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SUBJECT: City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAJ-2-02 
[Hotel and Related Commerce (HRC) Zones and Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial (OC) Zone] for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the 
California Coastal Commission hearing of April 10, 2003 in Santa 
Barbara. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL 

On September 30, 2002, the City of Santa Barbara submitted an amendment to its 
certified Local Coastal Program to: (1) create a new Ocean Oriented Commercial (OC) 
land use designation, re-designating an approximately 3-block by 3-block area of the 
Waterfront generally bound by Helena Avenue on the west, Highway 101 on the north, 
Garden Street on the east, and Cabrillo Boulevard on the south (excluding parcels 
fronting Cabrillo Boulevard and those within the Cabrillo Plaza Specific Plan), from the 
existing HRC-2 land use designation to the OC land use designation (exhibit 1); and (2) 
amend the Zoning Ordinance to include a new Ocean-Oriented Commercial (OC) land 
use zone applicable to the subject area. Other proposed changes include: amending 
the zoning ordinance to allow residential uses in the Kimberly Avenue area in the HRC-
2 zone between State Street and Mission Creek (exhibit 4); amending the LUP and the 
Zoning Ordinance to allow free standing restaurants in the HRC-1 land use designation 
and zone; amending the Zoning Ordinance to remove language that allows residential 
use in the Chase Palm Park Expansion (Park & Recreation Zone); amending the 
Zoning Ordinance to allow residential uses in the HRC-2 and proposed OC zones to 
develop to variable density standards; rezoning the parcel at 15 West Mason Street 
from HRC-1 to HRC-2; and, amending the General Plan (LUP) map and Zoning Map for 
several properties located east of Milpas, south of Calle Puerto Vallarta, and west of 
Orilla Del Mar from the HRC-1 (Hotel and Related Commerce) designation and zone to 
the Hotel and Residential land use designation and R-4 (Hotel-Motel Multiple 
Residence) Zoning designation (exhibit 4 ). 

On October 15, 2002, the Executive Director determined that the City's Amendment 
was in proper order and legally adequate to comply with the submittal requirements of 
Coastal Act Section 30510 (b) . 

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30517 and California Code of Regulations Section 
13535 the Commission extended the statutory 90 day time limit for Commission action 
on the proposed LCP amendment for a period not to exceed one year at its December 
2002 meeting. The City had requested that the time limit be extended in order to allow 
this item to be heard at the Commission meeting in Santa Barbara in April 2003. 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends denial of the Land Use Plan Amendment as submitted, followed by 
approval of the Amendment with suggested modifications. Staff further recommends denial 
of the Implementation/Zoning Ordinance Amendment as submitted, followed by approval of 
the Amendment with suggested modifications. The City's proposed LCP Amendment is 
inconsistent with the Chapter 3 pc>Uciesof t~e Coastal Act relative to the.prp~ect~()n and; 
provisioo .. ?t•visi~or-serving comrnerqi~t ... facili~e,s.}iry9tu.ding.hotets•and·•.m<:>t~t~~·.·····A~~~~~IJli~~~··· 
the proP<>sed LCP Amendment will· prohibitfuture ·construction of · certain >vislt6r-8e1Ving1 

commercial facilities, including overnight accommodations in a significant portion of the 
downtown waterfront area where they are currently allowed while, at the same time, 
increasing the potential for residential development, a non-priority use under the Coastal 
Act, in the same area. Therefore, Commission staff is recommending denial of certain 
portions of the Amendment and suggested modifications to bring the proposed Land Use 
Plan amendment into conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and to 
enable the proposed Implementation Plan Amendments to adequately carry out the certified 
LUP policies. The motions and resolutions for Commission action begin on page 3; 
the suggested modifications begin on page 6. 

For additional information please contact Gary Timm at the South Central Coast District 
Office: 89 South California St., Ste. 200, Ventura, CA. 93001 or 805-585-1800. 

I. PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

A. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Coastal Act provides: 

The commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, if it finds that a 
land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity with, the policies of Chapter 
3 (commencing with Section 30200) ... (Section 30513(c)) 

The standard of review that the Commission uses in reviewing the adequacy of the land 
use plan is whether the land use plan is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 

Section 30513 of the Coastal Act further provides: 

The local government shall submit to the Commission the zoning ordinances, zoning 
district maps, and, where necessary, other implementing actions that are required 
pursuant to this chapter ..• 

The Commission may only reject ordinances, zoning district maps, or other implementing 
action on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry out. the 

• 

• 

provisions of the certified land use plan. If the Commission rejects the zoning ordinances, • 
zoning district maps, or other implementing actions, It shall give written notice of the 
rejection, specifying the provisions of the land use plan with which the rejected zoning 
ordinances do not conform, or which It finds will not be adequately carried out, together 
with its reasons for the action taken. (Section 30514) 
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The Commission may suggest modifications in the rejected zoning ordinances, zoning 
district maps, or other implementing actions, which, if adopted by the local government 
and transmitted to the Commission shall be deemed approved upon confirmation by the 
executive director. The local government may elect to meet the Commission's rejection in 
a manner other than as suggested by the Commission and may then resubmit its revised 
zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, and other Implementing actions to the 
Commission. 

The standard of review used by the Commission for the proposed amendm~nt.tp.t~.e 
Implementation Plan in reviewing the adequacy of zoning and other· implementing· .. 
measures is whether or not the proposed amendment is in conformance with, and 
adequate to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan. 

The City of Santa Barbara's Coastal Zoning Ordinance implements the City's Coastal 
Land Use Plan and policies. It serves to integrate the City of Santa Barbara Coastal 
Land Use Plan with the adopted Santa Barbara General Plan and Zoning Ordinance as 
applied to the Coastal Zone. The Coastal Zoning Regulations and Maps set forth 
regulations, standards, and procedural requirements for development within the Coastal 
Zone and establish required consistency with the policies of the LCP Land Use Plan. 

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval, 
certification and amendment of any LCP. The City held numerous public meetings 
and/or workshops on 7/18/98, 7/20/98, 9/23/98, 9/26/98, 10/27/98, 12/15/98, 2/16/99, 
4/13/99, 7/8/99, 7/20/99, 8/10/99, 8/17/99, and 6/18/02. All workshops and hearings 
were noticed to the public consistent with Sections 13551 and 13552 of the California 
Code of Regulations. Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all 
known interested parties. 

C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

Pursuant to Section 13551 (b) of the California Code of Regulations, the City resolution 
for submittal may provide that a Local Coastal Program Amendment will either require 
formal adoption by the local government after the Commission action to approve, or is 
an amendment that will take effect automatically upon the Commission's approval. In 
this case, because the recommendation of approval is subject to suggested 
modifications, if the Commission approves the Amendment pursuant to the staff 
recommendation, the City must act to formally accept the suggested modifications 
before the amendment can become effective. Pursuant to Section 13544 of the Code 
of Regulations, the Executive Director shall determine whether the City's action is 
adequate to satisfy all requirements of the Commission's certification with suggested 
modifications and report such adequacy to the Commission . 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND RESOLUTIONS 
ON THE LAND USE PLAN/COASTAL PLAN (LUP/CP) 

Following public hearing, staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following 
resolution and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and the staff 
recommendation is provided prior to each resolution. 

A •. DENIAL OF THE LAND USE PlAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMI'tt'ED ';\\ •····.··· ..... 
. - - ._. - . ' -' ',_. __ - --- ---- '- - . - . __ --~-·:' -.- _-_ . - <--. ----- __ ._, 

MOTION 1: I move that the Commission certify Amendment SBC-MAJ-2-02 
to the City of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan/Coastal Plan as 
submitted by the City of Santa Barbara. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the land use 
plan as submitted and adoption of the following resolution. The motion to certify as 
submitted passes only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT 
AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of Amendment SBC-MAJ-2-02 to the City 
of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan/Coastal Plan and adopts the findings set forth below 
on the grounds that the Land Use Plan as submitted does not meet the requirements of 
and is not in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of 
the land use plan would not meet the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would 
substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result 
from certification of the land use plan as submitted. 

B. CERTIFICATION OF THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT WITH 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

MOTION II: I move that the Commission Certify Amendment SBC-MAJ-2-02 
to the City of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan/Coastal Plan if 
modified as suggested in this staff report. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY IF MODIFIED: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
land use plan with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an 

• 

• 

affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. • 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT WITH 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 
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The Commission hereby certifies Amendment SBC-MAJ-2-02 to the City of Santa 
Barbara Land Use Plan/Coastal Plan if modified as suggested and adopts the findings 
set forth below on grounds that the Land Use Plan/Coastal Plan with the suggested 
modifications will meet the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the land use plan if modified as suggested 
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substal')tial.ly, IE!SS~rl 
any significant adverse effects of the. plan on the environment, .or 2) there e1re 119 fl.trth~r 
feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen · any · 
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the 
land use plan if modified. 

Ill. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND RESOLUTIONS ON 
THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM/COASTAL ZONING 
ORDINANCE (IP/CZO) 

Following public hearing, staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following 
resolution and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and the staff 
recommendation is provided just prior to each resolution. 

A . DENIAL OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM/COASTAL ZONING 
ORDINANCE AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION Ill: I move that the Commission reject the City of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program I Zoning Ordinance Amendment SBC­
MAJ-2-02 as submitted. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of the 
Implementation Program I Zoning Ordinance amendment and the adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the City of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program/Zoning Ordinance Amendment SBC-MAJ-2-02 and adopts the 
findings set forth below on grounds that the Implementation Program/Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment as submitted does not conform with and is not adequate to carry out the 
provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation 
Program/Zoning Ordinance amendment would not meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the Implementation Program/Zoning 
Ordinance as submitted. 
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B. CERTIFICATION WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

MOTION IV: I move that the Commission certify the City of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program I Zoning Ordinance Amendment SBC­
MAJ-2-02 if it is modified as suggested in this staff report. 

\ -, ;-> :;~; ··~-""~ '\S,)\,-~~{- - .-;~-~<'·_,,,, '''"~/ :-:\ -~,;-:\~:·_·;:~--:.::{.•' --" 

Staff.re~mrnerids a· YES vote. Passage of thismoticn1wilf"tes0iii~'~ijffi6afi6n6ftfie 
Implementation Program Amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of 
the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT 
WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 

• 

The Commission hereby certifies the City of Santa Barbara Implementation Program I 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment SBC-MAJ-2-02 if modified as suggested and adopts the 
findings set forth below on grounds that the Implementation Program with the 
suggested modifications conforms with, and adequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Program I Zoning 
Ordinance Amendment if modified as suggested complies with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, because either 1} feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse • 
effects of the Implementation Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance on the environment, 
or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

IV. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE LAND USE PLAN 
AMENDMENT 

Note: The City's proposed changes to the LUP/CP as submitted are shown in underline 
for added text and for deleted text. The Commission's recommended modifications for 
changes to the City's LUP/CP as submitted in SBC-MAJ-2-02 are shown in double 
underline for added text, and ee~t31e stFil<etAFeWSR for deleted text. Suggested 
modifications to revise maps are indicated by italics. 

Suggested Modification No. 1 

Page 177 Component 4: Chapala Street to Santa Barbara Street 

1. Existing Plans and Land Use 

General Plan: +me The area bounded by Helena Ayenue on the west. Highway 
101 on the north. Santa Barbara Street on the east. and Cabdllo Boulevard on 
the south (excluding parcels fronting on Cabrillo Boulevard or within the Cabrillo 
Bouleyard Plaza Specific Plan area and parcels fronting on Montecito Street> is 

• 



• 
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set aside in the General Plan for Ocean-Oriented Commercial uses. The 
remainder of Component 4 sub-area is set aside for Hotel and Related 
Commerce uses. The purpose of the Ocean-Oriented Commercial land use 
designation is to foster a vital. mixed use neighborhood in the Waterfront. Uses 
permitted and encouraged are those that contribute to balanced use of the City's 
Waterfront and maintain the small scale. local character that is unique to the 
Waterfront area. Land uses are also encouraged that maintain and enhance the 
desirabilitv·ot··theWaterfront as a place to .work. visit.••. and live. S~ch·uses 
include ocean-dependent and ocean-oriented uses, uses that provide 
commercial recreational opportunities for residents and visitors ·to the City, or 
uses that provide work space for local artists (as defined in the Zoning 
Ordinance). Mixed use development is also encouraged in areas where 
residential uses are allowed. 

4. LCP Land Use 

(3rd paragraph) In the area east of State Street and north of the existing railroad 
right-of-way .. .. . The land use designation within the LCP shall be a mixture of 
HRC II {visitor-serving use) and Ocean-Oriented Commercial as set forth below 
..... The area between State Street and Helena Avenue is designated HRC II. 
The area bounded by Helena Avenue on the west. Highway 101 on the north . 
Santa Barbara Street on the east and the existing railroad right-of-way on the 
south {excluding the Montecito Street frontage between State Street and Santa 
Barbara Street) is designated Ocean-Oriented Commercial. The City will 
encourage mi*e€1 wse pr&jests, visitor-serving uses between State Street and 
Helena Avenue and along Montecito Street south of the freeway, and ocean­
oriented commercial, and residential as a component of mixed use projects 
within theie remaining area. 

Suggested Modification No. 2 

Page 182 Component 6: ·Punta Gorda Street to City limit (Cabrillo Boulevard at U.S. 
101 ). 

4. LCP Land Use ... The existing hotel/motel uses along Cabrillo Boulevard 
and Mil pas Street shall be designated "Hotel & Related Commerce". +Re 
e>tistiRS Retsltmetel wses aleRg Mihaas StFeet sRall tae €1esi!!1Rate€1 "Hstel ~ 
Resi€1sRtial". 

V. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
.. ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 

Suggested Modification No. 1 

Chapter 28.22 (HRC-1 and HRC-2 Hotel and Related Commerce Zones) ... 

28.22.30 Uses Permitted. 
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d. Restriction on residential use: Residential use is prohibited .in."tf'le HR.e-2i: 
Zone except in the following areas: ·· · ·· · ··· · ·· 

(1) Tf:le area eewAelee lay KiR"lBeFiv .o.veAwe eA tf:le east. MaseA itreet eA 
tf:le sewtf:l. Missi&A Creek 8FI tf:le west; &Aei ¥&A8Aali Street eA tf:le 
A8RR: 

Suggested Modification No. 2 

Chapter 28.71 (Ocean"Oriented Commercial Zone) 

28.71.20 Uses Permitted. 

4. Residential uses: Any use permitted in the R-3 Zone is allowed in the 
area bounded by Helena Avenue on the west the existing railroad right" 
of-way on the south. the Garden Street Extension on the east and 
Highway 101 on the north (excluding Montecito Street frontage). subject to 
the restrictions and limitations contained in this chapter. Residential uses 
shall onlv be allowed on the second and third floors of buildings. 

Suggested Modification No. 3 

Sectional Zone Map 8 shall be revised as follows (see exhibit 5): 

Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) 

Section 1. Sectional Zone Map 8 of Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) of the Santa Barbara 

• 

• 

Municipal Code is hereby amended by changing the zoning of Assessor's Parcel 
Nos. 17-021-05 through 07, 17.18.and 19 Hi U~rewgf:l 2Q, 23 aRe 24; 17"022-02 
through 04, 07 and 09; 33-010-10, 17, and 18; 33-052 Q4, Qi, Q7, 12, aRe 15 
through 18~; 33-053-Q3, 07, 08, 13, 18, ~20 and 23 tf:lrewgf:l 27; 33-054-Q4 
tf:lrewgf:l 07, 13, 14, 17, 2Q1 21, and 28 tf:lrewgf:l 28; 33-081-02; 33-082"04, 08, 10, • 
and 11; 33-083-06,07, 12, and 15 through 20; 33-084-01 through 07; 33-112-01, 
02, 07 through 10; and 33"113-01, 08, 09, and 12 through 14 from HRC-2, Hotel 
and Related Commerce 2 to OC, Ocean"Oriented Commercial. 



• 
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Suggested Modification No. 4 

Sectional Zone Map 5 shall be revised as follows: 

Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) 

SeGtieR 3. SeGtieRal ~eRe. Map 8 ef Gl=la~ler 2S.12 (~eRe Map) ettl=le SaFII& [isF&af8 
Mwr<~iei~el Ce&e is. l=leR!!&y a~eRses 8y eR&RtJiRg tl=le zeRiAg ef .".&sesse.re ~"el 
r>les, 17 313 Q3, Q4, 13 ti=IFGW§R 17, eRa 19; aRs 17 4iQ Q1 tAF8151fJR Q4 frem 
~RC 1, ~etel aRs Relates CemmeFse 1 te R 4, ~etel Metel Mwltiple ResiaeRee. 

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR THE LOCAL COASTAL 
PLAN {LUP & IP) AMENDMENT DENIAL AS SUBMITTED AND 
APPROVAL WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The following findings support the Commission's denial of the LCP Amendment as 
submitted, and approval of the LCP Amendment if modified as suggested below. The 
Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

The City proposes to amend its certified Local Coastal Program to change the Land 
Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance designations for several parcels in the City's waterfront 
area. All of the proposed changes are located in an area bounded by the 101 Freeway 
on the north, Cabrillo Boulevard on the south, Castillo on the west, and Milpas avenue 
on the east. The most significant proposed change to the LCP involves changing the 
LUP and Zoning designations in an approximately 3-block by 3-block area of the 
waterfront generally bound by Helena Avenue on the west, Highway 101 on the north, 
Garden Street on the east, and Cabrillo Boulevard on the south ( excluding parcels 
fronting Cabrillo Boulevard and those within the Cabrillo Plaza Specific Plan). The 
change would eliminate the existing Hotel and Related Commerce (HRC-2) designation 
and create a new Ocean Oriented Commercial (OC) designation for the area (Exhibit 
1 ). The new designation would allow ocean-dependent, ocean-oriented, arts related, 
commercial, and residential use while prohibiting new hotel, motel and related visitor­
serving uses which are currently allowed under the HRC-2 designation. This and other 
proposed amendment changes are described in greater detail below. 

The City originally submitted the proposed LCP Amendment in 1999 and again in 2001. 
Both amendments were subsequently withdrawn. During the intervening months 
discussions were held between City and Commission staff relative to specific issues 
raised by the proposed amendment, particularly, the loss of potential for developing 
new overnight accommodations in the subject area. City staff agreed to provide some 
additional information and analysis relative to the potential impact of the proposed 
changes, however, the current amendment proposal is identical to the prior 
applications. The City's proposed changes arose out of a comprehensive study 
involving numerous public meetings, workshops, and walking tours between 1995 and 
1999. The City Council adopted the resolution and ordinances that constitute the 
proposed LCP amendment on August 17, 1999 (exhibit 8). 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE CERTIFIED LOCAL COASTAL PLAN 

The amendment involves changes to the City of Santa Barbara General Plan Map, the 
text of the City's Local Coastal Plan, and the Zoning Ordinance, as follows (summary 
from application submittal letter}: 

··:-· ·. _- .. -~ ·_--- "- ·- _:_>.;.-<-~-:---··-::_-,.·--\~::~::-<·:.;>: 

• Amend selected text of the Local Coastal Plan to create the Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial land use designation. 

• Amend the General Plan Map to remove the existing Hotel and Related 
Commerce II land use designation and apply the Ocean-Oriented Commercial 
land use designation. 

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include a new Ocean-Oriented Commercial 
(OC) land use zone that allows primarily ocean-dependent and ocean-oriented 
uses, commercial recreational uses, arts-related uses, and residential uses. 

• Rezone the area roughly bounded by Helena Avenue on the west, Highway 101 
on the north, the Garden Street extension on the east, and Cabrillo Boulevard on 
the south {excluding parcels fronting on Cabrillo Boulevard or within the Cabrillo 
Plaza Specific Plan area} from HRC-2 to OC. (exhibits 1 & 4} 

The legislative intent of the proposed OC zone is as follows: 

"[The OC} zone strives to achieve balanced use of the City's Waterfront and 
maintain the small scale, local character that is unique to the Waterfront area. 
Land uses shall be encouraged in this zone that maintain and enhance the 
desirability of the Waterfront as a place to work, visit, and live. This zone is 
intended to foster a vital, mixed-use neighborhood and preserve and protect the 
coastal environment in terms of light, air, and visual amenities': 

The proposed Ocean-Oriented Commercial (OC} Zone would allow the following types 
of uses: 

• Ocean-dependent and ocean-oriented uses (aquaculture; boat rentals; marine 
equipment & accessories manufacturing, sales & rentals; marine-oriented 
government & research & development facilities; boat & sail manufacturing and 
repair; seafood processing & wholesaling; commercial fishing services, e.g. 
repair & storage; and, ocean-oriented educational facilities); 

• Commercial recreational uses (consistent with current HRC-2 zoning); 
• Arts related uses (art galleries, schools, workspaces, printing & publishing, 

industrial arts & crafts); 
• Residential uses in the area bounded by Helena Avenue on the west, the 

existing railroad right-of-way on the south, the Garden Street extension on the 
east, and Highway 101 on the north {consistent with the current HRC-2 zoning); 

• Stores that sell liquor, groceries, or food that do not exceed 2,500 square feet in 
gross floor area (consistent with current HRC-2 zoning); 

• Other ocean-dependent, ocean-oriented, commercial recreational, or arts-related 
uses that are found to be consistent with the intent of the OC Zone by the 
Planning Commission; and 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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• Automobile rentals and parking lots, with a Conditional Use Permit (consistent 
with current HRC-2 zoning). 

Rezoning the interior HRC-2 areas to OC would remove the potential for further hotels, 
motels, tourist courts, auxiliary uses for hotel guests, restaurants, specialty and gift 
shops, and general office uses. These uses would be replaced by ocean-dependent, 
ocean-oriented, and arts-related uses. Residential development would contil:tlle to pe 
allowed in the sub-area between the railroad right-of-wayand the 101 Freeway~ 

Rezoning the interior area from HRC-2 to OC would also change the development 
standards that apply to the area. The current HRC-2 zoning requires a front yard of not 
less than 1 0 feet for one-story buildings that do not exceed 15 feet in height, and 20 
feet of front yard for all other buildings. Exclusively residential buildings or portions 
thereof are required to adhere to the setback, lot area, and outdoor living space 
requirements for the R-3 (limited multiple-family) zone. 

