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REPORT IN BRIEF
The proposed project includes the construction of a 56-unit (135 bedroom), 78-foot-tall apartment
building with 59 vehicle parking spaces. The proposed project is incompatible with existing
neighborhood characteristics in scale and architecture and is inconsistent with the City of Chico
Design Guidelines Manual Design Objectives and General Plan Goals, Policies and Actions.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board adopt the
recommended findings contained in the agenda report and deny the project.
Proposed Motion:
I move that the Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board adopt the recommended
findings contained in the agenda report and deny Architectural Review 18-32 (The Graduate).
BACKGROUND
The applicant proposes to construct a 78-foot-tall, 56-unit (135 bedroom) apartment complex
located at 344 West 8th Street. The site is located on the westerly portion of the block between
West 8th Street, West 7th Street, Salem Street and Normal Avenue (see Attachment A, Location
Map). The property is designated Residential Mixed Use (RMU) on the General Plan Land Use
Diagram and is located in the RMU-COS (Residential Mixed Use with Corridor Opportunity Site
overlay) zoning district. The site is also within the “Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area,” as
discussed below. The proposal would yield a residential density of 50.4 units per gross acre,
which falls below the maximum residential density of 70 units per acre permissible in the -COS
overlay.
The site is currently developed with a vacant commercial restaurant building (The Graduate) and
an off-street parking area that would be demolished as part of the propose project. Surrounding
uses include multi-family and single-family residential dwellings, and various commercial uses.
On October 3, 2018, Planning staff received an application for the proposed project (see
Attachment B, Project Description). Staff concerns regarding neighborhood incompatibility were
provided to the applicant in three incomplete letters (see Attachment C, Incomplete Letters). Staff
encouraged the applicant to incorporate an architectural style (art deco, prairie, craftsman, Tudor
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revival) and materials (exposed red brick, sawtooth rooflines) into the proposed building that
complements the surrounding neighborhood, and to consider redesigning the building’s massing
to harmonize with surrounding development which consists predominantly of single-story singlefamily homes and two- and three-story apartment buildings. On April 25, 2019, the project team
submitted their final revision of the proposal, including elimination of corner masses on the fifth
and sixth stories on the east and northwest elevations (see Attachment D, Revised Submittal
Perspective). The applicant team subsequently provided a letter of support on June 20, 2019 (see
Attachment E, Applicant Letter).
DISCUSSION
Site Plan and Landscaping
The site plan situates the 17,000 square-foot building footprint at the center of the site, set back
15 feet from Normal Avenue and ten feet from the West 7th Street and West 8th Street frontages
(see Attachment F, Site Plan). Vehicle access to the site is via a single controlled entry driveway
off West 7th Street. Pedestrian access to the site is provided by a pedestrian walkway from Normal
Avenue. Residential facilities and amenities would be located within the building, including vehicle
and bicycle parking, trash room, study rooms, lounge and rooftop terrace. Exterior improvements
include a pedestrian walkway, outdoor bicycle parking area and concrete seating area.
Landscaping is proposed around the base of the building (see Attachment G, Landscape Plans).
Landscape plans provided by the applicant call for retention of several palm trees in the northwest
corner of the site, and removal of various trees, including smaller palms, a 72-inch oak tree, and
other trees whose species is not identified. All tree removal would be reviewed by the City’s Urban
Forest Manager and subject to the City’s Tree Preservation Regulations (Chico Municipal Code
(CMC) 16.66). The landscape plan calls for a mixture of ground-cover material along the Normal
Avenue frontage, including yarrow, sage and fuchsia, with smaller accent trees including gingko.
The side and rear of the building would feature various accent trees to provide an evergreen
screen along the rear property line, providing screening for ground-mounted HVAC units. Smaller
shrubs would be located close to the building’s footprint, including white camellia and ballerina
Indian hawthorn. Bio-filtration storm water management areas would be located behind the
building, between the ground-mounted HVAC units.
Parking
Vehicle parking for the proposed project would be provided by a ground-floor vehicle parking area
including seven standard parking stalls and 52 mechanical-lift parking spaces. A total of 97
bicycle parking spaces are provided, including 72 spaces within an interior bike storage room,
and 25 outdoor bicycle racks.
Building Scale and Architecture
The proposed building would be rectangular in shape and include six stories with additional height
from parapet and roof-mounted features such as an elevator penthouse and roof-mounted solar
shade structure. The building would reach an overall height of 78 feet tall (see Attachment H,
Elevations).
The main body of the building would feature a variety of colors and material types. The first-floor
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exterior finish would feature Concrete Masonry Unit (CMU) brick walls in grey. Exterior finishes
for floors two through six would be primarily cement plaster in gray and white (“Cornerstone” and
“High Reflective White”). The easterly and westerly building elevations would feature two cement
plaster window casings in bright yellow (“Summer Sun”) with decorative wood siding within. The
northerly and southerly elevation would feature Hardie-panel siding in bright green (“Offbeat
Green”) wrapping the corner of the building. Each residential unit would feature a series of doublehung windows with aluminum window awnings in a variety of colors including purple, aqua, yellow,
orange and green.
The building’s front entry is identified by a prominent cement plaster mass in red (“Chico Red”)
extending the entire height of the building. Perforated metal panels would flank the mass,
transitioning into a roof-mounted photovoltaic energy device (solar shade structure). Building
elevations indicate expansive signage on the building’s frontage, which would be considered
under a separate application. The signage, as shown on the drawings, exceeds the maximum
allowed signage for the RMU zoning district, pursuant to CMC 19.74 (Signs).
The structural height limit for the RMU zoning district is 45-feet. Within the -COS overlay, structural
heights may be allowed up to a maximum of 65 feet. At 78-feet-tall, the proposed building exceeds
the height limit for the -COS overlay. CMC 19.60.070 (Height Measurement and Height Limit
Exceptions) allows for certain projections to extend above the height limit, including elevator
penthouses (up to 15 feet), parapet walls (up to six feet), and roof-mounted solar devices (subject
to Board approval and when in compliance with CMC 19.60.100, Solar Energy Development
Standards, which requires that roof-mounted solar collectors be placed in the least visible location
and installed at the same or as close as possible to the pitch of the roof) (see Attachment I, Roof
Deck Plans). The building as designed would result in the tallest building in the City of Chico
outside of the California State University, Chico campus.
All exterior lighting appears to be low-intensity and energy efficient (see Attachment J,
Photometrics Plan and Attachment K, Light Specifications). A photometrics plan provided by the
applicant indicates a series of wall-mounted light fixtures around the base of the building with canlighting illuminating the front entry. Wall-pack units would illuminate the base of the building at the
rear of the site and low intensity bollard lights would illuminate the front entry walkway.
ANALYSIS
Development projects in the City of Chico are required to meet all minimum standards and
requirements set forth in the City’s Land Use and Development Regulations (Title 19).
Additionally, projects subject to a discretionary land use entitlement, such as Site Design and
Architectural Review (AR), require “findings” to be made by the review authority in conjunction
with approval or disapproval of the application. AR projects can only be approved and proceed to
the construction phase when a majority of the Board votes to adopt affirmative statements in
support of all five of the required findings set forth under CMC 19.18.060. The required findings
state:
A. The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific
plan, and any applicable neighborhood or area plans;
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B. The proposed development, including the character, scale, and quality of design, are
consistent with the purpose/intent of this chapter and the City’s adopted design
guidelines and development standards;
C. The architectural design of structures, including all elevations, materials and colors are
visually compatible with surrounding development. Design elements, including screening
of equipment, exterior lighting, signs, and awnings, have been incorporated into the
project to further ensure its compatibility with the character and uses of adjacent
development;
D. The location and configuration of structures are compatible with their sites and with
surrounding sites and structures and do not unnecessarily block views from other
structures or dominate their surroundings; and
E. The general landscape design, including the color, location, size, texture, type, and
coverage of plant materials, and provisions for irrigation, maintenance, and protection of
landscape elements, have been considered to ensure visual relief, to complement
structures, and to provide an attractive environment.
Staff’s recommendation to deny this application (AR 18-32, The Graduate), is based on our
judgment that the project fails to adequately meet four of the five required findings (Findings A,
B, C and D). The analysis below focuses on four primary factors that compel staff’s
recommendation to deny the project. Each of these factors are discussed in more detail below:
1. Consistency of the project with applicable General Plan Goals, Policies and Actions;
2. Consistency of the project with adopted Design Guidelines;
3. Compatibility of the proposed project with the surrounding neighborhood; and
4. The provision of adequate off-street parking and negative spillover effects given the
project’s location.
General Plan Consistency
Finding A requires that the proposed development be “consistent with the General Plan, any
applicable specific plan, and any applicable neighborhood or area plans”. The proposed
architectural style, design, and size are not consistent with General Plan goals and policies,
specifically those found in the Land Use, Community Design, and Downtown Elements, that
encourage compatible infill development (LU-2.4, 3.4 and 4.2), enhancement of neighborhood
character through design (CD-1, 3, 4, and 5) and promotion of Downtown Illustration concepts
through building transitions (DT-4.2.2). The project design does not provide a thoughtful interface
with existing surrounding residential neighborhoods, complement existing architectural styles and
themes, or provide an orderly transition to Downtown North through scale and design. Specific
General Plan Goals, Actions and Policies for which the project has been found to be in conflict
are included as Attachment L of this report.
The General Plan acknowledges that not all goals and polices are obviously complimentary, and
yet they all support the overarching vision for the City. When making decisions, goals and policies
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should be examined comprehensively, not individually. It is not the intent of the General Plan to
predetermine decisions, but rather to help guide the decision-making process. The overall vision
for Chico in 2030 is a “livable, healthy, and sustainable community that offers high quality of life
with a strong sense of community and place” while maintaining its “small-town character”. The
vision of the General Plan is organized through its “Elements”, which each carry equal weight and
must be internally consistent.
The Community Design Element focuses on the visual quality of the physical elements and
spaces that shape Chico. Quality, compatible design is highly valued by the community.
Specifically, this element prioritizes the importance of a compact urban form and of creating,
preserving and enhancing the distinct and diverse neighborhoods of Chico through compatible
infill development and context sensitive design (CD-1.2, 4.1, 5.1, and 5.2).
The Land Use Element is the foundation of the General Plan, providing the policy basis for
decisions about where and how the City will grow and change over time. This element seeks to
retain and enhance Chico’s qualities by guiding a sustainable land use pattern. Neighborhoods
in Chico play a significant role in community identity and quality of life. The City is interested in
the development of new complete neighborhoods and the preservation and revitalization of its
existing neighborhoods. The project site is identified in the Land Use Element as within the
Downtown Central City Opportunity Site. Opportunity Sites are expected to be the focus of change
and revitalization over the next 20+ years. They are designated on the Land Use Diagram for
mixed-use, higher-density residential development, or other land uses compatible with the area’s
existing or evolving uses. Future requests for new development or redevelopment of property
within these designated Opportunity Sites shall be consistent with the identified Opportunity Site
vision (discussed below), development parameters for the respective land use designation(s),
and other applicable requirements of the General Plan.
In the Downtown Element, the project site is situated within the South Downtown District and
identified on the Downtown Vision Illustration (see Attachment M, Downtown Vision Illustration
Concepts). The Downtown Element focuses on supporting and expanding the vitality and
enhancement of Downtown Chico as the City’s central core. Downtown goals and policies direct
that new development at the edges of Downtown should be designed with transitions in building
height and mass, where appropriate, to complement the physical character of the adjoining
development (DT-4.2.2).
South Downtown (south of 6th Street) is described as having significant redevelopment potential
due to existing parcel and building sizes. Future development in South Downtown will include
higher density, multi-story, and mixed-use buildings with public open spaces and parking on the
interior of lots to create a pedestrian-friendly environment. South Downtown will transition
smoothly to North Downtown by way of architectural design, development standards, streetscape
improvements, and permitted uses for a more unified and vibrant Downtown. Downtown vision
