boulevard aud 

adjacent neighborhoods. However, the City of Santa Barbara claims that the proposed 
development will decrease traffic congestion by generating fewer vehicle trips than the existing 

v uses! There are three significant reasons which support denying the CDP for the proposed 
Entrada project . 

First, the City's standard of a significant effect on traffic is when the level of service at a 
traffic signal rises above· level C (good) (a delay of 1 S .1 to 25 se(X)nds ). Currently, the signal at 
Cabrillo Boulevard and State Street operates at a level of service ofD (fair) orE (poor) (a delay 
of2S.l to 60 seconds). Consequently, there is substantial evidence that, even without the 
proposed development, State Street and Cabrillo Boulevard already operate with high levels of 
traffic with frequent bumper-to-burriper delays and severe traffic congestion at the traffic sigaal It 
the intersection of State Street and Cabrillo Boulevard. Additional development will only " 
exacerbate the problem. 

Second, the proposed project will negatively impact the level of service or traffic delay at 
the Cabrillo Boulevard and State Street intersection, a major route of public access to coastal 
resources. The SRIS admits that the narrowing of State Street from four l~es to two lanes will 
create a situation where State Street will still deliver more cars at the signal than Cabrillo .._ 
Boulevard can handle. The delay will degrade the status of Cabrillo Boulevard by creating a 
"need" for additional traffic signals. 

Third, the SRIS finding that the proposed project has a less than significant impact on 
traffic is· erroneously based on traffic calculations that an average business would generate in the 
area today. The project applicant erroneously based the analysis of"existing uses" on an analysis 
of what is permitted on the site, rather than the current uses or level of occupancy. Howeva-,. 
CEQA requires an analysis of the traffic based on the current existing use ·of the site. Rather than 
basing conclusions on existing conditions; the City used Institute of Trafijc Engineers (ITE) trip 
generation rates for hotels and shopping centers to estimate the number of trips associated with 
existing land use~. Analysis using actual existing conditions would show that current traftic levels ~ . 
from the project are lower than stated and that the traffic impact from the proposed development · 
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will be considerably significant. For example, the City used a report stating tbat the existiDa 
Californian Hotel produces 856 trips per day. (Exhibit E: Traffic and Parking Study, Kaku and 
Associates, Augu~ 1998, page 21.) However, the Californian Hotet bas not operated as a busy 
96 room hotel for years, and when the hotel did operate, many of its clients could not afford carL 

Current traffic levels are undoubtedly less than estimated by the City and the applicant's 
consultant. 

However, even with an analysis using what is permitted on site, the City" erroneously 
determined that the proposed project wiD not generate new vehide trips to the area. Accontillg 
to the Kaku study, if the City pennits 96 rooms on site, there wiD be 856 trips per day. Here. the 

. project proposes 81 time share units, each with a lockout unit, thereby providing for the 
possibility of a total of 162 transient lodging units. Clearly, 162 units that may be occ:upied by 
multiple persons and additional commercial development increase the number of possible vehicle ..,. 
trips per day to a significant level. · .. 

In Bel Mar EstateS v. California Coastal Commission, (1981) 115 Cal.App.3d 936, 941. 
171 Cal.Rptr. 773, 776, the court upheld the commission's denial of a permit for a proposed 
development that would create a major increase in traffic using Pacific Coast Highway. Tbe court 
noted that the record showed that, without the proposed development, Pacific Coast Hiahway is • 
already overused, with frequent bumper·to-bumper delays. ~ Id.. Citing the Coastal Act 
·section 30254, the court said that the commission properly regarded that effect as requiriDa a 
denial of the proposed development. Here, the Commission may properly deny the coastal 
development permit for the proposed Entrada project based on the record which shows that ? 

Cabrillo Bo~evard is already congested. • 

3. THE PROPOSED ENTRADA PROJECT FAILS TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE 
PARKING 

a. The Proposed Entrada Project Fails to Provide Adequate Parking in tile Proposed 
Project Area 

The proposed development on site A will create a major impact on parking in the coastal 
zone. The Coastal Act states that the location and amount of new development should maintain 
and enhance public access to the coast by ( 1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit 
service, (2) providing commercia.I facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other · 
areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, ( 4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means or 
serving the development with public transportation. (Coastal Act § 30252.) 

The proposed Entrada project involves the loss of public on·street parking and the 
generation of new parking demand which is inconsistent with several parking policies in the LCP. • 
LCP Policy 3.3 states that "new development proposals within the coastal zone which could 
generate new recreational users (residents or visitors) shall provide adequate off-street parking to 
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serve the present and future needs of the development." LCP Policy 4 .2( 4) requires new visitor
serving development to provide adequate off-street parking to serve the needs generated by the 
development. LCP Policy 1J .5 requires all new development in the waterftont area to provide 
adequate off-street parking "to fully meet their peak needs." Moreover, parking needs for 
individual developments shall be evaluated on a site-specific basis and at minimum be ccmsistent 
with City Ordinance requirements. (LCP Policy 11.5.) 

The policies of the Circulation Element provide direction to reduce the amcnmt ot 
vehicular trips in the City. The City's Circulation Element (which was certified as part of the 
City's LCP by the Coastal Commission) clearly states that the City has a peak period parking 
shortage and that the downtown and waterfront areas hav~ the greatest parking demand. (See 
Goal 7.) The Santa Barbara Municipal Code requires a ratio of one hotel room to one parkilliJ ·'
space and one parking space rej,lacement on street for one removed. (Santa Barbara MUDicipal 
Code (SBMC) §28.90.1 OOG)(1 0).) Also, the code requires one space for every 250 square feet af 
commercial space. (SBMC §28.90.1 00(1).) Notably, the parking requirement for a restaurant ill 
the same area is 1 space for every 3 seats for the restaurant and 1 space for every 250 square feet 
for the bar area. (See Exhibit F: Santa Barbara City StaffReport for development at Ill State 
Street.) . 

In Liberty v. California Coastal Commission (App. 4 Dist. 1980) 170 Cal.Rptr. 247, 113 
Cal.App.3d 491, the court upheld the Commission•s imposition of parking regulations as a 
condition to granting a permit application to construct a restaurant in order to provide adequate 
parking for customers using the restaurant. Parking for the area was a matter of proper concern 
for the Commission pursuant to section 30252 of the Coastal Act. ~ Id... at 498. The proposed 
restaurant was to contain 5,432 sqQare feet of floor space and 56 parking spaces. See l!L at 495. 
The court found that given need (or more parking in the area, the Commission's decision was ~, 
reasonable. See Id.. at 499. 

Here, the proposed Entrada project fails to provide parking for even the minimal needs 
generated by the development. First, the Mitigated Negative Declaration clearly and 
inconsistently stated that a more appropriate method of estimating parking demand is "to use the 
avera~e rate of a shopping center of a similar size." (See Exhibit G: Initial Study, May. 5, 1999, 
page 40, Approved by Planning Commission July I, 1999.) Instead, the City should have 
analyzed the Jl§.fik. parJPng needs generated by the proposed Entrada project, in accordance with. 
LCP Policy 11.5. 

Second, the proposed development consists of approximately 17,532 square feet or 
commercial space and 162 time-share units with a total of 210 parking spaces. According to the · 
City Code and LCP, however, the proposed project must provide at least 232 parking spaces. " · 
Considering site. A alone, the proposed new development on site A is approximately 5,368 square 
feet of commercial space and 52 time-share units with only 17 parking spaces. Again, site A must 
provide at least 73 parking spaces .. The proposed development is clearly inconsistent with the 
Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program, including the Circulation Element that was certified by 

•• r." 
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the Commission, because the proposed development fails to provide parking to meet its liSA ...... 
needs. 

Third, the City minimizes the parking needs of the project by relying on the potential 
mixed use on the property, the availability of transit to the project site, and the proximity oftbe 
site to adjacent commercial and recreational areas. (See SRIS, pages 39-42 and Appendix G.) 
However, the proposed parking on site A and site B is for the exclusive use of the tiJne..share" 
units. The proposed parking on Site C is for the exclusive use of the time-share units aDd for 
retail uses and may be limited to 75 minutes. Clearly, the proposed project fails to provide 
parking to meet the peak needs generated by the development. 

The proposed Entrada project is a massive development of three blocks oflower State 
Street that will generate new users to both the projeet site and the lower State Street area. & 
peqk cqpqcity, the prQJJOSed project will not have adequate parking. The failure to provide 
adequate parking is inconsistent with the Coastal Act, the City's LCP, the Circulation Element 
and implementing regulations. 

b. The Proposed Eatrada Project Will Negatively Impact Parkiaa and Caraalatioa ill 
Adjoiaiag Neighborhoods 

The proposed project is inconsistent with the surrounding residential neighborboocfs. Ill 
addition to the parking needs required by sites A, B, and C, a 2,500 square foot VIsitor 
Information Center (VIC) is also proposed within the proposed project along State Street 
adjacent to. the railroad tracks. Parking for the proposed VIC would occur acros.t Stilt< Strgt 
within the surface City parking lot previously approved for 125 State Street as part of a separate .., 
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the Railroad Depot Improvement Project. The proposed 
parking presents two significant problems. 

First, the environmental review for the proposed Entrada project was prepared piecemeal 
by suggesting that the requirement for parking is satisfied through a completely unrelated project 
and unrelated CDP. The CDP for the Railroad Depot Improvement Project did not contain an 
analysis of parking with respect to the needs generated by the proposed Entrada project or vice
versa. The LCP requires a spe<;ific and thorough analysis of the present, future, and peak paitdng· v 

needs generated by a particular development. 

Second, the suggested parking for the VIC would occur on the opposite side of State 
Street. The traffic implications ofthe.proposed development were not adequately analyzed. On 
one occasion, the City suggested that left turns off of State Street would be prohibited so as not 
to cause a traffic jam. However, after the public raised concerns about diverting traffic to 

• 

• 

adjoining neighborhoods, the City suggested that left turns off of State Street would be \. • 
acceptable. 



,, . . . 
.. 

• 

• 

• 

Appeal from Coastal Development Permit Decision: Entrada Project 
September 2, 1999 
Page 12 

Page 16 of 19 

Finally, the City did not analyze the increased congestion and traffic impacts t&at will 
result from requiring visitors to walk across highly traveled State Street to access the VIC aad die "" 
rest of the Entrada project. 

LCP Policy 5.3 requires new development adjacent to existing residential Deighbodioods 
.• to be compatible in terms of scale, size, and design with the prevailing character of the established 

neighborhood. New development which would result in an overburdening of public circulation 
and on-street parking resources of existing residential neighborhoods sluJ/11101 be pennitletL 
(See Exhibit H.) (See also SRIS, pages 37-39 and June 18, 1999 memorandum from the 
Transportation Division, included as Appendix G ofResponses to Comments on SRIS.) The 
proposed Entrada proj~ will clearly impact the surrounding neighborhoods, as evidenced by the 
addition of new traffic lights and increased traffic congestion and visitors. The adjoining \.. 
neighborhoods will be used as overflow parking for the proposed Entrada project and the 
additional users that the proposed project generates. Clearly, the City failed to conduct a proper 
analysis and failed to meet the requirements of the LCP. 

4o THE ENTRADA PROJECT FAll..S TO ADDRESS THE RESOURCE 
PROTECTION POUCIES OF THE CITY'S CERTD'IED LCP 

The proposed development on site A is inconsistent with the Coastal Act~ tbr 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Section 30240{b) of the Coastal Act states that 
development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas. and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat areas. 

,.The proposed development on site A is also inconsistent with LCP Policies 6.8 and 6.10. 
LCP Policy 6.8 states that the "riparian resources, biological productivity, and water quality of tile 
city's coastal zone creeks shall be maintained, preserved, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.."' 
LCP Policy 6.10 states that the "City shall require a setback buffer for native vegetation betweea 
the top of the bank and any proposed project. The setback will vary depending upon the 
conditions of the site and the environmental impact of the proposed project." According to the 
LCP Implementation Creek Guidelines, any new development along Mission Creek will adhere to 
the twenty-five foot setback established in the Mission Creek Ordinance, Section 28.87.250. 
Any drainage directed to the creek shall be in non-erosive devices with energy dissipaters at creek 
outfall areas. 

Despite the Coastal Act and LCP policies, the City ignored the biological resources in j_ 

Mission Creek, which is adjacent to Site A. The City declared that the creek is located in an 
-urban area and that no biological resources are threatened by the development. However,. the 
CCC rejected a similar argument made by the City with regard to the Harbor View Inn expaasiotr,. 
approximately one block downstream from the proposed development on site A (See Exhibit I: 
California Coastal Commission Letter to the City of Santa Barbara regarding Draft MND for the 
Harbor View Inn addition, October 15, 1998.) 
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In the Harbor View Expansion Case, the City prepared a Draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for a 14,857 square foot 15.-room addition, remodel of two existing hotel rooms, and 
a remodeled 26-car parking lot for the Harbor View Inn along the Mission Creek Estuary. The 
City concluded that the creek is located in an urban area and that no biological resources are 
threatened by the development. CCC staff noted that the City did not include any description of 
the Mission Creek Estuary and its associate flora and fauna. ''The Mission Creek Estuary is · 
recognized as an environmentally sensitive habitat within the City's portion of the coastal zone.,. 
(See Exhibit 1: CCC Letter, page 4.) The CCC noted that the City misinterpreted the aesthetic; 
biological and water resources of Mission Creek. In particular, the CCC noted that LCP Policy 
1. 0 which ·stipulates that development "adjacent to creeks shall not degrade the creek or their 
riparian environments" is intended to govern all development adjacent to creeks. (see Exhibit I 
and ~xhibit J: Draft and Revised MND.) Consequently, CCC staffreconunended that the Draft 
MND be modified to accurately reflect the aeSthetic and biological resources associated with the 
Mission Creek Estuary, to identify mitigation measures specifically addressing the potential 
impacts from development, and to address the appropriate setback issue. 

• 

In this case, the City again failed to perform an adequate analySis of the impacts of the 
-v . proposed Entrada project_ on Mission Creek With respect to setbacks and aesthetic, water and _ • 

biological resources. First, the proposed development's setback from Mission Creek is unclear. 
When the project was first proposed, the City and the applicant proposed to merge site A and tbe 
building at 15 West Mason Street which is located between the proposed project and Mission 
Creek, because the proposed development on site A includes window openings which violate the 
Santa Barbara Building Code requirements. The City suggested that the 1 S West Mason Street 
building could be removed as part of the flood control improvement plans for Mission Creek 
proposed by the Army Corps ofEngineers (ACOE). In that case, the City suggested that site A 
would have a possible setback of forty (40) feet from Mission Creek if the historic building on IS 
West Mason Street is demolished as part of an project to widen Mission Creek. 

