
 
Architectural Review Commission

AGENDA
 

Monday, November 18, 2024, 5:00 p.m.

Council Chambers, 990 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo

The Architectural Review Commission holds in-person meetings. Zoom participation will not be

supported. Attendees of City Council or Advisory Body meetings are eligible to receive one hour of

complimentary parking; restrictions apply, visit Parking for Public Meetings for more details.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PUBLIC COMMENT:

 

Public Comment prior to the meeting (must be received 3 hours in advance of the meeting):

Mail - Delivered by the U.S. Postal Service. Address letters to the City Clerk's Office at 990

Palm Street, San Luis Obispo, California, 93401.

Email - Submit Public Comments via email to advisorybodies@slocity.org. In the body of your

email, please include the date of the meeting and the item number (if applicable). Emails will not

be read aloud during the meeting.

Voicemail - Call (805) 781-7164 and leave a voicemail. Please state and spell your name, the

agenda item number you are calling about, and leave your comment. Verbal comments must be

limited to 3 minutes. Voicemails will not be played during the meeting.

 

*All correspondence will be archived and distributed to members, however, submissions received

after the deadline may not be processed until the following day.

 

Public Comment during the meeting:

Meetings are held in-person. To provide public comment during the meeting, you must be

present in the Council Chambers.

Electronic Visual Aid Presentation. To conform with the City's Network Access and Use Policy,

Chapter 1.3.8 of the Council Policies & Procedures Manual, members of the public who desire

to utilize electronic visual aids to supplement their oral presentation must provide display-ready

material to the City Clerk by 12:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting. Contact the City Clerk's

Office at cityclerk@slocity.org or (805) 781-7114.

https://www.slocity.org/government/parking-for-public-meetings
https://www.slocity.org/home/showpublisheddocument/7293/637563242592800000
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1. CALL TO ORDER

Chair Pineda will call the Regular Meeting of the Architectural Review

Commission to order.

2. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

The public is encouraged to submit comments on any subject within the

jurisdiction of the Architectural Review Commission that does not appear on this

agenda. Although the Commission will not take action on items presented during

the Public Comment Period, the Chair may direct staff to place an item on a

future agenda for discussion.

3. CONSENT

Matters appearing on the Consent Calendar are expected to be non-

controversial and will be acted upon at one time. A member of the public may

request the Architectural Review Commission to pull an item for discussion. The

public may comment on any and all items on the Consent Agenda within the

three-minute time limit.

3.a CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES - MAY 6, 2024 ARCHITECTURAL
REVIEW COMMISSION MINUTES

5

Recommendation:

To approve the Architectural Review Commission Minutes of May 6,

2024.

4. PUBLIC HEARING

Note: The action of the Architectural Review Commission is a recommendation

to the Community Development Director, another advisory body, or to City

Council and, therefore, is not final and cannot be appealed.



4.a 466 DANA STREET (ARCH-0329-2022) CONSTRUCTION OF 20 LOW
TO VERY LOW INCOME AFFORDABLE HOMES AND
REHABILITATION OF THE HISTORIC ROSA BUTRÓN ADOBE

9

Recommendation:

Review the proposed project in terms of its consistency with the

Community Design Guidelines and applicable City Standards and

provide recommendations to the Planning Commission.

5. COMMENT AND DISCUSSION

5.a 2025-2027 ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION GOAL-
SETTING AND THE FINANCIAL PLAN / BUDGET PROCESS

59

Recommendation:

Review the 2023-2025 Architectural Review Commission (ARC) goals,

take public testimony, and identify Commission goals and work program

items for the 2025 -2027 Financial Plan.

5.b STAFF UPDATES AND AGENDA FORECAST

Receive a brief update from Senior Planner Rachel Cohen. 



6. ADJOURNMENT

The next Regular Meeting of the Architectural Review Commission is scheduled

for December 2, 2024 at 5:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 990

Palm Street, San Luis Obispo.

 

LISTENING ASSISTIVE DEVICES are available -- see the Clerk

The City of San Luis Obispo wishes to make all of its public meetings accessible

to the public. Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate

alternative formats to persons with disabilities. Any person with a disability who

requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting

should direct such request to the City Clerk’s Office at (805) 781-7114 at least

48 hours before the meeting, if possible. Telecommunications Device for the

Deaf (805) 781-7410.

Agenda related writings or documents provided to the Architectural Review

Commission are available for public inspection on the City’s website, under the

Public Meeting Agendas web page: https://www.slocity.org/government/mayor-

and-city-council/agendas-and-minutes. Meeting video recordings can be found

on the City’s website:

http://opengov.slocity.org/WebLink/Browse.aspx?id=60946&dbid=0&repo=CityCl

erk
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Architectural Review Commission Minutes 

 

May 6, 2024, 5:00 p.m. 

Council Chambers, 990 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo 

 

Architectural Review 

Commissioners 

Present: 

Commissioner Kelley Abbas, Commissioner Robert Arens, 

Commissioner Michael Clark, Commissioner Charles Gerencser, 

Vice Chair Ashley Mayou, Chair Brian Pineda 

  

Architectural Review 

Commissioners 

Absent: 

Commissioner John Carrion 

  

City Staff Present: Senior Planner Rachel Cohen, Deputy City Clerk Kevin Christian 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

A Regular Meeting of the San Luis Obispo Architectural Review Commission was 

called to order on May 6, 2024 at 5:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 

990 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo, by Chair Pineda. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

Public Comment: 

None 

--End of Public Comment-- 

3. CONSENT 

3.a CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES - APRIL 15, 2024 ARCHITECTURAL 

REVIEW COMMISSION MINUTES 

Motion By Commissioner Gerencser 

Second By Commissioner Clark 

Approve the Architectural Review Commission Minutes of April 15, 2024. 