concepts identified in the General Plan describe the importance of protecting adjacent residential
neighborhoods from potential negative influences caused by increased density and land use
intensity and maintaining adequate parking supplies. A transition in land use designations, from
Commercial Mixed-Use to Residential Mixed-Use, is identified for the areas flanking the
Downtown core to provide a thoughtful interface with surrounding residential neighborhoods.
Through its design, architectural style, location, and size, the project is inconsistent with General
Plan goals and policies. The uniquely large proposed apartment building would dominate its
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surroundings and disrupt any smooth transition sought by the General Plan for this flank of the
Downtown area, adjacent to the South Campus Historic Neighborhood. The project fails to
implement a mixed-use element to support a more unified, vibrant Downtown as described in
Concept #3 of the Downtown Vision Illustration and its size and scale would not provide a smooth
transition to North Downtown as described in Concept #2. Given the General Plan’s policies that
emphasize reinforcing the distinctive character of Chico’s diverse neighborhoods, strengthening
the positive qualities of the City’s neighborhoods, corridors, and centers and promoting project
designs that reinforce a sense of place with context sensitive elements at a human scale, staff
believes the proposed project cannot be found consistent with the General Plan. Conversely, the
oversized scale of the proposed apartment building would undermine General Plan direction to
support a physical transition in development transecting from the intensive Downtown center to
the residential area generally west of the site, and its lack of architectural character would detract
from the historic nature of the South Campus neighborhood which contains a variety rich
architectural themes and several significant historic resources.
Neighborhood Compatibility and Design Guidelines
The proposed design, scale and massing of the project sharply contrasts with characteristics of
the existing surrounding neighborhood, challenging Finding C and Finding D. The project site is
located on the periphery of the historic South of Campus Neighborhood which is listed as a
Historic Neighborhood on the National Register of Historic Places (see Attachment N, Historic
Registry Form and Attachment O, Historic Neighborhood Map). The registry cites the
neighborhood as the original heart of the residential neighborhood established by General John
Bidwell with approximately 117 residential and non-residential structures contributing to the listing.
Architectural styles found throughout the neighborhood include colonial/revival,
bungalow/craftsman and Queen Anne. The neighborhood is predominantly single- and two-story
single-family residential with a prominent commercial node at West 5th Street and Ivy Street. The
historic neighborhood is generally bounded by the CSU Chico campus, the western edge of the
Downtown district, and West 6th Street. The City’s Historic Resources Inventory further identifies
several historic properties located south of the West 6th Street boundary, near the project site.
Sites include 231 W. 8th Street (Anderson’s Blacksmith Shop) and 800 Broadway (The Junction).
The City’s Design Guidelines Manual is adopted to lend predictability in the design review
process. Design Guidelines are intended to guide the aesthetic qualities of development in Chico
and maintain its dignified visual character by integrating timeless architectural design with the
natural beauty of the surrounding environment. Design guidelines for residential project types are
intended to ensure that residential project types are designed with sensitivity to a pedestrianscale, oriented to streets and sidewalks, and with attention to context between residential
densities or nearby non-residential uses. The Design Guidelines Manual is not assumed to
include solutions to every design challenge and is not intended to stifle creativity or innovation.
Therefore, while the guidelines in the Manual provide viable options for meeting a design
challenge, an applicant may propose alternate solutions not identified in the Manual. If alternate
solutions are proposed, applicants should demonstrate that applicable Design Objectives stated
in the Manual have been met.
The proposed project is averse to Design Objectives (DOs) and Design Guidelines (DGs).
Through its architectural design, massing, scale, location, and size, the project is inconsistent with
objectives and guidelines that encourage visual interest in the streetscape via attention to
pedestrian-level scale and compatibility with surrounding properties (DO 4.2.11 and 4.2.14),
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clearly defined individual units through masses, entries and roof forms (DG 4.2.13) transition in
scale of multi-unit structures along the project edge to adjacent one or two-story single-family
detached homes (DG 4.2.12) and incorporation of design elements that establish a clearly
identifiable architectural style (DO 4.2.2). Further inconsistency with Design Guidelines and
Design Objectives can be found as Attachment P.
Provision of Off-street Parking
The proposed project does not provide sufficient off-street parking, challenging the purpose and
intent of CMC 19.18 (Site Design and Architectural Review) which calls for orderly and
harmonious development of the City (Finding A and Finding B). The purpose of Chapter 19.70
(Parking and Loading Standards) is to provide reasonable requirements to ensure sufficient
parking facilities to meet the needs generated by the proposed use and to protect neighborhoods
from the effects of vehicular noise and traffic. The site is identified, pursuant to Exhibit A of CMC
19R.43.010, as within the Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area. CMC 19.70.040.G states that:
“[p]arking for new residential uses within the Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area shall be one
space per unit or as determined by land use entitlement.” The proposed project includes 56 units,
containing a total of 135 bedrooms. Under typical zoning the project would be required to provide
a minimum of 102 off-street vehicle parking spaces, which is at least 43 more than the 59 spaces
currently proposed. Due to the nature of the proposed project (single-use, student oriented), and
its location on the boundary between a parking-impacted residential neighborhood and busy
Downtown area, requiring more than one space per unit would be justified and necessary to
enable finding the project compatible with its surroundings. With only 59 off-street vehicle parking
spaces, the proposed project would generate additional parking demands for on-street public
parking, aggravating an existing parking supply problem in the area. Exacerbating this parking
deficiency creates hazardous conditions (i.e., blocked driveways, illegal parking, blocking
crosswalks and access to fire hydrants) for pedestrians, bicyclist and those living in the area.
A memo provided by Public Works Director Brendan Ottoboni discusses the long-term negative
impacts to adjacent neighborhoods as a result of inadequate parking (see Attachment Q,
Ottoboni Memo). The memo discusses how previously approved student-oriented projects near
the CSUC campus have resulted in spillover affects into adjoining neighborhoods and parking
ratio data from those projects indicates that parking demand typically exceeds the number of
parking spaces provided. Such parking impacts cannot adequately be managed by City staff.
Further, the South Campus neighborhood currently experiences high parking occupancy rates
which would be exacerbated by the proposed project. The proposed project does not implement
a mixed-use element to support a healthy Downtown, as envisioned by the Downtown In-Lieu
Parking Benefit area and the Public Works Department does not support this project at this
location.
REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL
Environmental Review
The project has been determined to be statutorily exempt pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15270 (Projects Which Are Disapproved). CEQA does not
apply to project which a public agency rejects or disapproves. If the project were to be approved,
additional environmental analysis would be needed to comply with CEQA requirements.
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Architectural Review
Chapter 19.18 “Site Design and Architectural Review” is adopted to promote the general health,
safety, welfare and economy of the residents of the community. The purpose of the chapter is to
promote orderly and harmonious development of the City, enhance desirability of living conditions
upon the immediate site or adjacent areas and promote visual environments which are of high
aesthetic quality and variety which at the same time are considerate of each other.
According to the Chico Municipal Code Section 19.18.060, the Architectural Review and Historic
Preservation Board shall determine whether or not a project adequately meets adopted City
standards and design guidelines, based upon the following findings:
1. The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific plan,
and any applicable neighborhood or area plans.
As discussed above in the Analysis portion of this report, through its design, architectural style,
location and size, the project is inconsistent with General Plan goals and policies that
encourage reinforcing the distinctive character of Chico’s diverse neighborhoods,
strengthening the positive qualities of the City’s neighborhoods, corridors, and centers and
ensuring project design that reinforces a sense of place with context sensitive elements and a
human scale.
2. The proposed development, including the character, scale, and quality of design are consistent
with the purpose/intent of this chapter and any adopted design guidelines.
As discussed above in the Analysis portion of this report, the proposed project’s character and
scale are not visually compatible with the surrounding development which includes 1-3 story
development. The project would dominate its surroundings and block views from other
structures. The project is not consistent with the purpose and intent of Chapter 19.18 (Site
Design and Architectural Review), adopted to promote the general health, safety, welfare and
economy of the residents of the community through orderly and harmonious development of
the City, enhancing desirability of living conditions upon the immediate site or adjacent areas
and to promote visual environments which are of high aesthetic quality and variety which at
the same time are considerate of each other. The proposed building reaches an overall height
of 78 feet tall in an area where there are no other buildings over three-stories tall. The building
would result in the tallest building within City limits, outside of the CSU Campus. The scale,
size, and configuration of the building would dominate its surroundings and create an
inharmonious transition from the Downtown district to the South Campus residential
neighborhood.
The project is inconsistent with Design Guidelines (DGs) that encourage incorporation of
recognizable design elements that relate to the immediate neighborhood or community,
varieties of building masses to avoid a monotonous or institutional appearance, and a transition
in scale of multi-unit development when adjacent to two-story development or single-family
homes.
3. The architectural design of structures, including all elevations, materials and colors are visually
compatible with surrounding development. Design elements, including screening of equipment,
exterior lighting, signs, and awnings, have been incorporated into the project to further ensure
its compatibility with the character and uses of adjacent development.
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As discussed above in the Analysis portion of this report, the proposed project would result in
a unique architectural style and concept incompatible an unrepresentative of the character of
surrounding development. Exterior treatments of cement plaster, CMU brick and Hardie trim
with vibrant accent colors in bright green, purple, orange and yellow conflict with the existing
character of the neighborhood.
4. The location and configuration of structures are compatible with their sites and with surrounding
sites and structures, and do not unnecessarily block views from other structures or dominate
their surroundings.
As discussed above in the Analysis portion of this report, the proposed building reaches an
overall height of 78 feet tall in an area where there are no other buildings over three-stories
tall. The building would result in the tallest building within City limits, outside of the CSU
Campus. The scale, size, and configuration of the building would dominate its surroundings
and unnecessarily detract from the Downtown district’s role as a mixed-use activity center. The
oversized scale of the proposed apartment building would undermine General Plan direction
to support a physical transition in development transecting from the intensive Downtown center
to the residential area generally west of the site, and its lack of architectural character would
detract from the historic nature of the South Campus neighborhood which contains a variety
rich architectural themes and several significant historic resources.
5. The general landscape design, including the color, location, size, texture, type, and coverage
of plant materials, and provisions for irrigation and maintenance, and protection of landscape
elements, have been considered to ensure visual relief, to complement structures, and to
provide an attractive environment.
As discussed above in the Analysis portion of this report, the proposed landscaping has been
considered and would satisfactorily provide visual relief to compliment structures and provide
an attractive environment.
PUBLIC CONTACT
A notice was published in the Chico Enterprise Record 10 days prior to the meeting date, notices
were mailed out to all property owners and tenants within 500 feet of the project site, and a notice
was placed on the project site. The meeting agenda was posted at least 10 days prior to the
Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board meeting.
DISTRIBUTION
Internal (4)
Mike Sawley, Senior Planner
Bruce Ambo, Principal Planner
Shannon Costa, Associate Planner
Brendan Ottoboni, Public Works Director
File (AR 18-32)
External (4)
Studio KDA, Attn: Buddy Williams, email: buddy@studiokda.com
The Graduate LLC, Attn.: Garrett Gilliland, email: garret@sfcodes.com
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NorthStar, Attn.: Jim Stevens, email: jstevens@northstareng.com
Modern Building, Attn.: Phil Strawn, email: phil@modernbuildinginc.com
Tom Phelps, email: thphelps@sbcglobal.net
Interested Parties (2)
Paul Lieberum, email: plieberum@aol.com
Chico Heritage Association, 225 Main Street, Suite D, Chico, CA 95928
Downtown Chico Business Association, attn.: Melanie Bassett, melanie@downtownchico.com
Dan Herbert, email: dpherbert@csuchico.edu
Mike Guzzi, email: maguzzi@csuchico.edu
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ATTACHMENT B