However, the 15 West Mason Street building is no longer a part of the proposed 
development plans, beCause the City determined that its removal would require the preparation of 
ali Environmental Impact Report due to its historic nature. Regardless, the building may still be 

'f removed as part of the ACOE project and may leave a zero setback between the proposed 
development and Mission Creek. Moreover, the City's estimation of a 40 foot setback is not 
supported with actual measurements of the area. Therefore, it remains unclear whether the 
proposed development will have an adequate setback from Mission Creek. ., 

Second, the City's description of impacts on aesthetic, water and biological resources for 
the proposed Entrada project is exactly the same description used in the Draft MND for the 
Harbor View Inn project and directly conflicts with the Coastal Conunission' s findings on lower 
Mission Creek. The Mission Creek Estuary provides habitat for a number of federally listed •. 
species. These include Tidewater goby (endangered), the Southern Steelhead (endangered), the 
Snowy plover (threatened), and the Least tern (endangered). Qd. at 5.) Mission Creek also 
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supports valuable native vegetation, water year round and a variety of other wildlife. Moreover. 
the proposed development lies in the floodplain of Mission Creek. Clearly, the City is making 110 

effort to maintain, preserve, enhance or restore the Mission Creek Estuary since it continues to 
ignore the resources and the impacts of the proposed development on those resources. TheCity"s 
discussion of the impacts of the proposed project on Mission Creek does not reflect the resource 
protection policies of the City's certified LCP. 

5. THE PROPOSED ENTRADA PROJECT IMPROPERLY REPLACES LOW 
. ., COST RESIDENTIAL UNITS WITH TIME-SHARE UNITS 

The LCP restricts re-development of the Californian Hotel in the Coastal Zone. The 
. City's certified LCP imposes restrictions on the intensity of development in the City's Watetfiobt 

area. Pursuant to LCP Policy 5.1, rehabilitation of existing housing for all economic segmeats af 
the community shall be encouraged. LCP Policy 5.2 states that housing which provides living 
accommodations for persons of low and moderate income shall not be demolished unless certaiD 

~,. circumstances exist. Even if such structures must be demolished, LCP policy 5.2 requires that 
"suitable replacement housing shall be found within the coastal zone, if feasible, or within the City 
of Santa Barbara, for persons displaced by such demolitions., The City has programs for 
investor-owners agreeing to rent their units to lower income households, but "'(w]heneversuch 
housing must be removed, suitable replacement housing will be found for displaced households. • 
(LCP, page 72.) Hence, the City's certified LCP prohibits the conversion of residential units to "" 
expensive visitor-serving time-share units which are twice the size of the original rooms being 
replaced. 

The Californian Hotel has been used historically for low-cost, month-to-month rentals. Ia 
· order to comply with the City's LCP policies, the City needs to fully investigate the histoty of' 

these rentals and how and when the units became vacant: To date, the City has failed to perform 
such an analysis. This analysis is important due to the extreme lack of affordable housing in the 
City of Santa Barbara. The City has already lost affordable housing units in other cases, including 
the Virginia Hotel and the Carrillo Hotel. If the City fails to require the project applicant to pay 
for new single room occupancy (SRO) units, the burden of additional homelessness and the 
adverse health and welfare impacts of overcrowded housing will fall on the taxpayers and 
residents of the City of Santa Barbara. Converting the Californian Hotel from residential use to 
visitor-serving time-share units is a change in use. The City failed to conduct any analysis of the 

" residential use of the Californian Hotel and thus, failed to comply with the City's certified LCP. 

The City also failed to conduct an analysis of the effects of the intensification of 
development on site A and the project as a whole on the Waterfront area. LCP Policy 12.2 states 
that new developments within the City's Waterfront Area shall be evaluated as to a project's 
impact on the area's openness, lack of congestion, naturalness and rhythm. The proposed project 
includes replacing rooms from the Californian Hotel on site A with time-share units on site A, B,. 
and C. The rooms are being replaced with rooms of three times the size of the original room and 
contain a kitchen. The existing rooms at the Californian Hotel range from 250 to 300 square feet. 
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The lime-share units in the proposed Entrada project are approximately 1,100 square feet (650 
square feet constitute the primary unit and 450 square feet constitute the lock-out uDit)r Ia 
addition to the existing development on the project site, the proposed Entrada project u a whole 
intensifies development from 38,918 square feet of existing development to over 181,000 square 
feet of new development I This intensification of development is inconsistent with the atys 
certified LCP. 

E. CONCLUSION 

As stated above, the proposed Entrada project is not in confonnance with seVeral LCP 
polices and provisions. The proposed project will negatively impact views to and from coastal 
areas, will cause increased traffic and congestion in the Waterfront area and adjoining 
neighborhoods, fails to provide adequate parking in the Waterfront area and adjoining 
neighborhoods, fails to address aesthetic, biological and water resources, and improperly replaces 
low-cost residential units with expensive time-share units and intensive development inconsistent 
with the City of Santa Barbara's certified LCP. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Please Rev1ew Atteched A)pttl 1nfon.at1on Shtet Prtor To Ca.plet1GIUNORNIA 
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SECTION 19 AIP!lltntCIL 

..... •t11nt address ant t~ltDhone ftUIIber of eppel1tnt(l): 

~ Sin care of) Jameli E. Harino. atty. 

Santa Barbara, CA 9fi•I•o-----~~~BO~S~L......,.9·6~"!!'7--S~l ... &...----
z1p Ar•• citl• thiDa No .. 

' 

SECTION llo Dtch1SJD lti!JI Agnltd 

.1. ..._ of local/po-t · ·· 
tOYtrftlltnt: The City Council of the City of santa Barbara, Calif'oraia. 

z. 8r1ef ctesc.r1pt1ol of deve1o,.nt being 
&ppt~~ltcl: The c;ommercia). dave~nt ·aud associat&a wblic works p:r:ojec:t 
within the Coastal Zone commonly referred to as :Entrada de sant;a 
Barbara.' · 

3. Dtwlof118ttt•s 1o•:atton (street addl"'ss. llltstor's parce1 
ao •• cross ltNet, etc.)\ The 1ntersection of State street and Mason 
Streets in the CitX ~f.S~nta Barbara and including portions of £ba 
100 block of the East side of State Stre&t. 

t. Otscf'1pt10ft of d,tefs101 bt1ng IPDetlld: 

a. Approval:· nt• IPtC1a1 ~ondtttons: ________ _ 

b. Approval w1•JI spectal condtt1onu of a coastal develop111181lt permit 
(Based on a Mitigated Negative Declarati 

c. Denhh_ with inadequate & de~ective envb:oDIDIIULta 

Mota: For jurisdictions wtth a total LCP, denial 
dects1ons by 1 1tca1 govarn.tnt cannot bt appttltd 1nless 
the deve1 op111nt ·.s 1 111jor energy or pub11c worts project. 
Otn1a1 daeistons bY port toYernnents 1ra not appealable. 

TO IE CQMPLETED IY CQI!Il!iWI: 

APPtAL NOt....__. ___ _ 

DATE FILED: ____ _ 

review. 

EXHIBIT NO. 8 
DlSTilCT: ____ _ APPLICATION NO. 

HS: A/88 A-4-SBC.;..99-200 

La Entrada 
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s. Dec1ston be~ng appealed was .adt by (check one): 

a. Plann1ng D1rector/Jon1ng 
-Ad•1n1strator 

c. __ P1anntne C~sston 

b • .x...Cttr counctl/Boal"d of 
Supenhors 

d. _Other _____ _ 

6. Dete of local .gover.-nt•s dtc1ston: -----------

7. local govern~~~nt•s ftle nlllftbtr (if an~):----------

sEcnON 111. tdentJfis•lion of Otber latertSted Persons 

G1ve tht n..-s and addresses or tht following part1ts. (Use 
addtttonal paper es necessary.) 

•· ll011t and u111ng aodress of ptra1t app11cantJ . 
William LeyY,_, dba ·santa Barb¥'& Beach Properties~· L.P1 
120 El Paseo1 Santa Bar&li'a, CA 93101 
Santa Barbara Redeve12e!!nt Agency 
6~0 Garden St., Santa:Batbira, CA 93101 

b. •-s and •ilint addresses as available of those who test1f1ect 
(ett~er verbellr or tn wr1t1ng) at tht cit~/county/port hear1ng(s). 
Include othtr'parttes Which rou know to be 1nteresttd and should 
receive not\ce of this appeal. , , 
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( 1) "'AS»t o( !f21!11P !loters 
' iiDYA iPI1111riao 

Citizen§ llannill9 AsS!l, of SAnta Barbara 

, 9Q6 Garden St. , Sapta Barbara, CA 93101 

(2) City of Santa Barbara 
7]5 ADIQQRI ~~~ 
Stpta Barbara, CA 93101 

(3) ----------------------------------------~---

(4) --------------------------------------------------

S£CTION IV. Reasons Supporting This APPI11 

Note: Appeals of local 7overnMtnt coasttl penmit dectsions are 
11•1ted by a v•r1ety of ectors and requirements of th1 Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal infon~~tion sheet for assistance 
tn completing this sectton. which continues on the next page. 

• 

• 

• 
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A!PEAL fBQt1 CQAS16L PERI!U ..&lJIDM Of LOCAL IQYIRft!Ul t !ill J.l 

state briefly xr=r fi•IPD' {tr 'btl tDDfll. Include a su~Nary 
description of \Dca~oasta PrograM, Llnd.Ust P1aw. or Port Mister 
Plan poltc1ts and reQuirements tn which ~u believe the project ts 
inconsistent and t~t reasons the decision warrants 1 new htartnt. · 
(Use add1ttonal paper as ntctssar,.) 
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These Appellants are agrieved by and are appealing those portions 

of the:project approval which permit reduction and obstruction of 

coastal access to the public in violation and contradiction to. 

the terms of sections 30252 and 30253 of the California ODastal Act 

and ·the policies of the City of Santa Barbara 1994 acended Coastal 

Plan as set out in components 4 & 5 (pages 10-11), ZSSUES and 
. 

POLICY GROUPS (set out on pages 15-17) and various general and 

specific policies for the coastal zone 1.1 to 12.2 set out on 

(CONTZNUED ON ADDITIONAL PAGE) 

Matt: · The above descr1pttoa need not be 1 tOIPlttt or exhaustive 
state•nt of ,our nasons of appeal; bowtver. theN aust . .,, 
suff1c1tnt d1scuss1on for staff to dtte~1nt ~at the appfll ts 
e11owed _. lew. Thl appellant, sub .. qutnt to f111nt tt. appeal. 11Q 
sublnt additional i"fon.~tton to the staff end/or c.-.isston to 
support tht tDPtll reQuest. 

SECTION V. Gtrt1f1settn 

the infor.atton and facts stated above • • correct to the best of 
-/our k~11dtt. ~ d/1/ " 

... ~/£~ 
s E. Marino 

tnaturt of A.,t11ant(s) or 
Authorized Agent 

Date 2 September 1999 

NOTEz If signed ~ agent. appellant(s) 
-..st also sign btlow. • 

Stctign y1. Astnt Author1Zit1on 

ttwa htreb~ authorize James E. Marino to act as my/our 
rtprtsentat~Ye 1nd to b1nd me/uR tn all a.ttert eoneern1nj th\s 
appeal. ,L~ p~~ 

~~-Wenz, Pre · , CAB 

Dltt 2 seetember 1999 

SEE ATTACHED SIGNATURE PAGES FOR AODITZOI'iAL 
APPELlANTS 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4) 

IV. (continued) 

pa9es 18 to 193, including but not liudted to all policies which ilapact 

and affect, public access, circulation, transportation, as wall as 

parking; all within the coastal zone and the sphere of influence of 

the proposed development alon9 the waterfront areas, and Goals 2 

through 14 of the circulation element of the City of Santa Barbara. 

In addition, the concurrent public works project is also violative 

of the Coastal Act and the policies and goals of the Coastal Plan of 

the City of santa Barbara, and the circulation elements as set out 

above. In addition to the above violations of law and conflicts in 

policy this project has, as set out above, this proposed project is 

also violative of the california Environmental Quality Act as it 

applies to areas of the coastal ~one in that the environmental review 

• 

which resulted in an erroneous mitigated negative declaration was • 

deficient and based on erroneous contrived and incomplete information 

and it failed to adequately address or mitigate serious and significant 

matters within the coastal zone which negatively impact and affect both 

residents and users of the coastal zone and waterfront areas. 

• 
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± EXHIBIT NO. 9 

APPUCATIOH NO. 
RESOLUTION N0.99-098 

A·4-SBC•99-200 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF "1''D: 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DENYING THE 
APPEAL AND UPHOLDING THE DECISION OF 
TBB PLANNING COMMISSION TO APPROVE 
TBB FINAL MITIGA'l'BD HEGM.'IVE 
DECLARATION AKD TO APPROVE TBE 
ENTRADA DB SANTA BARBARA PROUBC'.r. 

La Entrada 

WHEREAS, a development application was received and processed 
by the City at the request of Santa Barbara Beach Properties, L.P., 
(hereinafter the •Owner• or the "Applicant•) for the real property. 
located at 20-120 State Street, 15 East Mason street, 125 State 
street, and the State Street Right-of-Way be.tween the Mission Creek 
Bridge and the Union Pacific Railroad Right-of-Way; APNs 033-102-
003, -004 and -014; 033-111-001,-002 and -003; 033-081-003, -004, -
005, and -010; and 033-010-004 (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Real Property"); HRC-II (Hotel and Related Commerce) and SD-3 
Coastal Zones; General Plan Designation: Hotel and Commerce/Buffer 
(designated Master Application No. MST 97-0357 - hereinafter 
referred to as the "Project•); 

WHEREAS, the . proposed Project involves the private 
redevelopment of three major blocks of real properties at the 
intersection of State Street and Mason Street with a total of 
17, 532 square feet of commercial retail uses and 81 vacation 
ownership (•time-share") units described in more detail as follows: 
The 81 vacation ownership units each have a separately usable 

· • lockout unit, • thereby providing for the possibility of a total of 
162 transient lodging units. A total of 210 parking spaces are 
proposed,· including a 145-space parking structure south of the 
railroad right-of-way between State Street and Helena Avenue. 