Ayes (5): Commissioner Abbas, Commissioner Clark, Commissioner 

Gerencser, Vice Chair Mayou, and Chair Pineda 

Absent (2): Commissioner Arens, and Commissioner Carrion 

CARRIED (5 to 0) 
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4. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 Commissioner Arens joined the meeting at 5:12 p.m. 

4.a 1130 ORCUTT ROAD (ARCH-0529-2023) REVIEW OF A NEW 16-UNIT 

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, ADU, AND 

ASSOCIATED SITE DEVELOPMENTS WITH A REQUEST TO ALLOW 

FOR AN ADU GREATER THAN 1,000 SQUARE FEET AND THE 

REMOVAL OF 17 TREES 

Senior Planner Rachel Cohen presented the staff report and responded to 

Commission inquiries. 

Applicant representative, Will Ruoff, 4Creeks, Inc., provided a brief 

overview of the project and responded to questions raised. 

Chair Pineda opened the Public Hearing 

Public Comments: 

None 

--End of Public Comment-- 

Chair Pineda closed the Public Hearing 

Motion By Commissioner Gerencser 

Second By Vice Chair Mayou 

Recommend to the Community Development Director approval of the 

application based on consistency with the Community Design Guidelines 

with the following direction: 

 Provide additional pedestrian access to Orcutt Street. 

 Consider additional screening of the trash enclosure. 

 Increase landscaping within the parking lot area of the project. 

 Include screening strategies for the transformer. 

Ayes (6): Commissioner Abbas, Commissioner Arens, Commissioner 

Clark, Commissioner Gerencser, Vice Chair Mayou, and Chair Pineda 

Absent (1): Commissioner Carrion 

CARRIED (6 to 0) 
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4.b 10 HIGUERA (ARCH-0358-2023) REVIEW OF A NEW MIXED-USE 

PROJECT WITH APPROXIMATELY 23,164   SQUARE   FEET   OF   

COMMERCIAL   SPACE AND A ONE BEDROOM RESIDENTIAL UNIT, 

WITH ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS, A SIGN PROGRAM, AND 

REQUEST TO REMOVE TWO TREES 

Senior Planner Rachel Cohen presented the staff report and responded to 

Commission inquiries. 

Applicant representative, Joel Snyder, TenOver Studios, and applicant 

Keith Sweeny provided an overview of the project design considerations 

and responded to questions raised. 

Chair Pineda opened the Public Hearing 

Public Comments: 

None 

--End of Public Comment-- 

Chair Pineda closed the Public Hearing 

Motion By Commissioner Abbas 

Second By Vice Chair Mayou 

Recommend to the Planning Commission approval of the proposed 

project as it is consistent with the Community Design Guidelines, Sign 

Regulations, and applicable City Standards, with the following direction 

given to the applicant: 

 Provide a change in color, materials, and/or window fenestration to the 

north elevation to provide architectural interest. 

 Provide screening around the bicycle lockers and/or paint them so that 

they better integrate into the site plan and overall architectural design. 

Ayes (5): Commissioner Abbas, Commissioner Clark, Commissioner 

Gerencser, Vice Chair Mayou, and Chair Pineda 

 

Noes (1): Commissioner Arens  

Absent (1): Commissioner Carrion  

CARRIED (5 to 1) 
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5. COMMENT AND DISCUSSION 

5.a STAFF UPDATES AND AGENDA FORECAST 

Senior Planner Rachel Cohen provided an update of upcoming projects, 

noting that there are currently no projects scheduled for the next two 

regular meeting dates. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:46 p.m. The next Regular Meeting of the 

Architectural Review Commission is scheduled for June 3, 2024, at 5:00 p.m. in 

the Council Chambers at City Hall, 990 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo. 

 

 

_________________________ 

APPROVED BY ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION: XX/XX/2024 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT 

SUBJECT: 466 DANA STREET (ARCH-0329-2022) CONSTRUCTION OF 20 LOW TO 
VERY LOW INCOME AFFORDABLE HOMES AND REHABILITATION OF THE 
HISTORIC ROSA BUTRÓN ADOBE 
 

FILE NUMBER: ARCH-0329-2022  ADDRESS: 466 Dana Street 
 

BY: David Amini, Housing Coordinator  FROM: Rachel Cohen, Principal Planner 
Phone Number: (805) 781-7524  Phone Number: (805) 781-7574 
Email: damini@slocity.org  Email: rcohen@slocity.org 
 

APPLICANT: Smart Share Housing Solutions REPRESENTATIVE: Dana Hunter 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

Review the proposed project in terms of its consistency with the Community Design 
Guidelines and applicable City Standards and provide recommendations to the Planning 
Commission. 
 

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING 
 

The applicant, Smart Share Housing Solutions, is proposing a new residential project, 
Waterman Village, located at 466 Dana Street that consists of the construction of 20 low 
to very-low income, prefabricated affordable homes ranging in size from 220 to 264 
square feet (see Attachment A, Project Plans). The new construction units are clustered 
around the historic adobe and utilize raised pier foundations to accommodate the 100-
year flood plain requirements. Each unit is accessible via a raised boardwalk with ramps 
and stairs. The project includes a request for a concession pursuant to California State 
Density Bonus law for a reduction of parking requirements from 29 required vehicle 
spaces to 4 provided spaces, as well as a reduction of bicycle parking from 40 required 
spaces to 24 provided spaces. The project is located in the Downtown Core within short 
walking distance of shopping, restaurants, and other amenities. The project also proposes 
to rehabilitate the Master List Historic Rosa Butrón Adobe. The historic adobe will be used 
as a community gathering space as well as office and administrative space for the on-site 
manager. The project scope includes the  demolition of non-historic additions  at the rear 
of the adobe, as well as removal of 12 trees with a compensatory planting plan that 
provides the required 1:1 replacement of trees on site.  The City has prepared a Draft 
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration of environmental impact that assesses 
the potential environmental effects of the project, pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). 