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
411 Main Street – 2nd Floor
P.O. Box 3420
Chico, CA 95927

530-879-6800
Fax 530-895-4726
http://www.ci.chico.ca.us
October 8, 2018

Studio KDA - Architecture and Interior Design
Attn: Buddy Williams
1810 6th Street
Berkley, CA 94710
Email: buddy@studiokda.com
Re: Architectural Review 18-32 (The Graduate) -344 W 8th Street, APN 004-281-002; A
request to construct a 6-story multi-family housing development with a total of 59 units (138
bedrooms). The site is located on the westerly portion of the block between Normal Avenue,
Salem Street, W. 7th Street and W. 8th Street, formally the Graduate restaurant. The project
consists of a single, six-story building with surrounding landscaping. Parking would be
provided by automatic parking lifts (puzzle mechanical lifts) that would accommodate
vehicles, and six standard parking spaces (58 total spaces shown on site plan). The site is
designated Residential Mixed Use on the General Plan Land Use Diagram and is zoned
RMU-COS (Residential Mixed Use with Corridor Opportunity Site Overlay).
Dear Mr. Williams,
Thank you for submitting the above referenced application on October 3, 2018. Planning staff has
reviewed the materials and determined that the application is incomplete. Please also see the
enclosed memo with comments provided by the Public Works Department.
Staff has concerns regarding the projects potential environmental impacts and incompatibility with
the surrounding neighborhood.
Environmental Impacts: The project qualifies as a “Project” and is subject to CEQA review. Staff
has concerns that the proposed project would have potentially significant impacts in regard to the
sections found in Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines (see below). Staff will need to prepare an
initial study and additional fees in the amount of $5,375 will need to be collected upon resubmittal.
Aesthetics: The proposed project has the potential to substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The proposed project is substantially larger in
size and scale than surrounding development which includes 1-3 story development on a highlytraveled arterial roadway (Hwy 32). To staffs knowledge, the proposed project would result in the
tallest structure within City limits, outside the bounds of the CSUC campus. As a dominant
building, the project’s appearance is not representative of the area’s typical characteristics and
would create a strong visual contrast. Staff recommends incorporating massing and scale,
architectural styles, materials, and landscaping that are comparable to the character of the existing
surrounding uses/development that are unique to the neighborhood (i.e. exposed red brick,
sawtooth rooflines and architectural styles that include craftsman, art deco, prairie, Tudor revival
and gothic revival).
ATTACHMENT C
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Findings: Staff will need to determine that the project adequately meets the adopted City standards
and design guidelines based on the findings provided in CMC 19.18.060 (Site Design and
Architectural Review). Staff has concerns that the project is not supported by the findings:
Compatibility: The proposed project’s character and scale are not visually compatible with the
surrounding development which includes 1-3 story development. The project would dominate its
surroundings and would block views from other structures. Staff does not believe the project is
consistent with the purpose of Chapter 19.18 (Site Design and Architectural Review);
Purpose and intent of the chapter: Chapter 19.18 (Site Design and Architectural Review) is adopted
to promote the general health, safety, welfare and economy of the residents of the community. The
purpose of the chapter is to promote orderly and harmonious development of the City, enhance
desirability of living conditions upon the immediate site or adjacent areas and promote visual
environments which are of high aesthetic quality and variety which at the same time are
considerate of each other.
Transportation/Traffic: The proposed project would result in an inadequate parking capacity for
the surrounding neighborhood resulting in hazardous conditions for pedestrians, bicyclist and
those living in the area (i.e. blocked driveways, illegal parking, blocking crosswalks and access to
fire hydrants) and increased vehicles miles traveled. Pursuant to CMC 19.70.040.G (Parking in the
Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area): parking for new residential uses shall be one space per
unit or as determined by land use entitlement. This means the parking requirement may be reduced
when it is determined that the area has ample on-street parking and that the proposed project would
not create an increased burden on existing parking conditions; in the case of this location and
project proposal, current parking supplies are heavily impacted and nearly at capacity without the
project. Staff recommends increasing parking supplies for the project, whether through providing
more parking on site, exploring shared parking agreements with neighboring properties, or
reducing the number of units/parking demand for the overall project.
In going forward, the parking studies currently underway by the Public Works Department could
be a useful tool to find a balance in reaching a solution for the project that will lessen project
impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. If you choose to proceed independently of that process,
it is recommended that you provide additional information for consideration, including an
independent analysis on the site-specific parking needs for your project and potential impacts to
the surrounding neighborhood. We look forward to working with you to make this project an asset
to the community.
Additional application items/details needed for completeness:
1. Please indicate the mechanical motion for the gated entrance of the parking garage (does
the gate swing in or out?).
2. As stated in the application checklist, please show surrounding conditions and structures
on the site plan.
3. Provide density information based on GROSS density of the site.
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4. Please provide bike rack specifications and dimensions.
5. Please indicate building height on the elevations (to scale), including roof structure
features.
6. Please show materials and design of proposed fencing.
7. Provide a physical material/color sample board.
8. Please dedicate a full page to the roof deck plan; provide elevation and landscape plans
including the materials and design.
9. Please provide details (spec sheets, manufacturer details) regarding the puzzle mechanical
lift- it is unclear from the site plan how many parking spaces each lift provides, and the
total number of parking spaces provided on site. Please also clarify the width and depth of
each parking space, back up radius for parking garage drive aisle, queuing details for cars
entering the parking garage (how many cars can queue?).
10. Provide light fixtures specifications.
If you require further information or assistance regarding this matter, please contact (530) 8796807 or shannon.costa@chicoca.gov.
Sincerely,

Shannon Costa
Shannon Costa
Assistant Planner

cc:
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Studio KDA - Architecture and Interior Design
Attn: Buddy Williams
1810 6th Street
Berkley, CA 94710
Email: buddy@studiokda.com
Re: Architectural Review 18-32 (The Graduate) -344 W 8th Street, APN 004-281-002: A
request to construct a 6-story multi-family housing development with a total of 59 units (138
bedrooms). The site is located on the westerly portion of the block between Normal Avenue,
Salem Street, W. 7th Street and W. 8th Street, formally The Graduate restaurant. The project
consists of a single, six-story building with surrounding landscaping. Parking would be
provided by automatic parking lifts (puzzle mechanical lifts) that would accommodate
vehicles, and six standard parking spaces (58 total spaces shown on site plan). The site is
designated Residential Mixed Use on the General Plan Land Use Diagram and is zoned
RMU-COS (Residential Mixed Use with Corridor Opportunity Site Overlay).
Dear Mr. Williams,
Thank you for submitting additional information for the above referenced project, received by our
office on January 18, 2019. Planning staff has reviewed the materials and determined that the
application remains incomplete. Please address the following comments and submit the following
information in order for staff to move forward with processing your application:
Planning Comments:
1. The proposal is over the allowed height limit for the -COS overlay district (65 feet).
2. To assist staff in making findings of compatibility, please provide additional
information to assist in making the following findings pursuant to Chico Municipal
Code 19.18.060:
a. That the proposed development, including the character, scale, and quality of design, are
consistent with the purpose/intent of this chapter and the City’s adopted design guidelines
and development standards;
b. That the architectural design of structures, including all elevations, materials and

colors are visually compatible with surrounding development. Design elements,
including screening of equipment, exterior lighting, signs, and awnings, have been
incorporated into the project to further ensure its compatibility with the character
and uses of adjacent development;
c. That the location and configuration of structures are compatible with their sites and
with surrounding sites and structures and do not unnecessarily block views from
other structures or dominate their surroundings.
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Traffic Engineering Comments:
1. Given the existing parking capacity in this area of the City, it is likely that the project would
result in inadequate parking capacity. A parking analysis is required to determine that the
total parking demand for the site does not exceed the total supply of available parking
spaces being provided. Parking analysis shall include the following:
a. Study at least three sites that are similar to the proposed project. The sites can be in
Chico or other similar size cities in California.
b. For each site, provide name, address, description, number of units, number of
bedrooms, occupancy, number of parking spaces provided onsite.
c. For each site, collect onsite parking occupancy data on weekdays between 7AM
and 8AM, 12:00PM and 1PM, and 5:30PM and 6:30PM. Data shall be collected
when schools are in session.
Use the peak occupancy data from three sites to estimate parking demand for the proposed
project. Once the parking analysis is completed, staff will review the analyses and the
accuracy of the submitted information.
CEQA Determination
1. Review of the proposal pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is
required. Although no determination regarding the appropriate level of environmental
review has been made, staff anticipates having to complete an Initial Study, as the project
does not qualify for a categorical exemption (see CEQA comments below). Please submit
additional fees in the amount of $4,935 ($5,315 less $372 for fees already paid) to complete
the Initial Study. Please also provide studies/information to assist staff in making the
appropriate level of environmental determination, including, but not limited to:
a. Traffic Study (see details above in Traffic Engineering Comments)
b. Visual simulations, perspective drawings and conceptual models, including the
surrounding neighborhood. This information is needed to determine the level
of neighborhood compatibility and to conduct a visual impact analysis
including impacts to visual character and quality of the surrounding
neighborhood.
Proposed CEQA Exemption: In a letter from Jim Stevens (Northstar) dated January 19,
2019, it was argued that the project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to
Government Code Section 21159.21. A project qualifies for this exemption when the
proposal includes agricultural employee housing, affordable housing, certain infill housing
projects and when certain criteria set forth in Government Code section 21159.22, .23, and
.24 are met. Staff is unclear how this project meets these criteria, nor have any legal
commitments been shown to ensure the continued availability to use the housing units for
low income households and demonstrate the applicability of the noted exemptions.
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The letter goes on to suggest that the project qualifies for an exemption pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15195 (Residential Infill Projects). There has been no documentation to
ascertain whether this project would result in housing units made available to moderate-,
low- or very low-income families through sufficient legal commitments to the appropriate
local agency to allow this exemption to be utilized.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 21159.24, exemptions are not available for a project
when: “(1) There is a reasonable possibility that the project will have a project-specific,
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances; (2) Substantial changes
with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken that are
related to the project have occurred since community-level environmental review was
certified or adopted; and (3) New information becomes available regarding the
circumstances under which the project is being undertaken and that is related to the project,
that was not known, and could not have been known, at the time that community-level
environmental review was certified or adopted.” Further information is needed to
determine the level of environmental review necessary for this project, and then review
conducted through the Initial Study to evaluate the applicability of the proposed
exemptions.
Please submit the above listed information at your earliest convenience. If you require further
information or assistance regarding this matter, please contact (530) 879-6807 or
shannon.costa@chicoca.gov.
Sincerely,

Shannon Costa
Shannon Costa
Assistant Planner

cc:

File: AR 18-32
The Graduate LLC, 18531 Lloyd Lane, Anderson, CA 96007
NorthStar, 111 Mission Ranch Blvd, Suite 100, Chico, CA 95926
Modern Building, Attn.: Phil Strawn, phil@modernbuildinginc.com
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McCormick Barstow LLP
Attn.: Jeffrey M. Reid, Partner
7647 North Fresno Street,
Fresno, CA 93729
Email: Jeff.Reid@mccormickbarstow.com
Re: Architectural Review 18-32 (The Graduate) -344 W 8th Street, APN 004-281-002; A
request to construct a 6-story multi-family housing development with a total of 59 units (138
bedrooms). The site is located on the westerly portion of the block between Normal Avenue,
Salem Street, W. 7th Street and W. 8th Street, formally the Graduate restaurant. The project
consists of a single, six-story building with surrounding landscaping. Parking would be
provided by automatic parking lifts (puzzle mechanical lifts) that would accommodate
vehicles, and six standard parking spaces (58 total spaces shown on site plan). The site is
designated Residential Mixed Use on the General Plan Land Use Diagram and is zoned
RMU-COS (Residential Mixed Use with Corridor Opportunity Site Overlay).
Dear Mr. Reid,
Staff has received your supplemental letter regarding the above referenced application. Planning
staff has reviewed the materials and determined that the application remains incomplete. Please
see staff responses to your letter dated March 21, 2019.
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 1:
The author requests specification on all elements of the proposal which violate the height
restriction of 65-feet.
Response: Please refer to page A103 of the entitlement set received by our office as part of the
October 3, 2018 submittal package. This page identifies a roof-top deck plan which includes
landscape planters, overhead trellis, seating area, and screens. The proposed roof-top deck exceeds
the 65-foot height restrictions and does not comply with items identified in Chico Municipal Code
19.60.070.E (Exceptions to Height Limits). Because the application materials provide still indicate
versions of the project which do not comply with height restriction standard, a determination of
completeness cannot be made at this time. Please provide application materials which clearly
indicate compliance with the stated height restriction.
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 2:
The author indicates that the project description provided in the October 3, 2018 submittal
package satisfies staffs request to provide additional information to assist staff in making the
findings necessary to recommend approval of the project.
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Response: The project description provided by the applicant does satisfy the Project Description
requirements as required by the Application Submittal Checklist. While the letter does demonstrate
how the projects satisfies many Design Guidelines, it does not address staff concerns regarding
specific findings to be made to recommend approval of the project. While this is not a matter of
completeness, further response to how staff can recommend approval of the project based on the
Findings outlined in CMC 19.18.060 is necessary. To assist in focusing your efforts, we have
underlined the most relevant and potentially problematic findings for which additional support is
needed. These findings include:
19.18.060 Findings.
…
“B. The proposed development, including the character, scale, and quality of
design, are consistent with the purpose/intent of this chapter and the City’s adopted
design guidelines and development standards;
“C. The architectural design of structures, including all elevations, materials and
colors are visually compatible with surrounding development. Design elements,
including screening of equipment, exterior lighting, signs, and awnings, have been
incorporated into the project to further ensure its compatibility with the character
and uses of adjacent development;
“D. The location and configuration of structures are compatible with their sites
and with surrounding sites and structures and do not unnecessarily block views
from other structures or dominate their surroundings.” (CMC Title 18.18.060)
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 3:
The author suggests that staffs request for a parking analysis would result in the need for
additional parking capacity as part of the project and that no such requirement can be imposed
because the project meets the parking requirements as provided by the municipal code.
Response: Staffs request for a parking study is necessary to evaluate that the parking need of the
proposed project does not exceed the total supply of available parking spaces provided, given the
known inadequate parking capacity in the area; no request for additional parking has been made.
To adequately meet the required Findings for approval, the development, including the character,
scale, and quality of design, shall be consistent with the purpose/intent of CMC 19.18. As stated
in 19.18.010, the Purpose of the chapter is to promote the general health, safety, welfare and
economy of residence in the community through: Orderly and harmonious development; Enhance
Desirability of residence or investment in the City; Encourage the attainment of the most desirable
uses of land and improvements; Enhance the desirability of living conditions upon the immediate
site or in adjacent areas (underline added for emphasis); and, Promote visual environments which
are of high aesthetic quality and variety and which at the same time are considerate of each other.
While this information is not a matter of completeness, data as a result of a parking analysis would
provide staff with clarity as to the adequacy of parking in the immediate area and any potential
impacts associated with the project. This information could possibly provide staff with the
justification to meet the findings required for approval.
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March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 4:
The author indicates that because the project is subject only to design review, that impacts outside
of design review, such as traffic, cannot be evaluated, nor can conditions/mitigations be imposed
upon the project based on these impacts, either through the design review process or CEQA
evaluation.
The level of environmental review necessary for this project has not yet been determined, nor has
a qualifying CEQA exemption been identified or accepted as applicable by staff. The project will
require design review. Your assertion that such review of the project to aspects of the design only
and your reliance on the McCorkle decision for the holding you cite are misplaced.
As you are aware, the McCorkle decision reiterated a long standing principle that the scope of such
review is up to the city imposing the design review. (McCorkle Eastside Neighborhood Group v.
City of St. Helena (2018) 31 Cal. App.5th 80,9, citing Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (200) 83
Cal. App. 4th 2004, 2010). While the court upheld the decision of the City of St. Helena that under
its ordinance no review was required, the court did not create a rule as you posit that would prevent
the City of Chico from a different outcome under its ordinance. Whether design review is
appropriate for this project and what level of detail is required for this project is based on the Chico
Design Review requirement found at 19.18.010. As previously stated and outlined in CMC
19.18.60, when approving a project, the Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board
shall determine, among other things, “whether or not a project adequately meets the adopted City’s
standards and design guidelines” based upon Findings. As the purpose of the Chico Design Review
includes the promotion of the general health, safety and welfare of the community, including the
desirability of living conditions upon the immediate site or in the adjacent areas (CMC Title
19.18.010.E.) the request for traffic analysis and other information is appropriate.
While this issue is not a matter of completeness, further response to how staff can recommend
approval of the project based on the Findings is necessary.
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 5:
The author contends that the requested visual simulations are not required and submission or such
materials is not a basis of determining application completeness.
Please refer to the Application Submittal Checklist, “Other” section, which indicates that
perspective drawings, conceptual models and computer simulations can be requested “as needed”.
To better understand the proposed project in the context of the surrounding neighborhood, visual
simulations are necessary. Subsequent to your letter, Staff has received a massing study from
Buddy Williams provided by the applicant. Should the applicant desire to provide any additional
information that would assist Staff in the processing of the application as to how the project will
meet the City standards and be compatible with the surrounding development, please forward such
as soon as possible
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March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 6:
The author requests substantial evidence relevant to the determination that the project does not
qualify for a CEQA exemption described in Public Resources Code 21159.24(b). Further
clarification regarding “unusual circumstances” which deny the project this exemption is
requested.
Your reliance on Public Resources (PR) Code Section 21159.24(b) is unsupported. A housing
project qualifies for an exemption pursuant to Section 21159.24(b), only when criteria set forth in
PR Code Section 21159.21 are met. As previously stated in my letter dated February 14, 2019, a
project qualifies for this exemption when the proposal includes one of the following: agricultural
employee housing, affordable housing, certain infill housing projects and when certain criteria set
forth in Government Code section 21159.22, .23, and .24 are met. You have provided no support
that the project would be any of these qualifying types of housing projects of how this project
meets these criteria. More importantly, PR 21159.24(a)(4) requires that within five years of the
date that the application for the project was deemed complete, the community-level environmental
review was certified or adopted. The EIR for the City of Chico 2030 General Plan was adopted in
2011, thus disqualifying the project from this code section.
If you require further information or assistance regarding this matter, please contact (530) 8796807 or shannon.costa@chicoca.gov.
Sincerely,

Shannon Costa
Shannon Costa
Associate Planner

cc:
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The Graduate LLC, 18531 Lloyd Lane, Anderson, CA 96007
NorthStar, 111 Mission Ranch Blvd, Suite 100, Chico, CA 95926
Studio KDA - Architecture and Interior Design, Attn: Buddy Williams, 1810 6th Street, Berkley,
CA 94710
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June20,2019
Via email to bruce.ambo@chicoca. gov
Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board
City of Chico
c/o Mr. Bruce Ambo, Principal Planner
411 Main Street - 2nd Floor
Chico, CA95927
Re

P.O. Box 28912
Fresno, CA 9372$8912
Telephone (559) 433-1300

The Graduate Project/344 West 98th Street, APN 004-281-002
Design Review

Fax (559) 433-2300

Dear Board Members:

Othsr officss

ot

McC0RMICK, BARSToW, SHEPPARD
WAYTE ANO CARRIIIH, LLP

w.

I represent The Graduate,LLC, a Califomia limited liability company (the
"Applicant"), the owner of the property located at344 West 98th Street, APN 004281-002. I respectfully request that this letter be promptly provided to all members of
the Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board (the "ARHPB"), included
in the agenda packet for the deliberations of the ARHPB concerning the application
for the relevant project, and included in any Administrative Record concerning the
proj ect considerations.

mccorm ickbarstow. com

BAKERSFIELD, CA OFFICE
5060 California Ave., Suite 1090
Bakersfield, California 93309
Telephone 661-6'16-1 594
Fax 661616-1595

CINCINNATI, OH OFFICE
Scripps Center, Suite '1050
312 Walnut Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
Telephone (51 3) 7 62-7 520
Fax 1513) 762-7521
DENVER, CO OFFICE
999 lSth Street, Suite 3000
Denver, Colorado 80202
Telephone (72o\ 282-8'126
Fax (720) 282-8127

LAS VEGAS, NV OFFICE
8337 West Sunsst Road, Suite 350
Las Vegas, Nevada 891 1 3
Tolephone (702) 949-1 100
Fax (702) 949-l 101

MODESTO, CA OFFICE
1 1 25 I Street, Suite 1
Modesto, California 95354
Telephone (209) 524-1 100
Fax (209) 524-1 188

RENO, NV OFFICE
427 West Plumb Lane
Reno, Nevada 89509
Telephone (775) 333-0400
Fax (775r, 333-0412

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA OFFICE
656 Santa Rosa Street, Suite 2A
San Luis Obispo, California 93401
P.O. Box 3'l
San Luis Obispo, California 93406
Telephon6 (805) 541 -2800
Fax (805) g1-2802

This letter is filed in support of the application for a project design review that is to be
considered by your goard pursuant to-Chico Municipal Code Seition 19.18.024-A.r
The project submitted for your review is fully compliant with all zoning and general
plan standards. It is located within both the Downtown Opportunity Site overlay zone
and the Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit area. With the sole exception of the
design review to be conducted by your Board, the project development requires only
the issuance of a building permit. No discretionary entitlements are required.
The purpose of this letter is to request that you reject the staff recommendation to
deny The Graduate project's design approvals. We further request that you direct the
staff to prepare findings required under CMC Section 19.18.060 and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with that determination. The factual,
legal, and policy basis to support these requested actions are set forth below.

1.

Project's Compliance with Zoning Standards and Desisn Standards.

Your Board is charged with assuring that projects comply with applicable design
standards. That requirement applies even where, as here, the project's development
requires no further discretionary entitlements. (CMC Sections 19.18.024-4 and
19.18.050-A-2-a.)
Design evaluations often entail elements of subjective judgment. However, relevant
standards ofdue process and equal protection require that the zoning codes and
deliberative standards not be arbitrary, and the evaluating authority must adhere to
I

All references to the Chico Municipal Code

are referred to herein as "CMC"
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appropriate standards. (Village of Euclid, Ohio v. Ambler Realty Co, (1926)272U.5.
365; Village of Willowbrookv. Olech (2000) 528.) California courts have reinforced
these Constitutional requirements by requiring that findings be adopted where
adjudicatory decisions are made concerning zoning and related land use matters.
(Topanga Assn, for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) I I Cal. 3d
506.) Such findings help assure that record provides evidence of required linkage
among the standards, the evidence and the decision.
The City of Chico recognizes the need to incorporate objective standards into the
design evaluations, by its adoption of design standards in the Design Manual. The
City's ordinances emphasize the need to apply such design guidelines. (CMC Section
19.18.050-C.) The City code incorporates a requirement for specific findings relevant
to that evaluation. (CMC Section 19.18.060.)
The Graduate project's compliance with applicable Design Manual standards is
documented in the correspondence from the Project Architect Buddy Williams, which
is submitted with this letter. That letter evidences that The Graduate project's design
satisfies alarge majority of the Design Manual's criteria that apply to a project for a
multi-family use at this location. Of the 30 categories that are relevant to this project,
The Graduate considered and incorporated 23 Design Guidelines as outlined in the
original correspondence, with an additional 2 Design Guidelines added after the
building was reduced in scale,
We have been advised that City staff intends to recommend against the project's
design approval. However, thus far the staff has provided only generalized objections
to the project's design qualities. They have not provided any comments to, or
evaluation of, the detailed information provided by the project's architect regarding
the Design Manual compliances. Nor have they provided an objective factual basis
for their opposition to the project's design, other than concems about the "scale",
"visual compatibility" and potentially unnecessary "view" impacts of the project. We
understand ull of th.r" are intended as objections to the project's height and density.2

As stated above, design evaluations incorporate elements of subjective judgments, but
those subjective judgments must be guided by standards that must be adhered to by an
adjudicatory body such as yours. In this instance, the staff is recommending that you
apply subjective elements of a design evaluation to nullify objective statutory
development standards that have been adopted to obtain legislatively confirmed
policy objectives. That approach undermines the fair notice and equal protection
standards to which zoning criteria, and their administration, must comply.

In considering this project's proposed and permitted height and density, it is important
to focus on the policy objectives that the City intends to achieve by establishing
special zoning standards for projects in the Downtown Opportunity Site overlay zone.
2

The staff may expound on their evaluation and conclusions in the staff report it will provide to your
Board. We therefore presently intend to reply to that staff report in a supplement to this letter after that
report has been made available.
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(Chico 2030 General Plan Figure LU-l, and Appendix B, page B-5.) The Chico 2030
General Plan confirms that the City's policy objective for this overlay zone is to help
assure increased residential density and intensity of uses in the Downtown. The
policy is stated as an important tool to assure the success of a compact city. The
policy is also intended to help facilitate development of urban, multi-family
residential units, which is stated to be one of the greatest opportunities for Downtown
development. (Chico 2030 General Plan, Appendix B, page B-1.)
To implement these policy goals, the City of Chico Land Use and Development
Regulations incorporate special zoning standards for projects within that Downtown
Opportunity Site overlay zone. These adopted regulatory standards confirm that for
property zoned RMU, a maximum of 70 units per acre is authorized (CMC Section
19.52.080-D-1.) They also confirm that a residential project within such zone can be
developed to a height of 65 feet, unless the underlying zone district permits a greater
maximum height (CMC Section 19.52.080-D-2).
The Downtown Opportunity Site overlay zone is also co-terminus with the
boundaries of the In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area (CMC 19R43.010.) This project is
therefore entitled to the benefits of the off-street parking ratio established in CMC
Section 19.70.040. That code provision confirms that parking for residential uses in
that area shall be one space per unit (or as determined by land use entitlement.) In
this instance there is no further land use entitlement required or sought for this project
beyond your design evaluations. Your design evaluations do not encompass parking
ratio standards. That is confirmed by the fact that the Design Manual makes no
reference to evaluation ofoff-street parking standards. There is therefore no basis or
authority for the City to impose any variation from the statutorily adopted one space
per unit standard. In addition, note that The Graduate is supplyin g a greater than I : 1
parking ratio (59 parking spaces for 56 residential units).
These density, height, and parking ratio standards were not adopted in a vacuum.
They were legislatively adopted based on considered evaluation of their relationship
to the attainment of expressed City of Chico policy objectives. The General Plan
intends to help assure increased residential density and intensity of uses in the
Downtown, to assure the success of a compact city. Its policies, and the relevant
zoningregulations, were adopted to facilitate development of urban, multi-family
residential units. Such a project is identified as one of the greatest opportunities for
I)owntown development. The achievement of these policy goals is why the relevant
z,oning standards, including density, height, and parking standards, were adopted and
why they should be adhered to.