The proposed OC Zone does not require building setbacks. However, any portion of a 
building used exclusively for residential purposes would be required to adhere to the lot 
area and outdoor living space requirements for the R-3 zone. The three-story building 
height limit that currently applies to the area would remain unchanged. 

The development standards for the OC zone were proposed in recognition of the fact 
that the majority of existing buildings in the area were developed to Commercial­
Manufacturing zone standards with no setback requirements. The development 
standards were proposed to allow for maximum site planning flexibility in order to aid in 
the provision of usable public open space, protection of view corridors, and application 
of traditional urban design principles. 

Staff is recommending modifications to the proposed land use plan and zoning 
designation to limit allowed residential uses to upper stories of buildings in order to 
provide a more balanced mix of uses and insure the development of ocean-oriented, 
ocean dependent, commercial recreation and arts-related uses in conjunction with 
residential development. 

Kimberly Avenue Area 

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow residential uses in the Kimberly Avenue 
area west of State Street and east of Mission Creek. The specific zone change 
would be to add this area to the list of exceptions where residential use is allowed 
in the HRC-2 Zone. 

The Kimberly Avenue area consists of four properties that are bounded by Mission 
Creek on the west, Yanonali Street on the north, Kimberly Avenue on the east, and 
Mason Street on the South. The area is currently zoned HRC-2 and has a General 
Plan (LUP) designation of Hotel and Related Commerce II. Kimberly Avenue is one 
block west of State Street and currently contains a mix of land uses including 
residential, a mixed-use building, and a child care facility. It retains a largely residential 
character to the west (exhibit 4). 
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This amendment is intended to preserve the existing residential uses, recognizing that • 
the area functions as a transitional zone between the State Street commercial and 
West Beach residential land uses. 

Staff is recommending denial as submitted of this portion of the amendment request. 

~'_\:,' 

• A~end text ofthe LCP Land Use Plan to allo~ fr~~standirl~ ie~~ur:arats in the 
HRC-IIand use designation. · 

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow free-standing restaurants in the HRC-1 
zone. 

Land uses currently allowed in the HRC-1 zone are limited to hotels, motels, and tourist 
courts including related recreational, conference center and other auxiliary uses for 
hotel guests. There are currently a number of free-standing restaurants within the 
HRC-1 zone in the waterfront area that do not conform to the existing zoning 
requirements. The intent of this amendment is to make free-standing restaurants an 
allowed use in the HRC-1 zone, recognizing that they are an important visitor-serving 
use. 

Staff is recommending approval as submitted of this portion of the amendment request. 

Chase Palm Park Expansion 

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to remove language that allows housing in the 
Chase Palm Park Expansion (now zoned Park and Recreation). 

In 1997, the Chase Palm Park Expansion was rezoned from HRC-2 to PR (Park and 
Recreation) to reflect the City ownership of the property and the intent to use it as a 
public recreational facility. During the rezone process, however, language in the HRC-2 
ordinance that allowed residential use in the area occupied by the Chase Palm Park 
Expansion was not deleted. The intent of the proposed amendment is to remove this 
ordinance inconsistency. 

Staff is recommending approval as submitted of this portion of the amendment request. 

Variable Density Standards for Residential Development in the HRC-2 and OC Zones 

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow residential uses in the HRC-2 and OC 
zones to develop to variable density standards. 

There are currently two areas of the HRC-2 zone where residential uses are allowed: 

• 

• Area #1- (Proposed rezone to OC) -The area bounded by Helena Avenue, the • 
railroad right-of-way, the Garden Street Extension, and Highway 101; and 

• Area #2- The area bounded by Cabrillo Boulevard, Los Patos Way, and the 
railroad right-of-way. 
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Within these areas, residential land uses can be developed to the standards of the R-3 
(Limited Multiple-Family Residence) zone. The R-3 zone allows residential 
development to variable density standards in order to encourage a mix of residential 
unit types and affordability levels. The intent of allowing R-3 development in the HRC-2 
zone was to allow variable density standards to be applied. However, the variable 
density provisions of the R-3 zone do not specifically include the HRC-2 zone in the list 
of zones where the standards may be applied. 

The purpose of the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment is to clarify thatthe intent 
of allowing R-3 uses in the HRC-2 zone was to allow residential development to 
variable density standards. Because area #1 is proposed to be rezoned from HRC-2 to 
OC (with R-3 uses continuing to be permitted), the OC zone is added to the list of zones 
where variable density standards will apply. 

Staff is recommending approval as submitted of this portion of the amendment request. 

15 West Mason Street Rezone 

• Rezone the parcel at 15 West Mason Street from HRC-1 to HRC-2. This 
change will bring the zoning designation into conformance with the Land Use 
Plan designation. 

This parcel is located at the intersection of Mason Street and Kimberly Avenue, directly 
behind the Californian Hotel and adjacent to Mission Creek. The parcel is zoned HRC-
1, but has a General Plan (LUP) designation of Hotel and Related Commerce II. The 
HRC-1 zone currently allows only hotels, motels, and auxiliary uses, while the HRC-2 
zone allows for a broader mix of visitor-serving and commercial recreational land uses. 
The property currently houses a mix of tenants, including a beauty parlor and a fitness 
studio. 

The intent of this amendment is to provide more land use flexibility for the property, 
recognizing that the size and location of the parcel effectively prohibit HRC-1 
development. The amendment will also provide conformity between the LUP and 
zoning designations. 

Staff is recommending approval as submitted of this portion of the amendment request. 

Calle Puerto Vallarta/Orilla Del Mar Area Land Use Change and Rezone 

• Amend the General Plan Map to remove the existing Hotel and Related 
Commerce I land use designation and apply the Hotel and Residential land use 
designation. 

• Amend selected text of the LCP to be consistent with the General Plan Map. 
• Rezone existing HRC-1 parcels in the Calle Puerto Vallarta/Orilla Del Mar area 

to R-4, Hotel-Motel Multiple Residence Zone . 

The proposed land use and zoning change applies to properties located in the area 
east of Milpas Street, south of Calle Puerto Vallarta, and west of Orilla Del Mar (exhibit 
4). The properties currently have a General Plan {LUP) designation of Hotel and 
Related Commerce I and are zoned HRC-1. 
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The proposed rezoning is intended to make the existing residential development • 
conforming land uses while continuing to allow hotel development. This amendment is 
also intended to preserve opportunities for future residential development, recognizing 
that the area has retained the residential character of the adjacent R-4 zone. 

Staff is recommending denial of this portion of the amendment requE:l.~t 

On August 17, 1999, the City Council adopted the resdlutiJt1 ·i~a};~t~fi~~~~~:th~t 
constitute the proposed LCP Amendment (Resolution No. 99-099; Ordinance No. 5118 
and Ordinance No. 5119, Exhibit 8). 

C. ISSUE ANALYSIS 

The proposed amendment to the LCP Land Use Plan raises issue with the following 
Coastal Act Policies: 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an amount • 
certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor·serving 
facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for 
the Identification of low or moderate Income persons for the purpose of determining 
eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

The use of private lands suitable for vis/tor-serving commercial recreational facilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over 
private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states: 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such 
uses, where feasible. 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a} New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided 
in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In • 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. 
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The most significant policy issues raised by the proposed amendment concerns 
consistency with Sections 30213, 30222, and 30223 of the Coastal Act. These policies 
give priority to new development or protect existing development that provides lower 
cost visitor-serving commercial and recreational facilities, including overnight 
accommodations, designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation over 
private residential, general industrial or general commercial development. 

Oceari;.Oriented Commercial Land Use Change and Rezone 

As indicated, the proposed amendment will change the Land Use Plan and Zoning 
designation for a large area of the Waterfront from Hotel and Related Commerce II 
(HRC-2) to Ocean-Oriented Commercial. This change will result in prohibition of new 
hotels, motels, and related visitor-serving uses which are currently allowed under the 
HRC designation. The amendment will also change the Land Use Plan and Zoning 
designation for several parcels located along Milpas Avenue in the East Beach area of 
the Waterfront from Hotel and Related Commerce I (HRC-1) to Hotel and Residential 
(R-4 ). This change will continue to allow hotel and motel development as a future use 
in this area but will also allow multiple density residential development as a future use. 
This area currently contains a mix of residential and hotel/motel development. The 
amendment also includes related changes to the certified Zoning Ordinance and a 
separate Zoning Ordinance change which would allow residential development as a 
permitted use in an HRC-2 designated area where residential is not currently allowed 
(Kimberly Avenue) . 

The area subject to the proposed OC designation currently contains a varied mix of 
industrial, residential, small businesses, and arts-related facilities with no particular site 
design features. Many existing buildings are built to the edge of the street. In 
recognition of the eclectic mix of uses and build-out pattern in the area the amendment 
proposal is intended to provide maximum flexibility in site planning by allowing 
residential development in the OC Zone to be built to variable density standards, 
consistent with the standards currently allowed in an R-3 (Limited Multi-Family 
Residential) Zone and by not requiring building setbacks in this zone since numerous 
existing buildings have been built to the street edge under previously existing industrial 
development standards. The City's intent is to provide an incentive to property owners 
to rehabilitate or replace older industrial buildings into OC uses. This flexibility is also 
intended to encourage development to be oriented toward the street. In some cases, 
the City notes, setbacks may be necessary and required on a case-by-case basis to 
achieve other objectives such as landscaping, open space, compatibility with adjacent 
development or public view protection. Urban Design Guidelines will apply to the OC 
area. The City also notes that the proposed amendment does not affect properties 
along Cabrillo Boulevard, State Street or Garden Street and that, therefore, no 
significant public view corridors or vistas would be impacted by new development as a 
result of this amendment. 

The amendment also includes language which encourages the development of a 
"mixed-use neighborhood" in the OC Zone but no specific criteria or restrictions are 
provided, beyond the list of allowed uses, to accomplish this objective. The Planning 
Commission and City Council will review each development proposal on a "case-by­
case" basis. Residential development is not proposed to be an allowed use in the 
portion of the OC Zone south of the railroad right-of-way and north of Cabrillo 
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Boulevard but future hotel and motel development will be prohibited (excluding parcels 
fronting on Cabrillo Boulevard). 

A stated objective of the proposed amendment is removing the potential for further 
hotels, restaurants, and other primarily visitor-serving uses allowed by the HRC-2 
designation in the interior area of the Waterfront. . This objective is considered the.most 
important C().fl1POnent of creating a. balancedWaterfroQt by me Citx~ ~ Pt:t[iill~l ot:fectjv~ 
is. proyiqing t]~·· increa~ed·.arpoyptof resi~E)ntial·.t;1ey~f~p~~~t);dp~\·i~t~:q~'. . .•...•••. ~n~ 
oriented. uses in the Waterfront.. TheCity·acknowledges>ttlat a&Qmpli$~iri'gi·/. ~·····goal 
requires the City to balance local land use priorities with those of the Coastal Act. 

The major Coastal Act concern raised by the proposed amendment is that the 
cumulative effect will change the balance of future development within the interior 
Waterfront area from one which gave priority to visitor-serving uses including overnight 
accommodations to one which gives priority to residential development. This may be 
an unintended consequence but, as currently worded, the proposed amendment does 
not provide adequate restrictions or incentives to achieve a balance between the new 
ocean-oriented, ocean-dependent, and arts-related designated uses and new 
residential development. 

• 

The Commission is largely supportive of the proposed Ocean Oriented Commercial 
Land Use designation, which provides for a different type of visitor-serving uses, as 
long as a means to balance the uses to obtain a true "mixed-use" neighborhood is 
achieved, particularly since no future hotels or motels will be allowed in this area. • 
Currently, the proposed amendment is weighted toward encouraging residential 
development in this area rather than a balanced, mixed-use pattern of development 
which would provide, at a minimum, equal development opportunities for other Ocean 
Oriented Commercial projects that would be allowed under the proposed amendment. 

In response to a request from Commission staff, the City has provided additional 
information and analysis related to the current amount of overnight accommodations in 
the Waterfront and the potential capacity for new overnight accommodations under 
current land use designations and under the proposed land use change and rezoning 
(exhibits 1,2&9). The City points out that in 1981, there were approximately 35 hotels 
and motels in the Waterfront containing approximately 965 overnight accommodations 
which would serve approximately 3,040 guests. Currently, there are 34 hotels and 
motels providing approximately 1, 700 overnight rooms or 725 additional rooms 
accommodating an estimated 5,100 overnight guests, an increase of 2,175 guests. A 
1986 study concluded that the City's hotel/motel inventory was characterized by 
smaller, older properties that tended to be locally owned and that employ local 
residents. (These facilities tend to provide the more affordable overnight 
accommodations in contrast to the larger, more exclusive ocean-fronting hotels.) The 
1986 study also indicated that the average occupancy rates are in the high 70 percent 
range. More recent figures indicate that the average occupancy rates in the Waterfront 
are approximately 80 percent year round with a low of 63 percent in December and a 
high of +95 percent in August. The City also notes that there are a total of 12 projects • 
in the Waterfront that are either under construction, approved or pending approval 
which would add over 500 new rooms, including 160 hostel rooms and 112 timeshare 
units (exhibit 2). 
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These figures suggest that there is a large demand for overnight accommodations in 
the Waterfront and that there is not a surplus of rooms available. In addition, it is highly 
possible, if not probable, that visitation to the City, along with a corresponding demand 
for overnight rooms, will increase in the future due to both population increase and an 
increase in travel as a result of impending retirement of large numbers of "baby 
boomers". The City has also provided information on the number of facilities and rooms 
available outside of the Coastal Zone. There are an additiona1.34 hotels ()~ •. lll()t&lf:lir .. 
the City outside of the Coastal Zone that provide an additional 1 .~58.?.J"O()m~ for 
overnight use. Although it is important to note the existence of these facilities and their 
provision of services which benefit visitors to the Waterfront it is also important to 
acknowledge that these facilities are not subject to the City's LCP or Coastal Act 
requirements. Further, the Waterfront area is clearly the major destination point for 
visitors to the City. 

The City also notes that nearly all of the oceanfront property from the Bird Refuge on 
the east to Shoreline Park on the west is publicly owned and used as open space, park 
land, public recreation or parking. A large amount of open space and parkland is also 
provided on the inland side of Cabrillo Boulevard (exhibit 3). As stated by the City, the 
amount of available public land, including public beach, demonstrates the City's long 
standing commitment to coastal access and public use of the Waterfront. While the 
proposed amendment represents an attempt to achieve and maintain a balanced mix of 
land uses in the Waterfront, the Commission must insure that the balance provides for 
present and future use of this area by preserving and providing a sufficient amount of 
visitor-serving commercial facilities including overnight accommodations. The amount 
and quality of public land in the Waterfront only demonstrates the importance of also 
protecting and continuing to provide these commercial facilities in a reasonable balance 
which conforms to Coastal Act policies. 

The City is concerned that intensification of visitor-serving development in the 
Waterfront will lead to increasing congestion and that the area is becoming less 
appealing and attractive to local residents. An additional concern is that if locals are 
starting to avoid the Waterfront on weekends, visitors might start avoiding the area as 
well. To address these concerns the City is proposing the new Ocean-Commercial 
Land Use designation which is based on the stated objective provided below: 

"This zone strives to achieve balanced use of the City's Waterfront and maintain 
the small scale, local character that is unique to the Waterfront area. Land uses 
shall be encouraged in this zone that maintain and enhance the desirability of 
the Waterfront as a place to work, visit, and live. This zone is intended to foster 
a vital, mixed use neighborhood and preserve and protect the coastal 
environment in terms of light, air, and visual amenities." 

Hotels, motels, B & Bs and youth hostels as well as other visitor-serving commercial 
uses will continue to be allowed in most other areas of the Waterfront except public 
land. As the City notes, this includes much of the West Beach area between Castillo 
Street, State Street, Highway 101 and Cabrillo Boulevard. It should also be noted, 
however, that this area contains an established residential area that is not likely to 
convert to overnight accommodations in the future. Other areas of the Waterfront 
where visitor-serving uses including overnight accommodations would continue to be 
allowed include the entire length of Cabrillo Boulevard, and the interior East Beach area 
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(which also includes a large amount of existing residential development). Further, as • 
noted by the City, the HRC-1 Zone allows almost exclusively for overnight 
accommodations and auxiliary uses. There are currently 49 parcels comprising 
approximately 42 acres of HRC-1 zoned land in the Waterfront. In addition, there are 
approximately 184 parcels comprising nearly 47 acres zoned R-4, which allows hotels 
as well as multi-family development, in the Vl/aterfront. The City contr~~tsthe amount 
of existig~Jt:~g~tt1i3t.will C()ntinue to b~ designated to allow visit()r-se,rvin~ H~~~ ~nqt~p.i~~. 
ov~migl,lt.~~I'JlJI19dati()g .\Vi.!~J.tqe ... relatiyely•••~m.all, • illteriQr P<:)rtj(:)n·. pf.t~~ ·~~p~~·:~ot:J~ · · ,;'<~~~;·~. 
which it•·prop<)ses to change. to the oc designation. These are largely 'deveto·p~d 
parcels (in the remaining HRC & R4 zoning designations) and are not readily available 
for conversion to hotel or motel development, however. 

The most inland portion of the area to be redesignated OC includes a stretch of 
Montecito Street between Santa Barbara Street on the east to State Street on the west. 
This section of Montecito Street is dominated by the 101 Freeway on the north. The 
south side of the street facing the freeway contains a mix of uses including an office 
furniture store, a paint store, a rent-a-car agency, one vacant structure, and an adult 
entertainment facility which is the site of a pending hotel application. This stretch of 
Montecito Street is highly visible from the 101 Freeway, however, and could provide a 
location for future construction of affordable overnight accommodations for visitors if 
retained in the HRC-2 designation. As indicated, a hotel application is currently 
pending for one site already (exhibits 2 & 5). · 

The primary issue raised by the proposed amendment is whether it provides the proper • 
balance and means or policies to achieve that balance in conformance with applicable 
Coastal Act policies. The amendment would result in the future prohibition of hotels, 
motels, and other visitor-serving uses, which are considered priority uses pursuant to 
the Coastal Act, while continuing to allow residential use which is not a priority under 
the Coastal Act. The proposed OC Land Use Plan and Zoning change would remove 
the potential for additional overnight accommodations in a roughly 3-block by 3-block 
area of the Waterfront landward of the shoreline. This proposed change also needs to 
be considered in conjunction with a proposed change which will, at a minimum, dilute 
the potential for new overnight accommodations in a smaller area east of Milpas 
Avenue (Calle Puerto Vallarta/Orilla Del Mar) by changing the Land Use and Zoning 
designation from HRC-1 to Hotel and Multiple Residential (R-4). 

As currently proposed, the amendment creates the potential for nearly total conversion 
of the subject area to residential use if that is the desired use by property owners or the 
use which provides the greatest economic benefit from development. Considering that 
there is a recognized shortage of housing in Santa Barbara as well as the overall 
market value of housing it is conceivable that residential development would become 
the predominate use in the OC area. Other allowed OC uses might not be able to 
compete, economically, with the demand for residential development. Although a 
stated objective of the amendment is to create a mixed-use development pattern, there 
are no controls or limitations established to achieve that goal. For instance, the City 
hopes that the amendment will "build upon the vibrant arts community" in Santa • 
Barbara by "creating a more pedestrian friendly built environment" to encourage locals 
and visitors to walk from the beach and other areas into the "funk zone" to patronize 
arts-related, commercial recreational or other uses in the OC zone. The City also 
hopes to create an area in the Waterfront where uses such as boat rentals, marine 
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equipment manufacturing, sales, repair, and storage, seafood processing and other 
support services for recreational and commercial fishing can be located. The City notes 
that "many of these uses have historically been present in this area and that they 
contribute to the character of the 'funk zone' that the community desires to preserve". 
The City further notes that "the intent of the OC rezone is to preserve the interior area 
for priority coastal uses such as support services to fishing and marine research, 
commercial recreational as well as arts and some residential" (emphasis added). one 
me.ans of achieving this objective would be to restrict residential developr11enttq upper 
stories only developing arts-related, commercial recreation, or other allowed ocean­
oriented uses on the ground floor of buildings. 

In order to provide a balance to achieve mixed-use development suggested 
modifications to the proposed amendment to the Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
are necessary. Suggested modification one to the certified Land Use Plan more 
specifically defines the boundaries of the proposed Ocean-Oriented Commercial Land 
Use designation within the Component 4 sub-area of the LCP. The sub-area extends 
from Chapala Street on the west to Santa Barbara Street on the east. The proposed 
amendment identifies the entire sub-area as set aside for Ocean-Oriented Commercial 
uses, however, this new designation only applies to a portion of this sub-area. (exhibit 
4) The remainder continues to be set aside for Hotel and Related Commerce (HRC) 
uses. The modification clarifies this boundary distinction. Suggested Modification one 
also retains the Montecito Street frontage immediately adjacent to the 101 Freeway 
between State Street and Santa Barbara Street in the HRC-11 designation, which would 
allow future hotels, motels, and other visitor-serving uses to be constructed along that 
stretch. 

In order to carry out the provisions of the Land Use Plan, as modified, suggested 
modification two to the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment excludes the Montecito 
Street frontage from the proposed Ocean-Oriented Commercial Zone and further 
provides that residential uses in the OC Zone shall only be allowed on the second and 
third floors of buildings. Suggested modification three to the Zoning Ordinance 
amendment corrects the proposed Zone Map changes to remove the Montecito Street 
frontage from the new OC Zone (exhibit 5). 