Meeting Date:   11/18/2024 
Item Number:   4a 
Time Estimate: 45 minutes 
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General Location: The 0.58-acre project 
is located towards the west end of Dana 
Street. 
 
General Plan and Zoning: Medium-High 
Density Residential (R-3) Zone. Downtown 
Historic District Overlay 
 
Surrounding Uses:  
East: (R-3-H) Meeting Hall 
West: (R-3-H) Single-Family Residential 
North: (R-1-PD) Stenner Creek and Multi-
family Residential 
South: (R-3-H) Single-Family Residential 
 
1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
The City of San Luis Obispo has owned the Master List Rosa Butrón Adobe property 
since 1989, after acquiring the property as a life estate gift from Ms. Mary Gail Black. The 
City provides basic maintenance and upkeep to the house and grounds, but the house is 
currently vacant and is at risk of ongoing deterioration and threats to its long-term 
preservation. On March 6, 2020, at the direction of the City Council, staff issued a Request 
for Interest (RFI) document seeking community partners to help the City rehabilitate and 
re-use the Rosa Butrón Adobe in accordance with program guidance found in the 
Conservation and Open Space Element (2006) of the General Plan.  
 
As a result of this process, in September 2021, Council approved an Exclusive 
Negotiating Agreement (“ENA”) with Smart Share Housing Solutions and the Peace 
Project that set forth a shared vision between those two organizations for the “Waterman 
Peace Village.” The City Council further approved an Amended and Restated ENA in 
February 2024 with Smart Share Housing Solutions only, and the current project scope 
entails rehabilitation and re-use of the adobe structure with the construction of 20 low- to 
very-low income housing units on the site.  
 
The intent of the ENA is to set forth certain parameters, terms, and conditions precedent 
to consideration of a long-term lease with Smart Share Housing Solutions for the site that 
would enable the opportunity to achieve both the City Council’s goals for providing 
affordable housing (Housing Element Program 6.17) and the rehabilitation and long-term 
preservation of the Rosa Butrón Adobe. The ENA required the Cultural Heritage 
Committee to review the Waterman Village Project in order to ensure consistency with 
Historic Preservation Policies, Secretary of Interior Standards, and Historic Preservation 
Program Guidelines.  
 
The Cultural Heritage Committee held a Public Hearing on October 28, 2024 (Agenda 
Packet). The Committee recommended that the Planning Commission find the proposed 
project consistent with the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance with the following 
recommendations: 

Figure 1: Subject Property Location 
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1. Evaluate the period of significance in the Historic Resources Report for the 
potential the historic period of significance extends to 1989.  

2. Evaluate the potential that the site is believed to have been the original location of 
Mission San Luis Obispo from 1775 to 1788. 

3. Include requirements for construction staff training for the possibility that burial 
sites and artifacts may be encountered from the Mission era.  

4. Include historical signage that reflects all periods of significance and the cultural 
narrative of the site.  

 
2.0 PROPOSED DESIGN 
 
Architecture: The historic adobe is representative of Nineteenth Century California 
architecture. The new residential units would utilize contemporary architecture. 

Design Details: The historic adobe has a broad, steeply pitched hipped roof with 
extended, open eaves. It also has a prominent front setback from the streets, and 
symmetrical front façade. The new residential units would have shed roofs, extended 
overhangs, and are oriented in clusters around the adobe. 

Materials and Color: The historic adobe has predominantly white clapboard siding and 
grey roll roofing, which is proposed to be replaced with wood shingles. The new residential 
units would utilize white hardi-plank siding with dark gray standing seam metal roofs and 
trim. 

 

Figure 2: Rosa Butron Adobe as viewed from Dana Street 
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3.0 FOCUS OF REVIEW 
 
The Architectural Review Commission’s (ARC’s) role is to 1) review the proposed project 
in terms of consistency with the Community Design Guidelines (CDG), and applicable 
City Standards; and 2) provide comments and recommendations to the Planning 
Commission concerning the proposed project design. 
 
Community Design Guidelines: https://www.slocity.org/home/showdocument?id=2104  
 
4.0 COMMUNITY DESIGN GUIDELINES / DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
Staff have evaluated the project for consistency with relevant standards and guidelines 
of the CDG, including Chapter 2 (General Design Principles) and Chapter 5 (Residential 
Project Design). Overall, the proposed project appears to be generally consistent with the 
CDG. Staff have identified several discussion items for ARC review related to the project’s 
consistency with the CDG in Table 1, below. 
  

Figure 3: New residential unit, front entry elevation 
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Table 1: CDG Consistency Discussion Items 

Highlighted Sections Discussion Items 

Chapter 2 – General Design Principles 

§2.1 – Site Design 

The project site is located within the 100-year flood zone, 
with Stenner Creek at the northern boundary of the property. 
Additionally, the existing adobe is centered on the site with 
a prominent front setback from the street. This front setback 
was determined to be a character-defining feature of the 
adobe, which necessitated the organization of the new units 
towards the rear and sides of the adobe.  

The ARC should consider the front and creek setback 
constraints with the compatibility of the proposed site layout 
with the adobe. 