The staff desires to reduce the project height, and thereby diminish the projects
overall residential density. That proposal must be rejected, as it is inconsistent with
both the General Plan's policy objectives, and the statutorily adopted regulatory
standards intended to achieve those policies. Such a constraint on this project would
also be arbitrary and inconsistent with due process and equal protection standards.
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2.

Califomia's Housing Accountability Act's Mandates.

In addition to violating the objectives of the General Plan and the adopted zoning
standards, the City staffs proposal to condition the project on a reduced height,
violates the Housing Accountability Act (Government Code Section 65589.5.) That
Act prohibits a local government from imposing conditions on a housing
development project, including design changes, unless that decision is based on
written findings, supported by a preponderance of the evidence on the record that
both of the following conditions exist:

(a) The housing development project will have a specific adverse impact
on public health or safety unless it is developed at a lower density. That finding
requires a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on
objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies or conditions
that existed on the date the application was deemed complete. (Government Code
Section 65589.5 (jX1)(A).) The Housing Accountability Act also confirms a
legislative intent that efforts to claim that specific adverse impacts on public health or
safety referenced in Government Code Section 65589.5 (jXIXA) exist, should only
occur infrequently. (Government Code Section 65589.5 (aX3).)
(b)

There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the
identified specific adverse impact other than approval upon the condition of a lower
density. (Government Code Section 65589.5 C)(1XB).)
Regarding compliance with these provisions, no objective based analysis has been
provided to support the findings required to impose conditions that would diminish
the project's intended density. Nor has the staff provided any analysis of alternative
feasible mitigations other than height reductions to address any adverse impact
(assuming one that satisfies the objective standards of the Act is identified).
The Housing Accountability Act also requires the City to provide special notifications
when it determines an intended housing development is inconsistent with adopted
standards, including any design standards such as those in CMC Section 19.18.060.
In that circumstance, the City must, within 30 days after the project's application was
determined to be complete, provide written explanation of the reason it considers the
project to not be consistent with such standards. Failure to timely provide a sufficient
written explanation results in the housing project being deemed to satisfy such
standards. (Government Code Section 65589.5 (iX2XA).)

In regard to this requirement, the staff confirmed, on May 10,2019, that the project's
applications were complete. At that time the only explanation for recommending
denial based on the design standards was a statement that such reasons were stated in
prior correspondence materials. That statement presumably intended to reference
ietters from the City staff dated October 8,2018 and April 5, 2019.3
3

Copies of the email dated May 19,20lg,confirming the determination of a complete application on that
date is enclosed. Also enclosed are the two prior letters that we understand were intended to be referenced
in that email.
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In regard to CMC Section 19.18.60, the October 8, 2018 letter simply stated that the
project's character and scale are not visually compatible with sunounding
development of 1-3 stories. The staff asserts that it would dominate surroundings and
block views. The April 5,2019letter added nothing to that explanation. That letter
simply provided excerpts from CMC Section 19.18.60 that underlined select phrases
that included the words "scale", "visually compatible with surrounding development"
and "not unnecessarily block views and other structures or dominate their
surroundings".

All of these stated objections are simply conclusory statements (to the extent they
actually constitute a statement). They do not provide any objective evidence or
reference to quantitative standards required by Government Code Section 65589.5
(jXIXA.) In addition, they are so limited in explanation so as to not satisfy the
iequirements of Government Code Section 65589.5 C)(2XA./

After the City's letter of April5,2079, the Applicant submitted an updated design for
the project, in an attempt to address the staffs concerns. That updated design is
discussed in the enclosed letter from the project Architect. Among other features, it
incorporated step backs to help address the staffs concern about the scale in
relationship to neighboring buildings. It also changed the siding material and colors
to add visual interests. The design changes reduced the originally intended density
for the project by three units.
The Staff never provided any explanation about its opposition to this updated design,
other than the emailed reference to the prior letters that had evaluated the prior
design. This circumstance is fuither evidence that the requirements of Government
Code Section 65589.5 (|X2XA) were not timely satisfied. The project may therefore
be deemed to comply with the site design and architectural standards required by
CMC Chapter 19.18.
Iror the reasons stated above, City staff is attempting to modify the applicable zoning
criteria through the device of a subjective evaluation of the project's "scale". That
effort will violate the Housing Accountability Act because it necessarily diminishes
the total density of the project. Subjective judgment of scale cannot be used as an
indirect tool to modify, or nullify, the City's adopted height standards where those
standards are necessary to attain the projects intended total housing unit production.

Your consideration of these matters should also take into account that the Housing
Accountability Act's provisions are simply attempting to protect the ability of the
project to implement existing adopted land use regulations. Those regulations have
their roots in the fact that the City adopted the height, density and parking standards
to support its vision of Downtown Chico development. Where those adopted
standards cause individuals to invest in Downtown property acquisition, and to make

a

Our intention to se6k your Board's evaluations of the project's design is not
the rights under Government Code Section 65589.5 0)(2XA).

a

waiver of the right to assert
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substantial investment in architectural and engineering designs to submit completed
development applications, the City should celebrate the attainment of its goals.

3.

Other Relevant Contexts.

The City staff is no doubt troubled by potential neighborhood opposition to this
project's development, even though it is consistent with all adopted zoning and
planning criteria, and the vision for the Downtown reflected in the adopted General
Plan. This project is admittedly the first significant project in these environs making
use of the height and density criteria in these environs that the General Plan and
zoning criteria provide. Those criteria were intended to foster change in development
design, which is often unsettling to existing developed neighborhoods.
Those types of neighborhood concerns are issues that routinely arise. The
consequences of such neighborhood opposition are partially why the Housing
Accountability Act was adopted. Courts have confirmed that the Act's purpose "is lo
assure that local governments do not ignore their own housing development
policies and general plans when reviewing housing deuelopment proposals't.
(Honchariw v. County of Stanislaus (2011) Cal.Appp.4'n 1066, 1075, citing North
Pacifica, LLC v. City of Pacfic Q'J.D.Cal2002) 234 F.Supp.2d 1053,2058.)
The property that supports this project is immediately adjacent to a three-story
building that had been developed in a previous time, when this project site and the
adjacent properties were developed solely with single-story buildings. At that time,
the existing three story building was arguably "out of context" with the existing
developed neighborhood. Nevertheless, it was developed and provides important
value to the Downtown.
The City's goal to expand and increase more dense development should not now be
stymied by an argument that the project is not visually compatible with surrounding
development. If that argument had been previously applied to existing adjacent
multi-story projects, it would have frozen the Downtown development to a quality
that is not consistent with the community's current (or previous) policy goals.

In addition, the project's proponents have not resisted efforts by the staff to be
sensitive to neighborhood perspectives about the potential implications of the
Project's "massing". As stated above, the original design, which included 59 units,
was updated based on the staffs initial expression of concerns and the revised
building that is reduced in scale includes 56 units of much needed housing.
Despite these efforts at compromise by the project owner, the City staff retains its
opposition to the revised project design, without updating the existing conclusory
explanations for that opposition. The City staff opposition intends to prohibit the
project from incorporating the height standards that are expressly permitted by the
adopted City zoning code and planning policies. This may be motivated by good faith
desire to appease potential neighborhood oppositions. However, it poses a barrier to
the implementation of the zoning and planning policy goals that the City Council
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previously adopted. Your design evaluations should override the staff reticence to
achieve the City policy goals.

4.

CEQA Compliances and Impact Evaluations.

The means by which CEQA review compliances are to be conducted for this project
remain undetermined. That is because the staff is recommending denial of the
project's design reviews. Where a project is denied, no CEQA evaluations are to be
conducted. Unfortunately, this approach by staff has the effect of hamstringing your
Board from exercising its full powers and authorities in this matter at this time.
Iror that reason, it is important that you provide staff proper direction regarding
CEQA determinations to support the project's design approval. This effort may meet
with some controversy because staff has stated that they intend to require traffic
studies as a condition of compliance with CEQA impacts analysis. However, for
reasons detailed below, the extent of CEQA impact evaluations in this circumstance
is limited by the extent of your design review authorities.

More specifically, CEQA does not provide a local government with new or broader
authorities to impose project evaluations or mitigations independent of the powers
granted by other laws. (CEQA Guidelines Section 150a0(a).) Therefore, if the review
authority for a relevant permit does not provide legal authority to shape the project in
a way that responds to a potential impact, CEQA does not provide any independent
authority to do so. (McCorkle Eastside Neighborhood Group v. City of St. Helena
(2018) 31 Cal.App.5th 80,94.;
In this circumstance, the sole entitlement required is your consideration of the
project's design and its compliance with the Design Criteria standards in CMC
Section 19.18. No element of those considerations implicates evaluations of traffic
impacts. Except for the potential to qualify this project for an infill categorical
exemption under CEQA, its traffic impacts are not an issue to be evaluated pursuant
to CEQA because they are not relevant to your design evaluations.

It is true that the aesthetic impacts of a project are an element of CEQA evaluations,
and aesthetic impacts are a consideration that is relevant to your design evaluation.
I{owever, whether an aesthetic impact exists is very much associated with a project's
compliances with relevant policy standards, including, in this instance, adherence to
zoning development standards and the City of Chico Design Manual.

The evaluation of a project's design adherence to relevant City policies is, by City
statutes, vested with your Board and not with the City staff. Therefore, if you concur
that the project meets the relevant adopted City policies for design criteria, there is no
impact pursuant to CEQA arising from the project's aesthetics. For that reason, a
determination by your Board that the project reflects appropriate design criteria also
vests your Board with the legal authority to direct staff to prepare CEQA findings
concerning aesthetic impacts that are consistent with your determinations. A negative
declaration determination would therefore be appropriate.
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Alternatively, this project qualifies for an infill categorical exemption (Class 32)
under CEQA Guidelines 15332. The only evaluation that has not been completed that
would be relevant to that determination is a confirmation that the project would not
result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.
The only impact referenced in the Class 32 exemption that is remotely relevant to this
project is traffic.
The Institute for The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) manual entitled Trip
Generation, 1Oth Edition, establishes multi-family residential developments between
3 and l0 stories as mid-rise projects, Class 221). Such a class of projects are assumed
to generate a total of 5.44 trips per unit, with 0.36 trips per unit at the AM Peak Hours
and 0.44 trips at the PM Peak Hours. For the 56 units intended by the project, this
results in a total of 305 daily trips, with 20 at the AM Peak Hours and25 at the PM
Peak Hours.

Mr. Wyatt West of the City's Public Works Department has advised that the City
generally only impose a requirement for a traffic impacts analysis where the project is
projected to generate more than 50-75 peak hour peak hour trips. On that basis, this
project can be confirmed as not having a significant impact related to traffic. A Class
32 categorical exemption should therefore also be approved, as an alternative basis
for confirming CEQA compliance. Under this approach, an NOD and an NOE would
be certified and filed.

5.

The Project's Parking Ratios.

It is possible that the project's compliance with relevant off-street parking ratios will
be raised as part of your deliberations. That is because the Public Works Director has
suggested that CMC Section 19.70.040 provides the City with the power to impose
off-site parking ratio requirements for the project beyond the one space per unit
expressly set forth in that Code provision. The claim has been made that the
ordinances provisions for one space per unit is a "minimum" requirement. The basis
for that claim is the statement in the Code section that the parking standard is one
space per unit, or ss determined bv lsnd use entitlement (emphasis added.)
A plain reading of the statute requires that any determination of an alternative parking
ratio must be conducted in the context of a relevant land use entitlement. In this
s

th.

City of Chico has relied upon the ITE Trip Generation Manual in conducting CEQA evaluations for
projects. For instance, it was relied upon in December 2018 in confirming a no-impact analysis for a the
Flumbold Van Overbeek Apartments Project that included a General Plan and Rezone amendment to
modify entitled development from I I single family residences to 35 multi-family units. That study is
available at http://www.ci.chico.ca.us/planning_services/InitialStudyMitigatedNegativeDeclaration-

.SeealsotheInitialStudyfortheEnloeMedicalofficeBuilding,
available at http://www.ci.chico.ca.us/planning_services/ErrloeMedicalOfficeBuildingProject.asp.
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instance, no land use entitlement beyond your design reviews are required or sought
for this project. Your Design Review Manual makes no reference to any evaluations
of off-street parking ratios. Any effort by the staffs to leverage an architectural
design evaluation to a modification of established parking ratios is simply not legally
supportable. In addition, note that The Graduate is supplying a greater than l:1
parking ratio (59 parking spaces for 56 residential units).