The Commission finds that the proposed amendment to the Land Use Plan of the 
certified City of Santa Barbara LCP to incorporate the Ocean-Oriented Commercial land 
use designation is consistent with policies 30213, 30222, and 30223 of the Coastal Act 
only if it is modified as presented in the findings above. In addition, the Commission 
finds that the proposed amendment to incorporate the Ocean-Oriented Commercial 
Zone into the Implementation Plan is adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan only if it 
is modified in accordance with the findings presented above. 

Calle Puerto Vallarta/ Orilla del Mar Area Land Use Change and Rezone 

The proposed LCP amendment to change the Land Use Plan designation (and Zoning) 
for an area located immediately inland of East Beach bounded by Milpas Avenue, Calle 
Puerto Vallarta and Orilla Del Mar from Hotel and Related Commerce I (HRC-1) to 
Hotel and Residential (R-4) also raise issues with Coastal Act policies which protect and 
give priority to recreational and visitor-serving commercial uses including those 
providing overnight accommodations over private residential development (exhibit 4). 
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Under the current HRC-1 designation, only hotels, motels and related auxiliary uses are 
allowed. (The subject amendment also proposes to allow free-standing restaurants in 
the HRC-1 designation.) The proposed R-4 designation would allow multiple residential 
development as well as hotels and motels. The City notes that the proposed rezoning 
is intended to make the existing residential development a conforming land use while. 
continuing to allow hotel d~velopment: . The City at~ .. ~.o~~ th~t t~~· ~mer)dl)l~~~ .~itt 
also provide a9ditional oppo~nities torfutyr! n~;\N.fe'f~~)'l~~I.P~vQJ~ .. ~ni%J~g' 
that the area has retained the~ residential character ofthe adjacentR4 2l e/ •· >: · '·· · ' •· · · 

Prior to 1986, these properties were zoned R-4, which allowed for a mix of hotel and 
multiple-family residential uses. In 1986, the properties were rezoned HRC-1 to 
encourage the development of overnight accommodations for visitors. It was expected 
that the residential uses in this area would transition to hotel uses over time (the HRC-1 
zone does not allow residential uses). However, with the exception of a vacant property 
that was developed with vacation rental units in 1997, this transition has not occurred. 
The other parcels in this area remain in residential use, and are non-conforming to the 
provisions of the HRC-1 zone. 

.. 

• 

The amendment will also significantly reduce the possibility of future hotel or motel 
construction in the area for the same economic and market based reasons discussed 
above relative to the proposed OC designation, however. In addition, it can be 
reasonably assumed that public sentiment in this area would favor residential 
development. Currently the area subject to the amendment contains several vacation • 
rental units. It should also be noted that this same general neighborhood, which 
extends beyond the boundaries of the proposed amendment area, contains several 
older hotels or motels including Motel 6, Pacific Crest Motel, Parkside Inn, Inn at East 
Beach, and the Blue Sands Motel. All of these facilities coexist with the surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. 

The area subject to the proposed amendment is located approximately one block inland 
of Cabrillo Boulevard directly fronting on Milpas across from the Cabrillo Ballpark 
(exhibit 4). As mentioned, this area was previously redesignated for Hotel and Related 
Commercial (HRC} development (no residential) in recognition of its proximity to East 
Beach with frontage on Mil pas (which is accessed by on and off-ramps from the 101 
Freeway). 

The City's objective is to de-emphasize future hotel or motel development in this area 
while, at the same time, placing a greater emphasis on multi-family residential 
development. While acknowledging that the area has not recycled to hotel or motel use 
as intended it must also be acknowledged that this area is the last remaining area in the 
East Beach area that is not fronting on Cabrillo Boulevard that is designated strictly for 
hotel/motel development. Further, the area is connected to the Cabrillo Boulevard HRC 
Zone and fronts on Milpas Avenue, a heavily traveled street with freeway access. 
Finally, the potential loss of the Coastal Act priority hotel/motel use at the expense of 
non-priority residential use must be considered in conjunction with the loss of the HRC • 
land use and zoning designation in the proposed Ocean-Commercial designation. 

For the reasons discussed above, Suggested Modification two to the Land Use Plan 
amendment is required to ensure that the proposed amendment is consistent with 
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Sections 20213, 30222, and 30223 of the Coastal Act. This modification effectively 
denies the proposed Land Use Plan redesignation as submitted for the subject area 
and retains the area in its existing Hotel & Related Commerce designation. Suggested 
Modification 4 to the Implementation Plan/ Zoning Ordinance is necessary also to retain 
the existing HRC-1 Zone Map designation. The Commission finds that, only if modified 
in accordance with the findings presented above, is the proposed amendment to the 
Land Use Plan consistent with the applicable referenced Coastal Act policies~ Further, 
the Commission finds that the proposed corresponding amendment to .the 
Implementation Plan- Zoning Ordinance is adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan· 
only if it is modified in accordance with the findings presented above. 

Kimberly Avenue Area Rezone 

An additional component of the proposed LCP amendment that also raises issue with 
each of the above cited Coastal Act policies concerns a proposed change to the 
Implementation Plan/Zoning Ordinance only. This proposed change is to amend the 
Zoning Ordinance to allow residential uses in the Kimberly Avenue area west of State 
Street, east of Mission Creek and south of the railroad right-of-way and Amtrak Station. 
The specific zone change would be to add this area to the list of exceptions in the 
Zoning Ordinance where residential use is allowed in the Hotel and Related Commerce 
(HRC-2) Zone. Currently, only hotels/motels and auxiliary uses, and visitor-seNing 
commercial uses are allowed in this portion of the HRC-2 Zone . 

The Kimberly Avenue area consists of four properties that are bound by Mission Creek 
on the west, Yanonali Street on the north (adjacent to the railroad right-of-way), 
Kimberly Avenue on the east, and Mason Street on the south (exhibit 4). Kimberly 
Avenue is one block west of State Street and currently contains a mix of land uses 
including residential, a mixed use building, and a child care facility. The area subject to 
the amendment adjoins existing commercial development along State Street but the 
area contains a largely residential character to the west. The amendment is intended to 
preseNe the existing residential uses, recognizing that the area functions as a 
transitional zone between the State Street commercial and West Beach residential land 
uses. 

It should be noted, however, that the subject area is the most logical inland area west of 
State Street to accommodate future overnight accommodations or other visitor-seNing 
uses given its close proximity to the railroad station at Yanonali Street and State Street 
commercial development. A 60-room hostel development is currently proposed nearby. 
This location was chosen for its proximity to the railroad station. Although the largely 
residential area to the west contains a number of motels, future conversion of 
properties to hotel/motel or other visitor-seNing use is prohibited in this section of the 
HRC-2 zone in order to retain the residential character of the area. Further, given the 
popularity of the area as a place to live near the beach and the demand for future 
housing in the City, it is likely that the proposed change would result in conversion of 
this area to a non-priority residential use while minimizing the opportunity for providing 
priority uses such as overnight accommodations. 

For the reasons stated above Suggested Modification one to the Implementation 
Plan/Zoning Ordinance amendment is necessary. This modification effectively denies 
the proposed language addition to the Zoning Ordinanc.e by retaining the prohibition of 
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residential development in the HRC-2 Zone. For the reasons stated above in the 
findings the Commission finds that the proposed amendment to the Implementation • 
Plan is adequate to carry out the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan only if 
modified to delete the proposed exception language as described above. 

VII. THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUAJ.ITY~<rJ"(~I;QA) 

Pursuant to Section 21080.9 of the California Environmefl~l a~alftyAct(Jb~QA~). tf"t~ 
Coastal Commission is the lead agency responsible for reviewing Local Coastal 
Programs for compliance with CEQA. The Secretary of Resources Agency has 
determined that the Commission's program of reviewing and certifying LCPs qualifies 
for certification under Section 21080.5 of CEQA. In addition to making the finding that 
the LCP amendment is in full compliance with CEQA, the Commission must make a 
finding that no less environmentally damaging feasible alternative exists. Section 
21 080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA and Section 13540(f) of the California Code of Regulations 
require that the Commission not approve or adopt a LCP, " ... if there are feasible 
alternative or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment." 

The proposed amendment is to the City of Santa Barbara's certified Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan and Implementation Ordinance. The Commission originally 
certified the City of Santa Barbara's Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and • 
Implementation Ordinance in 1981 and 1986, respectively. For the reasons discussed 
in this report, the LCP amendment, as submitted is inconsistent with the intent of the 
applicable policies of the Coastal Act and the certified Land Use Plan and feasible 
alternatives are available which would lessen any significant adverse effect which the 
approval would have on the environment. The Commission has, therefore, modified the 
proposed LCP amendment to include such feasible measures adequate to ensure that 
such environmental impacts of new development are minimized. As discussed in the 
preceding section, the Commission's suggested modifications bring the proposed 
amendment to the Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan components of the LCP 
into conformity with the Coastal Act and certified Land Use Plan. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the LCP amendment, as modified, is consistent with CEQA and 
the Land Use Plan. 

• 
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Beach Area, City of Santa Barbara 
Occupancy and Average Daily Rate (ADR) 

August 2001 

Calendar Year 1999 
Month Occ% ADR 

Wanuary, \· 69.55% $98.63 
Febru__IY' · · 72:68%··· $107.45 
MarCh 81.90% $110.25 
April 77.47% $118.83 
May 74.68% $123.94 
~une 83.01% $133.91 
July 88.58% $161.94 
August 94.05% $157.52 
September 81.40% $134.63 
October .· 82.44% $112.72 
November 71.92% $117.89 
December 62.73% $105.99 
!Average 78.36% $123.64 

Calendar Year 2000 
Month Occ% ADR 

January 68.32% $121.27 
February 71.15% $132.58 
March 81.48% $138.61 
~ril 78.94% $155.17 
May 75.44% $160.80 
,June 85.36% $170.36 
July 93.69% $194.76 
~ugust 95.50% $197.76 
September 88.31% $173.71 
October 85.78% $160.21 
November 70.27% $140.56 
December 63.40% $133.84 
Average 79.80% $156.64 

First 6 Months 2001 
Month Occo/o ADR 

January 67.71% $128.58 
February 70.57% $153.98 
March 81.48% $138.61 
April 76.92% $154.44 
May 71.75% $164.48 
~Line 79.56% $180.64 

Source: Santa Barbara Conference and Visitors Bureau, August 2001 

EXHIBIT' 

--·······-·· -···---~· ···•··· ... 
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UPOR.T DATE: 

'1'0: 

Fl\OM: 

SUBJECT: 

CITY OF SANTAB~ 

COUNCIL AGENDA RB~r&mowrnrm 
AUG 1 0 1999 ·.-J 

August 6, 1999 

Mayor a.nd 

Sandra E. 

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN, LOCAL COASTAL PLAN, AND 
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE HRC-1 
AND -2 ZONES STUDY 

RECOMMEND~~ON: That Council: 

A. Introduce and subsequently adopt, by reading of title only, 
An Ordinance of the Council of the City of Santa Barbara 
Amending Municipal Code Title 28 by Amending Chapters 28.21 
and 2 8. 22 to Amend the Provisions of the HRC-1 and HRC-2, 
Hotel and Related Commerce Zones, and Adding Chapter 28.71 to 
Establish the OC, Ocean-Oriented Commercial Zone; and 

DISCO'SSION: 

AIJ:'TACBMENTS: 

PREP.AUD BY: 
APPROVED BY: 

... Recommendation continued on page 2-

See Attached Page 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Draft Ordinance to Amend the Provisions of 
the HRC-1 and HRC-2, Hotel and Related. 
Commerce Zones and Establish the OC, Ocean­
Oriented Commercial Zone 
Draft Ordinance Pertaining to the Rezoning of 
Property in the City's Waterfront 
Proposed Local Coastal Plan Text Amendments 

.. .Attachments continued on page 2 ... 

Planning 
David D. Directo 

REVIEIIEO BY: Finance 

TO: 

FROM: City Administrator 

ACTION TAKEN: 

ST&f yaE QNLX 

EXHIBIT NO. 7 
APPLICATION NO. 

• DI!Ui:CTIONS: 

Meetinq Date JWgust IDe 1H9c 

l!-1 r ;t J B LfPA 
A9enda Item No • ...,2:::o.......;;J:;.... __ _ 

t111~ ~-Ot 



Council Agenda Report 
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN, LOCAL COASTAL PLAN, AND ZONING ORDINANCE 
AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE HRC-1 AND -2 ZONES STUDY 
August 6, 1999 
Page 2 

RB~~f~o~~ (continue~)- ':': --'~: ... . . .. : . ..::~>-~,~,;:~ . ,.::>·'.·~·· ·;~:. . ... :;,¥f'r ··: -~:f 
B. Int:todilee, and subsequently. adopt, by reicilli\~f of tftie oni:YY 

An Ordinance of the Council of the City of Santa Barbara 
Amending Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) of Title 28 of the 
Municipal Code Pertaining to the Rezoning of Property in the 
City•s Waterfront .. 

ATTACHMBNTS: (continued) 

4. HRC Zones Study Background Information 
5. Interior HRC-2 Zoned·Parcels Map 
6. HRC-2 Zoned Parcels in the Kimberly Avenue Area Map 
7. Parcel Located at 15 W. Mason Street Map 
8. Parcels to be Rezoned from HRC-1 to R-4 Map 
9. Analysis of the Potential Effects of the Land Use 

Recommendations 
10. Ordinance Committee Letters Received 
11. Analysis of Consistency with Existing Waterfront Plans ami 

Policies 
12. Existing Hotel and Related Commerce Zones Map 
13. Proposed Waterfront Zones Map 

D:tSCUSSl:ON: 

INTRODUCTION 

The Hotel and Related Commerce {HRC) Zones Study was initiated by 
the City Council in June, 1998, as the highest priority step in 
the implementation of the Downtown/Waterfront Visioning Fina~ 
Report. The purpose of the study has been to determine whether or 
not the current plans and policies guiding Waterfront development · 
reflect the future that is most desirable to the community. 

The purpose of this report is to introduce Draft Ordinance 
Amendments to the land use provisions of the HRC-1 and -2 Zones 
(Attachments 1 and 2, respectively). The proposed amendments are 
designed to reflect the fundamental comnnmity desire to better 
balance the needs of residents with the needs of visitors. 
Proposed amendments to the General Plan Map and the Local Coastal 
Plan (Attachment 3) are also outlined in this report. The Council 
Resolution for these items will be presented for adoption at the 
August 17, 1999 Council meeting. 

" 

• 

• 

The HRC Zones Study has included an extensive public outreach • 
process, culminating with two public workshops that attracted over 
130 participants (Attachment 4 contains further information on·the 
public outreach process). The majority of the public discussions 
have focused on the interior HRC-2 zoned area that is roughly 
bounded by Helena Street on the west, Highway 101 on the north, 
\\COMDBV2\SYS\USBRS\PLAN\C A R\08-10-99 HRC CAa.doc: August 2, 19tt 1•17 PM AUG 1 0 1999 # 2.3 



• 

• 

• 

Council Agenda Report 
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN, LOCAL COASTAL PLAN, AND ZONING ORDINANCE 
AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE HRC-1 AND -2 ZONES STUDY 
August 6, 1999 
Page 3 

the Garden Street Extension on the east, and Cabrillo :aoul,evet.rd on 
the south (Attachment 5 is a map de,picting t:P.~~-, -· }~~:~;;~·; ~/ 
interior area currently contain~ .. ·.··a~:' j:agJ;:~c;t:t'¢"·:;,;~:·,;· .·. J91!;· ·::'il.oca~.~· 
businesses and artists, but is zoned for liotels~ restaurants, ·and'' 
other uses that are primarily visitor-serving. 

Throughout the community discussions, the greatest expressed 
concern was that the large pending and approved development 
projects in the Waterfront (e.g. the Cabrillo Plaza Specific Plan, 
the Entrada de Santa Barbara project, and the Waterfront Hotel) 
would act as catalysts for the transition of the interior area to 
tourist-oriented land uses, and thereby upset the balance of land 
uses. 

Staff believes that removing the potential for further hotels,. 
restaurants, and other primarily visitor-serving uses from the 
interior HRC-2 zoned area is the most important component of 
creating a balanced Waterfront. Accomplishing this goal requires 
that the City balance local land use priorities with those of the 
California Coastal Act. In developing specific zoning 
recommendations, staff focused on the City's key land use goals,, 
recognizing that the restrictions of the Coastal Act may not al.l.ow: 
everything that the City wants to achieve. 

On April 13, 1999, staff went before the City Council to initiate 
General Plan, Local Coastal Plan, and Zoning Ordinance amendments 
to the land use provisions of the HRC zones. The proposed 
amendments and related land use changes are as follows: 

1. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include a new Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial (OC) land use zone that allows ocean-dependent and 
ocean-oriented uses, commercial recreational uses, arts 
related uses, and residential uses where currently allowed. 

Rezone the area roughly bounded by Helena Avenue on the west, 
Highway 101 on the north, the Garden Street Extension on the 
east, and Cabrillo Boulevard on the south from HRC-2 to OC 
(does not include properties fronting on Cabrillo Boul.evaxd 
or those within the Cabrillo Plaza Specific Plan area). 

Amend selected text of the Local Coastal Plan to create the 
Ocean-Oriented Commercial land use designation, consi&tent 
with the zoning. 

Amend the General Plan Map to remove the existing Hotel. and 
Related Commerce II land use designation and apply the Ocean­
Oriented Commercial land use designation, consistent with the 
zoning. 

\\OOMDEV2\SYS\USERS\PLAN\C A R\08-10-99 HRC CAR.doc August 2, 1999 1:17 PM 
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2. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow residential uses in. ... 
Kimberly Avenue area west of State Street;. and east. 9.f·,;~iij 
Creek {Attachment 6 is a map depicting th:Ls area) •.. :·);: .:-~::j:~~:~t 

. . · .. · .. ·.: . ~. 

3. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow free-standing restaurants 
in the HRC-1 zone. 

Amend selected text of the Local Coastai Plan to be 
consistent with the zoning. 

4 . Amend the Zoning Ordinance to remove language that allows 
housing in the Chase Palm Park Expansion {now zoned Park and 
Recreation). 

c 
5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow residential uses in the 

HRC-2 and OC zones to develop to variable density standards. 

6. Rezone th~parcel at 15 West Mason Street from HRC-1 to HRC-2 
(Attachment 7 is a map showing the location of this parcel}. 

• 

7. . Rezone existing HRC-1 parcels in the calle Puerto • 
Vallarta/Orilla Del Mar area to R-4, Hotel-Motel Multiple 
Residence Zone (Attachment 8 is a map depicting this area}. 

Amend the General Plan Map to remove the existing Hotel ~ 
Related Commerce I land use designation and apply the HoteL 
and Residential land use designation, consistent with the 
zoning. 

Amend selected text of the Local Coastal Plan to be 
consistent with the zoning and General Plan. 

Public input at the April 13, 1999 Council meeting included 
acknowledgement that the proposed amendments accurately reflected 
the community's priorities and would achieve the fundamental goals 
of the HRC Zones Study while being consistent with the Coastal 
Act. The City Council was also pleased to see the community goals 
successfully reconciled with the provisions of the Coasta1 Act, 
and unanimously initiated the proposed amendments. 

Attachment 4 contains further information on the April 13, 1999 
Council meeting and the development of the above amendments .. 
Attachment 9 is an analysis of the each of the proposed amendments 
and their potential effects. 

PLANNING COMMISSION »m ORDINANCB COMMITTD DISCUSSION 

On July 8, 1999, and July 20, 1999, the Planning Commission and 
Council Ordinance Committee (respectively) reviewed the draft 
General Plan, Local Coastal 'Plan, and Zoning Ordinance amendments. 

• 
The Planning Commission, Ordinance Committee, and the public: 
\\COMDEV2\SYS\USERS\PLAN\C A R\08-10-ft HRC CAR.doc August 2, 1t99 1a17 PM 
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generally agreed with the overall approach to the amendmE!nts, and 
wanted to see the conununity direction carried forward ~P· ~:, 
Coastal Conunission. ;.,.;,;: : · · ·. ··.:·-.·:~·~ :· .. ~:·.:~::~~-:·:t<:;;tJ: ' 

At both of these meetings, the discussion centered on three major 
issues related to the proposed development standards for the OC 
zone. The discussion items were as follows: 

• The proposed development standards for the OC zone {i.e. the 
application of variable density standards and the elimination 
of building setback requirements); 

• The overall flexibility of the proposed allowed land uses in 
the OC zone; and 

• Whether or not residential uses should be allowed in the OC 
zone below the railroad tracks and to what extent. 

Planning Commission Discussion 

At their July B, 1999 meeting, the Planning Commission heard from 
several members of the public, including Waterfront property 
owners and representatives from the Citizens Planning Association, 
the League of Women Voters, and the Environmental Defense Center. 
Again, most of the speakers generally agreed that the propo.sed. 
amendments accurately reflected the expressed community direction, 
and were supportive of the amendments. However, some of the 
speakers had concerns related to the bulleted discussion i terns 
above. The following is a summary of the Planning Commission 
discussion on each of those items. 

Development Standards for the OC Zone 

The meeting began with questions to staff from the Planning 
Commission and the public regarding variable density and bonus 
density residential development standards. Staff is recommending 
that residential uses in the HRC-2 and OC zones be allowed to 
develop to variable density standards, consistent with the intent 
of allowing R-3 (Limited Multiple-Family Residence Zone) uses in 
those areas. Some meeting participants pointed out that West 
Beach is a very dense residential area and still has a desirable 
atmosphere. One participant stated that additional residential 
density wouldn't be so objectionable if it were providing 
affordable housing, rather than high-end condominiums or 
penthouses. After some explanation and discussion, the Planning 
Commission agreed that allowing residential uses in the HRC-2 and 
OC zones to develop to variable density standards was appropriate • 

The Planning Commission agreed with the proposal to provide 
maximum flexibility in site planning by not requiring building 
setbacks in the OC zone. The Commission also recognized that the 
majority of the existing buildings in the interior area were 
developed to the previous C-M zoning standards (i.e. no required 
\\COMDEV2\SYS\USERS\PLAN\C A R\08-10-99 HRC CAR.doc August 2, 1999 1:17 PM 
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setbacks for non-residential or mixed use buildings). However, 
there was . cq~ce:p:t that this could •. res'!llt;.;.<:in. le.~"-··.:.:laildscaPiiig ~. · · 
open ~C~:: QYe~+l. Th~;re wa!!f:·. ~~:±d,~jQ~~ .qiS,~)J!l.on about ~! . 
to configUre · the space· to result in a:· semu!· o:f·'•>openness aiid:· · 
possibly increase the amount of publie open space and pocket 
parks. Staff advised the Planning Collll\ission that throughout the 
HRC Study process, interior area design issues have been deferred 
to the Urban Design Guidelines process, where such issues are 
currently being discussed and addressed. Once adopted, the Urban 
Design Guidelines will apply to the Waterfront area and provide 
guidance for achieving the goals · stated by the Planning 
Commission. 