WHEREAS, with the permission of the City, certain public 
right-of-way alterations are also proposed, including a 
reconfiguration of on-street parking on Mason Street and Helena 
Avenue, a widening of the sidewalk and narrowing of the State 
Street roadway along the project frontage consistent with the State 
Street Plaza design north of U.S. Highway 101, and other 
alterations. These alterations are proposed in cooperation with the 
Reqevelopment Agency to allow for the consistent development of the 
portion State Street between the railroad right-of-way and Cabrillo 
Boulevard in a manner consistent with the Redevelopment Agency's 

·-projects on other portions of State Street. A traffic signal is 
also proposed at the intersection of State Street and Mason Street. 
A 2,500 sq. ft .. public Visitor Information Center (the •vic•l is 
also proposed within· the proposed project (in addition to the 
17,532 sq. ft. of commercial uses) along State Street adjacent to 
the railroad tracks in cooperation with the City Redevelopment 
Agency. The proposed VIC would provide its required parking within 
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the City-operated surface parking lot previously approved for 125 • 
State Street as part of the Coastal Development Permit for the 
Redevelopment Agency's Railroad Depot Improvement Project. 

WHEREAS, the City discretionary applications required for the 
project are: 

1. A Development Plan to allow for the proposed non
residential development of approximately 132,000 sq. ft. for 
commercial and vacation-ownership use. -

2.·A recommendation from the City Planning Commission to the 
City Council to allow for a maximum of 2,500 sq. ft. of non
residential-development to be permitted under the OOmmunity 
Priority category of City Charter Section 1508 (Measure B) for 
the proposed Visitor Information Center (SBMC §28.87.300) and 
action by the City Council to approve the Community Priority 
designation. . . 

3. A transfer of Existing Development Rights to allow for the 
internal transfer of existing development rights among the 
three proposed project site in accordance with Chapter 28.95 
of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code. 

4. A Tentative Subdivision Map for the sites designated Sites 
A, B, and c to allow for the creation of condominiums for 
vacation-ownership and commercial purposes in accordance with 
chapter 27.07 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code. 

5. A Coastal Development Permit pursuant to the state 
Coastal Act (CDP99-0013) to allow for the proposed 
development within the appealable (Entrada Site A) and 
non-appealable (Entrada Sites B and C, including the 
Visitor Information Center) jurisdictions of the Coastal 
Zone, and the proposed State Street right-of-way 
alterations within the appealable jurisdiction of the 
Coastal Zone under Section §28. 45. 009 of the Santa 
Barbara Municipal Code. 

6. A zoning Ordinance Modification to provide less than the 
232 parking spaces required by· the Municipal Code for the 
proposed Entrada de Santa Barbara project pursuant to Santa 
Barbara Municipal Code §28.92.026 (A) (1). 

7. A zoning Ordinance Modification to allow for encroachments 
· into required building setbacks along State Street, Mason 

Street, and Helena Avenue pursuant to·santa Barbara Municipal 
Code §28.92.026 (A) (2) ~ 

• 

8. A Zoning Ordinance Modification to allow for interior 
alterations to the fourth floor of the existing Californian • 
Hotel, a portion of an existing non-conforming building which 
exceeds the 45-foot height limit required by City Charter 
Section 1506 pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal Code 
§28.92.026 (A) (5). 

2 
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·• WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, after extensive public 
hearings on the project application, took public comment, heard, 
considered, and adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared 
for the project (ENV97-0452) pursuant to the guidelines of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, California Administrative 
Code Section 15074. 

• 

• 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission . held the required public 
hearing on the above referenced application and it approved the 
project and the specific development applications requests made in 
connection with the Project on July 1, 1999 as described in more 
detail in Planning Commission Resolution 047-99 and in the Planning 
Division staff reports provided to the Commission in connecti~ 
with this decision. 

WHEREAS, the following detailed exhibits were presented for 
the record to the Planning Commission in support of its decision 
and are also concurrently presented to . the City Counci~ in 
connection with this decision: · 

1. The City Staff Planning Commission Reports with 
Attachments dated June 24, 1999, July 1, 1999; 

2. A Site Plan for the Project; 

3. All letters in support and in opposition to the 
Project Application as listed in the May 27, 1999 and 
June 24, 1999 Minutes of the Planning Commission. . 

WliEREAs, the proposed Entrada de Santa Barbara project 
description is now more specifically described. as a result of the 
changes made through the public, City staff and Commission review 
process before the City Planning Commission and this more detailed 
description is contained in ·the original Project Description 
portion of the Initial Study and the Draft Mitigated Begative 
Declaration dated May 5, 1999. 

WHEREAS, the Second Revision to the Initial Study and Draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration which was considered by the City 
Planning Commission on May 27, 1999 indicated that Project 
Description had been revised to include open plaza areas and 
paseos, view corridors, additional landscape features, design 
amenities, undergrounding of utilities, street improvements, 
building facade and building height variations, and additional 
bui~ding setbacks as directed and requested by the City Planning 
staff, the City Planning Commission and the City Historic Landmarks 
Commission. · 

WHEREAS, City Planning staff and the Planning Commission. 
received numerous comments from May 7, 1999 to June 7, 1999, both 
in writing and during a public comment hearing held on May 27, 1999 
on the revised Project Description and the Mitigation Measures of 
the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

WHEREAS, on June 24, 1999, the Planning Commission again took 
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extensive public testimony and comment, both written and oral and 
it considered the possible adoption of the Mitigated Ne~tive 
Declaration in light of further project revisions, as indicated an 
revised plans submitted June 8, 1999. · 

WHEREAS, the Applicant has provided the Planning Commdssion 
and City staff with further Project Description revisions as 
indicated on the revised plans dated June 28, 1999 in response to 
Staff and Commission comments during the June 24, 1999 heariDg and 
all previous hearings. • 

WHEREAS, the City Council has been presented with a detailed 
and· comprehensive staff report (along with the lllitigated negative 
declaration) . and with additional supporting documentation and 
studies as attachments which staff report is dated as of August 6, 
1999 and was.prepared by the staff of the Community Development 
Department' s Planning Division which report is incorporated herein 
by this reference as though fully set forth.herein; 

WHEREAS~ the City Council has had available for review and 
full consideration, in the City Council's Reading File, numerous 
studies, · reports, memorandums, and letters in connection with the 
Project, in particular, the possible environmental effects of the 
Project, as such studies, reports, etc., are listed in the-attached 
Exhibit B and the Council has reviewed and considered the evidence 

• 

and finding contained in such reports and studies to the extent • 
necessary to support the findings and determination made herein; · 

WHEREAS, .such Reports and Studies (as listed in Exhibit BJ 
have also al;L been available for public review and comment and 
there have been extensive public comment and testimony on such 
matters; 

NOW, TBBREPORB BB I'l' RBSOLVED by the City Council of the City 
of Santa Barbara as follows: 

I. Approval of Recitals. The above stated recitals are true 
and correct and accurately reflect the determination and scope of 
review conducted by the City of Santa Barbara with respect to the 
Project. 

II. Findings and Determinations. The Project is approved 
making the following express findings and Council determinations: 

A. Environmental Findings. 

1. Findings for Adopting the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA Guidelines 15074): 

a. After reading and considering the Initial Study, the • 
revised Initial Study, the second revision to the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (in particular the 
revisions to the Project Description through the date the 
Planning Commission July 1, 1999 approval), all public and 
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City staff comment (both written and oral) , the proposed 
Mitigation Measures and the Mitigation Monitoring Program, the 
City Council hereby finds and determines that, on the basis of 
the entire record before the Planning Commission and now 
before this Ci~y Council, there is no substantial evidence 
that the Project will have a significant adverse effect on the 
environment. 

b. The City Council further finds and determines the_ 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Mitigation 
Measures required therein reflects the Council's 
independent judgment and analysis based on the entire 
record available to the City Council. · 

c~ All relevant studies, reports, documents, 
submittals, plans, designs and other related materials. 
with respect to the Project and the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration are within the custody of the City's of Santa 
Barbara's Community Development Department (with the 
City's Plan Check/Records Supervisor acting as the 
custodian of records) located at 630 Garden Street. Santa. 
Barbara, California 93101 and open and available during 
regular business hours Monday through Friday. 

d. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section §15074 for 
the California Environmental Quality Act, the City 
Council adopts the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV97-
0452) for the Project, as revised in connection with the · 

. public hearings held on this matter and as described 
herein, including specifically the Mitigation Measures 
and the Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

2 • Findings for Exemption from l'ish ~ Game Code 
Requirements .. 

a. An Initial Study was conducted by the City which 
evaluated the potential for the Project to result in 
adverse effect, either individually or cumulatively, on 
wildlife resources. (For this purpose, wildlife is 
defined as "all wild animals, bird, plants, fish, 
amphibians, and related ecological communities, ·including 
the · habitat upon· which the wildlife depends for its 
continued viability." Section 711.2 Fish and Game Code.) 

b. There is no evidence that the Project would have any 
potential for adverse effect on wildlife resources 
because it is located in a developed, urbanized area. 

c. The City Council has read and considered the Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV97-0452) and finds 
that there is no substantial evidence that the project 
will have. a significant effect on the environment. 
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B. Project Pindinga. 

1. With Reapect to the Requeated Mocli~icaticma (SBIIC 
528.92.026): 

a. Parking or LoadiDg Requireaenta. The 1110dificatioa will 
not be inconsistent ·with the purposes and intent of the 
City's Zoning Ordinance (Title 28 of the Santa Barbara 
Municipal Code) and will not cause an increase in the 
demand for automobile parking space or loading space in· 
the immediate area. As outlined in more detail in the 
Second Revision to the Initial Study, the proposed 
project would provide sufficient parking to adequately 
meet t~ project 1 s anticipated current and future demand. 

b. Yard, Lot, ancl Floor Area Requirement•. A modification 
is consistent with the purposes and intent of the ZOning· 
Ordinance and is necessary to (i) se~e an appropriate 
improvement on a lot, or (ii) prevent unreasODable 
hardship, (iii) promote uniformity of improvement or (iv) 
construct a housing development which is affordable to 
very low- 1 low-, moderate-, or middle-incoaae households. 
The proposed project includes variations in building 
facades and setbacks, as well as open public paseo-and 
plaza areas which offset concerns related to the size, 
bulk, and scale of the Project relative to the proposed 
setback encroachments necessary for the Project. 

c. Alteratioa of Non-confor.adng Building Within the Area 
Exceeding Height Limitation. The modification being 
granted will increase neither the height nor will it 
increase the floor area of any portion of the buildiDg or 
structure that exceeds the building height limit, except 
as otherwise allowed in the City Zoning Ordinance. The 
proposed alterations to the non-conforming fourth story 
portion of the californian Hotel will provide aesthetic 
enhancements to the building, and help preserve a 
historic building by making improvements to continue its 
economic viability and use and to avoid its demolition 
and the loss of a potentially significant historic 
structure and architectural resource. 

2. Coastal Development Per.mita under Section 
528.45.009.6(K) of the Santa Barbara MUnicipal Code: 

a. The Project is consistent with the goals and policies 
of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

b. The Project, with the recommended conditions of 
approval contained herein, complies with Coastal Act 
provisions related to protection of public visual 
resources and by encouraging visitor-serving coastal 
uses. 

c. The Project is consistent with all applicable policies 
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of the City's Coastal Plan as certified by the state 
Coastal Commission, all applicable implementing 
guidelines, and all applicable provisions of the City 
Municipal Code ... 

d. The Project, as conditioned, is consistent with Local 
Coastal Plan (•LCP•) polices regarding visual resources, 
visitor-serving uses, and circulation. The Project, as 
conditioned, meets all applicable Municipal Code 
requirements, including the requirements for 
Modifications. 

3. . Development Plan Approval pursuant t:o Santa 
Barbara MUnicipal Code 528.87.300. 

a.. The Project, as conditioned, ~lies with all 
provisions of the City's Zoning Ordinance. The project 
meets all applicable requirements of the City's BRC-2 
Zoning designation, and it meets the required criteria 
for modifications allowed by Zoning Ordinance; and 

b. The Project, as conditioned and as nov mitigated in 
the Project Description, is consistent with the 
principles of sound community planning. The Project, as 
conditioned, provides for a mixed use visitor-serving 
development in an enhanced pedestrian environment, and 
would provide needed aesthetic improvements to this area 
of· lover State Street, including open plaza areas, high 
quality architecture and landscaping, and undergrounding 
of utilities. The Project would also provide an important· 
visual and functional link between the City's Downtown 
and the City's Waterfront and Harbor areas through the 
proposed land use and circulation improvements, and 
through the economic revitalization of this area of State 
Street and the surrounding neighborhoods; and 

c. The proposed development will not have a si-gnificant 
adverse impact upon the neighborhood's aesthetics and 
character in that the size, bulk, and scale of the 
Project will be compatible with the neighborhood. The 

·size, bulk, and scale of the Project, as conditioned, 
· would be appropriate for the neighborhood, given the 

variations in building height, fa~ade, and massing, along 
with the provision of open plaza and paseo areas and view 
corridors to the mountains; and 

d. The Project will not a have a significant unmitigated 
adverse impact upon the ~ity' s or the South Coast's 
affordable housing stock. The Project would only generate 
an estimated seven net new employees. Moreover, the 
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Project will create substantial property tax increment: • 
revenues, a large portion of which will' be used by the:· 
City Redevelopment·· Agency to foster·'"'· and "'encourage 
affordable housing in connection with the Agency's 
C.entral City Redevelopment Project~Area bot!Vf'ttiehill· t~ 
Project Area. and within the City g~enlly;~:and' .:-t-: - ne 

• .~ · · ·. .. .• .::Jr", .. ~~~i:· :'rtese : ~e 

·· ·:~.rg:~t ~- •-:-mplc~·,•:f;os ·,.,no :-:-~!FJe&t: ':heal ".:,;:, 
eF"'The Project will"'-·not liave-a significant .llJ111'dtigitted~ 
~~verse· impact on the city's water :tesourees'!'JThe"'Projectr~· 
s1te is located in an urban area, and is served by 
~xisting utilities which utilities have the present and 
anticipated' capacityFnow andfln 'the1'future~~ato properly:± 
ci!M· .. ~~t:Qy serve~tfhe •. Prej'ice-a without adversely1' 
flfPacting ~IJ\lch,. resources.· ·:As' a~tresult"'t a:s" dbaeussed in 
more detail ill Revision to the Initial Study, 
t:;he ect . a signific;:ant impact on the 
Ci ~··-. -<~~.r,::: \... ·: .h:.\i·: ~~ct <le ·'· ~ha:t· . . ~s.:.-: 
?:;;·~ ::rms .1st.eT""~ 
Sa tu: -~:1. , -"-~"-~---.:, -~~):.> :.~ , .. -.. ·.:- +:: r" ... -r~me n f': ~} 

·pxq,c::tHG·~l~t wili not 'bave:71a significant 
~l.~;Jal;ecr.~ae~Yerae ·i18pact on ·the ·city's traffic.' As 

discussed · ih'the SeCorJ.d Revision to the Initial Study,' 
tne proposed project. is <anticipated to generate fewer 
vehicular trips than the existing conditions, and the 
proposed alterations to State Street are not anticipated • 
to hav~ ~ significant impact on City t,raffic; and 

g. The necessary traffic and other circulation resources 
will be available and the needed traffic improvements 
will be in place at the ti•·of rproject occupancy. The 
propoaed State Street alterations will be completed in 
conjunction with the prop,.osed project, as'part of the 
Project and as conditions of the issuance of permits for 
the Project. 