6.

Conclusion.

F'or the reasons detailed above, we request that you reject the staff recommendation to
deny the Graduate Project's required design approvals. The project attains an

overwhelming majority of the relevant Design Manual standards and satisfies all
elements of the findings that you are required to evaluate and confirm pursuant to
CMC Section 19.18.060. The evaluations provided by project architect Buddy
Williams provide substantial evidence for those required findings.
To assure that your determinations are implemented in a fashion that complies with
required legal standards, you should further direct the staffto prepare for your
adoption the findings required by CMC Section 19.18.060.
The sole CEQA criterion relevant to your deliberations is the aesthetic impacts of the
project. If you conclude that City design policies have been satisfied, there is no
aesthetic impact resulting from the project. As a result, you should direct that the
City staff prepare and provide, for your approval, a Negative Declaration as the
relevant CEQA compliance document.

In addition, based on the record and the project's site and use, this project also
qualifies for an infill categorical exemption (Class 32) under CEQA Guidelines
15332. You should direct that the City staff prepare and provide, for your approval, a
Notice of Exemption with findings that the standards required for the Class 32 in-fill
exemption have been satisfied (and no unusual circumstance exists). This NOE
would be an alternative and additional CEQA compliance document.
The staff should be directed to file both the NOD and the NOE following your
certification after appropriate findings have been provided for your action.
Sincerely,

MoCORMICK, BARSTOW, SHEPPARD,
WAYTE & CARRUTH LLP

effrey M. Reid
cc

Shannon Costa, Associate Planner

Brendon Ottoboni, Public Works Director
City of Chico Mayor and Council Members
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December 8, 2089 Letter from Shannon Costa
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May 21, 2019
Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board (ARHPB)
City of Chico, CA
Re: 344 West 8th Street, Chico CA (AR 18-32 The Graduate)
ADDENDA TO THE ARCHITECTURAL CONCEPTS AND DESIGN APPROACH

Dear ARHPB Members,
This memo is offered to outline how the proposed project meets both the letter and the intent of the
General Plan and Planning Code and will, when realized, provide much needed housing and contribute
significantly to the vitality of the Downtown community.
For the original Entitlements Application a site and architectural narrative was assembled by the architect
that demonstrated how the proposed West 8th St. multifamily project conformed with the major design
objectives as outlined in the Chico Design Guildelines Manual, Chapter 4: Residential Project Types. The
narrative is titled “Re: 344 West 8th Street, Chico CA ARCHITECTURAL CONCEPTS AND DESIGN APPROACH,
dated October 2, 2018”. It is located at the end of this document for reference.
As you know, the Downtown area presents a unique opportunity for higher density and intensity of
development given its central location, development patterns, and proximity to employment, services,
transit, education, and other amenities. According to the General Plan this site is one of the designated
Corridor Opportunity Sites (-COS) overlay zones which are intended to be the focus of change and
revitalization over the next 20+ years. These sites are designated on the Land Use Diagram for mixed-use,
higher-density residential development that must be developed at or above the midpoint of the allowable
density range (CMC 19.52.080.C).
Project Conformance:
Given this site’s Downtown location it also falls within the Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area, which
reduces the parking ratio to one space per unit for new residential uses (CMC 19.70.40). The West 8th St.
multifamily project has allocated slightly more parking than the 1:1 ratio allowed (59 parking spaces for 56
units).
The current Planning Code, in the Opportunity Sites boundary, allows for a maximum building height of
65’ (CMC 19.52.080.D.2). This height allowance was written into the Planning Code to encourage much
needed downtown housing that is connected to the Downtown’s services and campus community. This
desire for higher residential density is also reflected in Chico’s General Plan.
The West 8th St. multifamily project does not ask for any special concessions or variances. In addition, the
project does not take full advantage of the allowed density as the project proposes a 20% fewer units
than allowed by code (70 units per acre maximum allowed, 56 units proposed) (CMC 19.52.080.D.1).
After hearing Planning Department concerns regarding visual compatibility the development team
reduced the massing and unit count to lessen the visual impact and size of the building. Given the
www.studiokda.com
1810 Sixth St., Berkeley, CA 94710
Telephone: 510.841.3555
Fax: 510.841.1255
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building’s long, rectangular shape and it’s presence on W. 8th St., the reduction in mass was taken at the
top two ends of the building on the top two floors, thus stepping down the height in relationship to the
neighboring buildings. This proposed building reduction also has the highest visual impact to reduce the
size of the building from the various adjacent view points. In modifying the building mass we took the
opportunity to change the siding material and color at the two reduced ends to give additional visual
interest (new perspective views which show this reduction were included in the Entitlement Submital
Revision package, dated April 16, 2019).
In the April 5, 2019 Planning Department letter to Jeff Reid of McCormick Barstow, one of the responses
for “March 29, 2019 Response letter Comment 2:” was to assist planning staff in making findings of
compatibility by providing additional information to assist in making the following findings pursuant to
Chico Municipal Code 19.18.060:
a. That the proposed development, including the character, scale, and quality of design, are
consistent with the purpose/intent of this chapter and the City’s adopted design guidelines
and development standards;
b. That the architectural design of structures, including all elevations, materials and
colors are visually compatible with surrounding development. Design elements,
including screening of equipment, exterior lighting, signs, and awnings, have been
incorporated into the project to further ensure its compatibility with the character
and uses of adjacent development;
c. That the location and configuration of structures are compatible with their sites and
with surrounding sites and structures and do not unnecessarily block views from
other structures or dominate their surroundings.
As mentioned previously, an examination of the Deisgn Guildelines and how they relate to this project
was assembled for the original Entitlements Submittal. It is our opinion that the use of common exterior
materials (horizontal siding, stucco in multiple colors, double hung windows and window awnings for
example) are visually compatible with surrounding development. We also believe that the reduction of
building mass, the careful stepping at the building ends, reduced unit count and compatible exterior
design, lessen the visual impact while creating a more visually compatible building with the surrounding
development.
Prescribed Use:
We believe the project has been unfairly caught in a contradiction: thePlanning Code allows a maximum
height limit of 65’ in a residential neighborhood while the Planning Department subjectively claims
incompatibility due to potentially blocking views or incompatibility of scale with the surrounding area.
This project was designed to the objective allowances prescribed and encouraged in the General Plan and
Planning Code.
It is also worth noting that this being one of the first larger scale residential developments that has been
proposed in downtown Chico is to be located across the street from a less dense residentially zoned
neighborhood. When this occurs there will always be an inherent conflict at the boundary edge of a
designated opportunity site placed adjacent to a lower density residential neighborhood. The code was
written, with public engagement, to encourage and prescribe denser, taller housing than what exists in
www.studiokda.com
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the immediate neighborhood. That is the anticipated result of the General Plan and Planning Code. Our
client reasonably relied on these documents when deciding to acquire the site.
It is the client’s team opinion that this project is a quality example of a compact urban infill development
that supports Chico’s General Plan goals and transformation of this designated Opportunity Site. This infill
development enhances the existing neighborhood by converting a surface parking lot and tired
commercial building into 56 units of much needed downtown housing that is closely connected to the
downtown services and campus community. Further, this development makes efficient use of existing
infrastructure and public services; increases the viability of transit by adding higher densities and
intensities of development; puts more people near existing shops, restaurants and other amenities,
thereby reducing vehicle miles travelled and air pollution.
We hope you will agree that the proposed development follows the intent and spirit of the guidelines of
Chico’s General Plan, the Planning Code, and Design Guidelines Manual and, as a result, will increase the
liveliness and vitality of the Downtown community.
Sincerely,
Buddy Williams, Architect, LEED AP
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October 2, 2018
Re: 344 West 8th Street, Chico CA ARCHITECTURAL CONCEPTS AND DESIGN APPROACH

FORWARD
The City’s plan to accommodate future jobs and housing growth in a compact and sustainable
development pattern relies on infill and redevelopment. The Downtown area is a key opportunity for
higher density and intensity of development given its central location, development patterns, and
proximity to employment, services, transit, education, and other amenities.
This parcel is one of the designated Opportunity Sites which are expected to be the focus of change and
revitalization over the next 20+ years. They are designated on the Land Use Diagram for mixed-use,
higher-density residential development, or other land uses compatible with the area’s existing or evolving
uses.

SITE DESIGN
The proposed design is a 59 unit apartment building consisting of a 5 story Type 3A wood construction
over a 1 story Type 1A concrete post-tensioned podium. Auto parking is provided at the ground floor at a
1:1 ratio; secure indoor bicycle parking is provided for 72 spaces, with an additional 25+ spaces provided
at the entry plaza (1:1.6 ratio). A lobby with waiting area, package and mail lockers and a centrally located
management office is centered at the main entry. Mechanical back of house makes up the rest of the
ground floor square footage.
The building mass steps back from the street halfway through the block to give a variation in massing and
building size (DG 4.1.15) and also contains a handful of playful “bay windows” on the front and back
elevations to provide massing variety (DG 4.1.23 AND 4.2.11).
The entry is placed at the middle of the site and uses a public entry plaza and amenities (benches and bike
parking) as well as the existing large oak tree to orient the pedestrian to the street and create a sense of
community for the building and neighbors (DG 4.1.11, 4.1.13 and 4.2.32)
The building lobby and manager’s office face Normal Avenue providing a visual and functional connection
nd
to the street (DG 4.1.16). The primary pedestrian entry also contains a 2 floor lounge with a balcony that
overlooks the public entry plaza and provides an “eye on the street” for safety and security of the
residents and neighbors (DG 4.1.24). The lobby also provides a direct connection to the public sidewalk
system, integrating the multifamily project into the public street and sidewalk system (DG 4.1.35) as well
as integrating the common open space into the overall site design (DG 4.1.42). A range of building
mounted and pedestal landscape lighting would be used to illuminate the common open space at the
front entry of the building to provide for a safe and secure environment (night sky compatible)(DG 4.1.44
and 4.2.44).
Although the building does not contain an alley along the back of the project the singular surface garage
th
entrance is placed to the side of the building (7 Street) so as not to diminish the primary streetscape (DG
4.1.22, 4.1.51 and 4.1.61).
This singular vehicular entry eliminates the need for excessive curb cuts and surface parking (DG 4.1.32).
As part of the public amenity space at the outdoor entry plaza contemporary site furnishings (“Twig”
concrete modular benches) animate the plaza adjacent to the street frontage (DG 4.1.47).
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ARCHITECTURE
The architectural massing of the building was reduced to a more residential scale by the use of material
and color changes and the articulation of balcony insets and “bay window” extensions from the main
building mass. The building employs a classic passive solar strategy of using window awnings on the
south-west and north-west elevations to reduce the amount of solar gain on those elevations. The
awnings are colored differently across the elevations to add visual interest (DG 4.2.11 and 4.2.22) The
colors of the awnings are derived from the rich palette of the University Secondary Color Palette (DG
4.2.31).
The primary entry uses a metal awning that wraps up and over the building, encompassing entry identity,
shade structure, signage background and sculpture all in one feature (DG 4.2.14, 4.2.31, 4.2.41 and
4.2.43). The primary entry door will use a bright contrasting color to complement the range of finish
colors (DG 4.2.42).
It is the client’s team opinion that this project is a quality example of a compact urban infill development
that supports Chico’s General Plan goals and transformation of this designated Opportunity Site. This infill
development enhances the existing neighborhood by converting a surface parking lot and tired
commercial building into 59 units of much needed downtown housing that is closely connected to the
downtown services and campus community. This development makes efficient use of existing
infrastructure and public services; increases the viability of transit by adding higher densities and
intensities of development; puts more people near existing shops, restaurants and other amenities,
thereby reducing vehicle miles travelled and air pollution. We propose that this development follows the
intent and spirit of the guidelines of Chico’s General Plan and Design Guidelines Manual and will increase
the liveliness and vitality of the downtown community.
Sincerely,
Buddy Williams, Architect, LEED AP

Footnotes:
Chico 2030 General Plan, Chapter 3: Land Use
 Projected Housing Needs. In terms of new housing, an estimated 7,369 additional multi-family
residential dwelling units would be required to accommodate a population of 139,713. The
future mix of dwelling unit types (single-family/multi-family) is assumed to be similar to the City’s
existing mix, with some housing units also provided in mixed-use developments.