One Commissioner questioned whether a two-story height limit would 
be appropriate in the oc zone. After some discussion, the 
Planning Commission agreed to retain the three-story height limit 
consistent with the current HRC-2 zoning. 

Allowed Land Uses :Ln. the OC Zone 

• 

The Planning Commission discussed several possible methods to • 
provide more land use flexibility for property owners and tenants · 
in the OC zone. One suggested method was to allow a small. 
percentage of general commercial use per building. Staff 
explained that the provisions of the oc ordinance · would allow 
staff and the Planning Commission to review proposed land uses ~ 
a case by case basis to determine whether or not they are 
consistent with the intent of the OC zone. This allows for the 
possibility of auxiliary land uses in conjunction with allowed 
land uses. Staff encouraged the Planning Commission to continue 
to look at these issues on a case by case basis, as ordinances of 
the type suggested are difficult to administer and enforce. As 
the Planning Commission makes determinations relating to allowed 
land uses in the oc zone, the determinations would be 
administratively tracked so that similar land uses could be 
allowed in the future. The Planning Commission agreed to continue 
to look at these issues on a case by case basis, and recommended 
no related changes to the proposed ordinance. 

The Planning Commission also discussed the possibility of allowing 
general commercial uses on the third or fourth floors of bui~dings 
in the OC zone. After some discussion, the Comrndssion elected not 
to pursue this because they thought it would encourage tal.ler 
developments. 

The Planning Commission expressed the need for neighborhood 
markets to support residential uses in the OC zone. The 
Conmission requested that staff add ordinance language allowing 
neighborhood markets in the OC zone consistent with what is 
currently allowed in the HRC-2 zone. Per the Planning 
Commission's direction, the proposed ordinance has been revised to 

• 
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allow stores that sell liquor, groceries, or food .that do, .. ( 
exceed 2, soo square feet in gross floor a~a. · ·.. ·. :::6j~r~;;·~\l\~tJ::;~)(f~·:·•-...,,:::·i 

- :·:·.:.~.~-i/.~:.: .... i .. ~ •' .~. ' ·:: •' : •.' _:.··-:.·::·~: .... _.:.,..: .. :~;;. ~-·-~-~;~·::·-~·-'· ".;?<:: 
The Planning Commission also asked staff to add lan · ge that 
expresses the desire to create a 8 vital, mixed use neighborhood" 
in the OC zone. The proposed ordinance has been changed to 
reflect this direction. Staff has added similar language to the 
proposed;Local Coastal Plan text amendments (Attachment 3). 

In addition, the Planning Commission asked staff to remove 
gas/service stations from the list of uses allowed in the OC zone 
with a conditional use permit. It was felt that there is an 
adequate number of fueling stations in the vicinity, and that 
other areas of the City would be more appropriate for this type of 
use. The proposed ordinance reflects this change. 

The Planning Commission made suggestions to make the list of 
ocean-oriented uses allowed in the OC zone· more inclusive. These 
included specifically adding boat building activities, clarifying 
that marine research includes research and development activities, 
and adding ocean-oriented educational facilities. The proposed 
ordinance. has been changed to reflect this direction from the 
Planning Commission. 

Also in this vein, one commissioner expressed an interest in 
adding the word "coastal" throughout the list of ocean-dependent 
and ocean-oriented allowed uses for the OC zone (i.e. 
ocean/coastal-dependent) . Upon further consideration, staff did 
not feel that this would serve to clarify or broaden the ordinance 
section. Further, to add "coastal" to the section would make the 
proposed language inconsistent with the existing language for the 
OM-1 (Ocean-Oriented Manufacturing) zone. Staff referred this 
issue to the Ordinance Committee, who agreed that the word 
11 coastal" should not be added throughout the list of OC allowed 
uses. Therefore, the proposed ordinance has not been changed to 
reflect this direction from the Planning Commission. 

The Planning Commission also encouraged Waterfront property owners 
to meet with Downtown business associations {e.g. the Downtown 
Organization and the Old Town Merchants Association) to discuss 
the relationship between Downtown and Waterfront land uses. The 
purpose of the meeting would be to try· to identify other land uses 
that could be allowed in the Waterfront that would be consistent 
with the Coastal Act and not compete with land uses that are 
desirable for the Downtown area. Staff encourages Waterfront 
property owners to pursue this dialog with the Downtown business 
associations. 
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Allowed Land Uses Below the Railroad. T.racks 
·,·-. . 

·:·::~·:.:: ... . ' ' .. :. 
One ~omnissioner exp~essed ooritfrern ~·r(itn§-;:{\::: 
proposed for oc zon1ng belaw the railroad 
commissioner felt that the proposed zoning for this area was too 
restrictive, and would allow too few choices for property owners 
and tenants. The proposed amendments would remove the potential 
for hotels, restaurants and other visitor serving uses, and allow 
ocean-dependent, ocean-oriented, commercial 'recreational, and arts 
related land uses, as well as neighborhood markets. Residential 
uses were not proposed to be allowed in this area. 

The Planning Commission discussed several methods that could allow 
additional land use flexibility. These included allowing 
residential uses in a mixed use configuration at a rate of one 
unit per parcel, allowing some auxiliary land uses in conjunction 
with allowed uses, and allowing restaurant uses with a conditiona1 
use permit. 

However, another Commissioner was concerned that these actions 
caul~ threaten the existing uses and character of the area, known 
commonly as the "Funk Zone." The Commissioner maintained that the 
ordinance as proposed would be the most effective way to carry 
forward the community's direction to protect the existing arts 
related uses. A different Commissioner commented that the onl.y 
way to protect the existing uses would be through a new special 
district (e.g. the Brinkerhoff Landmark District). In the end,. 
the Planning Commission returned to the concept of allowing one 
residential unit per parcel in a mixed-use configuration, and 
directed staff to revise the proposed ordinance to reflect thi.s 
discussion. · 

After further consideration, staff did not make this change to the 
proposed ordinance. Staff felt that further discussion was 
warranted regarding the advantages, disadvantages, and potential 
risks involved in pursuing this change. The affected area of the 
OC zone consists of 11 parcels, and is approximately one square 
block in size. Staff's initial concern was that implementing this 
direction would necessitate creating a new residential density 
standard for this small area. Staff felt that making residential 
uses allowed throughout the OC zone should be explored as an 
alternative to a new, special density standard. For additional 
discussion of this issue, please see the Ordinance Committee 
Discussion and Staff Analysis and Recommendations sections of th1a 
report. 

Other Planning Commission Discussion Items 

The Planning Commission also briefly discussed issues relating to 
plans and programs that would support the land uses proposed for 
the oc zone. The Commission would like to hold a future workshop 

~.·. 
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to discuss issues such as building heights, pedest:::r;i 
improvements, landscaping, open space, infrastructu:t;Eli AA(;i :~:i;~ 
corridors. In particular, the Planning Cotriitdssion identi$i;~ileq~~;'·,, . ·.· 
study of view corridors as being an important next step in: the 
implementation of the Downtown/Waterfront Vision Final Report. 

At the conclusion of their discussion, the Planning Commission 
unanimously recommended that the City Council adopt the proposed 
amendments, incorporating their suggested changes. The draft 
ordinance (Attachment 1) reflects the Commission's changes with 
the exception of allowing residential uses below the railroad 
tracks in the OC zone and adding the word 11 coastal" , as described 
above. 

Ordinance Committee Discussion 

The proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments were reviewed by the 
Council~ ordinance Committee at their meetingof July 20, 19"99. 

The Ordinance Committee heard from several members of the public, 
including property owners and representatives of the Citizen's 
Planning Association and the League of Women Voters. Again, many 
of the speakers were generally supportive of the proposed 
amendments, but had specific concerns regarding the limitations on 
allowed land uses and the proposed residential development 
standards (i.e. the application of variable density standards and 
the elimination of required building setbacks in the OC zone). In 
particular, some speakers objected to allowing residential 
development in the OC zone below the railroad tracks, stating that 
it will result in large "penthouse" type developments that will 
significantly alter the character of the "Funk Zone". Attachment 
10 contains the letters received from the public at the meeting. 

The Ordinance ·committee did not make any recommendations regarding 
whether or not to allow residential uses below the railroad tracks 
in the OC zone, or to what extent. Staff asked that this policy 
issue be referred to the full City Council for discussion. 
However, Committee members did express concern that, in order to 
preserve the area's character, the size of residential units would 
have to be limited and non-residential uses would have to be 
required on the ground floor. Without such restrictions, there 
could be the potential for large "exclusive 11 residential units. 
The varying sizes of the parcels also raised fairness issues (i.e. 
why would an 11,000 square foot parcel only be allowed the same 
number of residential units as a 2,500 square foot parcel?). The 
Ordinance Committee also asked staff whether residential units in 
mixed-use configuration were required to provide outdoor living 
space. Mixed-use units are required to adhere to the outdoor 
living space requirements for the R-3, Limited Multiple-Family 
Residence Zone. 
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As discussed previously, staff also asked the Ord:.i..nance Commit 
to address whether the word 11 coastal" should be added . . . 
the list of allowed uses in the oc zone. ' The ord:i.J.'J.a:h:ce:··¢!.• ~· m~· ~1~1 
determined that this language should not be. added to the · 
ordinance. · 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the Ordinance Committee referred 
the draft ordinance to the City Council for revi~w and adoption. 

STAFP ANALYSI:S AND RECOMMBNDA'l'I:ONS 

After further consideration, staff is not recommending that 
residential land uses be allowed below the railroad tracks in the 
OC zone. To allow such uses would either entail developing a new 
residential development standard for a very small area of the 
City, or allowing residential uses to develop to variable density 
standards. Staff believes that this area.is truly the heart of 
the "Funk Zone", and- that allowing mixed· use or·· exclusively 
residential development could result in large, exclusive 

• 

residential units that would significantly change the character of • 
the area. Staff feels that this is especially possible given the 
adjacent location of the Entrada de Santa Barbara project. 

Staff also believes that such an action would be inconsistent witn 
the expressed community direct ion that the interior area shoul.d 
remain predominantly for businesses. The public has consistently 
been concerned that high-end residential uses will prove 
incompatible with, and ultimately force out, the businesses they 
are trying to protect. This issue has proven to be very divisive, 
and could threaten the community consensus as we move forward to 
the Coastal Commission. 

In addition, residential uses are not identified as priority land 
uses by the Coastal Act. It is likely that a request from the 
City to expand residential uses in the area below the railroad 
tracks would not be acceptable to the Coastal Commission. 

Therefore, staff is recommending that the original land use 
recommendations be retained, and that residential land uses in the 
OC zone be allowed only above the railroad tracks. The draft 
ordinance for Council review reflects this staff recommendation 
{Attachment l). Attachments 12 and 13 are maps showing the 
existing and proposed Waterfront. land use zones, respectively. 

POLI:CY OONSI:S'l'ENCY ANALYSI:S 

OVerall, staff believes that the proposed General Plan, Loca~ 
Coastal Plan, and Zoning Ordinance amendments are consistent witn 
the ·land use plans and policies that currently guide development 
in the Waterfront. These include the California Coastal Act, the 
City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan, The City. of Santa 
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Barbara General Plan Land Use Element, City of Santa Barbar~ 
General Plan Housing Eleme:n~,. City o,;.:,~.anta Barbara General . · ·· '·. 
Circulation Element, and t;J:~~: l)owntp~/Ji~tf!~front Visionii:l9· -~ . ..,' "·. 
Report. Attachment 11 co:rit'ains further analysis regarding th~ 
consistency of the proposed amendments with existing policy 
documents. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVJ:EW 

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the proposed General 
Plan, Local Coastal Plan, and Zoning Ordinance amendments do not 
have the potential to cause significant environmental impacts, and 
that the project is eligible for an exemption pursuant to Section 
15061 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA.) 
guidelines. 

PROGRAMS TO SUPPORT WATERFRONT ALLOWED LAND USES 

During the public outreach process, several programs were 
identified that would support allowed land uses in the Waterfront • 
These have included programs to address drainage, circulation and 
parking I and aesthetic issues in the proposed OC zone. The 
discussions have also established the possible need for subsidiea 
for commercial fishing operations and artists, and the need to 
support the continuation of existing non-conforming businesses~ 
Staff will continue to explore these programmatic options in 
conjunction with other City agencies (primarily the Public Works 
Department and the Housing and Redevelopment Division of the 
Community Development Department) . 

At their July 8, 1999 meeting, the Planning Comtni.ssion briefly 
discussed issues relating to plans and programs that would support 
the land uses proposed for the OC zone. The Commission would like 
to hold a future workshop to discuss issues such as building: 
heights, pedestrian improvements 1 landscaping, open space, 
infrastructure, and view corridors. In particular, the Commission 
identified the study of view corridors as being an important next 
step in the implementation of the Downtown/Waterfront Visioning 
Final Report. The Ordinance Committee also briefly discussed the 
need to pursue pedestrian improvements in the proposed OC zone and 
create additional open space. 

PUBLIC NOTICING 

All meetings involving the City Council or Planning Commission 
have been publicly noticed. In addition to the required legal 
noticing, noticing for the September 1998 public workshops 
included the following: 
• Display ads in the newspaper; 
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• A mailed notice to property owners and tenants within 450 feet 
of HRC zoned properties {if.l . excess of ... Co~t~ .. ~\.: . ·:.; 
requirements). This amou.nted to: approxill\a.~:ely 7jOOO n6~~f!S;j;~:~:;' .. :;·;· ; 

• A mailed notice to those identifying themselves as iliterested: 
parties (approximately 360 notices); and 

• A mailed notice to the stakeholders from the 
Downtown/Waterfront Visioning Process {approximately 150 
notices). 

From the public workshops, a larger mailing list of interested 
parties was created. This list (in addition to the required legal 
noticing) was used to notice each City Council and Planning 
Commission joint discussion meeting and joint worksession. The 
April 13; 1999 City Council initiation meeting was also noticed 
with a display ad in the newspaper. 

• 

Public noticing for the July 8, 1999 Planning Commission meeting 
included a mailed notice to property owners within 450 · feet and 
tenants within 100 feet of HRC zoned properties (per Coastal Act 
requirements). This amounted to approximately 6, 000 notices. 
Mailed notices were also sent to previously identified interested • 
parties {approximately 360 notices), and a legal ad and dispLaTad 
were placed in the newspaper. 

Noticing for the August 17, 1999 City Council hearing will inci~ 
a mailed notice to property owners within 450 feet and tenant;!! 
within 100 feet of HRC zoned properties (per Coastal Act 
requirements) . This will amount to approximately 6,000 notices. 
Mailed notices will also be sent to previously identified 
interested parties {approximately 360 ·notices}, and a di~lay ad 
will be placed in the newspaper. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff recommends that the City Council: 

A. Introduce and subsequently adopt, by reading of title only, 
An Ordinance of the Council of the City of Santa Barbara 
Amending Municipal Code Title 28 by Amending Chapters 28 .2~ 
and 28.22 to Amend the Provisions of the HRC-1 and HRC-2, 
Hotel and Related Commerce Zones, and Adding Chapter 28.71 to 
Establish the oc, Ocean-Oriented Commercial Zone; and 

B. Introduce, and subsequently adopt, by reading of title arily, 
An Ordinance of the Council of the City of Santa Ba:r:bara 
Amending Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) of Title 28 of the 
Municipal Code Pertaining to the Rezoning of Property ±n the 
City•s Waterfront. 
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NEXT STEPS 

If adopted by the City Council on August 17, 1999, the propQf~~~i.~' 
General Plan, Local Coastal Plan, and Zoning Ordinance amendments 
will be submitted to the California Coastal Commission for review 
and approval . Any changes requested by the Coastal Commission 
would be returned to the City Council for concurrence. If the 
Coastal Commission approves the amendments as submitted, the 
amendments will become effective 30 days after Coastal Commission 
action . 

\\OOMDEV2\SYS\USBRS\PLAN\C A R\08·10·99 HRC CAR.doc August 2, 1999 1:17 PM AUG 1 0 1999 # 2. 3 



.. 
EXHIBIT NO. J' • 
APPUCAnON NO. 

JB C.n-r 
RESOLUTION NO. 99- . 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAl"fl"A 
BARBARA AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN AND LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE DESIGNATIONS PERTAINING 
TO PROPERTY IN THE CITY'S WATERFRONT. 

· ':'l'HE CITY COUNCIL OF:'?rHE· CITi:oFi; s~A·::BARBARA ""'--'""''~·'-'·'· 
FOLLOWS: . .. :co /• I .·. 

tlJ'" '2..-0 

WHEREAS, in June 1981, the State Coastal Commission 
certified the Land Use Plan of the City's Local·coastal Program; and 

WHEREAS, Section 30514 of the California Coastal Act 
provides that all amendments to a certified Local Coastal Plan shall 
be processed in accordance with Sections 30512 and 30513 of the 
California Coastal Act; and 

WHEREAS, in June 1998, the City Council directed staff 
to study potential future lan~ uses in the Hotel and Related Commerce 
{HRC) zoned.areas of the Cit.y's Waterfront; and 

WHEREAS, in September 1998, the HRC-1 and -2 Zones 
Study Report was released and public workshops held to discuss • 
Waterfront land use issues. On October 27, 1998, a joint City 
Council and Planning Commission discussion meeting was held to review 
the public input; and 

WHEREAS, on December 15, 1998 and February 16, 1999, 
City Council and Planning Commission joint worksessions were held to 
discuss staff recommendations for future land uses in the HRC zones; 
and 

WHEREAS, on April 13, 1999, the City Council initiated 
General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendments to 
the land. use provisions of the HRC zones; and 

WHEREAS, on July B, 1999, the Planning Commission 
considered the proposed amendments, conducted a public hearing, and 
recommended that the General Plan Map amendment and Local Coastal 
Plan amendments be approved; and 

WHEREAS, on August 17, 1999, the City Council held a 
noticed public hearing concerning the proposed General Plan Map 
amendment and Local Coastal Plan amendments. The Council consid~ 
the Planning Commission's recommendations, the Staff Reports and 
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•
letters from the public and heard testimony from Staff and members of 
the public. 

• 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA AS FOLLOWS: 

1. 

2. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

~::i~::~~:~ !!::s::~. ~f p~~:,~~~¢~W.~~.~w~~#o~~,;~;,0;iit~~, ~~~~: 
through 20, 23 and 24; 11-022-02 through 04, 01· arid ·o' ·o;;;;. 
10, 17, and 18; 33-052-04, 05, 07, 12, and 15 through 20; 33-
053-03, 07, 08, 13, 18, and 20 through 27; 33-054-04 through 07, 
13, 14, 17, 20, 21, and 26 through 28; 33-081-02; 33-082-04, 08, 
10, and 11; 33-083-06, 07, 12, and 15 through 20; 33-084-01 
through 07; 33-112-01, 02, 07 through 10; and 33-113-01, 08, 09, 
and 12 through 14 (as shown in Exhibit A) as Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial; 

The General Plan Map of the City of Santa Barbara is amended by 
designating Assessor's Parcel Numbers 17-313-03, 04, 13 through 
17, and 19; and 17-460-01 through 04 {as shown in Exhibit B} as 
Hotel and Residential; and 

The Local Coastal Plan of the City of Santa Barbara is amended 
by amending the General Plan Map and other amendments as shown 
in Exhibit C. 

The Local Coastal Plan Amendments have been prepared in 
accordanQe with the City's Coastal Land Use Plan. 

The Local Coastal Plan Amendments will take effect automaticaLly 
upon approval by the California Coastal Commission. No 
additional action is required. 

This resolution shall be effective ____ , 1999. 

Exhibits A and B -
Exhibit C 

Assessor's Parcel Maps 
Local Coastal Plan Text Amendments 

Adopted _____ , 1999 
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LOCAL COASTAL PLAN TEXT AMENDMENTS 
Showing Changes from Current Text 

p~ 10 . Componenf4: · 

. (3rd. . . 
Oriented Commercial" uses on the General Plan map~ 

p. 67 Policy 4.1 

HR.C-1 designation shall include hotels, motels, other appropriate forms of 
visitor-serving overnight accommodations. ae4 ancillary commercial uses directly 
related to the operation of the hotel/motel. and restaurants. 

p. 104 General Plan 

Component 4, with commercial-manufacturing zoning, has businesses within its 
boundaries which are coastal-d~ndent oro~ ~ri~ted (e.g., ~ ~sh 
markets, seafood processing plants, surfboard fabrication, sailm.akers, a boat 
accessories store, and new/used boat sales). TBe Qeaeral Plea ealls fer releeeti88 

• 

these epemtiens ellt eftBis seater iBte eempeaeat fity'l "e tBe east EP• lla). • 

p. 111 Polley 7.5 

The area designated Ocean-Oriented Industrial, northerly and adjacent to the 
Southern Pacific tracks, shall not extend westerly of the eastern boundary ofdtc 
present recorded alignment of the existing Garden Street Easement and the 
balance of land to the west of the easterly boundary of the existing Garden Street 
Easement shall be designated Visitor-serving and Ocean-Oriented Commercial. 

p. 177 Component 4: Chapala Street to Santa Barbara Street 

1. Existing Plans and Land Use 

Zoning: Commercial/Manufacturing 

General Plan: C'ituJftt &eniag sees &@ Nileet •• GeBeral Pia's laa& \lSI 
ElesigMtieB fer CelUeMBt 4 t This area is set aside in the General Plan fQx 
Ocean-Oriented Commercial uses. The PU[pOse of the Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial land use designation is to foster 1 vital. mixed use neighborhood in 
the Waterfront. Uses permitted and encouraged are those that contribute to 
balanced use of the City's Wtterfront and maintain the small scale. local ch&racter 
that is unigue to the Waterfront ara. Land uses are also encourapd that maintaip • 
and enhance the desirabilitv of the Waterfront as a place to work. visit. and live. 