4. Trau.afer of Existing Development Rights Pursuant 
to Santa',Bal!ba:ra Hu.Dicipal Code Section 28.95.060. 

a. The proposed sending and receiving sites utilized by 
the Project within the proposed Site are consistent with 
Zoning Ordinance Requirements, General Plan provisions 

· regarding the openness and visual character of the Lower 
State Street area, and LCP provisions regarding visual 
resources. 

b. The proposed developments with the internal TEDR for 
the Project will not be detrimental to · the site {s), 
neighborhood or surrounding areas of State Street. The 
proposed land uses and scale of the project, as 
conditioned, are compatible. with the surrounding 
neighborhood; and 
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c. The floor area of proposed non-residential development 
on the Project receiving site does not exceed the sum of 
the amount of Existing Development Rights transferred 
when added to the amount of Existing Development Rights 
on the receiving site, and does not exceed the maximum 
development allowed by the applicable zoning of the 
receiving site. The project is consistent with this 
requirement; and · 

d. Each of the proposed non-residential developments on
the respective internal sending site (s) and receiving 
site(s) of the Project will meet all standards for City 
review as set forth in Section 28.87.300.E of the Santa 
Barbara. Municipal Code and· all provisions of Chapter 
28.95 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code, and will 
comply with any additional specific conditions for a 
transfer of development rights approval. The Conditions 
of Approval for the Project include all requirements for 
an appropriate TEDR approval; and 

e. The Development remaining, or to be built on the 
sending site is appropriate in size, scale, use and 
configuration for this neighborhood of State Street and 
is beneficial to the local community. 

5. For Approval of the Tentative Map Pursuant to 
Section 27.07.100 of the Santa Barbara MUnicipal Coda. 

a. The tentative subdivision map is consistent with the 
General Plan and· the Zoning Ordinance of the City of 
Santa Barbara. The proposed project, as conditioned, is 
consistent with the ZOning Ordinance requirements, 
General Plan prov1s1ons regarding openness, visual 
character, and circulation within the Lower State Street 
area, and consistent with the City's LCP provisions 
regarding visual resources. 

II. The Conditions of Approval. The City Council's approval 
of this Project is subject to the express conditions attached 
hereto as Exhibit A - the "Entrada De Santa Barbara Conditions of 
Approval" dated as of August 10, 1999. 

Adopted August 17, 1998 

•viley/re•/entrada.fnl 
AUgu8t 6, 1999 
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BH"l1t.A:DA DE SANTA BARBARA 
COHJ)ITIONS OP APPROVAL 

AUGUST 10, 1999 

EXHIBIT NO. 1o 
APPLICATION NO. 

A-4-SBC-99-200 

La Entrada 

Page 1 of 21 
A. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for the 

Project on the Real Property, the following conditions shall be 
imposed on the use, possession and enjoyment of the Real Property 
and shall be recorded by the OWner with the Pinal Map em an 
"Agreement Relating to Subdivision Conditions Imposed on Real 
Property- which shall be reviewed as to form and content ·by the 
City Attorney, Community Development Director, and Public WO:ka 
Director: 

1. OWner shall provide for the uninterrupted flow of 
water through the. Real Property· includiDg, .. but; ... •t:~s>;;.i~.~,,,. 
limited to, awal.es, natural water cours~s, conduita, ··..t;:'f;~,%;~~.s;J;· · 
al)y access road as· appropriate. .Owner· ia reapcmaible fa:··. 
the adequacy of any drainage facilities and fo: the· 
continued maintenance thereof · in a manner which will 
preclude any hazard to life, health, or damage to the 
Real Property or any adjoining property. 

2. OWner shall , record an Agreement Assigning Water 
Extraction Rights to assign to the City of Santa Barbara 
the exclusive right to extract water from under the Real 
Property. Said assignment and any related agreements are 
subject to the review and approval of the City Attorney 
and the Public Works !epartment prior to recordation. 

3. OWner shall comply with the Landscape Plan as approved 
by the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) . SUch plan 
shall not be modified unless prior written approval is 
obtained from the HLC. · The landscaping on the . Real 
Property shall be provided and maintained in accordance 
with said landscape plan. 

4 . The development of the Real Property (the "·Project •) 
is limited to that project description and development 
and site plan approved by the Planning Commission on July 
1, 1999 more specifically described as 17,532 sq. ft. of 
non-residential building area, a 2,500 sq. ft. Visitor 

· Information Center, 81 two-bedroom vacation ownership 
units {including lock-out units), and the improvements 
shown on the Tentative Subdivision Map/Development Plan 
signed by the chairman of the Planning Commission on said 
date and on file at the City of Santa Barbara. 

5. Exterior lighting, where provided, shall comply with 
the City's Lighting Ordinance and shall be of low 
intensity in order to provide aesthetically pleasing 

• 
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lighting which promotes safety, but shall not impose on 
adjacent properties and uses. No floodlights shall be 
allowed. Lighting shall be directed toward the ground. 

6. Owner or all.employers shall contact the Metropolitan 
Transit District (MTO) to purchase bus passes or the 
equivalent for their employees. These passes shall be 
provided free of charge to employees who request them for 
travel to and from work. Notice of the free passes shall 
be provided to existing employees and new employees w~
they are hired. 

7. Notice of MTD bus routes and schedules shall be placed 
and mai~tained up-to-date in a central (public) location 
accessible to employees and time-share residents. 

8. Employees shall be made aware of . the Ride-Sharing 
Program or similar successor programs administered by the: 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments or 
successor agency. The Owner and/or. all employers shall · 
have all employees registered semi -annually in the Ride
Sharing Program and shall make every effort· to encourage 
participation in the program • 

9. Parking lot sweeping and trash pickup operations shall 
be prohibited on the project site between the hours of 
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

10. A total of 33 bicycle parking spa~es shall be 
provided and maintained on the project site. 

11. The Owner shall record express requirements imposed 
on the owner (s) of the time-share estates (or their 
operator or agents) which assure full compliance with the 
requirements of the City's Transient Occupancy Tax 
ordinance (SBMC Chapter 4. 08 as presently adopted or 
subsequently amended) including, but not limited to, the 
following requirements: 

a. For the reporting to the City Finance 
Director of all transient occupancy revenues 
from the time-share units (whether primary or 
•lock-out" type). 

b. For the collection of 
Transient Occupancy Tax, 
applicable late penalties. 

the applicable 
including any 

c. For the prompt timely payment of such taxes 
and.applicable penalties to the City. 

d. A methodology for establishing, to the 
City's reasonable satisfaction, when a time-

2 
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share unit {whether primary or '"lock-out• 
type) has been occupied by an owner, a member 
of the owner's immediate family, or a non
paying guest of the owner under circumstances 
where no monetary consideration accrues to the 
owner as a result of the ·guest's or family 
member's occupancy and, therefore, S.B.M.c. 
Chapter 4. 08, as currently enacted, does not 
apply to the occupancy. 

e. A methodology for establishing the daily 
fair market rent paid as a result of the 
occupancy of a time-share unit (whether 
pr;i.mary or "lock-out" type) by a non-owaer 
where the occupancy is not a result of the 
payment of cash consideration. 

f.. Appropriate record keeping . reqairet~e~~ts 
sufficient to allow the City to audit the 
time-share owners (or the operator or agents 
thereof) for compliance with the City's 
Transient Occupancy Tax Ordinance; and 

g. The OWner will expressly acknowledge that . 
the above-stated Transient Occupancy Tax 
conditions are for the express purpose of 
enforcing the reporting and collection of the 
City's Transient Occupancy Tax as such tax is 
enacted on the date of the approval of OWner's 
Project. 

h. OWner shall also expreesly acknowledge that 
the City Council of the City may, through an 
amendment to Chapter 4. 08, extend the 
applicability of the Transient Occupancy Tax 
to the occupancy of . its time-share units by 
the owners of such units (including non~paying 
family members and guests). The Owner will 
further acknowledge that, should such an 
amendment to Chapter 4. 08 be enacted, the 
provisions of the above-referenced agreement 
with respect to the record keeping, reporting, 
and collection of City Transient Occupancy 
Taxes will apply with equal force to the 
occupancy of time-share units by the owner 
thereof, members of the owner's family and 
non-paying guests of the owner. 

12. The Owner shall enter into an agreement with the 
City with respect to the permanent availability of 48 
off-street parking spaces for use by the general public 
on a non~preferential basis (i.e., without preference to 
patrons, employees, or tenants of the Project or the 
time-share units) in a manner consistent with the retail 
parking program of the City. Such agreement shall be 
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recorded at the Office of the County Recorder,. and 
include, but not be limited to: 

a. Conditions of operation which assure that 
the public parking will have an initial period 
of free parking at least equal to the period 
of free parking offered by the City at the 
majority of its Central Business District 
public retail parking facilities. 

b. Conditions which require an hourly parking,. 
rate structure for the public parking which is 
not greater than that charged by the City at 
the majority of its Central Business District 
parking facilities. 

c. A waiver of the right to _protest the 
extension of the City's Parking and Business 
Improvement Area Assessment (SBMC Chapter 
4.37) should the City choose to extend its 
application to the area of the Project. 

13. All Existing Development Rights for the sending. and 
receiving sites, measured by number of hotel rooms and 
square feet of floor area, shall be clearly and 
accurately designated on the sending and receiving site 
development plans pursuant to SBMC §28.95.070.8.2. The 
legal instrument by which the Existing Development Rights 
are to be transferred shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City Attorney and the Community Development Director 
pursuant to SBMC §28.95.070.8.3 and recorded with the 
County Recorder. Proof of the elimination of the 
transferred floor from the sending site area shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Community Development 
Director prior to recordation of the transfer instrument 
pursuant to SBMC §28. 95.070. B. 4. Proof of recordation and 
proof of elimination of the Existing Development Rights 
on the sending site shall be submitted to the Community 
Development Director pursuant to SBMC §28.95.070.8.5. 

14. The proposed vacation-ownership units shall be 
marketed as time-share units {as defined by California 
Business and Professions Code Section 11003.5) in 
accordance with a sales/marketing plan to be submitted to 
the City and approved by the Community Development 
Director and the City Attorney, prior to the recordation 
of the Final Subdivision Map for the project. The 
sales/marketing plan shall include, but not be limited 
to, the times, areas, and methods used to sell the 
vacation .ownership time-share units, marketing methods to 
be used, on-and off-site marketing and signage. and 
provisions for re-sale of units. The sales/marketing plan 
shall also include provisions to ensure that no sale or 
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re-sale of interest in the project shall allow for any 
occupancy of one primary unit and/or lock-out suite by 
owner, or other occupant in excess of 3 0 consecutive days. 

15. The applicant shall provide a time-share-marketing 
contingency and conversion plan outlining actions to be 
taken by the applicant if so percent of the time 
available to be sold for the vacation-ownership estates 
fails to sell within two years of the issuance of a • 
Certificate of Occupancy for the first unit. This plan 
shall include enforceable mechanisms to ensure compliance 
with the co~tingency and conversion plan or appropriate 
conversion of the remaining units to another viable land 
use to. the satisfaction of the Community Development 
Director. This plan shall be subject to review and 
approval by the Community Development Director and City. 
Attorney. Any conversion proposed pursuant to this plan 
shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning 
Commission. 

16. The plaza, paseo, and courtyard areas, and access to 
the parking structure, as shown on the approved plans, 
are to remain open and available for public use: If 
security issues related to the plaza, paseo, or courtyard 
areas arise, the owner may propose alternatives to 
keeping these areas open to the public, and any change in 
this regard shall be subject to review and approval of 
the Planning COlDIIlission. • 

17. All deliveries to the Project premises shall be 
scheduled for times outside of the evening 4-6 p.m. peak 
traffic hours. 

18. A Visitor Information Program shall be prepared and 
·implemented to provide information to vacation ownership 
unit occupants prior to arrival at the project. The 
program shall be subject to review and approval by the· 
Community Development Department and the Transportation 
Planning Division and shall include, but not be limited 
to: 

a. A means of providing train, bus, time-share 
shuttle and airline schedules and maps to 
prospective vacation ownership unit guests. 

b. A means of providing vacation ownership 
unit guests with information on the 
availability of valet parking upon check-in, 
alternative transportation modes, schedules, 
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and maps of access to the Central Business 
District, beach area and other local and 
regional points of interest. In addition, the 
vacation ownership unit operator shall contact 
the Metropolitan Transit District to purchase 
bus and/or shuttle passes or tokens for hotel 
guests. The availability of these passes 
shall be made known to all guests. 

c. Advertisement for and solicitation of 
meetings .and other events which includes 
explanation of the City's clean air and energy 
reduction goals, and an explanation of the 
benefits of using alternative transportation 
modes. 

d. A means of coordinating special events with 
the City so that appropriate traffic controls, 
rerouting and timing of events can be 
achieved. 

e. Provisions for optional valet parking at 
registration/check-in. 

19. The OWner shall provide a plan for the retention of 
the existing coastal recreational uses (i.e. bike and 
kayak rentals) on the subject property prior to issuance 
of a demolition, grading, or building permit for the 
project. This plan shall be subject to review and 
approval by the Community Development Director. 

20. The OWner shall provide shuttle service to the Santa 
Barbara Airport and Railroad Depot for arriving and 
departing vacation ownership unit occupants. 

B. The Owner shall submit the following or evidence of 
completion of the following to the Public Works Department prior to 
recordation of the Final Map: 

l.. Owner shall provide Improvement Plans for construction 
of improvements on State Street, Mason Street, and Helena 
Avenue as such improvements are generally indicated on 
the Tentative Subdivision Map, the Plans approved by the 
Planning Commission, and these conditions of approval • 
Improvements shall include, but are not limited to, 
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, driveways, City-approved 
pavement on aggregate base, pavement striping, 
underground utilities, street lights with underground 
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wiring, appropriate directional and regulatory traffic 
control signs, extension and/or replacement of City 
utility mains, sewer system, water system, and drainage 
system, including adequate positive drainage. The 
improvement plans shall include the road narrowing 
transition improvements to acc01111110date the proposed 
reduction in traffic lanes on State Street. 
Improvements shall also include relocated bus pockets 
near the intersection of State and Mason Streets and 
public improvements_ as indicated on the Tentative Map and· 
project plans approved by the Planning COIMDission. A 
copy of the Conditions of Approval shall be placed on the 
Improvement Plans. The Improvement Plans shall be 
prepare~ by a registered Civil Engineer and reviewed by 
the City Engineer, the Transportation Manager, and shall 
be signed by the City Engineer. 