Areas of Potential Change. The General Plan identifies 15 Opportunity Sites that have the highest
infill and redevelopment potential in the City. These strategic areas include underutilized
transportation corridors, regional retail centers, areas in the City’s core, and other residential,
light industrial and mixed-use areas that can accommodate growth. Opportunity Sites provide for
a mix of land uses supported by policies intended to ensure gradual and thoughtful
transformation over the next 20+ years.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
411 Main Street – 2nd Floor
P.O. Box 3420
Chico, CA 95927

530-879-6800
Fax 530-895-4726
http://www.ci.chico.ca.us
April 5, 2019

McCormick Barstow LLP
Attn.: Jeffrey M. Reid, Partner
7647 North Fresno Street,
Fresno, CA 93729
Email: Jeff.Reid@mccormickbarstow.com
Re: Architectural Review 18-32 (The Graduate) -344 W 8th Street, APN 004-281-002; A
request to construct a 6-story multi-family housing development with a total of 59 units (138
bedrooms). The site is located on the westerly portion of the block between Normal Avenue,
Salem Street, W. 7th Street and W. 8th Street, formally the Graduate restaurant. The project
consists of a single, six-story building with surrounding landscaping. Parking would be
provided by automatic parking lifts (puzzle mechanical lifts) that would accommodate
vehicles, and six standard parking spaces (58 total spaces shown on site plan). The site is
designated Residential Mixed Use on the General Plan Land Use Diagram and is zoned
RMU-COS (Residential Mixed Use with Corridor Opportunity Site Overlay).
Dear Mr. Reid,
Staff has received your supplemental letter regarding the above referenced application. Planning
staff has reviewed the materials and determined that the application remains incomplete. Please
see staff responses to your letter dated March 21, 2019.
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 1:
The author requests specification on all elements of the proposal which violate the height
restriction of 65-feet.
Response: Please refer to page A103 of the entitlement set received by our office as part of the
October 3, 2018 submittal package. This page identifies a roof-top deck plan which includes
landscape planters, overhead trellis, seating area, and screens. The proposed roof-top deck exceeds
the 65-foot height restrictions and does not comply with items identified in Chico Municipal Code
19.60.070.E (Exceptions to Height Limits). Because the application materials provide still indicate
versions of the project which do not comply with height restriction standard, a determination of
completeness cannot be made at this time. Please provide application materials which clearly
indicate compliance with the stated height restriction.
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 2:
The author indicates that the project description provided in the October 3, 2018 submittal
package satisfies staffs request to provide additional information to assist staff in making the
findings necessary to recommend approval of the project.
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Response: The project description provided by the applicant does satisfy the Project Description
requirements as required by the Application Submittal Checklist. While the letter does demonstrate
how the projects satisfies many Design Guidelines, it does not address staff concerns regarding
specific findings to be made to recommend approval of the project. While this is not a matter of
completeness, further response to how staff can recommend approval of the project based on the
Findings outlined in CMC 19.18.060 is necessary. To assist in focusing your efforts, we have
underlined the most relevant and potentially problematic findings for which additional support is
needed. These findings include:
19.18.060 Findings.
…
“B. The proposed development, including the character, scale, and quality of
design, are consistent with the purpose/intent of this chapter and the City’s adopted
design guidelines and development standards;
“C. The architectural design of structures, including all elevations, materials and
colors are visually compatible with surrounding development. Design elements,
including screening of equipment, exterior lighting, signs, and awnings, have been
incorporated into the project to further ensure its compatibility with the character
and uses of adjacent development;
“D. The location and configuration of structures are compatible with their sites
and with surrounding sites and structures and do not unnecessarily block views
from other structures or dominate their surroundings.” (CMC Title 18.18.060)
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 3:
The author suggests that staffs request for a parking analysis would result in the need for
additional parking capacity as part of the project and that no such requirement can be imposed
because the project meets the parking requirements as provided by the municipal code.
Response: Staffs request for a parking study is necessary to evaluate that the parking need of the
proposed project does not exceed the total supply of available parking spaces provided, given the
known inadequate parking capacity in the area; no request for additional parking has been made.
To adequately meet the required Findings for approval, the development, including the character,
scale, and quality of design, shall be consistent with the purpose/intent of CMC 19.18. As stated
in 19.18.010, the Purpose of the chapter is to promote the general health, safety, welfare and
economy of residence in the community through: Orderly and harmonious development; Enhance
Desirability of residence or investment in the City; Encourage the attainment of the most desirable
uses of land and improvements; Enhance the desirability of living conditions upon the immediate
site or in adjacent areas (underline added for emphasis); and, Promote visual environments which
are of high aesthetic quality and variety and which at the same time are considerate of each other.
While this information is not a matter of completeness, data as a result of a parking analysis would
provide staff with clarity as to the adequacy of parking in the immediate area and any potential
impacts associated with the project. This information could possibly provide staff with the
justification to meet the findings required for approval.
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March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 4:
The author indicates that because the project is subject only to design review, that impacts outside
of design review, such as traffic, cannot be evaluated, nor can conditions/mitigations be imposed
upon the project based on these impacts, either through the design review process or CEQA
evaluation.
The level of environmental review necessary for this project has not yet been determined, nor has
a qualifying CEQA exemption been identified or accepted as applicable by staff. The project will
require design review. Your assertion that such review of the project to aspects of the design only
and your reliance on the McCorkle decision for the holding you cite are misplaced.
As you are aware, the McCorkle decision reiterated a long standing principle that the scope of such
review is up to the city imposing the design review. (McCorkle Eastside Neighborhood Group v.
City of St. Helena (2018) 31 Cal. App.5th 80,9, citing Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (200) 83
Cal. App. 4th 2004, 2010). While the court upheld the decision of the City of St. Helena that under
its ordinance no review was required, the court did not create a rule as you posit that would prevent
the City of Chico from a different outcome under its ordinance. Whether design review is
appropriate for this project and what level of detail is required for this project is based on the Chico
Design Review requirement found at 19.18.010. As previously stated and outlined in CMC
19.18.60, when approving a project, the Architectural Review and Historic Preservation Board
shall determine, among other things, “whether or not a project adequately meets the adopted City’s
standards and design guidelines” based upon Findings. As the purpose of the Chico Design Review
includes the promotion of the general health, safety and welfare of the community, including the
desirability of living conditions upon the immediate site or in the adjacent areas (CMC Title
19.18.010.E.) the request for traffic analysis and other information is appropriate.
While this issue is not a matter of completeness, further response to how staff can recommend
approval of the project based on the Findings is necessary.
March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 5:
The author contends that the requested visual simulations are not required and submission or such
materials is not a basis of determining application completeness.
Please refer to the Application Submittal Checklist, “Other” section, which indicates that
perspective drawings, conceptual models and computer simulations can be requested “as needed”.
To better understand the proposed project in the context of the surrounding neighborhood, visual
simulations are necessary. Subsequent to your letter, Staff has received a massing study from
Buddy Williams provided by the applicant. Should the applicant desire to provide any additional
information that would assist Staff in the processing of the application as to how the project will
meet the City standards and be compatible with the surrounding development, please forward such
as soon as possible
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March 29, 2019 Response Letter Comment 6:
The author requests substantial evidence relevant to the determination that the project does not
qualify for a CEQA exemption described in Public Resources Code 21159.24(b). Further
clarification regarding “unusual circumstances” which deny the project this exemption is
requested.
Your reliance on Public Resources (PR) Code Section 21159.24(b) is unsupported. A housing
project qualifies for an exemption pursuant to Section 21159.24(b), only when criteria set forth in
PR Code Section 21159.21 are met. As previously stated in my letter dated February 14, 2019, a
project qualifies for this exemption when the proposal includes one of the following: agricultural
employee housing, affordable housing, certain infill housing projects and when certain criteria set
forth in Government Code section 21159.22, .23, and .24 are met. You have provided no support
that the project would be any of these qualifying types of housing projects of how this project
meets these criteria. More importantly, PR 21159.24(a)(4) requires that within five years of the
date that the application for the project was deemed complete, the community-level environmental
review was certified or adopted. The EIR for the City of Chico 2030 General Plan was adopted in
2011, thus disqualifying the project from this code section.
If you require further information or assistance regarding this matter, please contact (530) 8796807 or shannon.costa@chicoca.gov.
Sincerely,

Shannon Costa
Shannon Costa
Associate Planner

cc:

File: AR 18-32
The Graduate LLC, 18531 Lloyd Lane, Anderson, CA 96007
NorthStar, 111 Mission Ranch Blvd, Suite 100, Chico, CA 95926
Studio KDA - Architecture and Interior Design, Attn: Buddy Williams, 1810 6th Street, Berkley,
CA 94710
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
411 Main Street – 2nd Floor
P.O. Box 3420
Chico, CA 95927

530-879-6800
Fax 530-895-4726
http://www.ci.chico.ca.us
October 8, 2018

Studio KDA - Architecture and Interior Design
Attn: Buddy Williams
1810 6th Street
Berkley, CA 94710
Email: buddy@studiokda.com
Re: Architectural Review 18-32 (The Graduate) -344 W 8th Street, APN 004-281-002; A
request to construct a 6-story multi-family housing development with a total of 59 units (138
bedrooms). The site is located on the westerly portion of the block between Normal Avenue,
Salem Street, W. 7th Street and W. 8th Street, formally the Graduate restaurant. The project
consists of a single, six-story building with surrounding landscaping. Parking would be
provided by automatic parking lifts (puzzle mechanical lifts) that would accommodate
vehicles, and six standard parking spaces (58 total spaces shown on site plan). The site is
designated Residential Mixed Use on the General Plan Land Use Diagram and is zoned
RMU-COS (Residential Mixed Use with Corridor Opportunity Site Overlay).
Dear Mr. Williams,
Thank you for submitting the above referenced application on October 3, 2018. Planning staff has
reviewed the materials and determined that the application is incomplete. Please also see the
enclosed memo with comments provided by the Public Works Department.
Staff has concerns regarding the projects potential environmental impacts and incompatibility with
the surrounding neighborhood.
Environmental Impacts: The project qualifies as a “Project” and is subject to CEQA review. Staff
has concerns that the proposed project would have potentially significant impacts in regard to the
sections found in Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines (see below). Staff will need to prepare an
initial study and additional fees in the amount of $5,375 will need to be collected upon resubmittal.
Aesthetics: The proposed project has the potential to substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The proposed project is substantially larger in
size and scale than surrounding development which includes 1-3 story development on a highlytraveled arterial roadway (Hwy 32). To staffs knowledge, the proposed project would result in the
tallest structure within City limits, outside the bounds of the CSUC campus. As a dominant
building, the project’s appearance is not representative of the area’s typical characteristics and
would create a strong visual contrast. Staff recommends incorporating massing and scale,
architectural styles, materials, and landscaping that are comparable to the character of the existing
surrounding uses/development that are unique to the neighborhood (i.e. exposed red brick,
sawtooth rooflines and architectural styles that include craftsman, art deco, prairie, Tudor revival
and gothic revival).
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Findings: Staff will need to determine that the project adequately meets the adopted City standards
and design guidelines based on the findings provided in CMC 19.18.060 (Site Design and
Architectural Review). Staff has concerns that the project is not supported by the findings:
Compatibility: The proposed project’s character and scale are not visually compatible with the
surrounding development which includes 1-3 story development. The project would dominate its
surroundings and would block views from other structures. Staff does not believe the project is
consistent with the purpose of Chapter 19.18 (Site Design and Architectural Review);
Purpose and intent of the chapter: Chapter 19.18 (Site Design and Architectural Review) is adopted
to promote the general health, safety, welfare and economy of the residents of the community. The
purpose of the chapter is to promote orderly and harmonious development of the City, enhance
desirability of living conditions upon the immediate site or adjacent areas and promote visual
environments which are of high aesthetic quality and variety which at the same time are
considerate of each other.
Transportation/Traffic: The proposed project would result in an inadequate parking capacity for
the surrounding neighborhood resulting in hazardous conditions for pedestrians, bicyclist and
those living in the area (i.e. blocked driveways, illegal parking, blocking crosswalks and access to
fire hydrants) and increased vehicles miles traveled. Pursuant to CMC 19.70.040.G (Parking in the
Downtown In-Lieu Parking Benefit Area): parking for new residential uses shall be one space per
unit or as determined by land use entitlement. This means the parking requirement may be reduced
when it is determined that the area has ample on-street parking and that the proposed project would
not create an increased burden on existing parking conditions; in the case of this location and
project proposal, current parking supplies are heavily impacted and nearly at capacity without the
project. Staff recommends increasing parking supplies for the project, whether through providing
more parking on site, exploring shared parking agreements with neighboring properties, or
reducing the number of units/parking demand for the overall project.
In going forward, the parking studies currently underway by the Public Works Department could
be a useful tool to find a balance in reaching a solution for the project that will lessen project
impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. If you choose to proceed independently of that process,
it is recommended that you provide additional information for consideration, including an
independent analysis on the site-specific parking needs for your project and potential impacts to
the surrounding neighborhood. We look forward to working with you to make this project an asset
to the community.
Additional application items/details needed for completeness:
1. Please indicate the mechanical motion for the gated entrance of the parking garage (does
the gate swing in or out?).
2. As stated in the application checklist, please show surrounding conditions and structures
on the site plan.
3. Provide density information based on GROSS density of the site.
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4. Please provide bike rack specifications and dimensions.
5. Please indicate building height on the elevations (to scale), including roof structure
features.
6. Please show materials and design of proposed fencing.
7. Provide a physical material/color sample board.
8. Please dedicate a full page to the roof deck plan; provide elevation and landscape plans
including the materials and design.
9. Please provide details (spec sheets, manufacturer details) regarding the puzzle mechanical
lift- it is unclear from the site plan how many parking spaces each lift provides, and the
total number of parking spaces provided on site. Please also clarify the width and depth of
each parking space, back up radius for parking garage drive aisle, queuing details for cars
entering the parking garage (how many cars can queue?).
10. Provide light fixtures specifications.
If you require further information or assistance regarding this matter, please contact (530) 8796807 or shannon.costa@chicoca.gov.
Sincerely,

Shannon Costa
Shannon Costa
Assistant Planner

cc:

File: AR 18-32
The Graduate LLC, 18531 Lloyd Lane, Anderson, CA 96007
NorthStar, 111 Mission Ranch Blvd, Suite 100, Chico, CA 95926
Modern Building, Attn.: Phil Strawn, phil@modernbuildinginc.com
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CASEMENT WINDOWS, TYP.