§2.2 – Building Design 

The CDG states that new construction on sites with existing 
structures need to coordinate with old structures, particularly 
those of historic value. The new construction units are 
designed to complement the adobe in scale. Given the 3-
foot raised foundation, the roof heights of the new units are 
higher than the adobe roof heights by up to 3 feet. The 
elevation to the top of roof of the adobe is 15 feet 4 inches 
above grade, whereas the elevation to the top of roof of the 
tallest housing unit is 18 feet 10 inches above grade. Refer 
to Attachment A, sheet A-8.0 for an exhibit demonstrating 
the height differences between the adobe and the 
residential units. The materials of the new construction units 
are chosen to compliment the adobe while providing 
differentiation.  

The ARC should discuss the compatibility of the new 
residential unit design and scale with the existing adobe. 

Chapter 5 – Section 5.3 (Infill Development) 

§5.3 (A) - General 
principles 

The CDG states that infill development should be 
compatible in scale, siting, detailing and character with 
adjacent buildings and those in the immediate 
neighborhood. The new residential units will be much 
smaller than the typical single-family and multi-family 
structures in the neighborhood. The smaller unit sizes allow 
for greater flexibility given the sensitive site and achieve a 
similar density to the surrounding neighborhood with 
minimal site disturbance. 

The ARC should discuss the scale of the residential units 
and compatibility with the neighborhood’s existing scale and 
patterns. 
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5.0 PROJECT STATISTICS 
 
Staff have evaluated the project for consistency with relevant development standards of 
the Zoning Regulations and have summarized its compliance in Table 2 below. The 
project is requesting the following two concessions from development standards under 
the provisions of state density bonus law: 
 

 Reduction in vehicle parking from 29 required vehicle spaces to 4 provided spaces 
 

 Reduction of bicycle parking from 40 required spaces to 24 provided spaces. 
 
As this project provides 100 percent affordable units, the project is allowed up to four 
qualifying concessions under state density bonus law. See Section 5.1 below for 
additional information regarding state law. 
  

Chapter 5 – Section 5.4 (Multi-Family and Clustered Housing Design) 

§5.4 (A) – Site planning 

The CDG states that multi-family developments should be 
clustered together and have entrances facing the street. The 
adobe and new units have a deep setback from the Dana 
Street sidewalk, as this is considered a character-defining 
feature of the adobe. All unit entrances face the proposed 
raised walkway, allowing direct access to each unit. This will 
allow for clear wayfinding from the street, through the adobe 
grounds, to the front doors of each unit. 

The ARC should discuss whether the proposed site layout 
and orientation towards the street is compatible with the 
guidelines. 
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Table 2: Project Compliance with Zoning Regulations Standards 

Site Details Proposed Allowed/Required* 

Density 10 density units 11 density units 

Setbacks 

Front 
Side 
Rear 

 

35 feet 

6-12 feet 

20 feet 

 

10 feet 

5 feet 

20 feet (creek) 

Maximum Height of Structures 18 feet 8 inches 35 feet 

Max Lot Coverage 37% 60% 

Minimum Lot Area 25,264 square feet 5,000 square feet 

Vehicle and Bicycle Parking 

Number of Vehicle Spaces 

 EV Spaces 

4 spaces 

3 (EV ready) 

1 accessible 

29 spaces 

3 (EV ready) 

15 (EV capable) 

Number of Bicycle Spaces 

 Short-term 
Long-term 

26 total spaces 

6 short-term 

20 long-term 

45 total spaces 

4 short-term 

41 long-term 

Tree Removal 

Removal / Replanting 12 trees to be removed, 12 to 
be replanted. 

1:1 replacement 
planting ratio 

Environmental Status 

A Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration has been prepared for this project. This 
document finds that no significant impact will occur 
with mitigation measures incorporated. 

*2022 Zoning Regulations 

 
5.1 HOUSING ACCOUNTABILITY ACT/DENSITY BONUS LAW 
 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Housing Accountability Act and 
Density Bonus Law provide protections for housing development projects, which include 
deed restricted affordable housing units. As proposed, the proposed 20 residential units 
will be for low and very low-income households and is protected by state law. Government 
Code §65915(d) (1)(B) and (d)(3) prevent an agency from denying the density bonus or 
the incentive or concession or refusing to waive or reduce development standards, unless 
the agency can make a finding based on substantial evidence that the density bonus, the 
incentive or concession or the waiver or reduction in a development standard causes a 
“specific, adverse impact” upon the public health, safety, or the physical environment, and 
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for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse 
impact. 
 
Although the ARC cannot make recommendations that reduce the number and size of 
the proposed residential units within the project, the Commission may provide direction 
to the applicant regarding architecture and site planning which includes items such as 
architectural features, roof design, colors, materials, and site layout. 
 
6.0 ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
 

6.1 Recommend approval of the project. An action recommending approval of the 
application based on consistency with the Community Design Guidelines will be 
forwarded to the Planning Commission for final action. This action may include 
recommendations for conditions to address consistency with the Community 
Design Guidelines or other City Standards. 

 
6.2 Recommend denial of the project.  An action recommending denial of the 

application should include findings that cite the basis for denial and should 
reference inconsistency with the General Plan, Community Design Guidelines, 
Zoning Regulations or other policy documents. Should the ARC want to pursue 
this alternative, specific findings must be made on how the project causes a 
“specific, adverse impact” upon the public health, safety, or the physical 
environment, and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or 
avoid the specific adverse impact as required by Government Code 
§65915(d)(1)(B) and (d)(3) (Density Bonus Law) and Government Code 
§65589.5(d) (Housing Accountability Act). 