The OWner shall indicate on the Impr~ement Plans that 
all existing utility mains that were installed more than 
ten years ago beneath all new ~Enhanced Pavement• areas 
including sidewalks, as indicated on the Tentative Map 
and plans approved by the Planning Conaission, shall be 
replaced with new pipe prior to the placement of ··the 
enhanced pavement. Proposed Enhanced Pavement materials 
shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works 
Department and the Historic Landmarks Commission. 

The Improvement Plans shall also include the following 
items, subject to review and approval by the Public Works 
Department: 

a. The crosswalks at the intersection of State 
and Mason shall be configured to match the 
State Street Plaza design per the approval of 
the Public Works Director and Historic 
Landmarks Commission. 

b. The width of Mason Street where parking is 
provided on both sides shall be 36 feet (two 
a-foot wide parking lanes, two 10-foot wide 
travel lanes) to allow for two feet· of 
additional sidewalk on each side of Mason 
Street. 

c. The Mason Street crosswalks at the 
intersection of State Street shall remain 24 
feet wide to accommodate vehicles turning 
right. The width of the Mason Street mid
block c~ssing shall remain 20 feet wide. 

d. The curb cut on State Street, parallel to 
the existing Channel Islands Surf Shop (29 
State Street), shall be reduced such that it 
does not provide service to Site A. e. The 
striping for parallel parking on Mason .Street 
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shall be omitted. 

f. The southbound right-turn pocket at State 
and Mason shall be lengthened so that 
southbound vehicles from Be Bop Burger (11~ 
State Street) enter on State Street in the 
right turn pocket. 

g. The OWner shall reconstruct Helena Avenue 
south of Mason Street to the south end of the 
property frontage. The sidewalk and ~y 
shall be concrete. The improvements shall 
include: (i) a transition between the 
proposed project improvements and existing 
conditions, and the transition shall extend 
south of the subject property frontage; and 
(ii) associated drainage improvements; all to 
the satisfaction of the Pqblic Works 
Department. 

h. Owner shall provide plan and pmfile 
sections of all underground pipes and drainage 
structures on the public right-of-way plans. 
The drainage improvements shall convey the 25- -
year storm event . 

i. The Owner shall incorporate stor.-ater 
drainage pollution prevention best management 
practices in the design of the proposed 
stormwater drainage conveyance systea to 
ensure the protection and preservatica of 
Mission Creek. Such drainage improV'elleDts 
shall be subject to review and approval by the 
Public Works Department and Comaanity 
Development Department. The design drawings 
shall also incorporate temporary stormwater 
pollution prevention mechanisms similar to the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) •construction Activity- Best 
Management Practices. If required, the Owner 
shall obtain any required NPDES permits·from 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

2. The Owner shall submit to the Public Works Department 
a Final Map prepared by a 1 icensed Land Surveyor or 
registered Civil Engineer. 

3. Owner shall provide an Executed Agreement for Land 
Development Improvements and improvement security for 
construction of improvements . 

4. The .Owner has submitted an application for a 
Substantial Encroachment Permit to the City for the 
arcade encroachment on Mason Street. There shall be no 
private use or occupation of the encroachment. The 
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encroachment shall be reviewed for approval by the City 
Council. If the Substantial Encroachment is approved, the 
Owner shall provide a separation distance of two-feet 
from the curb to the arcade encroachment. 

s. The OWner shall enter into an agreement to maintain 
all enhanced roadway pavement within and adjacent to the 
proposed pedestrian crossings and the interaectica of 
State and Mason Stz;eets. The agreement shall: be reviewed 
and approved by the City Attorney and the Public warts• 
Director, and shall be recorded in the Office of the 
County Recorder. 

c. The . OWner shall submit the following or evidence ~ 
completion of the following to the Public Works Department prior to -
issuance of a Public Works Permit or Building permit for the 
Project. 

1. The OWner shall obtain Minor EncrOachment Permit(a) 
from the Public Works Department for encroacblent and 
continued maintenance of any private improvements or 
enhanced pavement. materials, that are dissimilar to the 
City approved enhanced paving materials, which extend 
from the subject property into the public right-of-way at 
the locations·of plazas and paseos. 

2. To the maximum extent feasible, the OWner shall undergz:ocmc! 
all overhead utilities, including transmission and 
distribution lines, fronting and within the subject property,. 
exclusive of those overhead utilities which cross the UPRR. 
right-of-way. The owner shall contact all public utility 
companies that have mains and services on State· Street, Mallon 
Street, and Helena Avenue, and provide a written request to 
the public utility companies for an analysis of their existing 
utilities to see if any main or utility service are aged aDd 
require replacement prior to restoration of construction 
within the public right-of-way. The Owner shall make allowance 
for and accommodate the utility companies in performing any 
utility main or service replacement work. The Owner shall 
submit a completed Underground Utility Personnel Contact Sheet 
to the Land Development Engineer. 

3. As provided by SBMC §27.08.025, prior to the issuance 
of a certificate of completion for the Entrada 
development improvements, all overhead utilities on the 
west side of Helena Avenue between Mason Street and 
Cabrillo Boulevard, including the overhead utilities and 
existing utility poles shown to be removed as shown on 
sheet DP l . 6 of the plans approved by the Planning 
Commission, shall be placed underground at the 
applicant/developer's expense provided, however, that the 
undergrounding of the existing utility services to 
adjacent properties on Helena Avenue which are served by 
the utility lines indicated to be removed on the approved 
plans is contingent upon the execution of a license 
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agreement, between each of the affected adjacent property 
owners and the applicant, for entry on property or work 
on adjacent buildings owned by adjacent property owners 
for the purposes of accomplishing the undergrounding of 
their utility service connection, which license agreement 
shall be in a form acceptable to the City Engineer and 
the City Attorney. 

Should the agreement fail to be executed by all affected 
adjacent p;r:operty owners within sixty (60) days following· 
approval of the form of the agreement by the City 
Attorney, the applicant shall be relieved of the 
obligation to underground utilities . that serve the 
affecte~ properties on Helena Avenue. The Owner shall 
provide for building guy anchors to secure any remnant 
utility poles associated with the project undergrounding 
.activities to the satisfaction of the utility pole owner. 

4. Coordinate all proposed abandonment of City utilities, 
structures and meters within the public right-of-way with. 
the Public Works Department Utility Supervisors (805) 
564-5409. 

5 q The Owner shall submit to the Public Works Department 
a video camera inspection of the existing State Street 
storm drains, downstream of the subject property. An 
inspection report or video shall be submitted to the Land 
Development Engineer. If obstructions or deficiencies 
are found in the storm drainpipes, the Owner shall 
rectify obstructions and/or deficiencies to the 
satisfaction of the Public Works Department. 

6. Along the property frontage of Mason Street and Helena 
Avenue, the Owner shall remove existing concrete curb and 
replace with sandstone curb as required by the Historic 
Landmarks Commission. The existing deteriorated or 
substandard sandstone curb shall be replaced or restored 
to City standards. Restoration and replacement with 
sandstone curb shall include new City standard concrete 
gutter at locations determined appropriate by the Public 
Works Department. New City standard curb drains shall be 
provided to convey roof drainage under sidewalks to the 
street. 

7 . The existing street address and contractor names 
· within the existing concrete sidewalk shall be protected 

and preserved, subject to review and approval by the 
Historic Landmarks Commission. 

8. The Owner shall provide State Street Decorative style 
streetlights along State·Street, Mason Street, and Helena 
Avenue fronting the subject property, as required by the 
Public Works Facilities Superintendent. Existing light 
standards may be relocated if approved by the Public 
Works Facilities Superintendent. The new streetlights 
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shall be metered. The street light standards shall be • 
•Awlgrip 2• epoxy paint coated, or equivalent, as 
approved by the Public Works Facilities Superintendent. 
Along the subject property street frontage, the OWner 
shall retire all existing street lights located on 
existing utility poles. The Owner shall coordinate all 
street light related improvements with the Public WOrks 
Facilities Superintendent (805) 564-5415. All existing 
light standards which are relocated must be coated with · 
'Awlgrip 2' epoxy paint or equivalent as approved by the · 
Facilities Construction Superintendent, to match in kind 
the coating of the new light standards. All street light 
alterations shall be subject to review and approval by 
the His~oric Landmarks Commission. 

9. The OWner's contractor shall coordinate all public 
improvements with any adjacent contractors performing 
similar work in the vicinity specifically for the 
narrowing of State Street-related improvements. 

10. The OWner's representative shall meet with the City 
Police Department Crime Analyst to determine how 
lighting, locking mechanisms, egress and fencing can be 
designed and installed so as to reduce the potential 
number of calls for police service from occupants of the 
Real Property. 

11. The OWner shall create a sign program and install 
signage for the public .rights-of-way within the immediate 
vicinity of the project site addressing the needs of 
motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, transit users, and 
quadricycle users. This plan shall be subject to review 
and approval by the Transportation Planning Manager, the 
Sign Committee and the Historic Landmarks Coamdssion 
(and/or Sign Committee in lieu of HLC as determined by 
the Community Development Director) . 

D. Prior to the recordation of the Final Subdivision Map for 
the Project, the Owner shall enter into a written Owner 
Participation Agreement with the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
of Santa Barbara, in a form and content acceptable to the Agency 
Executive Director and Agency Counsel, which provides for the 
following; 

1. The construction, as part of the Project, ·(at the 
· location shown in the approved plan) of a commercial 

condominium structure of approximately 2,500 square feet 
to be either sold or leased to the Redevelopment Agency 
or the City of Santa Barbara at a mutually agreed upon 
price determined by a certified appraiser acceptable to 
the Agency or City and owner based on a fair market value 
for a restricted public/community priority use as a 
community visitor center with public restrooms. If the 
purchase of the building proves infeasible for the 
Redevelopment Agency or the City of Santa Barbara. then 
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an long-term lease may be substituted for sale of the 
condominium space. 

2. That the OWner will be required to and will construct, 
at the Owner's expense, all of the street, sidewalk and 
related improvements shown on the Preliminary Grading and 
Drainage Plan (DPI.2 dated June 29, 1999) except as 
modified by Condition B.1. and except the following: 

a. the required improvements in front of APNs 
33-102-06 and 12 and located on the west side 
of State Street and south of the notation •End 
Project• on the approved Plans which will be 
constructed as a condition of approval on the 
Harbor View Inn Expansion Project. 

b. The required street, sidewalk, and related 
improvements located on Helena Str~et south of 
the notation "End Project• as shown on the 
approved Plans. In return for the construction 
by the OWner of items c, d, and e below, the 
OWner Participation Agreement shall provide 
that the OWner's documented costs and expenses 
of designing, permitting and constructing · 
these improvements would be a credit against 
the total Purchase Price that the OWner may be 
required to pay to purchase 10' x 80' parcel 
owned by the City of Santa Barbara (Instrument 
No. 91-020552) located at the northeast corner 
of State and Mason Street: 

c. The required street, sidewalk, and related 
improvements in front of APNs 33-111-04, OS 
and 06 and which are located on the east side 
of State Street and south of the notation •End 
Project• as shown on the approved Plans. 

d. The required street, sidewalk and related 
improvements in front of APNs 33-075-11, 04, 
03, 02, 01 and 12 and which are located on the 
west side of State Street and north of Mason 
Street. e. The required street, sidewalk, and 
related improvements in front of APN 33-102-15 
and which are located on the west side of 
State Street and south of the notation "End 
Project" on the approved Plans. 

3. That the Owner shall make a monetary contribution or 
post an appropriate security acceptable to the Agency (or 
the Agency's designee) towards the projected cost of the 
installat.ion of traffic signals along Cabrillo Boulevard 
at Anacapa and Chapala in an amount not to exceed thirty 
{30) percent of the cost of each signal together with a . 
Agency contribution to the City towards the balance of 
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the projected cost of such signalization, if the City 
installs these traffic signals within five years of the 
date of project approval. 

4. That the Agency will provide a public parking facility 
located at 125 State Street in order to satisfy the 
parking needs of the Visitor Information Center prior to 
the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
Visitor Information Center. 

S. The applicant shall submit an off-site parking 
agreement to allow for the use of. shared parking among 
the three project sites. This agreement is subject to 
review 11nd approval of the City Attorney, Ca.mmity 
Development Director, and Public Works Director, and 
shall be recorded against the subject properties prior to 
the issuance of building permits for the proposed 
project. . 

E. The following is subject to the review and approval of. the 
Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) , and finalized and specified on 
the construction plans submitted for building permits: 

1. Minimize visual impacts of street utilities (i.e. 
traffic signal boxes) to the greatest extent reasonably 
feasible. 

2. Exterior lighting, where provided, shall comply with 
the City's Lighting Ordinance and shall be of low~ 
intensity in order to provide aesthetically pleasing 

lighting which promotes safety, but does not impose em 
adjacent properties and uses. All lighting, other than 
lighting within residential units, shall be energy-efficient 
lighting of a type other thail incandescent, except as 
determined to be impractical by the Community Development. 
Director. 

3. The OWner shall create a sign program and ·install a 
signage for the public right-of-way within the immediate 
vicinity of the project site addressing the needs of 
motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, transit users, and 

. quadricycle users, as outlined in Condition B.l(e). (This 
item may be referred to the Sign Committee in addition to 
or in lieu of HLC, to be determined by the Community 
Development Director). 

4. The OWner shall create a sign program and install 
signage for the project Site. (This sign program may be 
referred to the Sign Committee as determined by the 
Planning Commission and/or the Historic Landmarks 
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Commission 

5. The Owner shall remove one third-story unit from 
either Site B or Site C and relocate the unit to the 
interior space within Site A, so that the overall square 
footage approved for Site A does not increase. Tbe unit 
to be relocated shall be at the OWners discretion. 

F. The existing buildings at 35, 36, and l.OO State Street 
shall be documented for the City's Historical archives, pursuant to 
the City's standards as outlined in the Community Development 
Department qocument entitled •Required Documentation Prior to 
Demolition" prior to issuance of a building permit for demolition 
or alteration of the subject buildings. 

G. Prior to issuance of demolition, grading or building peradt 
for the proposed project: 

1. A complete hazardous materials/waste site assessment 
shall be obtained by the applicant/property owners-and 
approved by the County Protection Services Division 
delineating the vertical and lateral extent of the 
contamination. 

2. The OWner shall demonstrate compliance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local regulations relative 
to remediation of hazardous materials on the subject. 
property. Evidence of compliance shall be provided to 
both to the County Protective Services Division and City 
Community Development Department. 