- EXHIBIT C -
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Redevelopment Plan: 1lle aas fl:eatiag Ca.erilte Bew•;are BRa State Sweet are 
platm:ea fer "Teurist P.:elated Cemmereial". 1lle iB.terier area aertli te tee ffew;ay 
and east iB.te CempeBeBt S are aesigaated "Tewist Relate& Cemmereia.l &s 
R:esieeatial A &elated FaeHi~es". The area arellll:4 U.S. lQl is ElepisteEl as 
"P:Y.elie Faeilities Tran.spoAB>tiea Cemdor" projeetiBg iRe pmposed 
impre•,cemeat eomder eftB::e ft:ee\\ray ilTlpro:r;emeat plaa. The Redevelopment 
Plan generally conforms to the designations of the General Plan. 

4. LCP Land Use 

(3 rd paragraph) In the area east of State Street and north of the existing railroad 
right-of-way there are no significant coastal related issues. The Geeml Plaa. aB4 
R-ede¥elopmet Ple eall for WEKeliRi!sideatiall:lSes. PFeseatly, iftere aA ae Betels 
ana very fe'n' residea~alases iB tftis area. The redevelopment of this area to 
"teYrist related" ocean-oriented commercial uses would generally be consistent 
with the Coastal Act policies and priorities. Residestial de:r,celepmeat oftftis area 
'iVeaJd, lio"i'le:r;er, appear te ee iB eenfliet if a poflioB ofey B8¥l reQe:r,celepmeBt 
related hoasi:Bg oppermnities is aet set aside er speeifiealty de:r1eleped fer I&Vt' to 
medemte iBeeme liol:lsehelds. Hease, tB:e "Hol:lSiftg" pelieies shall ee im.pertaat 
ia g:QidiBg tft:e t=eae'lelopmeat efthis area. The land use designation within the 
LCP shall be a HJ:i.JEtl:lre ef HR.C II ('lisiter seFYiBg l:lS~ BRa Resideatia.l Ocean­
Oriented Commercial. which allows ocean-dependent and ocean-oriented, 
commercial recreational. arts related {as defined in the Zoning Ordinance). and 
residential uses). The City :ri'li:U eoB:Sider de:r,zelepmeBt ef a speeifie plaa te ee 
l:lSed as a geaeral g1:1idelifte fer this area. The City will encourage mixed use · 
projects, visitor serviag ocean-oriented commercial, and residential within this 
area. 

p. 179 Component 5: Santa Barbara Street to Punta Gorda Street 

4. LCP Land Use ... The area immediately west of Garden Stree~ east of 
Santa Barbara Street, and north of the existing railroad right-of-way shall be 
designated Mixed HRC II and Residential and Ocean-Oriented Commercial . 
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p. 182 Component 6: Punta Gorda Street to City Limit (Cabrillo Boulevard at U.S • 
101). 

4. LCP Land Use ... The existing hoteVmotel uses along Cabrillo Boulevard 
anti Milpas Street shall be designated "Hotel & Related Commerce". The existing 
hoteVmotel uses along Milpas Street shall be dsuMtw "Hotel and Residential~\.;,,:> ;;, . 

p.t94 LailctUsii~Wai~ . . ,,, ~~#~i 

Hotel and Related Commerce I 

HRC-1 Designation shall include hotels, motels, other appropriate fonns of 
visitor-serving overnight accommodations£ aa4 ancillary commercial uses directly 
related to the operation of the hoteVmotel. and restaurants. 

Ocean-Oriented Commercial 

The pumose of the Ocean-Oriented Commercial land use designation is to foster a 
vital. mixed use neighborhood in the Waterfi'ont Uses permitted and encouraged 
are those that contribute to balanced use of the City's Waterfront and maintain the 
small scale. local character that ts unigue to·th~ Waterfront area Land uses are 
also encouraged that maintain the desirability of the Waterfront as a place to 

• 

work. visit and live. Such uses include ocean-dependent and ocean-oriented • 
uses. uses which provide commercial recreational opportunities for residents and 
visitors to the Citv. or uses which provide work smce for local artists Cas defined 
in the Zoning Ordinance). Mixed use development is also encouraged in areas 
where residential uses are allowed. 

• 
3 
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COUNCIL INTRODUCTION DRAFT (8-10-99) 

SHOWING CP.ANGES F~OM CURRENT CODE 

O?.DIN~.NCE NO. 

J!..N ORDIN1i.NCE GF THE COUNCIL· OF THE CITY OF SJ1.NTA. 

BARBARA AMENDING MUNICIPP.L CODE TITLE 
. ./:·.: :<.· .; <:;·::_ 

)\.MENDING CHAPTERS 28.21 AND 28. 22 TO AMENtJ·' 

PROVISIONS OF THE HRC-1 AND HRC-2, HOTEL AND 

REL1i.TED COMMERCE ZONES, AND ADDING CHA?TER 28.71 

TO ESTAELZSH THE OC, OCEAN-ORIENTED COMMERCIAL 

ZONE. 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES ORDAIN AS 

FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Chapter 28.21 (R-3 Limited Multiple-Family Residence 

Zone and R-4 Hotel-Motel Multiole Residence Zone) of Title 28 of the 

.Santa Barbara Municipal Code i~ amended to read as follows: 

• 

28.21.001 In Genera~. 

The following regulations shall apply to both the R-3 Limited 

Multiple-Family Residence Zone and the R-4 Hotel-Mo~el-MultipLe­

Residence Zone unless otherwise provided in this ordinance. 

28. 21.005 Gensral· Description and Legislative Intent. 

1. R-3 ZONE. 

This is a restricted residential district of high der .. si.t.y 

in which the principal use o·f land is for multiple-farr~Ly 

d , . . .... ""h . h . - . . . d we_L~ngs, ~oge~.er w~t.. recrea~~ona~, re~~g~ous a~ 

educational facilities required to serve the communi~y. 

The regulations for this district are designed and intended 

l 



COUNCIL !NT~ODU~tiON DRAFT (8-10-99) 
' I 

SHOWING CHANGES FROM CURRENT CODE 

to establish, maint-ain and ptotect the- essential 

characteristics of the district, to develop and sustain a 

suitable environment for family life and to probib~t 

activities of a com:rne:rcial nature and those which, would 

ten <:I.· .. t<{~:.P~:: ~-~,~~~,~-*~~·~r,l¥it~. ··· or ··.~;I.l:l~~,~-'~'*':~~:,:; ··:''~ .. \~ ·· .. ,;;. L:~~~iF~~~;~~i).~,· ·. 
preservation of a residential environment. ' 

2. R-4 ZONE. 

This is a hotel-mo~el multiple residence district in which 

the principal use cf land is intended to be for multiple 

housing, together with recreational, religious and 

educational facilities required to serve the co~~unity. 

'Xh& pro.visions of this ordinance are intended to provide a 

pleasant and healthful environment by establishing 

provisions for usable open spaces. 

It is the intent of this district to allow hotels and 

similar establishments, including related :recreational, 

conference cer.ter and.other auY.iliary uses pri~~:rily for 

~se by hotel guests/ while protecting the existing housinq 
; 

stock 1 and to preserve the resident-ial character of those 

neighborhoods which are still pri~arily residential. In 

addition, the preservation of buildings of architectural 

and/or historical significance shall be encouraged. A 

conversion permi~ will be required in crde:r to conver~ 

existing dwelling uni ;:s for the purpose of pro"tiding hotel 

Regulations £or this dis~ric~ are ciesigned to contra! 

activities o: a retail corr.:mercial nat~re and those which. 

would tend to ~e inhar~onious with housi~g. Restaura~ts 
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SHOWING CHF.NGES FROM CU:El.RE:NT. COm;, 

intended to serve the.vtsitors using the established hotels 

and motels in the immediate vicinity are permitted subject 

to approval of a conditional use pe=rnit. 

28.2l.03Q Uses l?ermitte~.~: 

A. R-3 ZONE. 

1. Any use permitted in the R-2 Zone and subject to the 

restrictions and limitations contained therein, except 

that any use specifically mentioned hereafter shall be 

subject to the restrictions of th~ R-3 Zone. 

2. One-, two-, and multiple-family dwellings . 

Co~~unity care facilities, residential care facilities 

for the elderly and hospices serving 7 to 12 

individuals subject to the provisions in Chapter 

28.93. 

B. P.-4 ZONE. 

1. Any use permitted in the R-3 Zone and subject to ~he 

restrictions and limitations contained therein, except 

that any such use specifically ~entioned hereafter 

shall be subject to the restrictions of the R-4 Zone. 

2. Hotels and related recreational, conference center and 

other auxiliary uses primarily !or use by hotel 

gues:s. A&y hotels, when uni~s are designed or 

co~structed with cooking facilities shell, as to sue~ 

units, be subject to the lot area per unLt 

3 
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SHOWING CHANGES FROM CURRENT COOS: 

requi~ements of the· R-4 Zone and to the parking­

requirements for multiple family units required in 

Subsection 28.90.100.G.3 of this Code. Such notels 

. . 

when designed, constructed or used for either twenty-

. fo~,f··.(24) · ~7;:lJ\P;f~~r'··~~,!~:r~~il,~:~~#n:;·~·~'; :~i~~~:i~t.'lf~~:.,,,~ .. · .... m'.~esg.' ~:~1~~\ 
rooms or more may include a business:~ except a 

restaurant, conducted therein for the convenience of 

the occupants and their guests; provided entrance to 

such places of business be from the inside of such 

buildings; that the floor area used for all the 

businesses in the facility shall not exceed thirty 

percent (30%) of the total ground floor area of all 

the buildings comprising the hotel which are on a 

single lot or contiguous l.ots; and p::-ovided further 

that no street frontage of any such building shall be 

used for s·J.ch business. Any hotel, regardless of the 

number of units or rooms therein, may include a 

restaurant for use by the hotel occupants and their · 

gues~s. only, provided that such faci:ity conforms to 

all othe:=- requirements imposed on any "busi::.ess" by 

~his paragraph. A restaura~t net conforming to all 
; 

other requirements imposed on any "business" by this 

paragraph or not for use solely by hotsl occupants and 

thei: guests may be established only if a conditional 

use permit is obtained for opera~ion of a restaurant 

under Chapter 28.94 of this Code . 

. 
28.2l..035 Uses Permitted Upon the Issuance of a Cond:!..ti.ona.l. trse 

Permit. 

As provided· in Chapter 28.94 of this ordinance. 
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28 .·21. 050 Building Height. 

Three (3) stories, ~1hich three (3) stories combined shalr not 

exceed (i) forty-five feet (45') nor (ii). ex;t;:ee.q.;.·itb:.e h~A.ght:'<~:',::;: . 
limitations· imp:6sed fo:c the .. pl:bt~<::·f±on·i~!bf·~~fr~~~;~~"A'i;:·,.:.g~;.~:ht~:~·:. 
access by Chapter 28.11 of this Code. 

28.21.060 Yards. 

1. FRONT YARD. There shall be a front yard of not less than 

ten feet (10') for one- and two-story buildings and fift.eec 

feet (15'} for three-story buildings provided, however, 

th=.t if one-r-~alf {1/2) or less of the grour-.d fleer area of 

a proposed building is three {3) stories and said third 

story is constructed no closer to a front yard thaj one­

third (1/3) the ground floor building dimension measured 

perpendicularly to that front yard, the setback condi~icn5 

for a two-story building for the front yard shall apply~ 

2. ·INTERIOR YARDS. There shall be interior ya~ds of not less 

• ..... 

than six feet (6 1
} for one- and two-story buildings,' and 

ten feet (~0') fo~ three-story buildings; provided, 

however, that if one-half (1/2) or less of the ground floor 

a::ea of a p:roposed build:..ng is three (3) stories, the te.n 

foot (10') setback shall apply only to said three-story 

po;tion of the b~ilding. 

RSAR YARCS. There shall be rear yards of not less than a~x 

feet (6') for.one-story buildings cr the first floor of-

building which :..s more than one-story a~d ten feet (lGr) 

for the second story and above for floors above ~he fir~t 

:fleer. 

5 
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• For purposes o~ this section, a rear yard shall be th't 

yard area at the property line opposite the front lot line. 

In the event of two or more front lo,t lil'les.c /!::he ~ear yare!, 

area shall be opposite eith~~ o~;K~l.f~'lt~,·~~~'~;K ·~~~ 

28.21.065 Reduct£on of Yard Requirements. 

It is hereby declare? that under the following conditio~s a 

physical hardship exists en all R-3 and R-4 Zone lots, and that 

the listed modi=ications are hereby granted where the stated 

conditions exist. 

Other provisions of this title notwithstanding a Gonforming: 

addition may be made to an existing nonconforming dwelling where 

such nonconfcr~ance is d~e to inadequate front or interior yard 

setbacks, providin-; said dwelling complied with the yard 

setbacks r~quired by ordinance a~ the time of construc~ian. 

28.21.070 Distance Between Buildings on the Same Lot. 

; 

No main bui::.ding shall be closer 1:.han :f~fteen feet (15 r} tc any 

other main building en the same lot, e:l-:::::ept that a or:.e-story 

building shall be no c ser than ten fee~ (10'} to ano~her on:-

story building. 

28. 21·. 080 Lot Jl...rea a.nd Frontage Requ.irements 

·1. Every lot hereafter ·created in an R-3 ar~d R-4 Zone: :r~li. 

contain at i:-c:---=-- fourtssn thous!nd (:4,000) s~~are =<'!"'r ... ---
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tor ex1s~1ng loti having between five thous!nd (5,000} and 

seven thousand (7,000) square feet of lot ar~a, such lot 

may be used as. a building site for two (2) dwelling·units, 

provided that all other reguiati()?_s. o~: :~yr_;::··.~~,~~ _g:zz_1_.~ .. i.f_t_;_:T_·:~:~-.·:,·,:.:_·,·'.~,;_}~ .. '.-~~ , 

by this title are observed~: ,;::. ·._,,. '\Y< · ... ~. 

3. For existing lots of less than five thousand {5,000) square 

feet of a=ea, such lot may·be used as a building site for a 

one-family dwel~ing, provided that all other regulations of 

the zone prescribed by this title are observed. 

4. For exis~ing lots having between seven thousand (7,000} and 

fourteen thou~and (14,000) square feet of lot area, s~cn 

lot may be used as a building site for thre~ (3) units, 

provided that all other regulations of the zone prescribed 

by this title ara observed. 

5. For lots of fourteen thousand (14,000) square feet or moreT 

ther= shall be provided a lot area of three thvusan~ fi7E 

h~ndred (3,500) square feet or more for each dwelling unit 

hereafter erected. 

6. In addition to all required yards, there s~all be an open 

space area of net less than ten rce~t {10%) cf the total 

lot area. The open space may consist of walks, patios, 

planted areas~ lawns, swimming pool areas and other 

landscaped area; excluding, hov1ever, for open space credit 

garages, carports, balconies, porches, roof areas, 

driveways, parking and tur~-arcund ar=as. Landsca?sd. areas 

which are located seven feet (7') cr more below eaves, 

balconies and other erc~itectural and builcing project~ons 

may be included in the open space required herein. 

7 
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SHOWING C~ANGES FROM CUP~E~T CODE 

7. ·Lots in the R-3, R-4, C-1, c-2, e-M and R-0 ~ones, as well 

as lots in the ERC-2 and oc Zones where residential·uses 

are allowed, may be used as ·a b~il.Q.ii).g. si~e fo;-,: ~;.~:· UI?, • ~ 

than permitte&':in:\paraqJ~~~~:~Mi~_:)\~f:~:~·:f'~ifi~·~.~~f,~Jf~b:·.;·"·· . . ·~· . 

number of bedrooms in the dwelli'ng in· 

accord with the following: 

a. Studio unit -one (1) unit per 1,600 square feet of 

lot area; 

b. 1 bedroom unit -one (1) unit per 1,840 s~~are feet of 

.lot area; 

c. 2 bedroom u~it - one {1) unit per 2,320 s~Jare feet of 

lot area:;· 

d. 3 or more bedroom unit- one {1) unit per 2,800 s~~are 

feet of lot area. 

Existing lots with less than 5,000 square feet of let ar:a 

size, shall r.ot be used as a building site under ~his sub-

paragraph for more than two (2) dwelling units. This sub­

paragraph shall be applicable in the R-3, R-4, C-1, C-2, C-

M.!. a:::! R-0, H~C-2 a:r.d OC Zones and not in any othe!: z.o:te-

28.21.081 Outdoor L~v~ng Space. 

C1.1td·:>or li~iing space shall be provided in either of the 

following methods: 

a.·?rivate outdoor living space as follows: 

{1) Private outcioor ~iving space shall 

eac~ dwelling u~it as follows: 
'7\ n. Ground Fleer U~its: 

(1) Studio unit-100 SGUare feet 

8 
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i:5edroom unit-120 squa:=e fQ.:~ ---
bedroom unit-140 square =.!:i c. .... 

.L- -.'-

bedroom unit-160 ·square feet 

B. Second Floor Units and ab9_ve: .... ·;L:·:'' . . 

. ·:~- ·. .. ... . .. (· _:1 .. · .. >:_ ~ _ .. -~ s·. ·_, ,_ d. • . , .. . ·. . ·. . . .. ·. . . . . . : _;,~~·:t~:.:;-,:~ <-~~ik~:t;-. \1~~ .... = . . :·~:-.-~·. ·. ·:, _, _ _. .... \:~-~ : .. :_: ·-\'.~.--.~·:·_:_·-~_.::.-_·_:_·.,:.~.--·.•.-~-=·_·.~.-.·.·,:, .. ~.--•-~-·.•_.:,·;_._ .. ;~.}::_-:_.~~---~.:-;_ •. ·_.;_·._·.··:· .. ·.•.-.·.-~--.~--~ .. ).·.~~-··-·.·.·.':·_•-·.:·._·.-_''.··~--!:::·--.~.'~ .• -,~r.:_:_:.•.: •. _:_" .. ··::·-:_ .. ~:.:r 
·.~·.: ·:.: ·.···.·:'•,;., • ·trtl.~o:uni·}I~·Eo::s•qp.~~t:ta'#:~:~:~~;~:~~~;::F. · ' · · n· 

( 2) 

(3) 

( 4) 

1 

2 

3 

bedroom 

bedroom 

bedroom 

unit-72 square feet 

unit-84 squa:::e feet 

unit-96 sq\.lare feet 

(2) Private ou~door living space areas shall have a 

minimum dimension in any direction as follows: 

A. Ground floor units-10 feet 

E. Second floor units and above-6 

(3) Private outdoor living space may include planter areas 

of less than fifty (50) saua.re feet, :f)atio ar-e: as, 

balconies, and decks, and shall not include stairs, 

entrance decks, and/or landings. 

(4) Private outdoor living space may enc:=oach into 

required yards as follows: 

A. ·Uncovered balconies may encroac~ 2 feet as 

specified in section 28.87.062.1 and 2. 

B. Private outdoor living space on ~ne gro~r~ floor 

may encroach into required side and rear 1·ard ::p 

to the property line, provided ~he~e is no 

c. Private outdoor ~iving space may encrcach in the 

front yard up to 10 feet from the front p~operty 

line but shall not include rnqre than fifty (5Q} 

percent of the front yard area, excludina 

driveways, and su~je~t to the following 

cor.·:li tior:s: 

( 1) 

enclosed with a solid fence 
. , . . ana .ar.a-scap~~q 

9 
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,. # 

' 

having a !"inimum height cf.fiva (5). feet end- • 

a maximt:::rn height of six ( 6) f_eet. .If there 

.are substantial views from the respective 

unit and/o; where the area does 

· ,,i~ ~.f~·~~}~)~:v':~~;i·:~F .. ~~~.~~;~A~ilNfi~~¥,[;:~~~~·.;;.:· 
Architectural Board of•Revi:ew,. 

Historic Land"arks Commission if· the 

prope~ty is located within £1 Pueblo Viejo 

Landmark District or another lan~T-ark 

district or if the structure is a designated 

City Landmark. 

(5) Private outdoor living space shall be contiguous to 

and accessible from the unit served. 

b. Ccm..."ll.on open yard area subject:; to the followi!'lg conci tions.: 

{1} Ten percent (10%) open space as stated in section 

28.21.080.6 is waived when using this option. 

(2} Open yard areas shall consist of at least fifteen 

percent {15%) of the total lot area. 

(3) At least cne cpe~ yard area shall have a minim'~ 

dimension of twenty feet (20') ir. any direction. 

(4) Open yard areas ~ay include .::::equired side and rea= 
; 

yard se~back areas, but not requi~ed f.::::ont yard areas. 

28.21.085 Regulations for Non-residential Buildings, Structures 

and Uses. 

1. YARDS. Yards fer all buildings and st.::::uctures used for 

non-residen~ial pu~pc~es shall be ¢ouble tte yard 

requirements for a dwelling as .::::ecuired for the zone L~ . 
. ~ or remoc.e.J.s 

residential 
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28.21:030.3.2 shall be exempt fromkhe double yard 

requirement. 

th~'l\gf~,~~-,6,;.· ':;: •. 
·.: < ,' ••• • ... •• 

residential purposes. Conversions of· existing residential 

structures to non-residential uses specifically allowed in 

Paragraph 28.21.030.B.2 shall be exempt from the 25% 

coverage requir.ement. 