 
7.0 ATTACHMENTS 
 
A - Project Plans 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING SUMMARY 
466 Dana St. 
PLANNING APPLICATION SUBMITTAL
April 09, 2024

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Waterman Village proposes 20 new below market rate homes, 100% affordable for a 
minimum term of 55 years, in a medium-high density residential (R-3-H) with historical overlay 
zone near downtown San Luis Obispo. The project will develop all studio homes, with 14 duplex 
and 6 single detached homes, ranging in size from 220-264 square feet. 18 homes at 220 
square feet and 2 ADA fully accessible homes at 264 square feet.

PROJECT DATA
Address: 466 Dana St, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
APN: 002-401-002 & 002-401-020
Gross Lot Area: ± 0.58AC
Zoning: R-3-H

BASE DENSITY
The project conforms to R3 zone base density (17.20.020), which allows 20 density units/acre, 
and per 17.70.040, each studio home comprises 0.5 density unit. As such, each developable 
acre would allow a base density of 40 studio homes:  Project net area is 0.58 acre. (.58 x 
40=23.2 homes, base density, with project proposing three fewer homes than base allowance.)

DENSITY BONUS
While the project qualifies for a density bonus, given the 100% affordability provision, no density 
bonus is requested. The project conforms to base density. 

INCENTIVES/CONCESSIONS
Developers can also request modifications of development standards by requesting either incentives/

concessions (they are the same) or waivers. Incentives or concessions refer to regulatory incentives” that
provide identifiable and actual cost reductions” to provide for the affordable housing (Gov. Code §

65915(k)); in other words, they are provided to allow for modifications that result in an actual reduction of 
costs to the project so the affordable housing is economically feasible.”

The 100% below market affordable project is allowed up to 4 qualifying incentives/
concessions, based on the affordability of the homes. The project team requests two affordable 
housing concessions: 

1) Vehicle parking reduction: to reduce the number of required vehicular parking spaces 
from 29 to 3 spaces; the project will not be financially feasible with the necessity of 29 
onsite parking spaces on the constrained infill site, with trees and historic adobe that 
must be maintained; the site is a downtown local in proximity to a broad range of city 
services and proximate access to public transportation.

2) Long term bicycle parking reduction: to reduce the required long term bicycle storage 
spaces from 40 to 20 spaces. Applicant is committed to making the project multi-modal, 
yet it is not financially feasible to provide for 40 long-term bicycle parking spaces with 
space constraints. Additionally, the studio homes proposed are likely to house 1 person 
each. While 2 or 4 bedroom homes may house several persons, with multiple bicycles 

per household, single person households are not likely to have multiple bicycles, making 
the proposed 4 short-term and 20 long-term (secured) bicycle parking proposed 
adequate to meet project need.

These incentive requests to make the affordable housing financially feasible at proposed density 
(well below allowed bonus density) are supported by a variety of factors beyond financial 
feasibility and numbers of affordable homes needed to support the high cost of rehabilitation of 
the City’s Rosa Burton de Canet adobe, including: the requirement to maintain heritage trees 
and view shed and the historic adobe on site; the site is a downtown location in proximity to a 
broad range of city services and proximate access to public transportation; the homes proposed 
are micro-homes at under 300 feet, likely to house single persons—not large families.

Thank you and please reach out if any more information is needed.

Sincerely, 

Anne Wyatt
Anne Wyatt,
Executive Director
Smart Share Housing Solutions, Inc.
anne@smartsharehousingsolutions.org
(805) 296-0013
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WATERMAN VILLAGE
TINY HOUSE PROJECT

TREE ASSESSMENT 
REVISED April 03, 2024

Prepared by 

Terry Lee ASLA, Landscape Architect RLA#4106
Shaun Callarman Certified Arborist WE3356A

319 NORTH HIGHWAY 1  #54
GROVER BEACH | CA 93433

RLA 4108 | LEED GR \ ARBORIST

Page 2

Purpose
The client, Waterman Village Tiny Home Project (Smartshare Housing Solutions), contracted with me, 
Terry Lee Landscape Architect (TLLA) to perform the following Tree Survey Scope of Work:

On May 11, 2023, Certified Arborist Shaun Callarman and myself prepared the following tree 
survey of all the existing trees on site and off site trees of influence.

Tree Inventory
The following trees where found to be of good to poor health. The table below indicates their 
disposition for protection or removal. Measurements were made in accordance with ISA 
standards. Tree canopies are displayed on the Conceptual Landscape Site Plan, Figure 1.

Trees to Remain (16)
Trunk Size Tree Type Disposition
43” California Sycamore Good Healthy Tree to remain
42” California Sycamore Good Healthy Tree to remain
67” Redwood Good Healthy Tree to remain
36” Redwood Good Healthy Tree to remain
6” Pittosporum Good Healthy Tree to remain
36” Magnolia Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
12” Coastal Live Oak Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
5” Coastal Live Oak Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
10” Coastal Live Oak Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
12” Coastal Live Oak Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
12” Coastal Live Oak Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
13” Coastal Live Oak Multi-Trunk Good Healthy Tree to remain
37” Avacado Good Healthy Tree to remain
30” Coastal Live Oak Good Healthy Tree to remain*
36” Coastal Live Oak Good Healthy Tree to remain
5” Locust Good Healthy Tree to remain

Trees to Be Removed(12)
Trunk Size Tree Type Disposition
37” Avocado Multi-Trunk Fair Health to be removed
8” Valley Oak Fair Health to be removed
18” Avocado Multi-Trunk Fair Health to be removed
5” Locust Poor Health to be removed
5” Meyer Lemon Poor Health to be removed
30” Pecan Fair Health to be removed
10” Poplar Fair Health to be removed
10” Pittosporum Poor Health to be removed
5” Persimmon Poor Health to be removed
7” Persimmon Fair Health to be removed
12” Persimmon Fair Health to be removed
27” Coastal Live Oak Fair Health to be removed