3 . An Emergency Response Plan shall be formulated by the 
OWner and approved by the City Fire and Police 
Departments which addresses evacuation of the development 
in the event of a train derailment or release of 
hazardous materials from a train car. 

4. Apply for and receive approval from the Parks 
Commission for the removal and relocation of any existing 
street tree(s}, which the applicant proposes to remove. 
The Owner shall, at the OWners expense, relocate trees to 
the location reasonably designated by the CityArborist. 

5. A qualified representative of the developer, approved 
by the City Planning Division and paid for by the 
developer, shall be designated as the Project 
Environmental Coordinator (PEC) . The PEC shall be 
responsible for assuring full compliance with the 
provisions of the mitigation monitoring and reporting 
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program to the City. The PEC shall have authority over 
all other monitors/specialists, the contractor, and all 
construction personnel for those actions that relate ta 
the items listed in this program. 

6 • Provide a construction schedule including the name and 
phone number of the Project Environmental Coordinator 
(PEC) as a contact person to property owners and tenants 
(including business owners on Helena Avenue) within ~so 
feet of the project. 

7. A source reduction/recycling plan shall be developed 
for ·the proposed project and submitted for review and 
approval by the City's Environmental Analyst and the 
County's Solid Waste Division. This plan shall include, 
but not be limited to, the following measures which shall 
be incorporated into the demolition and construction 
plans submitted for building permits: . 

a. Space and/ or bins for storage of recyclable 
material shall be provided within the proposed 
project site. The hotel and restaurant 
operators shall encourage guests to recycle by 
using recyclable materials, and providing . 
sufficient and appropriate receptacles such as 
recycling or green waste containers, in each 
room. Vacation ownership and restaurant 
operators shall construct facilities to 
adequately provide recycling for food 
production areas. 

b. . Recycling of demolition/construction 
materials shall be carried out and containers 
shall be provided on site for that purpose. 

8. Contract with a City-approved archaeologist for 
monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
associated with the project including, but not limited 
to, grading, excavation, trenching, vegetation or paving 
removal, and ground clearance in the areas identified in 
the CUltural Resources Study prepared for this site by 
Heather Macfarlane, dated June 10, 1997 (revised August 
10, 1997}. The contract shall establish a schedule for 
monitoring and a report to the City Environmental Analyst 
on the findings of the monitoring. The Contract shall be 

· subject to the review and approval of the Environmental 
Analyst, and the executed contract shall be reproduced on 
demolition, grading and building plans. 

9. An interior noise analysis for the vacation ownership 
units identified in the Noise Analysis prepared by Dudek 
and Associates, dated October 5, 1998, shall be submitted 
to the Community Development Department, and approved by 
the Environmental Analyst. This study shall include the 
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implementation of measures to attenuate interior noise 
levels to 45 d.B{A) Lctn, including air-conditioning and/or 
mechanical ventilation, or the inclusion of sound-rated 
windows. Mechanical Ventilation shall be provided in 
these units only if no other sound attenuation options 
prove feasible. 

10. The buildings located adjacent to Sites B and c shall. 
be evaluated by a structural engineer to ensure. that the
buildings are not fragile or extremely fragile. If these 
buildings are considered fragile or extremely fragile, 
the applicant shall propose alternative methods of pile 
driving,_ as approved by the Community Development 
Director and Building Official. 

11. A construction conference shall be.scheduled by the 
General Contractor. The conference shall include 
representatives from the Public Works Department, 
Building Division, and Planning Division; and the 
applicant, property owner, Project Environmental. 
Coordinator, and contractor. Coordination of 
construction activities with other projects in .the 
Waterfront area shall be included in this meeting • 

12. The applicant shall prepare an Odor and Smolte 
Abatement Plan to be approved by both the City Community 
Development Director and the County Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD) prior to issuance of a building pe~t 
for any food service use within the project 

13 . The applicant shall review construction requirements 
with the Public Works Department to ensure that the 
development on Site A is consistent with approved plans 
for the improvement of Mission Creek at the time of 
project construction on Site A to the extent feasible. 
The Owner shall make all feasible changes to the plans as 
reasonably required by the Public Works Department. 
Costs for plan revisions shall be borne by the applicant. 

H. The following requirements shall be incorporated into, or 
submitted with the construction plans submitted to the Division of 
Building and Safety with applications for grading, demolition, and 
building permits, and implemented on-site during the demolition, 
grading, and construction period All of these construction 
requirements must be completed prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy: 

1. During site grading and transportation of fill 
materials., regular water sprinkling shall occur using 
reclaimed water whenever the Public Works Director 
determines that it is reasonably available. During 
clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation, sufficient 
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quantities of water, through use of either water trucks • 
or sprinkler systems, shall be applied to prevent dust 
from leaving the site. Each day, after construction 
activities cease, the entire area of disturbed soil shall 
be sufficiently moistened to create a crust. 

Throughout construction, water trucks or spriDkler 
systems shall also be used to keep all areas of vehicle 
movement damp enough to prevent dust raised from leaving 
the site. At a minimum, this will include wetting down. 
such areas in the late morning and after work is 
completed for the day. Increased watering frequency will 
be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 mph. 

2. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site 
shall be covered from the point of origin. 

3. The haul route (s) for all constructiqn-related trucks, 
three tons or more, entering or exiting the site, shall 
be approved by the City Transportation Engineer. 

4. After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is 
completed, the e~tire area of disturbed soil shall be 
treated to prevent wind pickup . of soil. This may be 
accomplished by: 

a. Seeding and watering until grass cover is 
grown. 

b. Spreading soil b~nders. 

c. Sufficiently wetting the area down to form 
a crust on the surface with repeated soakings 
as necessary to maintain the crust and prevent 
dust pickup by the wind. · 

d. Other methods approved in advance by the 
Air Pollution Control District. 

' 
5. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc.,· shall be 
paved as soon as possible. Additionally, building pads 
shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless 
seeding or soil binders are used. 

6. If any archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non
native) or unusual amounts of shell or bone are uncovered 
during any on-site grading, trenching or construction 
activities, all work must stop immediately in the area, 
and a City-approved archaeologist retained to evaluate 
the deposit. The City of Santa Barbara Environmental 
Analyst must also be contacted for review of the 
archaeological find (s) . If the discovery consists of 
potentially human remains, the Santa Barbara County 
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Coroner and the California Native American Heritage 
Commission must also be contacted. Work in the area may 
only proceed after authorization is granted by the 
Environmental Analyst. The City-approved archaeologists 
shall be present during grading and/or construction 
activities, which disturb the area described above. The 
archaeologist's monitoring shall include the following 
provisions: 

a. Any soils disturbance during site 
preparation, grading (cut and fill), 
earthquake retrofit, foundation, and/or 
utilities trenching in the project area are 
moi?-itored by the City-approved archeologist 
during these activities. For those areas in 
which the locations of potentially important 
historic and prehistoric archeological remains 
are anticipated to occur based on. the results 
of the Phase 1 survey, an extended Phase 1 
survey shall be consisting of limited backhoe 
trenching or shovel test pits (STPs) be 
conducted prior to the construction phase of 
work in order to identify and document those 
resources and determine whether additional . 
Phase 2 evaluation is required . 

b. If cultural resources are encountered or 
suspected, work shall be halted immediately, 
and the City Environmental Analyst shall be 
notified. The archaeologist shall assess the 
nature, extent and significance of any 
discoveries and develop appropriate management 
recommendations for archaeological resource 
treatment, including but not limited to, 
redirection· of grading and/or· excavation 
activities. If the findings are potentially 
significant, a Phase 3 recovery program shall 
be prepared and accepted by the Environmental 
Analyst and the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
That portion of the Phase 3 program, which 
requires work on-site, shall be completed 
prior to continuing construction in the 
affected area. 

c. If prehistoric or other Native American 
remains are encountered, a Native American 
representative shall be contacted and shall 
remain present during all further subsurface 
disturbances in the area of the find. 

7. Noise generating construction activity shall be 
prohibited Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays and between 
the hours of 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. ·Holidays are defined as 
those days which are observed by the City of Santa 
Barbara as official holidays by City employees. 
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8. All construction equipment, including trucks, shall be 
professionally maintained and fitted with standard 
manufacturers' muffler and silencing devices. 

9. Construction parking shall be provided as follows: 

a. During construction, free parking spaces 
for construction workers shall be provided on
site or off-site in a location subject to the 
approval of the Community Development 
Director. 

b. On-site or off-site ·storage shall be 
prc:ivided for construction materials and 
equipment. Storage of construction materials 
within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
unless an appropriate temporary encroachment 
permit is obtained by the Owner .. 

10. All construction-related trips (workers, equipment 
and deliveries) shall not be scheduled during peak hours 
(4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) to help reduce traffic on 
adjacent streets and roadways. The routes of .all 
construction related trucks, three tons of more, shall be 
subject to the review and approval of the '.l"raffic 
Engineer. 

11. A plan for rerouting of vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic . around the project area during project 
construction shall be submitted by the applicant and 
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Transportation 
Division prior to issuance of any grading or building 
permits for the proposed project. This plan shall also 
include measures to ensure pedestrian safety during 
project construction, and coordination with construction 
of other projects in the Waterfront area. 

12. The development shall be constructed with fire 
retardant materials and shall have smoke detectors 
uniformly installed throughout the project site. 

13. Fire sprinkler systems shall be installed where code 
and the Fire Chief indicate they are necessary, with 
special emphasis on the portions of the development which 

· are located immediately adjacent to the areas which could 
be directly impacted by a train derailment. 

14 . The rear wall of the parking structure directly 
adjacent to the railroad tracks shall be designed and 
constructed in a manner which provides for the optimum 
resistance to· damage from a train collision (some 
flexibility in the sup~rting members would probably be 
desirable), and primary structural support for the 
parking structure should be provided principally in the 
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central and southern portions of Site C (in the event 
that the rear wall is heavily damaged, these structures 
could have their primary support at other points not 
anticipated to be damaged from train derailment). 

15. Industrial interceptors shall be installed, as 
necessary, for the proper handling of liquid wastes 
containing grease, flammable wastes, sand, acid or 
alkaline substances in order to protect liquid wastes 
resulting from parking and cleaning areas from:
contaminating the public or private storm drainage 
systems. These devices shall be maintained by the 
owner/operator per manufacturer specifications. 

16. The· Conditions of Approval shall be provided on a 
full size drawing sheet as part of the drawing sets. A 
statement shall also be placed on the above sheet as 
follows: 

The undersigned have read and understand the above 
conditions, and agree to abide by any and all conditions 
which is their usual and customary responsibility to 
perform, and which are within their authority to perform. 

Signed: 

Property Owner 

Contractor 
License No. 

Date 

Date 

Architect Date License No. 

Engineer Date License No. 

The construction drawings shall also include one or more 
· separate plan sheets outlining a detailed description of 

design details considered by both the Planning Commission 
and the Historic Landmarks Commission in review of the 
project so that building inspectors on-site may verify 
that both of the Commissions' directions have been 
implemented. These details shall include, but not be 
limited t9, building colors and materials, architectural 
details, landscaping, paseo and plaza dimensions, 
building separations, and building heights. 
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17. The building plan cover sheet shall include 
tabulations of building statistics for each of tbe three 
project sites, including square footage of eachvacation 
ownership units and number and type of units aad total 
area of ~its. 

I. Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. the 
OWner of the Real Property shall complete the followiDg: 

1. Repair any damaged ·public improveaaents (carba, • 
gutters, sidewalks, etc.) subject to the review and 
approval of the Public Works Department. Where tree 
roots are the cause of the damage, the roots are to be 
pruned ~der the .direction of the City Arborist. 

2. Public improvements as shown on the improvement plana 
approved by the City Engineer.· 

3. A final report on the results of the archaeological 
monitoring shall be submitted to the Enviroamental 
Analyst within 180 days of completion of the monitoring 
or prior to the issuance of the Certificat~ of Oc~ 
(Final Inspection), whichever is earlier. 

. 
4 . Safety procedures and evacuation routes sball he 
posted throughout the development and a •safety 
coordinator• shall be designated for the develcpment to 
provide efficient interaction with emergency persODDel in 
the event of an emergency and to ensure that safety 
programs are properly designed and maintained. SUch an 
individual shall know the location and flUlction of all 
emergency systems in the development .. 

5 . An exterior noise analysis for the recreation area cm 
Site C shall be prepared by a qualified noise consultant 
and submitted to the Environmental Analyst. The noise 
analysis shall verify that the noise attenuation measures 
described in the Supplement to October 1988 Noise and 
Vibration Report for the Entrada de Santa Barbara reduce 
noise levels in the recreation area to 70 dB(A) Ldn. 

....,,.... ..... _ ............... 
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·• EXHIBIT NO. t.t 

CC:I~Y ~ .$11lt'A'Jl :G~RBJlRJ'.l APPUCAnONNO. 

A-4 -SBG·-99-200 

.MUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

La Entrada 

Planning Division ......... _ •••••• _ ••••• 564-5470 
630 GAROel STREi'i' 

PaST OFFICE BOX 11190 
SMT.l f!AA8ARA. C.:.93TOZ·t91a Housing & Aecfevelr,)OnMim Oivision 514-5461 

DMsian at l.anCI Use Controls ........ 5&4-5485 ·Pace 1 of 4 Dirlclol"s Olfic:e .............................. 564-5455 
Fu Numaer .......................... - ...... 564-5477 

August 20, 1998 

John Van Coops 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St, Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105-2219 

SUBJECT: MAP INTERPRETATIONS FOR SELECT PROPERTIES ALONG STATE 
STREET AND MASON AVE. 

Dear MI:. Van Coops: 

The City of Sant;i Barbara is CU'Il'elltly ~ewing an application for a Coastal Development 
Permit for a new mixed-use development of three buildings on multiple parcels fronting on State 
Street and Mason A v.e (Attachments 1 and 2). A portion of one building within this dr:velopmeat 

• 
(identified as Site A on Attachments 1 and 2) appeaxs to be Within the appealable jm.iSdiction, 
while the other two buildiiigs appear to ·be completely within the non-appealable jurisdiction. 
This determination was made using the Post-LCP Certification Permit ·and Appeai·]urisdidinnRI 

• 

Map (adopted by CCC on July 17, 1991) of the CityofSantaBarbara(Attacbment3). 

·Because the overall project (Sites A, B, and C) appears to be within both appealable· and non
appealable jurisdictions, the applicant for the project has requested a boundary determination far 
the properties involved in the project. 