3. ARCHITECTURAL APPROVAL. All buildings used for non­

residential purposes shall be subject to the approval of 

the Architectural Board of Review, or the Historic 

Landmarks Cornrnission if the property is located within Sl 

Pueblo Viejo Landmark District or another lanQ~ark district 

or if the structure is a designated City Landmark. COrd~ 

4946, 1996; Crd. 4851, 1994; Ord. 3710, 1974; Ord. 2565, 

1957.} 

28.21.090 Other Requirements. 

The City Counc~l may impose o~her requirements as may be deemed 

necessary to preserve t~e residential cha~acter of the 

neighborhood incl~ding the nailing of notices to prcper~y owners 

and the holding of a public hearing. 

28.21;100 Off-$treet Parking. 

Off-stree~ parking shall be provided as required in Chap~er 

28.90 of this title . 

11 
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Signs shall be perm~tted in t~ese zones or.ly as prescribed in 

the Si9n Ordinance of the Ci1;y of~ San~cf ~a~pa,r.a. 
· .. · ·· ·. ..·.. . · · · · · •. AWf::, ~: ::!~~-·;;;; Jr.:_f_.~~.: :-' :,_, ··~··· ~i~~14~'~t~'-· · 

;~;:·.<·.'. : .. ··:---.~'. 

28.21.120 Publ.ic Street l:tequi.:rements. 

1. When any person proposes to construe~ one {1) or more 

multiple-family dr,Jellings, tvherein the nurr:ber of d'llelling 

units is controlled by Section 28.21.080.4, on a lot or 

combination of lots, the size, shape, dimensions or 

topography of which, in relation to existing abuttinq 

publi~ streets, require that there be an adequate access or 

internal circulation roadway for vehicular traff~c 

including but not limited to emergency vehicles and 

.. 
r 

• 

equipmer..t traffic, the Chief of :Suildin; and Zon.inq may, • 

prior and.as a condition to the issuance of a buiLding 

permit for such dwelling or dwellings, require the 

submission by the owner or applicafit cf a pl~t ~lar. of ~u~ 

lot or combination of lots showing the location o£ all 

existing buildings and all b~ildings proposed to be; 
.... .... . . . . h . h - .. 

cons~ruc~ea ~nereon ana s,ow1ng t.a ~oca~~on, ·,;idth, an.d 

extent of imnro·,rements of an adeouate access or i::l'~e:rn.al - . 
circulat~on roadway thereon designed to ccnnact with the 

abutting public s~reet or streets. The term adequa~e ac:ass 

or internal circulation =oaciway shall ~ea~ a dedicated 

public street established and imoroved to Citv standards . . . ~ 

and so located as to provide convenient and orderly tra~fic 

movement, ingress and egress a:1d circulation U?Ot:t.,. t.'l.=ou.qh 

and within t~e lot or cc~~~nation of lots in reL:tic~ ta 

abutting streets, the mult.iple-fa:-:-dly c•.~:ellir:q or • dwellings, and tr.e off-street parking areas requirei in 

12 
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connection wi~h such dwelling o~~welling~. · 

The plot plan and adequate access or inte~na~ circulation 

roadway shall be required by the Chief of Building and 

Zoning where: _ 

a. ~;:Th~,{.19~;., or ~,9mP.~n~~~9ri o£~;;·;.J-ots: Wtiic~·;g~~>:· ;·+·~~~~~~j~.#.t: . 
the proposed construction exceeds fi v~' ( s'r acre~{; or 

b. The maximum possible number of dwelling units which 

could be constructed on such lot or combination of 

lots, pursuant to Section 28.21.080.4 exceeds one 

hundred (100); or 

c. Any portion of a multiple-family dwelling proposed to 

be co~structed on the lot or combination of lots wilL 

be more than two hundred and fifty feet (250') from 

th• right-of-way line of an abut~ing street. 

When none of the three (3) foregoing categories are 

applicable to the lot or combination of lots, the 

adequate access or internal circulation roadway as 

defined herein shall not be required where the let or 

combina en of lots abut on a pre~Jiously dedi-:a~ed 

street or streets and where the privata d~iveway 

access from the nea~esc entry to the required 9ff-

parking area to the point of connection w~th 

such street or st=ests does not exceed one hun~red and 

fifty ( 15 0) lir..eal ::eet. 

2. When the plot plan required by the Chief of Building and 

Zoning is filed, the building official shall forthwith 

submit the same to the Division of Land Use Controls and 

the Public Works Department·for investigation, report and 

b: 

submitted to t 1'-.e Planni::g Corrmis s ion :cr hearing at its 

following such hea~in~, approve, modify or reject s~ch 

13 
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proposed adequate acce~s or internal circulation roadway in· 

respect to location and connection with exis.tinq abutting: 

strset or streets. 

3. The owner or applicant may appeal:·:~~:Y de~~si_q~ 9.t:.:·~:'fq~\-,·. 

Planning~· commission. ·to the·· bi;t;y::~j~~;~~:tJ::i'ri:N~~~~~1;~#th,~~1['-J(f· .. :,:·: 
provided hy Chapter 28.92 of this ordinance. 

4. Following approval by the Planning Commission or the City 

Council, as the case may be, of the proposed adequate 

access or internal circulation roadway shown on the plot 

plan, the owner or applicant shall: 

a. By formal instrument offer to dedicate said proposed 

~oadway as a pu~lic street; and 

b. ·Either complete the required irnprove~ent of such 

public street to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 

or agree to complete such improvement within a period 

of one {l) year, such agreement to be sec~red by a 

good and sufficie~t surety bond in a principal sum 

equivalent to the estimated cost of such public at=aet 

en ~he basis of estimates to be provided ty ~~e 

Depart.rne:1t of Public Works, and conditioned en finaL 

completion of the construction cf said street. 
1-

5. Upon c~nple~ion of such p~blic street improveme~t to the 

satis:actior: cf ~he City Engineer, o~ the execucicn and 

accepta~ce of an agreement to complete, secured by bond, a 

builC~r.g pe=mit shall then be issued if the requireme~t~ of 

other applicab~e ordinances have been met. The offer of 

ciedica~ion shall continue u~til and·shall net be ac=epted 

until the required improvemem:s have been comp.'!.eted to the 

satisfaction of the Ci~y Engineer. 
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• 28:21..130 Development Flan Approval. _ 

. 
0 -n=l'"pm.:=T'I .... ""l-n <::v- V -··I.. t"-=-• review and approval by the Planniag Co~mission 

are sometimes required by Section 28.87.300 

·,.• 
. ~· . 

28.21.131 Development Potent~ai. 

Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, no 

application for a land use permit for a nonresidential 

construction project will be accepted or approved on or after 

December 6, 1989 ur.less the project complies with the provisions 

outlined ~n General Provisio~s, Developmer.t Plan Approval, 

Section 28.87.300. 

SECTION 2. Chapter 28.22 (HRC-1 and HRC-2 Hotel and Related 

·c~merce Zones) of Title 28 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is 

amended to read as follows: 

• 

28.22.001 In Gane~al.. 

This is a zone which, because of its prox~mity to the .shqrelir:e 

and its 'roc- .. ion -1or.a t-··o l'r'a· .. v.~.o- • ::::.- ·"- wU ·'· )Or arteries, strives tc pro:r..ote, 
. . . ... .:.. . . . . d 

ma1nta~n ana pro~..ec~ v~s~~or-servlng an corr~arcial racr;atio~al 

uses. Tourist a~d traveler related uses sr.all be enco~ra~ed in 

~his zone in a manner which does not detracc from the 

desirability of the shoreline as a place to visit. Residential 

uses are appropr~ate in certain arei~ of the HRC-2 zcne. 

28.22.030 Uses Perm~tted . 

1. P..P.C-1 Zor.e: 

15 
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Hotels, rnct~ls anci tourist ccutts inc!uding relatea 

recreational, confer~nce center and other auxiliary 
. 

uses prirn~rily for use by hotel guests and as · 

permitted in Section 28'.21.030.82 of this. code •... 

. -··· )\ ·<~ <·· : ::·;" .. :,~.1~:iw:~&:-·. ;! . 'l > 

Restaurants, including those with entertainment 

facilities used in coniunction with the restaurant. 

2. HRC-2 Zone: 

a. General: Any use permitted in the HP.C-1 Zone and 

subject to the restrictions .and limitations con.ta.il:.ed 

b. 

the.::ein. 

Specific: Any of the following uses which are 

primarily visitor-serving and/or of a commerc~al 

recreational nat~re specific to the Coastal Zoce: 

(1) Bicycle, roller skating, moped, dive gear and 

other recreational equipment rental sto::es • 

.; 

{2} Sto.::es v1hic!: sell liquo.::, groce:=ies and food 

which do not exceed 2 1 500 sq. f~. in g.::oss floor 

area. 

( 3) S;.ecialty and shops. 

(4) Art galleries: 

{ c. '• 
-1 ;ait ar.d ~ackle shops, sales of boats, ma=in~ 

SU?Plies and related eq~ip~ent. 

16 
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:..:-.. 

(+§) Other visitor-serving or commercial recreational 

uses deemed by the I? lanning 
::·-; .. 

Cornmis s ion~, • 

c. The second and third floors of coromercial bu~ldings 

ar~ allowed to be used for general office uses upon 

issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. A Conditional 

Use Permit may be granted by the Planning Commission 

or City Council on appeal for such uses in accor~ance 

with the provisions of Chapter 28.94 of this Code, 

subject to the following additional findings: 

{ 1) The use is compatible with visiter-serving uses; 

(2) Visitor-serving uses rernair. the primary usa of 

the building; and 

(3) Non-visitor-serving uses shall not exceed fifty 

(50) percent of ~he total square :ootage o= the 

building. 

d. Restriction on :residentia.:.. use: ?..esider:..tia.l use is 

prohibited in the HRC-2 Zone except in the following 
areas: 

\-I 

.:..,__ 
c .. -

- =-- '==··--=-...l h·· '"e' o-- ~-·--··- c-_____ ...... __ --J ··-- ..... ··- ... Q --·-- ...,., •• 
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COUNCIL INTROOUC'riON DPAFT (8 -J.0-9 9) 
SHOWING CHANGES FROM CURRENT CODE 

:21 cr. ':.h:. ee,..,_,.., 

S:.ree-: Gft tF.e iiCSt, ':.he exi:t!.r.g= 

(1) The area bounded by Kirober~v Avenue en the east, 

Mason Street on the south, Mission Creek on the 

west, and Yanonali Street on the north. 

{~2) The area bounded by cabrillo Boulevard on the 

southeast, Los Patos Way on the southwes~ ar~ the 

existing railroad right-of-way on the north. 

P..ny use permit.ted in the R-3 Zone is al.lowed in 

these areas subject to the restrictions and 

limitations contained ~a:~e~n in this chapter. 

e. Special treatment area: In the area bounded by 

Cabrillo Boulevard or. the southeast, Lcs Patos Way on 

the southwest and the existing railroad right~of-way 

on the north, the following additional restric~io~s 

shall apply due to concerns about protectior. of the 

sensitive habitat character and aesthetics of the 

~.ndree Ciar~ Eird F.efuge: 

(1) The following high-intensity ~SeS shall 
prohibited: 

(a) fast food restaurar.ts 

lS 
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COUNCIL !NTRODUCTlON DRAFT (8-10-99) 
SHOWING CHANGES :Rm-1 CURRENT CCDE: 

(bi - stor-es which se~l liquor, groceries and 

food, except that off-site sale of beer and 

wi~e and picnic items may be allowed when 

incidental to.and related to the primary use 

(c) automobile service station. 

(2) There shall be a front yard of not less than: 

(a) Ten (10) feet for one-story buildings that 

do not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height; 

and 

(b) one hundred (100) feet for the second-story 

portion of any building that exceeds fiftean 

(15) feet in height 

(3} Three-story buildings and buildings i~ excess of 

thirty (30) !-~:::o---1.. in height shall be prohibited. 

,. 
28.22.035 Uses Pe~itted Upon the Issuance of a Conditional Use 

Permit. 

In tte HRC-2 Zone, automobile rentals, parking lots, automobile 

service stations and automobile service station/illini-markets 

shall.be permitted with a conditional use permit issued in 

~c~orda~ce with the previsions of Chapter Z8.94 of this Code, 

except where s~ecifica~ly prohibited elsewhere in ~his Chapte= • 

19 



COUNCIL INTRODU\...r:ION DR.~FT (8-10-99} 
SHOWING CHANGES FROM CURRE~T CQDE 

28.22.040 Coastal Zone.Review. 

P..ll development in the Coastal Overlay Zone (S-D-3} 'is s.ubj ect . 
~o review pursuant to Section 28.45.009 of this Code. 

' . . . ·~ ·.· ·.:·:"·~ :·.: . . . ··"! 

-~a .22. il;4l oevel.~pmetl.t :P~t~~ff>~i'~';,.;, 

Notwithstanding any provision of law to the cor.trary, no 

application for a land use permit for a nonresidential· 

construction project will be accepted or approved on or after 

December 6, 1989 unless the project ccmp~ies with the provisions 

c~tlined in General Provisions, Development Plan Approval, 

Section 28.87.300. 

28.22.050 Building Eeight Standards. 

Three (3) stories not exceeding forty-five (45} feet in hei.qh.t-

28.22.060 ":!a.:rds. 

l. FRONT ~A~D. There shall be a front yard cf not less ~han: 

a. Ten (10) feet for o~e s~ory buildings ~hat do;~ot 

exceed fif~een (15) fest in heigh~; and 

b. Twenty (20) feet for al~ other b~ildings. 

2. INTERIOR !ARD. Buildings on property irr~ediately adjacent 

to =esidential~y-zoned p=operty shall have an inte=ior yard 

cf no less than ~en (10} feet or cne-ha:f t
. . ..... ne :.!.e!..gn~ of 

the builci~g, whichever is greater. 

20 
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COUNCIL !NTRODt ION DRAFT (8-l0-99) 

S:i.OWING CHANGES FROM CUR?,ENT CODE: 

28.22.080 Lot ~~ea, Frontage, and Outdoor Living Space 

• . 
Reauirements. 

A. All buildings or portions the~eof used exclusively for 
. -

dwell in urposes shall comol 

B. All buildinas or Portions thereof used exclusively for 

dwelling purposes shall complv with.the outdoor living' 

s~ace orovisio~s of the R-3 zone. 

SECTION 3. Title 28 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is 

amended by adding a new Chapter 28.71 (Ocean-Oriented CommerciaL 

Zone), to read as follows: 

• 
28.71.010 In General . 

:'he requlations contained in this Chapter shall apply in t::h.e: OC 

Zone unless otherwise orcvided in this Title. This zone. st.r:i.v-es: 

to achieve balanced use of the City's Waterfront and maintain 

the small scale, local c~aracter that is uniaue to the 

Waterfront area. Land uses shall be encouraged in this'zone 

t~at Eaintain and enhance the desira~ility of ~he Waterfront as 

a place to wo~k~ visit, and live. This zone is intended to 

fester a vital, mixed use neiahborhood and preserve and nrotect 

the coastal env·ironment in terms of liaht, air, and visual 

amenities . 

. . 28. 71.020 Uses Permitted. 

Anv of such 

• coera~~cns, ~anufac~urina, orocessinc, cr treatment of Products. 

21 



COUNCIL !NTRODUC .• ON D~~FT (8-10-99} 
SHOWING CHANGES FROM CURRENT CODg . . 

are not obnoxious or offensive b~ reason of emission of odor, . 
dust, gas, fumes, smoke, liguids, wastes, noise, vibrations, -

disturbances, or other similar causes which mav imcose hazard to 

life or prooerty: 

1 . . ocea w~-ci~J~h~~~~?f~i~@k~i;~:twJ'i~~eirited;;:'Js·E!~~::~;: 

a. Aauaculture facilities. 

b. Boat and boat trailer rental. 

c. Marine equipment and accessories manufactur~ngr sa~es, 

repair, storage, or rental. 

d. Marine-oriented aovernment facilities. 

e. Marine research and development facilities. 

f. Offices of busi~esses enqaaed in ocean-related 

activities. 

C!. Boat and sail manufacturing and re~air. ; 

h. wholesaling, s~orage, and related 

act:.vities. 

i. ,., . -
~e=v~ces necessary ror cO~$.ercial fishing acti7ities, 

incl~dinq such faci~ities as net reoair areas, ice 

machines, and storace a=~as. 

j . Oc:an-orisnt~d ~d~caticr.al :acilities. 

22 
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COUNCIL INTRODUCTION DRJl.FT {8-10-99) 
SHOWING CHANGES FROM CURRENT coog 

Cornmercial recreational uses: · 

a. Bicycle, roller skating, mooed, dive oear, boating, 

surfing, and other reclleational equioment rentalr 

b. Public or private parks or recreational facilities. 

3. Arts related uses: 

A 
": . 

a. Art qalleries (rnav include sales). 

b. Art schools. 

c. Art studios/worksoaces {rnav include sales) . 

d. .,.., ' . t. c.l.ueorl.n J.ng, photostatting, printing, li thographin.q, 

or publishing establishments. 

e. Industrial and crafts uses, including, b~t not 

limited to, framing, jewelry making, metallurgyr 
, 

oottery, sculpture, soecialtv sewing/monograr.:ming,. and 

weaving {industrial arts and crafts uses may incl~de 

sales) . 

f. For the ourooses of this chaoter, "art" shall be 

defined as the creative apnlication of a soecific 

skill, the purpose of which is to create objects of 

fo:::m or beaut-x. 

Residentia: u~es: Anv use permitted in the R-3 zone £s 

allowed i~ the area bounded by Helena Avenue o~ the wesc, 

23 
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COUNCIL INTRODUCTION DS.ll.FT (8-10-99) 
SHOWING CEP..~GES F?-Otv: CUP.?..ENT CODC: 

the existing railroad right-of-way on the ~outh, th~ Ga=den­

Street Ex~e~sion-on the east and ~iqhwav 101 en the ncrt~. 

s•..1bject to the restrictions and limitat:.ions contain·ed in 

this chapter. 

. -- ' 

5. Stc•res that ssll liquor, groceries, or food that do not 

exceed 2,500 scuare feet in aross floor area. 

6. Cther ocear:-denender:t, ocear:-ori<.::nted, corr.rr,e=cial 

recreational, cr arts-related uses that are found to be 

cons~s~ent with the intent of the OC zone bv the Planninc 

Comrni.ssio:-1. 

28.71.030 Uses Permitted UEon the Issuance of a Conditional Use 

?ermi.t . 

t:.he OC Zone, autcco~ile rentals and oarkinq lots shall be 

ne=mit~ed with a conditional use oermit issued in accordance 

·: f this 

28.71.040 Coastal Zone Review. 

All develoc~en~ in ~he Coastal Overlav Zone (S-D-3) ~s subject 
J -

to review pursua~t ~o Section 28.45.009 of ~his Code. 

28.71.050 Develoement Potential. 

Nctwi~hs~andi~q a~v crovision of law to t~e contrarv, no 

anolicatisn fer a la~d use oermit for a nonresidential 

.· 



COUNCIL INTRODULLION DBAFT (8-10-99) 
SHOW~NG CnANGES FROM CU~RSNT CODE 

o~tlined in General Provisions, Develoome~t Plan Aocroval, 

Section -28.87.300. 

28.71.060 Building Height Standards. 

c -,- ·' 

Three (3) stories not exceeding fdffy.;;frile {'~5}. f~et I~ ti~ii~~,~~ 

28.71.070 Lot Area, Frontage, and Outdoor Living Space 

Reauirem.ents. 

A. All buildincs or portions thereof used exclusively for 

dwelling purposes shall ccrnoly with the lot area and 

frontaae crovisions of the R-3 Zone. 

s. A:l buildings or cortions thereof used exclusively for 

d•,.,rellina curooses shall comoly with the outdoor livino 

soace provis~cns of the R-3 zone. 

28.71.080 Parkinq Requirements. 

Off-street parking and loading scace s~all be provided as 

reauired in Chaoter 28.90 of this ~itle. 

SECTIO::-J 4. This ordinance shall not be effective until it has 

been certified by the California Coastal Commission pursuant to the 

State Ccastal Act. 
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• ORDINANCE NO. 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA AMENDING CHAPTER 28.12 (ZONE MAP) OF 
TITLE 28 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO THE 
REZONING OF PROPERTY IN THE CITY'S WATERFRONT. 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES' O~tlAIN AS : '• 
FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Sectional Zone Map 8 of Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) of 
the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is hereby amended by changing the. 
zoning of Assessor's Parcel Nos. 17-021-05 through 07, 16 through 20, 
23 and 24; 17-022-02 through 04, 07 and 09; 33-010-10, 17, and 18; 
33-052-04, 05, 07, 12, and 15 through 20; 33-053-03, 07, 08, 13, 18, 
and 20 through 27; 33-054-04 through 07, 13, 14, 17, 20, 21, and 26 
through 28; 33-081-02; 33-082-04, 08, 10, and 11; 33-083-06, 07, 12, 
and 15 through 20; 33-084-01 through 07; 33-112-01, 02, 07 through 
10; and 33-113-01, 08, 09, and 12 through 14 (as shown in Exhibit A) 
from HRC-2, Hotel and Related Commerce 2 to OC, Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial . 

• 

SECTION 2. Sectional Zone Map 8 of Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) of 
the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is hereby .amended by changing the 
zoning of Assessor's Parcel No. 33-102-03 (as shown in Exhibit B) 
from HRC-1, Hotel and Related Commerce 1 to HRC-2, Hotel and Related 

• 

Commerce 2. 

SECTION 3. Sectional Zone Map 5 of Chapter 28.12 (Zone Map) of 
the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is hereby amended by changing the 
zoning of Assessor's Parcel Nos. 17-313-03, 04, 13 through 17, and 
19; and 17-460-01 through 04 (as shown in Exhibit C) from HRC-1, 
Hotel and Related Commerce 1 to R-4, Hotel-Motel-Multiple Residence. 