This project will comply with the requirement of a Tree Removal Permit with the City of San Luis Obispo as 
deemed necessary prior to demolition. 
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Figure 1  
Conceptual Landscape Site Plan

This site plan shows the existing tree types, tree trunk diameter and approximate canopy 
location.  Trees to be removed are marked by in Red.  The Critical Root Zone (CRZ) of each tree 
to remain is marked by a Blue circle around the tree.   Trees to remain are suitable for protection 
during construction.  Field adjustments to the new construction may be required to avoid 
unknown impacts as the location of the trees was provided on the Site Survey.
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Trees Impacts from Construction Activities

The Oak Trees in the back right corner of the property will likely be impacted by construction of 
Units 13 and 15 and the adjacent walkway as these structures are located within the CRZ 
(Critical Root Zone).  Units 11 and 13  when constructed will impact the CRZ and protection 
measures will need to be implemented. Units 15, 17 and 18 will also impact the 40” Avocado 
tree's roots and will be removed.  The 67"/30” Redwood’s root mat is likely to be disturbed during 
construction of Unit 19 as shown by the blue CRZ circle.  In addition, the grading for the ADA 
parking under the 37”Avocado Tree may also impact this tree's roots as the parking area is well 
with its CRZ.   

The project may impact tree roots with general construction activities and installation of 
underground utilities. As of now, we have been told that every effort will be made to keep all 
underground utilities away from the critical root zones shown on the site plan. Grading for site 
drainage should be kept to a minimum and avoid tree CRZ where possible.

Mitigation of Tree Impacts

The proposed foundation for the raised Tiny Houses is demonstrated in by the concept drawings 
of Figure 2 and 3.   Using 6 to 8 Helical Piers per tiny house would minimize root disturbance and 
likely be well within the maximum 25% of impact to critical root zones that a tree is generally able 
to tolerate and remain healthy (ISA Standard).  Therefore, using helical piers for construction of 
the tiny houses and the proposed elevated walkways is recommended for mitigation to the 
potential impacts to all CRZs.    

Figure 2 and 3 
Conceptual Helical Pier Layout

319 NORTH HIGHWAY 1  #54
GROVER BEACH | CA 93433

RLA 4108 | LEED GR \ ARBORIST

Page 5

Suitability for Preservation and Protection

All trees listed in the Tree Inventory listed on Page 2 that are to remain, are in good healthy 
condition and have good suitability for protection and preservation with the proper care and 
protection during construction. The trees will need to be protected during construction to 
minimize damage to the root, the canopy and trunk areas.  See Tree Protection Specifications 
below. In addition, the trees will need pruning by a certified Arborist to raise the weighted 
canopies above the project’s ‘Tiny House’s’ roof line during construction and to allow 
equipment clearance. This pruning will greatly improve the tree’s structure and provide a 
balanced canopy with the tree’s drip line reduced so the tree remains healthy and not a liability 
to the future of the trees with the new Tiny Houses.

Tree Protection 

Tree protection focuses on protecting trees from damage to the roots, trunk, or scaffold 
branches from heavy equipment. two zones of protection need to be determined to protect the 
tree's health and structure, the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) and the Critical Root Zone (CRZ) 

The tree protection zone (TPZ) is the defined area in which certain activities are prohibited to 
minimize potential injury to the tree. The TPZ can be determined by a formula based on species 
tolerance, tree age, and diameter at breast height or at the drip line in some instances. For this 
project, I would use the drip line as the protection distance. 

Figure 1: The image below depicts the drip line, CRZ and TPZ for Oak Trees.

Critical Root Zone 

The critical root zone (CRZ) is the area of 
soil around the trunk of a tree where roots 
are located that provide stability and 
uptake of water and nutrients required for 
the tree's survival. The CRZ is the minimum 
distance away from the trunk that needs 
to be protected from disturbance, and will 
be defined by the distance of 5 times the 
trunk diameter in feet. For example, if the 
tree is 2 feet in diameter, the minimum CRZ 
6 ft. high distance would be 10 feet from 
the stem. Under certain circumstances, 
disturbing or cutting roots in a CRZ may be 
unavoidable. In such cases, the work 
should be done only under the on-site 
supervision of an ISA Certified Arborist

Sturdy TPZ (Tree Protection Zone) Fencing
installed at the dripline of the tree for this application. Field adjustments for overlapping 
canopies will need to made for ease of protection fencing.
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Important Considerations 

1. Place tree protection fencing at the drip line distance around both trees to be preserved, 
where possible.

2. Adopt a no dig policy around the trees TPZ and do not grade or trench for sub aggregate 
base within the CRZ of the trees, except as permitted, as in the case of a helical pier foundation 
system, and monitored by the project arborist. 

3. Do not grade within the critical root zones of the tree or raise the grade. Use existing grade 
where possible. Maintain a minimum distance of 15 feet of no disturbance on all affected sides. 

4. Maintain soil moisture by irrigating under the trees during summer months. 

5. Have a qualified arborist prune the existing trees to be protected prior to start of project, with 
an objective of providing adequate clearance for heavy equipment (14 feet). Tree 
maintenance specifications should be written in accordance with ANSI A300 standards.

Construction Best Practices 

1. Pre-Construction Meeting 

Prior to beginning work, all contractors involved with the project should attend a pre-
construction meeting with the project arborist to review the tree protection guidelines: Access 
routes, storage areas, and work procedures discussed. 

2. Tree Protection Zones and Fencing 

Tree protection fencing should be established prior to the arrival of construction equipment or 
materials on site. Fencing should be comprised 4-foot-high orange safety fence, and secured to 
4-foot t-posts 6’ apart. Once established, the fencing must be maintained throughout the 
construction process until final inspection and should be inspected periodically for damage and 
proper function and be repaired as necessary, to provide a physical barrier from general 
construction activities. 