We would also request conformation of the following: 

1) Only a portion of the multiple properties identified as Site A are within the appealable 
jurisdiction, and the remainder is in the non-appei!l'ble jurisdiction. However, it is our 
understanding that if one building is located on the entire Site A, then the entire Site A· 
development is within the appealable jurisdiction, based on Section II D. of the Coastal 
Commission Post-Certification Guide, revised July 1992. 

2) The entire project (Sites A, B, and C) is proposed to be reviewed under one Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP). If the COP were appealed to the Coastal Commimon,. 
please conform that the Commission would only review the portion of the CDP located 
within the appealable jurisdiction. We are again assuming that this would be the entire 
development located on Site A, as noted in item 1 above, but no other parts of the project. 



Coastal Commission- Map Interpretation 
August 20, 1998 . 
Page 2 of2 

Page 2 of 4 

We would appreciate a response to these inquiries at your earliest convenience. If you ·ha.w any 
questions, please feel free to call me at (805) 564-54 70. Thank you for your assistance.. 
·-
Sincerely, . 

·.fir!/ 
BillJact{ 
Associate Planner 

Attachments: 1. Project Site Plan 
2. Project Site Parcels _ 
3. Excerpt from the Post-LCP Certification Permit and Appeal Jurisdictioaal 

Map (adopted by the California Coastal Commission on July 17. 1991) 

cc: Planning File 
Ken Ma.rshall. AICP, Dudek and Associates, 621 Cbapala Stzeet, Santa B~ CA 93101 
Mark Capelli, California Coastal Commimon, 89 So. California Street, Suite 200, 

Ventura, CA 93001 . 
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EXHIBIT NO. 12 
APPUCAnON NO. 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA A-4-SBC-99-200 

La Entrada Public Works Department 

Interojjia Memortl11d11111 4 ~~~ Pa&e 1 of 10 

Ocr.~ ~~ 
DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

June 18, 1999 So G ~ & "f /) 
uri-! 0-4sr. ~l, _ ~ ·- 1/_J 

Bill Jacobs, Associate Planner c~~v,;' c~.., ....._ 
~ c0_Pfll1'.rs. 

Rob Dayton, Supervising Transportation Plann ~sr D~ 
. ~,~ 

. ~ 
ENTRADA DE SANTA BARBARA COMMENTS AND CONDmONS OF APPROVAL 

At its meeting on May 27, 1.999, the Planning Commission raised many concerns regarding the subject 
project and the continuation of the State Street Plaza within the Waterfront This memorandum is to' 
address the Planning Commission's concerns and answer remaining questions. Transportation 
Planning Staffs conditions of approval have also been included. · 

Because the Entrada project covers a large area encompassing parts of three City blocks, it wiR 
inevitably change the nature of the Waterfront regardless of what is finally approved. The project tras 
initiated and forced discussions concerning the area's vehide and pedestrian ciradation, parking 
demand and supply, and land use issues: Although some of these issues can be separated from the 
project, they are· intimately related. We have attempted to explain the circulation and parking issues far 

-the area and project in logical way. 

Project Trip Generation and Traffic Impacts 

Some members of the community have questioned the finding that the traffic study for the Entrada 
project shows a net reduction in traffic generation. A common response is •how can you make suciT 
vast improvements, and say that there will be less traffic?" A number of factors have been considered 
including trip estimates for the existing buildings to be tom down, the size of the new project compared 
to the existing square footage, and the anticipated activity the project will.generate·because of its 
location. 

Trio Generation for Existina Buildinas 

The methodology of the trip generation analysis is explained in detail on page 20 of the August. 1998 
Kaku report. This methodology is a well documented and utilized an industry-accepted methodology 
for measuring the net impacts of a proposed project. This methodology also conforms to a typical 
process, and follows case law, of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

The expressed concerns stem from the fact that not all of the existing businesses on the project site are 
fully utilized today, yet the trip generation calculation assumes fully occupied businesses. Tnis 
methodology for existing structures finds its logic in the fact that the existing businesses have 
entitlement to operate at full occupancy. In other words. the trip generation estimate tor the existina 
buildings could occur on these sites without any further land use approvals by the City of Santi 
Barbara. Also, the credited amount of trips does not represent the trip generation of an extremely 
successful business or that of a struggling business. The existing trip estimates are of averace 
businesses, and they represent build-out scenarios. -

E:\USE.RS\Trans\Trans P!ar.nmg\Daytcn\Entrada.RD.trans.dcc EIBJBJT I. 
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ENTRADA DE SANTA BARBARA COMMENTS AND CONDmONS OF APPROVAL 
June 1 a. 1999 
Page2 

Proiect Trip Generation 

• 
The square footage of the proposed project is greater than the eldsting buildings an the site. However. ·~ 
due to the difference in trip generation rates of various Janel uses, the number of -*le trips generatl!cf r 
per square foot by the proposed project is significantly less than that of the existing buildings.. Reta&1 ; .. 
generates approximately 11 vehicle trips·per 1,000 square feet duing the everi1g peak travel hour'. ' 
The time share units (measured in units similar to hotel rooms} are estimated to geuerate less than one 
{ 1) trip per 1,000 square feel The change in land use category explains how the project can reduce 
the amount of retail space J:>y nearly 20.000 square feet and increase the amount of hotel ar time share 
space by over 60,000 square feet. and still have a reduction in peak hour traffic trips. 

Trip Gene@tion factors Working in tht Proied Area 

A third consideration regarding the vehicle trip generation numbers for the prcject is the location af ttre 
project. The projeCt Is ·being proposed in the area the General Plan refers 1D as the heart at the City. 
Some have asked, -won•t the fact that the project located at the foot of the Waterfront on State Street 
create a higher trip generation?' ·Because of its location in a desirable destination point, thi project will 
be more attractive than the same land use in a remote area of town. It is Important 1D note that this is 

·v not a result of the project. but rather the location. People, residents and tourists alike, come to the · 
heart of the City because of the oceanfront. the beaches, the Wharf, ·and many reaeationaf uses.. The 

· majority of the City's hotel population is also in close proximity to the project. These faders create a • 
significant amount of pedestrian and vehicle activity (particularity on summer weekends) that is nat 
attributed .to the Entrada project. but wiD contn.bute to the customer adivity d the projeds retail 
componenl These pedestrian and vehicle trips that are external to the Entrada project are net c:auntect 
as a part of the net new trip generation. 

VISitor's Center 

Four new peak hour automobile trips are estimated for the Visitor Center. whictl has now been 
incorporated into the Entrada projed en Area C. The trip estimation is based on the trip characteristics 
of the existing VISitor Center located at the comer of Cabrillo Boulevard and Garden Street Logic:afly. 
the Visitor Center is and will continue to be located in the heart of the City. Therefore, the vast majority 
of these trips to the center are eitherwalk·in trips or pass·by auto trips (i.e. trips already originating to or 
from the beach and the CabriHo Boulevard corridor that merely stopped in at the VISitor Center as part 

· of that trip). In order for an auto trip to be counted as new. it must originate from outside of the area to 
the Visitor Center and then leave the area afterwards. Thus, the number of net new trips generated by 
the Visitor Center is low, especiaUy during the weekday evening peak hour. · 

Additionally, the Visitor Center is not a new use to the area, but rather is a land use that is being 
transferred four blocks. Normally, trips are not transferred to another location. The location that the 
Visitor Center is leavino however win become a public restroom, a non-auto oenerator. Therefore. 
nearly all of the auto trip~ attributable to the new Visitor Center are already on the-area's street system. 

Traffic Impacts 

Because the nearby intersection of Cabrillo Boulevard and State Street and the northbounc ic!mps of 
the Garden lnterchanoe are impacted intersections (leve! of Service C. with more than a 22 second 
average delay), projects that send new traffic through these intersections would have a si~nificant 
impact. The first submittal of the project did senerate new traffic trips and would have had a sigr:ific:ant 
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impact. These anticipated impacts are what prompted Transportation Planning Staff to request a traffic 
study. Since then. however, the project has been scaled back and the amount of retaH has been 
significantly reduced. Since retail uses generate higher trip rates than other types. the CUITent projec:t is 
not estimated to generate any new peak hour traffic trips. Therefore, the project is not anticipated ta 
have any traffic impacts. 

It is important to note that all the traffic re~ted studies that have been provided to date are cansistent 
with those that would be needed for an Environmental Impact Report. 

Project Parking Demand, Supply, and Area Inventory 

The Entrada project proposes to provide 210 parking spaces. Area A. B, and C woUkl have 17 .. 48. and 
148 parking spaces, respectively. The parking lots on areas A and 8 would be fer the exclusive- use of 
time share guests. The parking structure on area C would function as a quasi-public parking garage 
similar to the Paseo Nuevo, functioning with the same free periods and pricing structure as tbe City 
parking lots. 

Commercial Land Use 

In our first meetings with the applicants, we discussed our goal to provide enough parking tc meet 
demand, but not exceed it As we have discussed with the Planning Commission on other recent 
projects. we believe that when a project provides excess parking it is an encouragement far people 1D 
drive their vehicles. At that time, the applicants were not interested in asking for~ modifications,. and 
originally proposed a parking supply that met the zoning ordinance, but was higher than the calculated 
parking demand. 

The parking demand analysis could be characterized as a worst case scenario. which did not initially . 
account for any cftScounts like modal splits or the location of the proposed land use and its relationship 
to the surrounding beach actMty. Further, the parking demand rate used for the commercial portion af 
the project is conservative, based on the Institute of Traffic Engineer's (ITE) Parkino Generation_ (4 
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet or a total of 70 spaces). This parking rate assumes that nearly afl 
customers will arrive by automobile. 

Staff prefers a method of estimating parking demand using the same ITE statistics that derives the 
average parking rate of a shopping center (i.e., a group of retail stores and restaurants in dose. walking 
proximity) of a similar size. The similarly sized shopping centers studied in ITE's Parkino Generation 
had an average rate of 2.6 parking spaces per 1 ,000 square feet, for a total of 46 parking spaces. This 
parking demand estimate is also confirmed by the traffic study's traffic section, which accounted for a 
35%-40% reduction in the project's commercial traffic because of the use of alternative means of 
transportation (primarily pedestrian traffic and shuttle users). The Planning Commission has also 
reduced the parking demand by as much as 50% for historical projects at this same location because of 
heavy pedestrian volumes and use of commercial space by hotel patrons leaving their cars parked at 
hotel-sites. Therefore. Transportation staff believes that the parking demand for the commercial land 
use will be met with the 48 commercial parking spaces provided . 
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Time Share or Hotel Units 

1 The projed proposes to provide one parking space for each potential unit for the 1ime shant partiarraf 
the project Each of. the 81 time-share units can function as two individual units with a total of 162 units 
possible. Therefore, in order to be conservative,.162 (one per room) parldng spaces are pravidec:l far 
the time share portion of the project · 

It is highly unlikely, however, that the time share units will ever use the 162 parking spaces pavided. 
The time-share operational study indicates that an average of 30% of the 81 suites wsl be·usect in the 
two-unit confaguration at any given time. The remaining 700A» of the units are used as suites. Using this 
information, the average parking demand of the time-share portion of the project wil average 105 
spaces, 57 spaces less than the number provided. "'""' _. /.(:,.. 
§bared Parking I' 

• 

Transportation recommends Parking Are;J C be configured to permit a shared parldng supply between 
the commercial and time share units in the unlikely event that the commercial parldrl9 demand exceeds 
the estimate. ·In other words. the commercial and time share parking in Parking Area C (148 spaces) 
would be combined in one parking strudure. Using available technology, the time share spaces woulcf 
be reserved based on the accrual parking demand. The remaining amount would be available to the 
public. Under a shared parking scenario, we estimate that an average of 87 parking spaces will be • 
avail~ble for commercial or public use. 

Visitor Center Parfdng 

Because of the short duration of the stay at the Vasitor Center. the peak parking cfemand ·is exped8d tr:J 
be 10 spaces at any one time. Because the Visitor Center is now being proposed to be inCOI p01 ated 
into the Entrada ·project, the previous site on the southwest comer of the railroad tracks and State 
Street is proposed to be a public parking lot for approximately 40 spaces. The 10 parking spaces 
needed for tOe Visitor Center are proposed to be accommodated in this new parking lot. referred to as 
the Visitor Center parking lot This parking lot would be constructed by the Redevelopment Agency and 
managed by the City's Downtown Parking Program. 

On-Street Parkino Suoolv 

The Entrada de Santa Barbara project involves the reconfiguration of the Mason and Helena . Streets 
adjacent to the project in order to increase the pedestrian space along the streets. As a result of this 
street reconfiguration, the number of on-street curb parking spaces would be reduced from the existing 
40 spaces to 30 spaces. ·The loss of 10 spaces is proposed to be accommodated in the Visitor Center 
parking lot. 

Future Public Par'l(inc lnventorv 

The City is developing a public parking supply on State Street below the freeway, similar to the 
Downtown. The train· depot parking lot will have 167 public par'.ting spaces. Across the tracks. sauth of • 
the train depot, the old Visitor Center site is proposed to have approximately 40 parking spaces for 
public use. Tne Area C parking structure is anticipated to have an average of 105 par'l(ing spaces. 
This brings the amount of on-street par't<ing that will be available to the public in t."te Lower State Street 
area to 312 spaces. 
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State Street Plaza 
. 

The continuation of the State Street Plaza design on Lower State Street as it exists between Hafey ancf 
Victoria Streets was conceptually approved by City Couna1 on March 23. 1999. The Plaza design 
includes wide sidewalks, landscaping, two traffic travel lanes with bike lanes. right-tum lane packets at 
intersections that are also used for shuttle puU outs, and mid-block aossing:s that are pedestrian 
activated. The State Street Plaza is more than just wider sidewalks for pedestrian travel. lhe .Plaza 
design enhances the pedestrian and motorist's experience on State Street. aeating nat simply a place 
to walk, but a place to be. · 

The continuation of the State Street Plaza to Lower State Street is a Redevelopment Agency project 
that is separate from the Entrada projecl With some modification to the project on the northeast comer 
of State and Mason Streets (the location of the existing shuttle stop). the Entrada project coukl be built 
within the current State Street configuration. Although independent. the State Street Plaza 
improvements are being tied to the project because the project site encorilpasses a significant amaunt 
of street frontage. 

Circulation and Traffic Impacts 

The capacity implications of the installation of the State Street Plaza design between Cabri1Jo Boufevan:f 
and the railroad tracks were taken into consideration in the Mitigated Negative Dedaratian and the 
Kaku traffic report When considering changes to a roadway's configuration, two types of vehide 
capacity require analysis: intersection capacity and the roadway capacity between intersectiai1s. 
Intersection capacity is the most fimiting factor on urban streets with frequent signa&zatian.. 