SECTION 4. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, 
or portion of this ordinance or rezoning is for any reason held to be 
invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent 
jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions of this ordinance or rezoning. The City Council 
hereby declares that it would have passed this, and each section, 
subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion thereof, 
irrespective of the fact that any one or more of the sections, 
subsections, clauses, phrases or portions thereof be declared invalid 
or unconstitutional . 

1 



SECTION 5. This ordinance shall not be effective until thirty 
(30) days after it has been certified by the California Coastal 
Commission. 

Exhibits A, B, and C Assessor's Parcel Maps 
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EXHIBIT NO. q 
APPLICATION NO. 

• C. trt .f(j LU'A 
/1 A:] 2.. -0 2.. 

· .. l • • -.~: .-

COMMUNITY OEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Planning.Dtvosion ... . . ...... 564-5470 
Hous•ng & Redevelopment Division 564-5461 

630GAROENSTREET 
POST OFFICE BOX 1 990 

SANTA BARBARA. CA93t02·1 990 
Building & Safety Division .......... ---· . 564·5485 
Director's Office ............................... 564·5502 
FaxNumber ....................................... 564-54n 

• 

• 

Septer.nber6,2001 

Ms. April Verbanac 
South Central Coast District 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 

tAllfOIIIIIA 
COASTAl. ~OMMISSION 

if'';;, __ ,.,,,;;l COAST DISTIIU:T 

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL SUBMITTAL LETTER FOR THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA'S APPLICATION FOR A LOCAL COASTAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
-HOTEL AND RELATED COMMERCE (HRC) AND OCEAN-ORIENTED 
COMMERCIAL (OC) LAND USE ZONES 

Dear Ms. Verbanac: 

On August 31. 1999, the City of Santa Barbara submitted an application to amend the Locai Coastal 
Program and zoning for the Hotel and Related Commerce (HRC) zones in the City's Waterfront area.. 
In October 1999, by mutual consent ofthe City and Coastal Commission Staff, the applicatiQtnwas 
given a one-year time extension. In October 2000, that timeframe lapsed. On October 6~ 2000~ after 
consulting with Coastal Commission Staff, it was determined to be in the best interests ofboth 
agencies that the City withdraw the August 1999 Application Binder with the intention of resubmitting 
it in the near future. No changes have been made to, or are proposed for, the original 1999 Application 
Binder. 

Purpose of this Supplemental Submittal Letter 

On January 1 7, 2001 City Staff met with Coastal Commission Staff to discuss the process for 
resubmitting and re-initiating Coastal Commission review ofthe City's LCP and zoning amendment. 
At that meeting, Coastal Commission Staff stated that, in addition to the August 1999 Application 
Binder, it would be helpful if the City provided some additional information and analysis related to the 
potential effects of the proposed changes. 

In particular, Coastal Staff requested information on the current amount of overnight accommodations 
in the Waterfront. Coastal Staff also requested data on the zoning capacity for new overnight 
accommodations in the Waterfront under current policy conditions as well as what zoning capacity 
would remain if the Coastal Commission approves the proposed rezoning of the interior portion ofthe 
HRC-2 area. Coastal Staff also suggested that the City provide some additional analysis ofhow and 
why the amendments are consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 



SUPPLEMENTAL SUBMITTAL LETTER FOR THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA'S 
APPLICATION FOR A LOCAL COASTAL PLAN AMENDMENT- HOTEL AND RELATED 
COMMERCE (HRC) AND OCEAN-ORIENTED COMMERCIAL (OC) LAND USE ZONES 

• 

September 6, 2001 • 
Page 2 of8 

This letter is intended to supplement the August 31, 1999 Application Binder by providing additional 
information requested by Coastal Staff earlier this year. It will be important for anyone reading this 
supplemental submittal letter to have read and considered the co~lt~Q.~lt 
We have PU,IpO$ely tried not tqj~i~~e inti;)®Jt·a tioJl,P'Jt;ithlt$'i1 
should ·not he vie"'eitasa ~~amg doc~umlent: ~utta!thCit&.:ll\iPPlcli(ij 
Application Binder. 

Existing Overnight Accommodations in the Waterfront 

In response to the request from Coastal Commission Staff, information has been gathered regarding the 
current availability of overnight accommodations in the Waterfront. Exhibit A is a map illustrating the 
location of existing accommodations. We have provided information for the larger Waterfront area 
from Pershing Park I Castillo Street area to Coast Village Road I Olive Mill Road. We have also 
gathered information on the number of facilities and rooms available in the City of Santa Barbara 
outside of the Coastal Zone. It is important to view the availability of overnight accommodations in a 
larger context since the existence and impacts of these facilities contribute significantly to the City's 
character, quality oflife and economic base. 

The City's LCP states that in 1981, there were approximately 35 hotels and motels in the Waterfront 
area containing about 965 overnight accommodations and that an estimated 3,040 guests could be 
accommodated by these facilities. (LCP page 59) This estimate assumes an average of abou.t 3 guests 
per room. 

Today, there are approximately 34 hotels and motels providing about 1,700 overnight accommo<ifatioiiS 
I rooms. This is roughly the same number of facilities but about 725 additional new rooms. Using the­
same 3 guests per room average, an estimated 5,100 overnight guests can be accommodated m the 
Waterfront. This is an increase of approximately 2,175 guests. 

These figures are consistent with projections contained in a 1986 report prepared by Economics 
Research Associates for the City entitled "Santa Barbara Economic Forecast and Hotel/Tourism 
Study." This study found that the City's hotel inventory was characterized by smaller, older properties 
that tended to be locally owned and that employ local residents. In order to stay competitive in the 
regional market, the study concluded that these properties would need to upgrade and expand, or 
redevelop. The report also stated that a portion of the City's hotel inventory was "clearly vulnerable 
to competition from new, large scale and well capitalized properties operated by national chains." 

The extent to which hotels have upgraded and expanded in the City since 1981 is beyond the scope of 
this study. However, it is interesting to note the fairly significant net increase in the number of rooms 
available for overnight visitor accommodation (an additional725 rooms). Further the 1986 study 
indicated that the average occupancy rates are in the high 70 percent range. Current figures gathered 
this year by City staff show that the average occupancy rates in the Waterfront average close to 80% 

• 

year round with a low of 63% in December to a high of 95.5% in August (Exhibit B). For the first six • 
months of2001, the average occupancy rates have stayed about the same or dipped slightly. 
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Further, it is important to look at the hoteVmotel use in the context of other land uses in the Waterfront 
area. The City of Santa Barbara is unique in that nearly all of the oceanfront property from the Bird 
Refuge to Shoreline Park is publicly owned and used as open spaqe, p~klm.<L public parlciiigQ:rpuf:!]i~,:" 

:·, •,·\:. · .. ''.' . . •. ' ' :· :' ·:: . ..,·," -~\~;;.·>· ~- > .. <- -· • '• • -- ···- ·-: ••• :-',.': •'"- ·~"'-: _ ... --~~~~~-~~;~,. ·-' 

recreation. Further, the Waterfro~tP,t9~yj9,e~ significant ad<ijttona1 p~,i9c:l;~~QP~,spAAe]~,~ij,"~,, ,, 
Cabrillo Boulevard including the Bitd.Refuge, Santa Barbara Zoolo@cai·(Jardens~ Cabrll1C,,B8)t'~aiic/t~;;;'":~' 
Chase Palm Park, Ambassador Park I Burton Circle, Pershing Park, Ledbetter Beach Park ana . '' 
Shoreline Park. Please see map provided as Exhibit C. 

In fact, along Cabrillo Boulevard in the Waterfront area, from Pershing Park to the Bird Refuge, on the 
ocean side, the entire stretch is publicly owned with the exception of the Clark Estate, at the eastern 
edge of the City across from the Bird Refuge. With respect to parcels fronting along the inland side of 
Cabrillo Boulevard, approximately 66% of land is in public use (parks, parking lots, public buildings), 
26% in hotel/motel use, and approximately 8% of the land is in private use (Restaurants and East 
Beach Condos). 

This clearly demonstrates the City's long-standing commitment to coastal access and protection of 
coastal resources. The proposed LCP and zoning amendments are a continuation of this commitment 
and an effort to preserve and maintain a balanced use of land and resources in the Waterfront. 

Pending and Approved New Overnight Visitor Accommodations in the Waterfront 

One of the major factors leading up to the City's decision to conduct a waterfront land use study in 
1998 was the number of pending and approved hotels in the Waterfront. Exhibit D displays the · 
location, size and status of all the projects in the pipeline that will add new overnight accommodations 
in the Waterfront. Currently, there are 2 projects under construction that will add 17 new rooms in the 
area. More significantly, there are 2 projects that have been approved but are not yet under 
construction. One is the 150-room Waterfront Park Hotel on Cabrillo Boulevard and the other is a 
1 00-bed youth hostel on East Montecito Street. 

Further, currently there are 8 projects pending review and approval that could add another405 rooms 
and 60 hostel-beds to the Waterfront area. This includes a 201-room "family-style" hotel along 
Garden Street, a 72-room "mid-range" hotel on East Montecito Street, 12 new rooms in the 
Castillo/Cabrillo area, and a proposed 60-bed youth hostel across from the Railroad Depot on 
Kimberly A venue. 

Also pending final review and approval is the Entrada project that could add up to 112 new timeshare 
units along Lower State Street. This project includes the seismic retrofit and overall rehabilitation of 
the Californian Hotel. The building was vacated in 1997 under court order due to noncompliance with 
the City's Seismic Safety Ordinance. Prior to 1997, the Californian provided low-cost overnight 
accommodations. 

Altogether, a total of12 projects are under construction, approved or pending approval that will add 
572 new rooms and 160 new hostel-beds. 
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This is a significant amount of development in the pipeline for the City's Waterfront area. This 
represents a considerable intensification in a Waterfront area that is becoming increasingly congested. 
So congested. in fact that there is concern · 
residents. Further, there is concern 
could toUrists and other visitorS be farbebliili.f/t .... , .. .,. ... 
proposed new OC zone: 

"This zone strives to achieve balanced use of the City's Waterfront and maintain the 
small scale, local character that is unique to the Waterfront area. Land uses shall be 
encouraged in this zone that maintain and enhance the desirability of the Waterfront as a 
place to work, visit, and live. This zone is intended to foster a vital, mixed use 
neighborhood and preserve and protect the coastal environment in terms of light, air, 
and visual amenities." 

Availability of Overnight Visitor Accommodations Elsewhere in the City 

·The roughly 1,700 rooms in the Waterfront represent just over half of the City's total inventory of 
overnight accommodations-- approximately 3,074 rooms are available citywide. For a City the size of 
Santa Barbara, this is a large number of overnight accommodations. While there are 34 hotels/motels 
in the Waterfront providing approximately 1,716 rooms, there are another 34 hotels/motels in the 
inland areas of the City (outside of the Coastal Zone) providing an additionall,358 rooms for 
overnight visitors. 

One of the distinguishing characteristics that draws visitors to Santa Barbara is the convenience of 
traveling within and between the Waterfront and Downtown areas without using a car. It is relatively 
easy and pleasant to walk, bike or take an open-air electric shuttle along Cabrillo Boulevard and up the 
State Street corridor to the Downtown area. For decades, the City's General Plan has emphasized the 
importance of this relationship. In particular, the need to maintain and enhance the relationship and 
connections between the Downtown and Waterfront areas. In particular, coordinated and balanced 
land use policies are essential to ensure compatible and sustainable development patterns. These 
issues have been further strengthened and emphasized in the 1995 Circulation Element Update, the 
Downtown!W aterfront Visioning Process as well as the amendments proposed in this application to the 
Coastal Commission. 

Current and Future Zoning Capacity for New Overnight Visitor Accommodations in the HRC-2 
Zoned Area 

The proposal to rezone the interior area of a portion of the City's Waterfront to OC (Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial) would remove the potential for additional overnight accommodations in this roughly 2 Yz 
by 3-block area. Hotels, motels, B&Bs and youth hostels would continue to be allowed most. 
everywhere else in the Waterfront with the exception of public land and open space. Exhibit A 
illustrates in yellow all the areas where current zoning allow~ hotels and overnight accom:m.odations • 

• 

• 
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This includes: 

o The entire West Beach area between Castillo Street, State Street, Highway 101 and Cabrillo 

o :::~tire lengt}). ofCabrillo Boulevard trmli C8l!tillo Street to the CitY~~()~ 
Mill Road (with the exception of parkland and open space); · · · - , 

o All ofthe interior East Beach area between Milpas Street, Ninos Drive, Highway 101 and 
Cabrillo Boulevard; 

o Properties along Los Patos Way across from the Bird Refuge, and 

o The M-1 Area from Calle Cesar Chavez to Milpas Street between the freeway and the railroad 
tracks. 

It is important to note that the HRC-1 zone allows almost exclusively overnight accommodations and 
auxiliary uses for use by hotel guests. There are approximately 49 parcels comprising about 42 acres 
ofHRC-1 zoned area in the Waterfront. Further, the R-4 zone allows hotels as well as multi-family 
residential uses. There are approximately 184 parcels comprising about 47 acres zoned R-4 in the 
Waterfront. 

• 

The City's proposal is to rezone a small, interior portion of the HRC-2 zone to a new zone that would 
allow ocean-oriented, commercial recreational, arts-related and residential uses (in a limited area) but 
not hotel or visitor-serving retail uses. During the community process leading up to these 
recommendations, clear decision points were reached that properties fronting along State Street,. 

• 

Cabrillo Boulevard and Garden Street should retain the HRC-2 zone allowing for visitor-serving retail 
and overnight accommodations. It was felt that properties fronting these major thoroughfares: in the 
waterfront are well served by transit and highly visible to visitors and should continue to provide 
visitor-serving uses. 

Montecito Street (Santa· Barbara Street to State Street) 

There is a portion of the interior area proposed to be rezoned to OC that did not receive much 
specialized attention or discussion during the process. This area is the Montecito Street frontage from 
Santa Barbara Street to the State Street over-crossing. This stretch of Montecito Street is dominated by 
the presence of Highway 101 on the north side of the street. Starting from Santa Barbara Street 
moving toward State Street, the south side ofMontecito Street facing the freeway is comprised of the 
following current land uses and pending development projects: 

o Tri County Office Furniture 
o ICI Dulux Paint Store 
o Nishiki Koi (closed, building currently vacant) 
o Avis Rent-a-Car 
o Spearmint Rhino (adult entertaimnent; site of pending hotel application) 
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While this stretch of Montecito Street is very visible to motorists traveling along Highway 101, as a 
tourist, determining how to reach the street whether by car or foot is difficult. Access is · 
by the fact that State Montecito · 
at this point. Further, the 1lli~r$ca,lt•~:enc:e. 
dominates the visual an~. 
frequently used alternative 
neighborhoods. 

Given all the factors described above, there could be merit in reconsidering whether the parcels 
fronting Montecito Street should be rezoned to OC as proposed in the LCP and zoning amendment. If 
Coastal Commission Staff would like to consider retaining the HRC-2 zoning for this 3-block stretch 
ofMontecito Street, City Staff would like to discuss this concept further. 

Further Analysis in Support of the Coastal Act Chapter 3 Consistency Findings 

As requested by Coastal Commission Staff, additional analysis substantiating the finding that the 
proposed LCP amendment is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is provided as Exhibit E to 
this letter. Further, the proposed rezone of the interior portion of the HRC-2 zone to Ocean-Oriented 
Commercial (OC) is consistent with the City's LCP policies calling for a mix ofland uses in the 
Waterfront area. In particular, the LCP states that visitor-serving commercial uses should be located , 
along State Street and Cabrillo Boulevard, with coastal dependent or marine oriented commercial or _, 
industrial uses located along the interior streets. The City's LCP also.states that it is important to, 
ensure that visitor-serving uses in the Waterfront do not result in a congested and visually disorientmg.;;fr 
environment. The intent of the proposed amendments and rezone is to provide a balance and vatiet:y in 
Waterfront land uses that is desirable to both residents and visitors. 

Additional Information in Support of Eliminating the Setback Requirement in the Proposed OC 
Zone 

The LCP amendment proposes to eliminate the building setback requirements for properties in the OC 
zone. Removing the setback requirements for the interior area would provide flexibility in site design 
for smaller lots and constrained properties. As described in the 1999 Application Binder, most of the 
buildings in this area were developed to the Commercial-Manufacturing standards that existed prior to 
the Coastal Act. The result is that most of the older buildings have been built-out to the property line 
with little to no parking provided on-site, consistent with the standards in place at the time of 
development. Allowing buildings to be reconstructed at, or near, the property line (without setbacks} 
may provide an incentive to property owners to rehabilitate or rebuild older, inefficient industrial 
buildings into OC uses consistent with the Coastal Act. 

It is important to note that in some cases, setbacks may still be necessary and required on a case-by.:.. 
case basis to achieve other objectives such as landscaping, open space, compatibility with adjacent 
structures or public view protection. It is also important to note that the proposed amendments do not 
affect properties along Cabrillo Boulevard, Garden Street or State Street. Therefore, no significant 
public vistas or view corridors would be affected by this amendment. 

.. 

• 

• 

• 
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This change in development standards would also encourage development to be oriented toward the 
street. Exhibit F to this letter is an excetpt from the City of Santa Barbara,. Urban l)t!sign Glfidf!li~~s_: · 
City Grid (December 1999) describi,ng ~«'important relationship ben\r~btrilding and. gt~ ~t:J:!.¥(e({g~; 
when designing to promote pedestrian activity. . ' »>> "'{ 'c;c;. 

One common theme that was expressed by property owners participating in the land use study process 
was that visitor-serving retail was not economically viable in the interior areas. Simply put, 
pedestrians do not walk up from the beach, or over from State Street, into this area. The walking tour 
and land use survey verified that this interior area looks, feels and functions like a commercial 
manufacturing /light industrial area. There is currently very little pedestrian activity. 

It is hoped that the proposed LCP amendment and zoning changes will build upon the vibrant arts 
community in Santa Barbara. Every weekend, the Arts Show along Cabrillo Boulevard attracts 
hundreds of visitors. Creating a more pedestrian friendly built environment including other pedestrian 
amenities will encourage visitors and locals to walk up from the beach into the "funk zone" to 
patronize arts related, commercial recreational or other uses proposed to be allowed in the OC zone. 

Conclusion I Summary 

This supplemental information will further substantiate the finding that the proposed LCP Amendment 
and zoning changes are consistent with the Coastal Act. Again, the intent of the City's application is to 
achieve a balanced use of the Waterfront while maintaining the small scale, local character that is 
unique to the area. 

If you have any questions or would like to meet again to discuss this application, please caii Bettie 
Hennon, City Planner or Liz Limon, Senior Planner II. Thank you for your consideration. We look 
forward to a timely review by the Coastal Commission. If we can be of any further assistance~ please 
call. 

David D. Davis 
Community Development Director 

CC: Mayor and Councilmembers 
City Planning Commission 
Peter K. Wilson, Acting City Administrator 
Bettie Hennon, City Planner 
Liz Limon, Senior Planner II 
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EXHffiiTS: 

A. Map of Existing Overnight Accomm9~ons 
B. Chart Showing Average ~\lp~cy .·:·' ' · .... ·.·... > · .. · ... · •.. 

C. Map ofPublicly-owned Latid.ap\1{ ;~· ... p~ijthe'W~nt 
D. Map ofPending and Approved Projects Providing Overnight Accommod8.tions 
E. Coastal Act Chapter 3 Consistency Analysis 
F. Excerpt from the City of Santa Barbara Urban Design Guidelines: City Grid (December 1999) 

• 

• 

• 
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COASTAL ACT CHAPTER 3 CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
COASTAL RESOURCES PLAl'{NING AND MANAGEMENT POLICIES 

City of Santa Barbara Proposed LCP and Zoning Amendmen~ 
August, 2001 · · · 

ARTICLE 1: GENERAL 

This article states that where policy conflicts exist or arise, the policy most protective of coastal 
resources should take precedence. Over-concentration of hotel uses could threaten the relaxed,. 
casual environment of the Santa Barbara waterfront that is a major draw for visitors and residents 
alike. The proposed rezoning and LCP amendment would protect the interior areas of the 
Waterfront from over-use while maintaining the HRC-2 zoning along Cabrillo Boulevard, State 
Street and other areas. 

ARTICLE 2: PUBLIC ACCESS 

Section 30210: SantaBarbara's Waterfront is exemplary in providing maximum access to the 
sea and beach areas. Thanks to the efforts of community visionaries in the early 1900's, Santa 
Barbara's Waterfront is lined nearly exclusively with public parks, beaches and public facilities . 
Nothing in the proposed LCP amendment changes the exemplary maximum access provided in 
the Waterfront area. The proposed OC rezone would affect the interior area of the Waterfront 
and does not affect properties fronting along Cabrillo Boulevard, State or Garden Streets. 

Section 30211: No changes are proposed to the properties on the ocean-side ofCabrillo 
Boulevard. Therefore, nothing in the proposed LCP amendment or zoning changes would affect 
the public's right of access to the sea. 

Section 30212: No changes are proposed to the properties on the ocean-side of Cabrillo 
Boulevard. Therefore, nothing in the proposed LCP amendment or zoning changes affects 
public access from the nearest roadway to the shoreline. 

Section 30212.5: This section ofthe Coastal Act states that public facilities, including parking 
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area to mitigate against the impacts, social 
and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 

In 1998, one of the driving forces behind the community pressure to study the land use and 
zoning in the Waterfront was a sense that the area was becoming increasingly congested and 
over-crowded such that local residents were avoiding the Waterfront altogether on weekends and 
holidays. The community was concerned that if the Waterfront was losing its appeal to locals 
because of overuse, that the area's appeal to visitors and tourists may not be far behind . 

EXHIBIT E 
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The proposed amendments will make our LCP even more consistent with this section of the 
Coastal Act. Without the proposed changes, there is a risk that the interior area could build-out 
with hotels, restaurants and visitor serving retail creating the potential for overcrowding and 
overuse in the Waterfront area and threatening the economic viability of the City's Downtown 
Retail core. 