3. Monitoring 

Any trenching, grading or demolition deeper than 12” that is expected to within the CRZ or that 
encounter tree roots shall be monitored by the project arborist and should be documented. 

The site shall be evaluated by the project arborist after construction is complete, and any 
necessary remedial work that needs to be performed should be noted. 

4. Restrictions Within the Tree Protection Zone 

No storage of construction materials, debris, or excess soil will be allowed within the TPZ. Spoils 
from any potential trenching shall not be placed within the tree protection zone either 
temporarily or permanently. Construction personnel and equipment shall be routed outside the 
TPZ. 
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5. Root Pruning 

When roots over two inches in diameter are encountered during monitoring should be pruned 
by hand with loppers, handsaw, or chainsaw rather than left crushed or torn. Roots should be cut 
beyond sinker roots or outside root branch junctions and be supervised by the project arborist. 
When completed, exposed roots should be kept moist with burlap or backfilled within one hour. 

6. Watering of Protected Trees 

If the construction is to occur during the summer months supplemental watering should be 
applied to help ensure survival during and post construction. 

7. Tree Pruning 

All tree pruning should be performed by a qualified arborist. Tree pruning shall be specified 
according to ANSI A-300A pruning standards and adhere to ANSI Z133.1 safety standards. Trees 
that need to be pruned should be identified in the pre-construction walk through. 

8. Tree Protection Signs 

All sections of fencing should be clearly marked with signs stating that all areas within the 
fencing are Tree Protection Zones and that disturbance is prohibited. 

Mitigations and Recommendations 

With the construction practices listed above and the project requirements below, tree impacts 
can be considered less than significant, and we believe this project can achieve objectives of 
adobe rehab and housing construction, as proposed, while protecting all heritage trees on site. 
The impacts to the tree’s CRZ indicted on the Site Plan, Figure 1 page 3, may have been 
impacted greatly with conventional foundation construction. However, based on the concept 
drawings of Figure 2 and 3 on Page 4 the Helical Piers construction technique with raised 
pathway design should minimize impacts, with impacts therefore considered less than 
significant. We recommend requiring this project to: 1) use helical piers or similar low impact 
foundation system in all CRZs; 2) maintain raised pathway to minimize impacts to CRZs; 3) 
minimize site grading; 4) use permeable paving for all hardscape; and 5) employ best 
construction practices for CRZ, as listed." 

We recommend proceeding with the development using the Helical Piers for the Tiny Units.

Prepared by Terry Lee, Shaun Callarman, 
Landscape Architect, ASLA, LEED, ARBORIST Certified Arborist WE3356A

End of Document.
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Product Specifications

BICYCLE ACCESS
RAMP

Our Saris Infrastructure representatives can assist with custom layout and spacing 
to meet your room dimensions and desired bike capacity.

Recommended Setbacks

Bicycle Access Ramp

Modules Modules 

48" AFF3

15" AFF2

15" AFF2

15" AFF2

Note:  The shaded areas in the units listed below incorporate regulations and the maximum number of compartments that fall below the ADA upper reach limit of 48”.
Consult local authorities for specific standards.

Cluster Box Unit and Outdoor Parcel Locker ADA Accessibility Guidelines

3316 - Type III

3308 - Type I

3304 - Type II

3306 - Type VI

3312 - Type II

3302 - Type I

3313 - Type IV

3305 - Type V

(16 A doors, 2 Parcels, OM)

(8 A doors, 2 Parcels, OM)

(4 Parcels, CA)

(8 A doors, 4 Parcels, OM)

(12 A doors, 1 Parcels, OM)

(2 Parcels, CA)

(13 B doors, 1 Parcel, OM)

(4 C doors, 2 Parcels, OM)

Finished Floor

72"

60"

48"

36"

24"

12"

Page 1 of 1

Finished Floor

26-3/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Mailbox

46" AFF 1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Mailbox
46" AFF 1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Mailbox

30-1/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Mailbox

16-1/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Parcel Locker

30-1/4" AFF 1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Parcel Locker
30-1/4" AFF 1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Parcel Locker

30-1/4" AFF 1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom
Parcel Locker and Mailbox

16-1/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Parcel Locker

16-1/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom
Parcel Locker and Mailbox

42" AFF1

Center of Access Door

42" AFF 1

Center of Access Door
42" AFF 1

Center of Access Door
42" AFF 1

Center of Access Door

42" AFF1

Center of Access Door 34-1/8" AFF1

Center of Access Door

57-3/4" AFF1

Center of Top Lock

57-3/4" AFF1

Center of Top Lock
57-3/4" AFF1

Center of Top Lock

57-3/4" AFF1

Center of Top Lock

57-3/4" AFF1

Center of Top Lock
56-7/8" AFF1

Center of Top Lock
48" AFF3

72"

60"

48"

36"

24"

12"

CLUSTER BOX UNITS ADA compliant compartment

Finished Floor

48" AFF3

72"

60"

48"

36"

24"

12"

OUTDOOR PARCEL LOCKERS

(Revised 4/25/2022)

Salsbury Industries  •  18300 Central Avenue, Carson, CA 90746-4008  •  Phone: (800) 624-5269  •  Fax: (800) 624-5299  •  email: engineering@mailboxes.com 
Copyright © 2022 Salsbury Industries. All rights reserved.