Roadway Capacity 

The State Street Plaza design would change the number of travel Janes between the railroad tracks and 
Mason Street from two in each direction to one lane in each direction. The design would make a similar 
change between the intersections at Mason Street and Cabrillo Boulevard. A travel lane has a free flow 
capacity of 1 ,600 to 1,800 vehides per hour. Therefore, by reducing two lanes to one lane .. the free 
flow capacity changes from approximately 3,200 to 1,600 vehicles per hour. This remaining amount of 
roadway capacity will accommodate the flow of traffic without congestion. 

Intersection Capacity -State and Mason Street 

Currently, State Street has two through lanes in each direction at Mason Street with no traffic sianaL 
The State Street Plaza design would change the lane configuration to a single through lane and-a right 
turn lane in each direction. Also. a traffic signal would be added. The capacity calculation resulting 
from this change is shown in Table 9 of the Kaku traffic report. The calculation shows that State Street 
and Mason Street is projected to operate at Level of Service B after the State Street Plaza desicrt 
change. · -

Intersection Capacity- State Street and Cabrillo Boulevard 

The southbound approach to State Street at Cabrillo Boulevard has a left tum lane. a throuah lane, and 
a right turn lane. This lane configuration is not proposed to change with the addition of the State Sb"eet 
Plaza design. Although still operating at LOS C during the weekday peak hours, this intersection 
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operates at LOS E on the summer weekend peak hours. The significant numberctpedestrians at this 
location and the fact that State Street dead ends at this point are major factors that caotribute ta the 
~easonallevel of seMce variance. The intersection's curre~t capadty to process whide.s at atPJ tirlw 
IS only 600 to 900 vehicles per hour. Although the proposed Slate Street Plaza design pi'Cl(2eding the 
intersection would deliver half as many cars per hour as a result at the lane reduction. it would not 
negatively affect the intersection's capacity. Therefore, although the intersection at Cabri1Jo 9au1evan:t 
will continue at LOS E. the State Street Plaza will not change or add to the levels of ccngestian 
currently experienced. 

Currently, State Street northbound from Cabrillo Boulevard has a single travel tane. Only one fane 
exists because whether turning left or right from Cabrillo 8oulevanf to State Street. ar traveling straight 
from the Wharf, only one Jane at traffic can move on State Street at any given time. Because only ane 
lane of traffic can ever feed State Street northbound, one travel lane is aft that is needed. 

Queuing Capacity 

• 

Although the vehicle travel capacity of the State S~t Plaza design would remain lllChanged. same 
people questioned the storage or queuing capacity of the street with one less lane. This potential 
problem would occur at the northbound State S.treet terminus at Cebrilo Boulevard.. The capacity 
analysis performed by Kaku Associates (~ndix B. calculation sheets) shows that an average. 200 
feet of queuing space will be needed. The State Street Plaza design would need to be canctitiOned to • 
accommodate this amount of queuing space for cars in the southbound direction at th8 intersedian of 
State Street and Cabrillo Boulevard. · 

Area Circulation 

Although the traffic analysis shows that State Street Plaza design can be installed willout increasing 
congestion, Transportation Planning Staff is recommending traffic signals along Cabrillo Boulevard at 
Chapala and Anacapa Streets to relieve the vehicle and pedestrian congestion now experienced at the 
intersection of Cabrillo Boulevard and State Street These added signals would serve matarists anct 
pedestrians alike, giving more options to access State Street via Mason and Yanonal Streets. In 
particular, we anticipate Anacapa Street becoming more heavily used during peak times of congestion 
with a signal installed at Cabrillo Boulevard. 

Left-turn Restrictions at Mason 

Left-tum restrictions are suggested for north and southbound traffic on State Street the Mason Street 
intersection. As proposed, northbound and southbound left turns would be prohibited from 10 a.m. to 6 
p.m. every day. The left tum restriction, similar to the Downtown State Street P~ intersections. do 
improve traffic flow, but are mainly used to reduce conflicts with pedestrians crossing Mason Street on 
a green light. At peak pedestrian times. only one or two left turns are possible on each signal phase. 

Concern was raised over the circulation implications of the proposed left tum prohibition. Tne attached 
figure done by KaKu Associates showS the circulation pattern that would be available to motorists 
traveling northbound or southbound on State Street. Northbound motorists would pass Mason Street ·• 
and make three rights turns in an around- the-block maneuver. Traffic would tum right onto eastbcur.c:t 
Yanancli Street. right again onto southbound Anacapa Street, and right again onto westbound Mason 
Street. This same around-the-block route would be available for southbour:d traffic usina cabrilla 
Boulevard, Chapala Street and Mason Street. -

:;:;'.USERS\Trans•,Trans PlaMiru;\Day!en\Entrada.RO.Irans.doc 



• 

•• 

• 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
ENTRADA DE SANTA BARBARA COMMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
June 18, 1999 
Page 7 

Concern was expressed at the Planning Commission meeting that this arauncJ..the..block maneuver 
involved a significant travel distance. In reafity. the northbound and southbound araund--the-block 
maneuvers involve 500-foot square blocks. · This manewer distance is exadly the same dimensions as 
the around-the-block manewers that are required in Downtown State Street. Thus. the (eft tum 
restriction at State Street/Mason Street does not involve any mare out-of..directi travel than presently 
occurs along other portions of the State Street Plaza. 

Staff has analyzed an alternative State Street configuration. which would provide rett bn fanes at the 
intersedion of State and Mason Streets (attache9). This configuration woufd have a (eft and through 
lane in each direction on State Street at MaSon Streel Bus packets would have ro be pravidec:t 
because of the Joss of the right tum pockets. Congestion would inaease at State and Mason Streets 
because there are significanUy more right turns than left tums. As mentioned above, pedestrian flaws 
would limit the capacity of the left-tum lanes to two cars per signal phase. Pedestrian flows also imit 
right tum capacity. A right-turning vehicle stalled by pedestrians would block the through lane-. Fmally, 
right-turning vehicles would conflict with through bicyde movements. Staff does not reco~ thbr 
configuration. 

Train Crossings 

Amtrak currently has 12 trains either arriving or departing from the railroad. depot Freight 1rains are 
scheduled on a weekly basis as needed. Concern was expressed that the narrowing at State Street 
would be problematic given the blockage of State Street that now takes place when a train 
loads/unloads at the railroad station immediately west of State Street Blcx:kage d State Street in both 
directions occurs for periods of up to 1 0 minutes during the noon hour d the day as the northbaunct 
Amtrak train loads and unloads passengers. This train often extends across Slate Street. fon::ing lhe 
cro~sing gates to stay in the down position. blocJ<ing all travel flow on Slate Streel 

It is important to note that this problem has been exacerbated for the past year because of train depot 
construdion. 

The California Public Utilities Commission has adopted a ruing prohibiting Amtrak trains from bfoddng 
streets like State Street for extended periods. Thus, the City of Santa Barbara could enforce this ruing 
and require Amtrak to stop further to the north at the railroad station so that State Street could be left 
open while loading/unloading activities were underway. Failure to stop further to the north wouJd result 
in citations to Amtrak. 

Train crossings will cause back-ups with or without the State Street Plaza design in place. With the 
narrowing to one lane in each direction. however, there will be less capacity to store queuing vehides. 
In the event enforcement of the PUC regulation fails, staff recommends investigating signal and 
signage programs that would wor'l( in coordination with the crossing arms on State Street to ac:Nise 
motorists. This action would be initiated by the Public Works Department and would be independent of 
.and not related to, the Entrada project. 

Travel Route for Quadracvdes 

Concern was expressed as to the impact oi four-wheel cydes that are popular rental units in the bead't 
area. These quadracycles are wide and affect pedestrian flow if they travel on the side-Nalk systern and 
that they are even disruptive to the· bicyde lanes if the activity level in the bicycle lane is roan. Another 
issue is unmanned quadracycles set out on the sidewalk as advertisement for renl -
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The California Vehide Code classifies all bicycles and quadracydes as regal vehic:fes. Tberefant .. 
operation of these quadracydes is not allowed on the sidewalk system. Cuadra:;yctes must operate in 
the bicyde lanes or in the travel lanes of a public street that does not have bike lanes. n. ·PI oject 
proposes to continue a bicycle rental franchise, and a safe route from the ptqec:t ta the beachway 
needs to be identified. 

From a safety standpoint, staffs concern with the quadracycles is the crossing of cabriJra Soufevan:t: 
The City's plans for area wide street improvements indude the installation of traffic signals at the 
intersections of Chapala/Cabrilo and AnacapaiCabnlJo. Therefore, an alternate roUte to Stata Street 
will be to use Mason Street eastbound or westbound to either Chapala or Anacapa Streets. lhese 
routes would allow bicycles and quadracydes to travel between the project anct the beach an row 
volume traffic streets that still offer a protected crossing of Cabrillo Boulevard. Modifications to the 
seawall opposite Chapala Street will be necessary in order to increase the effectivenesa of this route. 

Bicycles and quadrocydes should be aiSCOuraged from using Helena Avenue because of 1he cfitrfc:ulty 
of crossing Cabrillo at this location. The bicyde rental facird:y within the project sl'1outq dfstrtbute maps 
showing of preferred routes to the beachway. The projed·sh~ also incorporate a signage ptogram 
showing quadracyde users the appropriate way (incorporated in the conditions of apprcNal) ta the 
beachway. 

• 

Further, these plans are only as ·good as the ~ccompanying enforcement Therefore. staff has adfvel'y • 
begun and enforcement case against the quadracydes currently being used as signs far advertising on 
the sidewalk. We wt11 work with. the Police Department to have quadracydes using the sidewalk 
confiScated. History demonstrates that this method of enforcement is the most effedive in managing 
similar problems (e.g., electric vehicles on the beachway). ~ 

Signage 

Enhanced signage should faciitate overall mobility along this portion of State Street and the 
intersecting roadways. Directional signs as well as those identifying specific sites can help motoriSts. 
pedestrians and those in other modes to find their way around and through the Entrada site. The aim is 
to guide vehicular and pedestrian movements. eliminate confusion, and, at the same time incorpcrate 
the character of the area. 

On-street mobility should be enhanced by signage in advance of intersections that alerts drivers to 
street locations as welt as directs them into tum lanes. These signs produce the greatest benefit if they 
are strategically placed for maximum visibility, giving drivers sufficient distance to maneuver into tum 
lanes or continue straight ahead. In addition, access to parking sites, both on- and off-street should be 
facilitated by signage and directional indicators that are clearly visible throughout the area. 

Transit stops in this portion of State Street should also be clearly distinguishable. Tnis can be 
accomplished via on-site directional signs that point shuttle users to stop locations. These signs <::luld 
also include a color or theme that identifies a particular route. assisting riders in locatina the correct 
stop and reducing the amount of time shuttle drivers would need to stop and give verbat directions.· 

Pedestrians also need sionaae to locate usas within and near the Entrada site. The focus s."'tculd be an 
signs that are discernible~ from an directions and that will create an identity for the project Tnese 
should integrate with on-site signage for the various uses within the project. 
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Bicycle facilities should be clearly delineated by on-street markings that maximize safe den a cation 
between the modes. It is recommended ·that signage be incorporated within the project to direct 
bicyclists and users of quadracycfes to the on-street bicycle lanes. This would best be ac::camplishecf 

·via a series of off-street signs and maps showing the access points to the bicycle lanes. It is important 
to reinforce to those using quadracycJes and similar non-motorized modes that these vehicles must 
only be driven on the street 

The project will be conditioned to produce and install a signage program.. 

Helena Street 

Helena Street, running in the project area from Cabrillo Boulevard north to the railroad tracks. does not 
currently have much value for vehicle circulation. This is mainly because of the dead end at the 
railroad tracks and the difficulty motorists experience accessing Cabrillo Boulevard at peak times. A 
traffic signal installed at Anacapa Street and Cabrillo Boulevard will channel traffic to that intersedian 
and further reduce the need for vehicles to use Helena StreeL 

Although the Mure of land use abutting Helena Street remains unclear. Transportation Planning ·statr 
recommends a· street design that is pedestrian in nature. With a pedestrian oriented design. motorists 
will travel on the street with more care and caution. Further. the street could convert at times to be 
used for pedestrian events. 

Because the drainage is in the middle of the street. curb and gutter is unnecessary. We recammencf a 
color concrete street without curb and gutters. A 1 0-foot color variation could be placed on each side d 
the street to define a pedestrian way. Street trees protected by ironwork could be placed on the west 
side of the street in the parking lane with adequate distance for cars to park in between them. The east 
side of the street could have street trees in a similar location depending on the access needs of the 
adjacent businesses. We recommend that the south curb returns at Mason Street be 16 feet apart. anct 
that they become flush with Helena Street. • 

Conditions of Approval 

After reviewing the plans received on June 8, 1999, Transportation Staff recommends the foUowing 
Conditions of Approval for the Entrada de Santa Barbara development 

• The crosswalks at the intersection of State and Mason shall be configured to match the State Street 
Plaza design per the approval of tne Public Works Director. The plans illustrate offset crosswalks. 
It is our experience that pedestrians cross streets using the shortest possible route. In this plan. the 
crosswalks are located further from State Street. 

• Omit the decorative street paving on State Street and Mason Street near the crosswalks. We 
recommend that lf any decorative paving is proposed in the street it should be used for crosswalks 
area within the crosswalk boundaries . 
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• The width of Mason Street where parking is provided on both sides shaD be 3tT (two a· wide parking 
lanes, two 1 0' wide travel lanes). The plan shows this section of Mason Street to be 40' wide. This 
will allow two feet of additional sidewalk on each side of Mason. We do, howew!r, reaxnmend the 
Mason Street crosswalks at the intersection of State Street remain 24' wide to acconvnodate right 
vehides turning right The width of the Mason Street mid-block crossing shaD remain 20" wide.. 

• We do not approve the operation of service trucks crossing State Street as it is an extremely high 
pedestrian area. This comment pertains to the proposed service entrance parallel to the existing 
Channel Islands Surf Shop. · 

• Omit the parallel parking striping on Mason Street. otherwise called -rs·. 

• Create and install a signage program addressing the needs of motorists, bicydists. pedestrians. 
transit users, and quadracyde users. This plan shaft be reviewed and approved by the 
Transportation Planning Manger. 

• The southbound right tum pocket at State and Mason shaD be lengthened so that southbound 
vehides from Be Bop Burger enter on State Street in the right tum· pocket 

• 

• The southbound right tum pocket at State Street and Cabnllo Boulevard shaD be lengthened to 200"' • 
to accommodate queuing vehides. • 

• The Parking Structure on Area C shan be operated as a quasi-pubrac parking facility with the same 
free parking periods and pricing scale as the public parking lots operated in the Downtown Parking 
P~ram. · 

If you have any questions, please contad me at extension 5390. 

RD/ 
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