Section 30213: The proposed LCPAm~ndment is co~sik~n;with Coastal Act p~tities 
regarding public access. Specifically, the first paragraph of Section 30213 states that: 
.. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and where feasible~ 
provided. Development providing public recreation opportunities are preferred." 

The proposed OC zone adds public or private park space, arts related uses and commercial 
recreation as key uses allowed to support this section of the Coastal Act. 

.· 

No portion of the area proposed to be rezoned to OC is located directly on the Waterfront or 
along Cabrillo Boulevard. In fact, it was a conscious decision by the Council and those 
participating in the community process that properties fronting Cabrillo Boulevard or State Street 
should remain HRC -1, HRC-2 or Park-Recreation zoning. 

One ofthe difficulties faced by the property owners in the interior area proposed for rezoning to 
OC is that visitor serving uses were not perceived to be economically viable because ofthe lack 
of foot traffic in the area. While there may be thousands of visitors walking along Cabrillo 
Boulevard and on any given weekend, very few travel one, two or three blocks into this interior 
area generally located between the Railroad tracks and the 101 freeway. 

Another key point during the community process for this LCP amendment was the participation 
and input of the Downtown business organizations. There are strong feelings that the Waterfront 
visitor-serving uses must not compete with the Downtown merchants. It was felt that visitor­
serving retail was more appropriately located Downtown and that the Waterfront zoning should 
focus on overnight accommodations, commercial recreational, arts related and ocean-oriented 
uses rather than visitor-serving retaiL 

Section 30214: Nothing in the City's current proposal would change the way the City currently 
regulates the "time, place, and marmer of public access." 

ARTICLE 3: RECREATION 

Section 30220: Nothing in the proposed LCP amendment or zoning changes would affect 
"coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities." The proposed OC zone would 
include ocean-oriented and commercial-recreational as 2 of the 4 primary land use categ«ies 
allowed in the new zone. This indirectly supports and is consistent with Section 30220. With 
limited land area available near the ocean in the Waterfront area, the City feels that ocean­
oriented and commercial-recreational uses are a higher priority than general visitor-serving retail. 

• 

• 

• 
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Visitor serving retail continues to be allowed in the Wright Specific Plan area along Garden 
Street and in the remaining HRC-2 areas primarily along Cabrillo Boulevard and State Street. 

Further, it is important to note that the Downtown Area of Santa Barbara, although outside of the 
coastal zone, is a huge, visitor serving attraction with an abundance of retail and restaur~t > 

opportunities within a short walk or shuttle ride from the Waterfront. Hotels are an allowed use , 
in this area as well. The City has approved many new hotel uses in the Downtown area in tlie 
last several years. 

Section 30221 provides direction that oceanfront land should be used for recreation purposes. 
The proposed amendment does not change the zoning or LCP policies for oceanfront land in the 
Waterfront. 

Section 30i22 states that: "The use of private land for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over 
private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry." 

The proposed OC zone allows a blend uses in four general categories: 

1. Ocean-dependent and Ocean·oriented; 
2. Commercial Recreational; 
3. Arts related; and 
4. Residential. 

Consistent with this section of the Coastal Act, general commercial or general industrial wou!d 
not be allowed. Residential would continue to be allowed in a small portion of the interior OC 
zone north of the railroad tracks consistent with where residential is allowed in the current HRC-
2 zone. 

ARTICLE 4: MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

The proposed LCP amendment and zone changes affect the interior area of the Waterfront. No 
changes are proposed for oceanfront or Harbor area uses. Therefore no changes are being 
proposed that would directly affect marine resources. 

However, the proposed changes indirectly support the fishing industry by allowing fishing­
related uses and other ocean-oriented and ocean-dependent uses that are not currently allowed in 
the HRC-2 zone. 

Section 30234.5 states that: "The economic, commercial, and recreational importance of fishing 
activities shall be recognized and protected." 
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The OC rezone will create a new area in the Waterfront where uses such as boat and boat trailer 
rentals, marine equipment and accessories manufacturing, sales, repair, storage or rental, seafood 
processing and other services necessary for commercial fishing activities can occur. These types 
of uses are not currently allowed in the HRC-2 zone. The intent of the OC rezone is to preserve 
the interior area for priority coastal uses such as support s~ryices to fishing · 
commercial recreational aswell as arts and soiile r~identia,t: · '.:: ~ 

Many of these uses have historically been present in this area. Many of these uses contribute to 
the character of the "funk zone" that the community desires to preserve. Without the rezone to 
OC, many of these uses would only be allowed in the Harbor-Commercial, Ocean­
Manufacturing and Light Industrial zoned areas of the coastal zone. Some of these areas are 
located further from the harbor than the proposed OC zone area and are generally less convenient 
and accessible to the working harbor area. If not allowed to remain in the interior areas, many of 
these nonconforming uses would have a difficult time competing for land area in the coastal zone 
- even though they are recognized Coastal Act priority uses. 

ARTICLE 5: LAND RESOURCES 

Section 30240 There are no environmentally sensitive habitat areas in the area proposed for 
rezone to OC. Mission Creek crosses the Kimberly A venue area that is proposed to remain 

• 

• 

HRC-2 but to add residential as an allowed use. The City recently received a proposal to use a • 
site in this area as an overnight hostel as allowed by the current and proposed zoning. The Bird 
Refuge is considered another environmentally sensitive habitat area, however no changes are 
being proposed for the Las Patos properties or other areas nearby. 

Sections 30241 and 30241.5 relate to the protection of agricultural uses. There is no agricultural 
land in the City's Waterfront area. From a regional perspective, to the extent that emphasis on 
infill development in urban areas can relieve development pressure on undeveloped agricultural 
lands on the South Coast, this proposal is consistent with and supports this Coastal Act section. 

Section 30244 provides direction with respect to historic resources. Nothing in the proposed 
LCP amendment changes the City's current policies and strategies to protect and preserve 
historic resources in the Waterfront area. In fact, the City recently completed an historic 
resources survey of the Waterfront area and found the importance of industrial type land use in 
the physical development and architecture of the area. 

ARTICLE6:DEVELOPMENT 

Section 30250 directs new development toward existing developed areas or to areas where 
adequate public services are available and where there will be no significant adverse effect on 
coastal resources. The City of Santa Barbara's LCP states that "Because the City's coastal zone 
is an almost wholly urbanized area, future development will be located in or near developed 
areas. (LCP page 173) The proposed LCP amendment and zoning changes are consistent with • 



• 
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this section of the Coastal Act with respect to locating new development to existing developed 
areas. 

Section 30251 states that "The 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 andsc.eniC: coastal areas, to mifri~ze tp:~.· i.;:<, ••i 
alteration ofnaturalland forms, to be visually compatible with the character pfsurrouridin.~i·' :: · 
areas, and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. " 

The City's LCP Visual Quality Chapter (page 130) summarizes the local issues concerning 
visual resources within the City's coastal zone to be: 

1. Potential view blockage by new development; 
2. Inappropriate and poorly maintained development; 
3. Upgrading of unattractive areas; and 
4. Preservation of the visual gateway created by Highway 101. 

The LCP catalogued visual resources delineating view potential from points along the main 
transportation corridors- Cabrillo Boulevard, State Street and Highway 101. The proposed LCP 
amendment and zoning changes do not affect properties along Cabrillo Boulevard or the height 
limit for buildings in the interior area ofHRC-2 . 

With respect to inappropriate and poorly maintained development and the upgrading of 
unattractive areas, the proposed LCP and zoning amendment attempts to balance the need for 
upgrading the interior area or "Funk Zone" with the concerns for possible gentrification. The 
proposed amendment encourages the redevelopment of properties that have buildings built to the 
industrial development standards that were in place prior to the Coastal Act. Many properties in 
the interior area have older industrial buildings built to the property line with little or no off­
street parking. Because these buildings and uses have been nonconforming since the City 
adopted coastal zoning in 1986, many of them are in various stages of disrepair. 

With respect to the visual gateway created by Highway 101, the LCP describes much of this 
interior area that was developed to industrial standards as presenting a "picture of uncoordinated 
planning, poorly maintained premises, and non ocean-oriented uses." (page 128). It also states 
that the C-M development standards created an "aesthetically unappealing neighborhood." In 
conclusion, the LCP states that "the view ofthis general area from U.S. 101 is in sharp contrast 
to the overall Santa Barbara viewscape." 

The LCP and zoning amendment proposes to eliminate the building setback requirements for 
properties in the OC zone. This change in development standards would encourage development 
to be oriented more toward the street resulting in site design that is more pedestrian friendly. It 
also would provide flexibility in site design for smaller lots and constrained properties and 
possibly encourage redevelopment of properties with old industrial buildings. One factor behind 
this recommended change was reviewing a recently built mixed use project on Gray Avenue just 
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north ofYanonali. This project was built to the HRC-2 development standards resulting in a 
surface parking lot being located adjacent to the sidewalk/street with the building setback away 
from the street to the rear of the property. This creates an uninteresting, unappealing pedestrian 
environment. 

It is importatl.tto note that new develg;proent ll,1 tl:l~ ~;~ij~ ~fMlb~#~~~Yt, '~c~~ 
with visual quality policies regarding view blockage; Visual gateways at}:cf rtunities to 
enhance unattractive areas. It is also important to note that the proposed amendments do not 
affect properties along Cabrillo Boulevard, State Street or Garden Street. Therefore, no public 
vistas or view corridors would be affected by this amendment. 

Section 30252 states that the location and amount of new development should maintain and 
enhance pu?lic access to the coast in the following manner: 

1. , Facilitate transit- The proposed LCP amendment facilitates transit use by 
encouraging the more intensive hotel and visitor-serving uses to locate along the 
major transportation and transit corridors: State Street, Cabrillo Boulevard and 
Garden Street. 

2. Providing commercial within or adjoining residential- The proposed LCP 
amendment adds small-scale neighborhood markets as an allowed use in the interior 
area of the Waterfront where residential is currently allowed. The OC zone would 
not change the amount or location of where residential is currently allowed in the 
Waterfront. Allowing small neighborhood markets in this interior area is intended to 
support existing and new residential uses and will serve to minimize the need to use 
coastal access roads such as State Street, Cabrillo Boulevard or Highway l 01 for 
market needs of the residents in the area. 

3. Providing non-auto circulation-- The City of Santa Barbara is a leader in designing 
and providing non-auto oriented circulation. The City's Circulation Element and 
Urban Design Guidelines both apply in the HRC I OC zoned area and contain many, 
many policies, strategies and guidelines for making the area accessible by means 
other than the automobile. The City is also looking for every opportunity to extend 
the "park-once" concept to the Waterfront area. This concept would concentrate 
parking in certain areas and encourage visitors who arrive by car to park once, and 
then walk, bike or shuttle throughout the Waterfront, Harbor and Downtown areas. 
The proposed LCP amendment continues the City's long-standing and successful 
efforts in this area. New parking lots are allowed with a Conditional Use Permit in 
both the existing HRC-2 and proposed OC zones. 

4. Adequate parking or public transportation-- The proposed LCP amendment does: not 
change the parking requirements for new development in the HRC or OC zones. 1i'his 
topic was considered during the public discussions leading up to the amendment,. yet 
no clear course of action was determined. There was consensus however, that any 
change must be addressed comprehensively in the Waterfront area and not just for the 
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interior portions. Therefore, any additional policy changes toward reducing parking 
requirements to encourage transit use were not pursued at this time. 

5. Assuring public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings-
High intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings are not allmve.din th~ (Jit)'.·~ . 
Waterfront area. Relatively speaking~the.more.int~nsiyetls~~~llo)Vedii].tl'lt;·::~·g-:· .·····if 
Waterfront area are allowed along the major transportation comdors (State Stt~et~'··•< . 
Cabrillo Boulevard and Garden Street) that are well-served by transit and electric 
shuttle. 

6. Assuring recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal 
recreation areas. The proposed LCP amendment does not change the location, 
amount or type of residential use allowed in the Waterfront. Residential uses would 
continue to be allowed in the area roughly bounded by Helena Street, the Railroad 
tracks, Garden Street and Highway 101. With the new Chase Palm Park expansion, 
the City has assured that there will be adequate recreational opportunities for any 
existing or future residents of this area within easy walking or bicycling distance. For 
pedestrians, the City created a pedestrian pathway linking the new park to this 
neighborhood at the foot of Santa Barbara and Mason Streets. 

Section 30253 provides direction regarding new development in the Coastal Zone. The City's 
LCP is consistent with this section of the act. Nothing in the proposed amendment would change 
compliance with this section. To the extent that infill development serves to minimize energy 
consumption and vehicle mile traveled, this amendment furthers the goals of this section. 

Section 30254 relates to new or expanded public works facilities. Neither the current nor 
proposed land use and zoning policies would allow public works facilities in this area of the 
waterfront. Further away from the Harbor and Stearns Wharf, the 0-M and M-1 zoning 
designations anticipate and allow these types of uses. 

Section 30254.5 This section provides direction to the Coastal Commission with respect to 
sewage treatment plants. As such, this section does not apply to the City's proposed LCP 
amendment. 

Section 30255 states the "coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other 
developments on or near the shoreline." The Harbor Master Plan fulfills the goals of this section .... 
by giving priority for coastal-dependent uses that must be on, or directly adjacent to, the ocean in 
the harbor area. The Harbor Master Plan calls these ocean-dependent, rather than the Coastal 
Act term of coastal-dependent. 

Building upon the Coastal Act definitions of"coastal-dependent" and "coastal-related," the 
proposed OC zone would create a new LCP Land Use designation of ocean-oriented commerciaL 
This land use designation would allow ocean-dependent (coastal-dependent) and ocean-oriented 
(coastal-related) commercial as well as commercial recreational, arts related and, in a limited 
area, residential use. 
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One of the major issues during the public process regarding these amendments involved 
competition with the City's Downtown retail and cultural core. Many felt that the coastal area 
south of the freeway should be zoned for uses that need to be near the ocean including ocean­
related commerce and support businesses as well as c~Il1JllerC~aJ ~~~tig~al ~~.6: Jl!FPrQ}19s~.; 
~~~sa:!~~a! :~::~t l~tesses thi~ iss1,1~ that~.~,§04l:Io~li(re§i~eQ.~rAA4.h~~#;.~\i)i··~\;i~~ : 

ARTICLE 7: INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 

Section 30260 provides direction regarding the location of coastal-dependent industrial facilities 
in the Coastal Zone. Nothing in the proposed LCP amendment would change where coastal­
dependent i?dustrial facilities are currently allowed and regulatedwithin the City's coastal zone. 

Section 30261 provides direction regarding existing and new tanker facilities. Nothing in the 
proposed amendment affects the provision of tanker facilities within the Waterfront 

• 
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3. THE BUILDING/STREET 

EDGE 

-
FUNCTIONAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

DEVELOPMENT AND PEDESTRIANS 

•:• Encourage pedestrian activity on t:he street 
through building design. Frequent building 
entrances, windows at pedestrian height, and 
outdoor activily spaces create a lively, pedestrian-
Ji·iendly environment along public streets. 

•:• Create visually un!fied street spaces by planning 
the orientation of buildings and building setbacks 
to enhance the character oJ the st:reet. 

INTRODUCTION 

Streets are the center of city life; a high level of social 
interaction on neighborhood and commercial streets is 
one of the foundations of a healthy, vibrant community. 
To contribute to the pedestrian-friendly character of the 
City grid, buildings must be designed to actively 
contribute to the life of the street. 

Buildings that are oriented to the street (with doors, 
windows, and public spaces fa.cing the streel) encourage 
street acttvtty and create a lively atmosphere. Bulldfngs 

• • 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES: CrTY Gr~ID 

that are oriented away fi·mn lhe street should be avoided 
since they send the message that activity on the sl reel 
is undesirable. Areas where the majority of buildings 
are otient.ed aw;;~y from the street are very discouraging 
to pedestrians, who perceive them to be unweleomiJJg or 
even unsafe. 

For the purposes of lhcse guidelJ,nes. a street will IJe 
deHned as any existing or propose(fstreel, road, avenue, 
boulevard, Janel. parkway. place, ,ppblic alley, bridge, 
viaduct, or easement tor· public ace~~~~ A street includes 
all land within U1e street righl-of·w~. whelher improved 
or unimproved {see GlossaJy for e~anded definiUon). 

3.1 ACTIVITY NODES 

BUILDING ENTRANCES AND WINQQWS 
:--.-.-----~<·:·<' 

Building entrances and windows are essential elements 
that physical1y connecl outdoor a~dindoor activity for 
pedestrians, malting walking a m.ore enjoyable and 
interesting experience. · 

Decisions regarding lhe placement .9[building.entrances 
and windows will be considered lnitlie following coulexl: 

~ : -•" 

•!• The potential for pedestriaiJ;activity around I he 
building and existing pedesb;iifi circulation roules 
will be assessed to dete~~Jne appropriate 
pedestrian access points; i.e,:i'' 

"::'!'···~ 

• .. 
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The buildings are t'isuallu compatible, yet retain a distinct 
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Tile building entnmces. windows;(ll)daclive spaces prollide 
opportunities for interaction on thl#_'street; Wid 

The pedes(ri~n amenities malce WCtllcirlg more ClllmcliPe cmrl 
COili.JCIIient. 
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•:• For nonresidential or mixed use structures, the 
intended function or program of the building will 
be considered with specific attention to the 
placement of doors and windows. Common 
concerns include security (i.e. the prevention of 
theft and employee safety). the internal 
organization of building activities, and the 
distances that customers will have to lravel to their 
cars with purchased goods; 

•!• The potential future uses of buildings will be 
considered when deciding upon the placement of 
building entrances and windows. especially with 
larger buildings. Building entrances and windows 
should be designed to allow the building to be 
adapted lor a variety of uses: and 

•!• Visual and access compatibility between proposed 
buil<.lings and adjacent developments will be 
considered when discussing the optimal placement 
of building entrances and windows. 

3. 1.1 Where a building with street frontage has only 
one entrance. that entrance shall be oriented 
to the street. 

3.1.2 Where a building with slreet frontage has 
multiple entrances. the primary entrance shall 
be oriented to the street. Street entrances 
shall be as prominent or more prominent than 
other entrances. and are encouraged to remain 
open tor pedestrian use. 

• • 
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3.1.3 

3.1.4 

3. l.f.i 

3. 1.6 

Provide building entrances where appropriate, 
laking inlo consideration the location or the 
building, present and potential future uses of 
ihe building, pedestrian circulation roules. and 
the charader of surrounding developlllenll:5 . 

Provide windows at pedestrian heighl to provide 
interest for pedeslrians on the st.recl. 

Comer buildings shall exhibit a strong visual 
and functional connection wHh I he sidewalks 
of adjacent streets. This can be accomplished 
by placing entrances on each abutting sl rcct 
frontage or placing an entrance on I he corner 
itself. Other features (including windows at 
pedestrian height. wall d(!taillng. and public art} 
shall also be used lo proVide visual inleresl fix 
pedestrians. 

For mixed use and mulUple-famiJy residenlial 
buildings, the following gt;(idelines reganling the 
placement and design Qf'building en I ranees 
should be adhered to: ~?~< 

•!• Provide direcl pede$trian access to the 
sidewalk from the frollt residenlial nnH; 

•!• Provide a strong visu~l,,C(Jnnedion from the 
sidewalk lo the el}~~tances of interior 
residential units; anct<;"-

•!• Provide enlJy porches·)f~plng the slt·eel and/ 
or the main internal;p,¢destrian drculal ion 
route. .-,;;;£i( · 

-,-~::·:0 :~; ; 
>.-'\:·:_:. 

• .. 
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ACTIVE SPACES AND LANDSCAPING 

~l. l. 7 

:1. I.H 

Where h11ildings arc set bade !'rom the public 
right-of-way. incorporate courtyards or patio 
sp:1ces I hat enco1trnge oul door adlvities along 
lite building frontage. Such areas should 
ineludc appropriate lanclseaping elements to 
sorten the rmvcd areas and provide shade for 
pccle~r rians. 

Cornt>r buildings shall be designed to enhance 
llw character and pedestrian nclivitics of the 
entire inlersedioJJ, Inking into consideral.lon 
tile contributions or all of lhe other existing 
l"orncr lmildings. 

3.2 CONTINUITY OF STREE1- SPACES 

Tlw inlt·nl ol' the following guidelines is to create unified 
sl n·el spaces. Sl rect spaces include both the public righl-

way :md !he adjaceut building selbac:k zone (where 
Hpplicahle). TIH· network or s!reel spaces eslahlishes 
!lw :-wale awl chan1cler or the environment. The sel"badcs 
and pbH~cment or buildings cnn create a feeling of 
c·<uJsislr·ncy that visually unifies separate lmildinHs and 
developments. 

BUILDING PLACEMENT 

:L~.l 

t' ') ') 
,_) . .:....~-

On Jots will1 one street frontage, pLwe lhe 
prilllat}' mass or lmildill~~s parallel to tlw :-.!reel. 

/\void siting cc.rner buildings with their plimmy 
lll<lss :It an t~llgle to llw cnrner. This shall not 
preclw l1· :mgkil or scnlpied h11ilding corners 
o1· npc11 plaza:--. nt ,·on1crs. 
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The .fonn q{ lhe neu, building (1£:/1) is sensilit.'e to the sel!Jnck cmd 
height qfllw t!xisling residence. Ne:;fc~rence Guideline: 3.2.:3. 

SETBACKS AND LANDSCAPING 

3.2.3 

~3.2.4 

3.2.5 

When siting a new building. consider lhe 
setbacks and scale of iheexisting neighborhoort 
and adJacent buildings. 

Where appropriate and consistent with 
neighboring development, locate new buildings 
on thr edge or Llle public right~ot:-way to define 
lhe sidewalk line. 

Where buildings are set back from the p11blic 
right-of-way, place City reviewed and approved 
landscaping or archilcctural elements (e.g. 
an~ades or low decorative walls) along the edge 
of the right-of-way to define the sidewalk line. 
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