ADA compliant compartment

16-1/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Parcel Locker
16-1/4" AFF1

Bottom Shelf of Bottom Parcel Locker

37-1/2" AFF1

Center of Access Door
37-1/2" AFF1

Center of Access Door

55" AFF1

Center of Top Lock
55" AFF1

Center of Top Lock

1 – AFF=Above Finished Floor     2 – 15" AFF – Lowest forward reach and side reach limit allowed per ADA guidelines      3 – 48" AFF – Highest location of USPS arrow lock installation and at least one customer compartment shall be positioned less than 48" AFF
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT 

SUBJECT: 2025-2027 ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION GOAL-SETTING 
AND THE FINANCIAL PLAN / BUDGET PROCESS 
 
BY: Rachel Cohen    
Phone Number: 805-781-7574    
Email: rcohen@gmail.com     
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Review the 2023-2025 Architectural Review Commission (ARC) goals, take public 
testimony, and identify Commission goals and work program items for the 2025 -2027 
Financial Plan 
 
1.0 DISCUSSION 
 
Bi-annually, the City adopts a budget and financial plan. To prepare for the budget 
process, all City departments and advisory bodies are asked to identify their goals and 
major work programs for the next two years. The City Council then uses this information, 
along with public comment and other input, to set community priorities and to allocate 
resources to accomplish the identified Major City Goals.  
 
Input from City advisory bodies is specifically solicited, because the advisory body 
members are recognized as representatives of the community, that are committed to the 
long-term best interest of the City and its residents. Advisory body members are in tune 
with the “pulse” of the community in terms of their specific area of interest. Other key 
points as we embark on this goal setting process are: 
 

1. The Council is seeking advisory body input focused on the purview area of the 
advisory body and is also interested in input on other issues that are important to 
the community.  

2. Advisory body input is highly valued by the Council and City staff.  
3. Goals can include completing projects from a previous work program.  
4. Identifying priorities implies recommending fewer rather than more goals to the 

Council.  
5. Advisory bodies are encouraged to only recommend activities that can reasonably 

be accomplished during a two-year financial plan cycle. 
 
Objective  
This is a public process and citizen participation is welcomed. The results of this process 
include a list of ARC goals and implementation programs or projects that will be forwarded 
to the City Council for consideration as part of the 2025-2027 financial planning and 
budget cycle. 
 

Meeting Date:   11/18/2024 
Item Number:   5a 
Time Estimate: 30 minutes 
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Item 5a 
Goal Setting 2025-2027 
Architectural Review Commission Report – November 18, 2024 

 

2.0 GOAL SETTING 
 
Current Recommended Goals: 2023 – 2024  
The City last revised its goals and work program starting in October 2022 in connection 
with the preparation of the 2023-2025 Financial Plan and budget cycle. Provided below 
is the goal that the ARC recommended during the 2023 - 2025 budget cycle. 
 

1. Expand the Objective Design Standards to provide additional design requirements 
for more types of residential developments to include standards and definitions for: 

 Specific types of residential developments (single family, duplexes, 
triplexes, multifamily, mixed-use, etc.). 

 Overall site design (parking areas, outdoor spaces, landscaping, pedestrian 
access, lighting, privacy, etc.). 

 Transitions between residential and commercial zones and high-density 
residential and low-density residential zones. 

 Conversion of commercial buildings into residential development. 

 And include images and reference photos. 
 

2. Complete a comprehensive update of the Community Design Guidelines for 
Commercial developments and other design guidelines including: 

 Strengthen and more clearly define guidelines for storefronts and windows 
in commercial areas to maintain transparency and prevent the installation 
of opaque film and interior signs and displays that obstruct views into stores. 

 Update CDG for neighborhood compatibility to address transitions between 
neighborhood commercial development and adjacent residential 
neighborhoods (LUCE §3.5.7.9). 

 Overall site design (pedestrian scale, walkability, bicycle infrastructure, 
outdoor spaces, landscaping, etc.) 

 Include more images and reference photos to highlight guideline language. 
 
Future Recommended Goals: 2025 - 2027 
As the City begins the 2025-2027 financial planning and budget cycle, the ARC has the 
opportunity to review their current goal, update as necessary, and identify any new goals, 
programs and/or projects. 
 
Goal Setting Process  
Staff will present a brief slide show that overviews the City’s budget process and the role 
of the advisory bodies. The Commission should then review their 2023-2025 goal, 
followed by discussion and consideration of recommended goals, programs, and projects 
to be included in the 2025-2027 Financial Plan. Typically, during goal setting sessions, 
the ARC has followed the steps below. 
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Item 5a 
Goal Setting 2025-2027 
Architectural Review Commission Report – November 18, 2024 

 

Goal-setting Steps:  
1. Review and understand goal setting and City Financial Plan/Budget Process;  
2. Evaluate previous goal and work program;  
3. Determine which goal and/or program have not been completed and should be 

carried forward;  
4. Identify new goals or programs for possible inclusion in the work program;  
5. Prioritize the goals and programs, based on the Architectural Review 

Commission’s adopted goals, community needs and input, opportunities, or 
special or urgent conditions; and  

6. Identify activities which may require additional resources to accomplish. This may 
include references to possible community partnerships or outside funding sources. 

 
The Commission should identify three to five key tasks or programs it intends to complete 
in the two-year budget cycle. The Commission should also discuss how these goals and 
activities relate to important Council goals, Major City Goals, and at the same time 
consider the fiscal context for the goal setting process, including resources needed to 
accomplish the task. 
 
3.0 NEXT STEPS  
 
The Commission should take public testimony and identify Commission goals and work 
program items for the 2025 - 2027 Financial Plan. Advisory body goals are due by 
December 13, 2024. The Council will receive the final report with all advisory body 
recommendations in January 2025 before they begin the community goal setting process. 

4.0 ATTACHMENTS 
 
None 

Figure 1: Timeline of the Goal Setting and Budget Process for the 2025 – 2027 Financial 

Plan 
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