1. CEMENT PLASTER
SHERWIN WILLIAMS MAGNETIC GRAY SW 7058
(TO MATCH "CORNERSTONE" SIGNATURE UNIVERSITY
COLOR PALETTE)
16/20 MEDIUM SAND FLOAT FINISH

5. CEMENT PLASTER
SHERWIN WILLIAMS SHOW STOPPER SW 7588
(TO MATCH "CHICO RED" SIGNATURE
UNIVERSITY COLOR PALETTE)
20/30 FINE SAND FLOAT FINISH

2. CEMENT PLASTER
SHERWIN WILLIAMS GUSTO GOLD SW 6904
(TO MATCH "SUMMER SUN" SECONDARY UNIVERSITY
COLOR PALETTE)
16/20 MEDIUM SAND FLOAT FINISH

6. PERFORATED METAL PANEL
MCNICHOLS GALVANIZED PERFORATED OR
EXPANDED METAL PANELS

3. RAINSCREEN PANEL/ BALCONY GUARDRAIL
PAINTED SHERWIN WILLIAMS 6708 OFFBEAT GREEN
HARDIE TRIM RANDOM WIDTHS
OVER HARDIE PANEL X 10'

7. WOOD SIDING
REDWOOD, CEDAR OR KEBONY

4. CEMENT PLASTER
SHERWIN WILLIAMS HIGH REFLECTIVE WHITE SW7757
16/20 MEDIUM SAND FLOAT FINISH

8. CONCRETE
CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT OR POURED IN
PLACE CONCRETE WITH AN ARCHITECTURAL
FINISH

The Graduate
Multifamily Housing
344 WEST 8TH ST
CHICO, CA

9. ALUMINUM WINDOW SHADES (IN A MIXTURE
OF THE SECONDARY UNIVERSITY COLOR
PALETTES)
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ATTACHMENT K

The proposed project (AR 18-32, The Graduate) is inconsistent with the following goals
and polices identified in the General Plan:
Policy LU-2.3 (Sustainable Land Use Pattern) - Ensure sustainable land use patterns in
both developed areas of the City and new growth areas.
Policy LU-2.4 (Land Use Compatibility) – Promote land use compatibility through use
restrictions, development standards, environmental review and special design
considerations.
Policy LU-3.4 (Neighborhood Enhancement) - Strengthen the character of existing
residential neighborhoods and districts.
Goal LU-4: Promote compatible infill development.
Policy LU-4.2 (Infill Compatibility) - Support infill development, redevelopment, and
rehabilitation projects that are compatible with surrounding properties and neighborhoods.
Goal CD-1: Strengthen Chico’s image and sense of place by reinforcing the desired form
and character of the community.
Policy CD-1.2 (Reinforce Attributes) – Strengthen the positive qualities of the City’s
neighborhoods, corridors, and centers.
Goal CD-3: Ensure project design that reinforces a sense of place with context sensitive
elements and a human scale.
Goal CD-4: Maintain and enhance the character of Chico’s diverse neighborhoods.
Policy CD-4.1 (Distinctive Character) – Reinforce the distinctive character of
neighborhoods with design elements reflected in the streetscape, landmarks, public art,
and natural amenities.
Goal CD-5: Support infill and redevelopment compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood.
Policy CD-5.1 (Compatible Infill Development) – Ensure that new development and
redevelopment reinforces the desirable elements of its neighborhood including
architectural scale, style, and setback patterns.
Policy CD-5.2 (Context Sensitive Transitions) – Encourage context sensitive transitions in
architectural scale and character between new and existing residential development.
Policy CD-5.3 (Context Sensitive Design) – For infill development, incorporate context
sensitive design elements that maintain compatibility and raise the quality of the area’s
architectural character.
Action DT-4.2.2 (Downtown Edges) – Require new development at the edges of Downtown
to be designed with transitions in building height and mass, where appropriate, to
complement the physical character of the adjoining development.

ATTACHMENT L

Goal DT-4: Achieve new development and redevelopment in Downtown that promotes the
Downtown Vision Illustration and Concepts.
Goal DT-6: Reinforce the identity of Downtown and distinguish it from adjacent
neighborhoods.
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The proposed project (AR 18-32, The Graduate) is inconsistent with the following
Design Guidelines:
DG 1.1.11 - Incorporate recognizable design elements that relate to the immediate
neighborhood or community, including uninterrupted vistas of the natural environment.
DG 1.1.34 - Utilize elements that reinforce a sense of place, referencing architectural or
cultural ties to the surrounding neighborhood and then to the greater Chico community.
DG 1.2.11 - Utilize the massing, scale, and form of new buildings as transitional elements
between new and existing development to maintain a pedestrian-level scale throughout
the City.
DG 1.2.12 - Respond to the context and potential linkages to surrounding areas.
DG 1.2.13 - Create a scale and character of development that does not overwhelm the
surrounding neighborhood.
DG 1.2.21 - Relate the design of building facades and roofs to the immediate
neighborhood or greater Chico community through the use of architectural or cultural
motifs, historical references, or references to the natural environment.
DG 1.2.22 - Utilize rooflines and exposed (pitched) roofs to add character and style to a
building, reinforcing its sense of place.
DG 1.2.32 - Use building materials that reinforce a sense of permanence, or place.
DG 1.3.64 - Apply surface treatments that are harmonious with the adjacent buildings.
Avoid using bare concrete, metal siding, wood siding, or synthetic materials.
DG 1.3.97 - Maintain consistency with historical character of neighboring structures with
regard to roof lines.
DG 4.1.23 - MFR - Design multi-family buildings with varieties of building masses to avoid
a monotonous or institutional appearance.
DG 4.2.12 - DPLX, TPLX, and MFR - Transition the scale of multi-unit structures along the
project edge to adjacent one or two-story single-family detached homes.
DG 4.2.14 - All Types - Achieve a pedestrian-level scale by placing lower architectural
masses and smaller architectural details closer to sidewalks and street frontages including
front porches, entry overhangs, trellises, and steps, with attention to window proportions
and trim sizes.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Brendan Ottoboni
Shannon Costa
Bikramjit Kahlon
RE: The Graduate
Thursday, May 23, 2019 10:05:21 AM

Shannon,
Based on our prior comments on submitted applications, we have real concerns with the impacts of
this development that will be created on the adjoining neighborhood properties and downtown
experience. Based on the data provided for two recent, similar student housing projects, unbundled
parking onsite is at capacity and each have a waiting list. The effects of this lack of parking, have
resulted in spill over affects into adjoining neighborhoods. Traffic Engineering division has received
multiple calls from those neighbors stating that they cannot even park near their homes now
because of these impacts, requesting preferential parking districts as a result. The City does not
have the resources or ability to create and then have adequate enforcement of those regulations.
One thing that we have learned from these other real life applications, is that multiple beds are put
into bedrooms and rented separately. This further exacerbates the demands for parking from out of
town students. Furthermore, the downtown in-lieu benefit area did not contemplate a student
housing project of this nature based on its density of students. It was focused on incentivizing
downtown (urban centric mixed uses) development as a mix of smaller residential units, combined
with retail types uses.
Specifically, the data we obtained for the two other student housing projects are as follows:
1. The Urban
a. Total BEDROOMS: 108
b. Total PARKING PROVIDED: 48
i. Waiting list of 12 plus people, many of the residents don’t even bother to
get on the waiting list and just park in the adjoining neighborhood
ii. Ratio = 0.44 stalls / bedroom, HOWEVER, based on MINUMUM demand
of provided parking and waiting list = 0.55 stalls / bedroom
2. Campus Walk
a. Total BEDROOMS: 119 (Total BEDS = 174)
i. Total PARKING PROVIDED: 94
1. Waiting list of approximately 8 plus people, many of the residents don’t
get on the list because they know they will not get a spot, and just park in
the adjoining neighborhood
2. Ratio = 0.79 stalls / bedroom, HOWEVER, based on MINIMUM demand of
provided, plus wait list = 0.86 stalls / bedroom
Based on these specific data figures, it is assumed that the actual demand for parking at a very
minimum would be the provided parking, plus the wait list. This is a MINIMUM since in my
discussions with the staff at these complexes, state that many people ask about parking and hear
there is a long waiting list so they don’t bother putting their name in and then just park in the
adjacent neighborhoods. While we have a walkable and bikeable community, student housing has
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people from throughout the State and Country who travel here via car. They may not use their cars
much or at all during the day, but they still have their vehicle stored. The South Campus
Neighborhood, where this project is proposed has a notorious history of already having extremely
high parking occupancy rates. For example, Notre Dame School has now had to have parking time
limitations in front of the school so that teachers can park there because cars were literally growing
spider webs in their wheel wells. Parking storage issues that spill over cause significant impacts to
adjacent residential places, but also businesses and the availability to customers of those businesses.
Based on the ratios provided above, it would seem like a reasonable and fair ratio would consist of at
least 0.9 stalls per bedroom to fully mitigate the parking demand of a student housing type of
project. The Graduate project proposes 138 bedrooms, therefore would equate to 124 parking
stalls. Their current proposal has 59 parking spaces. That leaves them 65 stalls short of what the
anticipated demand will be based on the tabulated data. 65 vehicles will spread into adjoining
properties and neighborhoods, which does not provide orderly and harmonious development, it
does not enhance the desirability of residence, and it CERTAINLY does not enhance the desirability
of living conditions upon the immediate site and adjacent areas.
We absolutely support development in our community, especially given the current conditions of
the need for housing. However, the proposed development type meets a niche living condition for
student style living with study quarters and multiple beds per bedroom. Based on the recent
information provided by the University, they analyzed the housing demand and determined that the
current housing stock will meet their off-campus student housing needs now and into the future at
an affordable rate. It for all of these reasons, that it appears the development will result in long
term negative impacts to this community. Let me know if you have any questions or need more
information.
Brendan Ottoboni
City of Chico | Director of Public Works - Engineering

o. 530.879.6901
Website | Contact Us

From: Shannon Costa
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 2:04 PM
To: Brendan Ottoboni <brendan.ottoboni@Chicoca.gov>
Subject: The Graduate
I will be moving forward with a report to deny the project. It would be incredibly helpful if you could
provide an explanation/short memo of the parking impacts that can be expected because of the
project. Again, here are the findings we need to make. Please include any recent data/studies we
have
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This chapter is adopted to promote the general health, safety, welfare, and economy of the
residents of the community. The purposes of this chapter are to:
A. Promote orderly and harmonious development of the City;
B. Enhance the desirability of residence or investment in the City;
C. Encourage the attainment of the most desirable use of land and improvements;
D. Enhance the desirability of living conditions upon the immediate site or in adjacent
areas; and
E. Promote visual environments which are of high aesthetic quality and variety and which
at the same time are considerate of each other.
Thank you,

Shannon Costa

Associate Planner
(530) 879-6807
City of Chico- Community Development Department
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